Mayor and Council
Meeting No. 04 - 16

          February 8, 2016

7:00 PM

6:00 pm
1. Convene in Open Session to vote on motion to go into Executive Session pursuant to Section 3-305(b)(1)(i) of
the General Provisions Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland to discuss the appointment, employment,
assignment, promotion, discipline, demotion, compensation, removal, resignation, or performance evaluation of
the City Manager, an employee over whom the Mayor and Council has jurisdiction.
2. Executive Session
3. Reconvene in Open Session
4. Pledge of Allegiance
5. Agenda Review
7:05 pm
6. City Manager's Report
7:10 pm
7. Community Forum
This time is set aside
Citizens are asked to
in advance by calling
who are speaking on

to hear from any community member who wishes to address the Mayor and Council.
keep their remarks to three minutes. Priority will be given to speakers who have signed up
the city Clerk's Office at 240-314-8280 by 4:00 p.m. on the day of the meeting and those
an agenda item.

8. Mayor and Council's Response to Community's Forum and Announcements
9. Mayor and Council Reports
7:30 pm
10. Appointments/Reappointments and Announcements of Vacancies of the Boards
and Commissions
7:40 pm
11. Montgomery County’s Request for the City to Accept the
Placement of the Confederate Statue on City Property Located at 103 West Montgomery
Avenue, known as the Beall-Dawson Park

  

8:10 pm
12. Town Center/Bus Rapid Transit Study Work Session with Consultant Team
from Environmental Resources Management (ERM)
9:10 pm
13. FY 2017 Budget Preview/Worksession #2
10:10 pm
14. Adoption of a Resolution to Enlarge the Corporate Boundaries of the City of Rockville to
Include 4.032 Acres of Land, More or Less, of 355 Partners, LLC (Annexation Petition
ANX2015-00145, a Request to Annex 4.032 Acres of Land, known as Parcel N, Derwood
Subdivision, located at 15931 Frederick Road; 355 Partners, LLC and Frederick Road, LLC,
Petitioners)
10:15 pm
15. Introduction, and Possible Adoption, of an Ordinance to Amend the Zoning Map by
Adding 4.032 Acres of Land, more or less, of 355 Partners, LLC, owners, and Placing Said
Property in the MXTD, Mixed Use Transit District Zone, per Annexation Petition
ANX2015-00145
10:20 pm
16. Adoption of a Resolution to Authorize the Execution of an Agreement for Certain
Conditions of Annexation of the Property of 355 Partners, LLC (Annexation Petition
ANX2015-00145, a Request to Annex 4.032 Acres of Land known as Parcel N, Derwood
Subdivision, located at 15931 Frederick Road; 355 Partners, LLC and Frederick Road, LLC,
Petitioners)
10:35 pm
17. Review and Comment - Mayor and Council Action Report
18. Review and Comment - Future Agendas
19. Old/New Business
10:50 pm
20. Adjournment

NOTE: Times given for agenda items are estimates only. Matters may be considered at times other than those indicated.
Please check the upcoming Mayor and Council calendar listed after this evening's agenda for future meeting and Drop-in
information, including Community' Forum.
THERE WILL BE A COMMUNITY FORUM AT EVERY MEETING, UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED. When listed, Drop-in will be
held in the Council offices from 5:30 pm to 6:30 pm. All meetings are on Monday evenings unless otherwise indicated.
Worksessions in City Hall will be televised.
Please check with the City Clerk's office at 240-314-8280 for any further information.
Any person who requires assistance in order to attend this meeting should call the ADA Coordinator at 240-314-8100.

Mayor and Council

   For the meeting on:
   Department:
   Responsible staff:

  February 8, 2016
  City Clerk
  Sara Taylor-Ferrell, Acting City Clerk
  phone: (240) 314 - 8283
  SFerrell@rockvillemd.gov

Subject

Appointments/Reappointments and Announcements of Vacancies of the Boards and Commissions

Recommendation

Animal Matters Board
Karen Becker - (Reappointment to serve three year term until 02/01/19)
Alison Putnam - (Reappointment to serve as the Alternate member for three year term until
02/01/19)
Cultural Arts Commission
Mike Bevel -(New Appointment to serve three year term until 02/01/19)
Ethics Commission
Rosanne Hurwitz -(Reappointment to serve three year term until 02/01/19)
Environment Commission
Fedon Vayanis - (New Appointment to serve three year term until 02/01/19)
Human Rights Commission
Ebony Davis - (New Appointment to serve three year term until 02/01/19)
Human Services Advisory Commission
Julie Pelletier - (New Appointment to serve at-large representative for three year term until
02/01/19)
Historic District Commission
Stephanie Tincher - (New Appointment to serve three year term until 02/01/19)
Planning Commission
Don Hadley - (Reappointment to serve five year term until 02/01/21)
Senior Citizens Commission
Norma Brailsford - (New Appointment to serve three year term until 02/01/19)
Recreation and Parks Advisory Board
Dirk Whatley - (New Appointment to serve three year term until 02/01/19)
Traffic and Transportation Commission
Gerald Holtz- (Reappointment to serve three year term until 02/01/19)
Mike Stein - (New Appointment to serve three year term until 02/01/19)
Garrett Clemons (New Appointment to serve three year term until 02/01/19)

Attachments

Attachment A - Boards_and_Commissions_Vacancies 02.08.16.pdf

Department Head:

Sara Taylor-Ferrell, Acting City Clerk
Approved on: 02/03/2016

Attachment A

Boards and Commissions Vacancies as of 02/08/2016
1-Animals Matter Board (1 Alternate)
1-Financial Advisory Board
1-Historic District Commission (1 Alternate)
1-Human Services Advisory Commission
1-Rockville Seniors, Inc.
2-Board of Appeals
2-Compensation Commission
2-Senior Citizens Commission
3-Landlord Tenant Affairs Commission (2 Regular/1
Alternate)
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Mayor and Council

   For the meeting on:
   Department:
   Responsible staff:

  February 8, 2016
  City Manager
  Linda Moran, Assistant to the City Manager
  phone: (240) 314 - 8115
  LMoran@rockvillemd.gov

Subject

Montgomery County’s Request for the City to Accept the Placement of the Confederate Statue on
City Property Located at 103 West Montgomery Avenue, known as the Beall-Dawson Park

Recommendation

Discuss whether to accept the placement of the Confederate Statute on City property, located at
103 West Montgomery Avenue, known as the Beall-Dawson Park

Discussion
Background

The Montgomery County Department of General Services requested approval to relocate the
Confederate soldier monument (Confederate monument) from the Red Brick Courthouse, on County
property, to the Beall-Dawson House Historic Park (Beall-Dawson Park). The Mayor and Council of
Rockville is the property owner and has the authority to determine whether to accept the
monument.
Beall-Dawson Park
The park encompasses 2.9 acres of historic buildings and landscaped gardens with park benches,
walking paths and parking. It is located within the West Montgomery Avenue Historic District and is
home to the Beall-Dawson House.
The Montgomery County Historical Society (MCHS) has occupied the Beall-Dawson House since
1965 through a lease agreement with the City. In recent years, the lease has been operating on a
year-to-year basis. Each entity provided 50% of the cost to purchase the property. Rockville is
listed on the title as the property owner.
The City is responsible for maintaining the park grounds and exterior of the House. MCHS is
responsible for the interior maintenance. However, the City has performed frequent work on the
interior due to MCHS having limited financial resources.
The Beall-Dawson House includes the Stonestreet Museum of 19 th Century Medicine Museum Shop,
the Jane C. Sween Library, and MCHS administrative offices. The agreement requires MCHS to keep
the facility open to the public 200 days a year.
Montgomery County’s Request
During the summer of 2015, the County initiated a community discussion about the future of the
Confederate monument. The community discussion concluded with a County Executive decision,
supported by the County Council President, to relocate the monument to a more appropriate
location with comprehensive interpretive signage. Through the County's community input process,
Beall-Dawson Park was identified as a suitable new location for the monument.
The Montgomery County Department of General Services (DGS) applied to the Rockville Historic

District Commission (HDC) for a Certificate of Approval to remove the Confederate Soldier
Monument from the Red Brick Courthouse property. Following HDC’s approval, DGS applied for a
Certificate of Approval for the installation of the Confederate soldier monument at the BeallDawson Historic Park.
In a September 24, 2015 letter to the city manager (Attachment A), the DGS director indicated
that the County will perform the required site preparation for the monument’s permanent setting.
This would include paying for a structural engineer to design the footing for the monument and for
moving it from the current location onto the new footing. The County indicated that the
monument’s long term upkeep and maintenance would be the City’s responsibility.
Historic District Commission Action
On September 17, 2015, the Historic District Commission (HDC) considered the first County
request and found that the proposal to remove the confederate soldier monument from the Red
Brick Courthouse meets the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation #2, #4 and #10
and that the proposed work will not affect the historic integrity of the building that is designated.
The HDC urged very strongly that Rockville be the final destination for the statute, and that it be in
a location that is publicly accessible.
On December 17, 2015, the HDC considered the County’s second request and determined that the
Confederate Soldier Monument meets the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation #9
and #10, and, as a work of art, it will not affect the historic integrity of the building, and the Beall
Dawson Historic Park. The HDC approved the relocation with the following conditions:
The Mayor and Council must approve the use of the Beall Dawson Historic Park;
The monument must face west;
The application must return to the HDC for review of landscaping, illumination, and
interpretive signage, and consider any security related issues as they would pertain to the
neighborhood; and
The interpretation must be a necessary part of the applicant’s return to the HDC.
The staff report provided in Attachment B, which was prepared for the HDC meeting on December
17, 2015, provides more detailed information, including the site analysis and discussion of the
proposed project.
Key Issues for Mayor and Council Consideration
There are a number of items to consider in determining whether to approve the County’s request
to move the Confederate monument to the Beall-Dawson Park, in addition to the HDC’s evaluation
of the appropriateness of the relocation.
Maintenance Costs
Housing the Confederate monument on the property will not require any additional mowing,
shrubbery, or landscaping work by the City’s Parks Division. Fencing the monument is not
recommended by the Police Department, as it will not prevent vandalism. The County reported it
cost $4,590 to have the graffiti removed after it was recently vandalized. The Parks and Facilities
Superintendent suggests that it would be prudent to set aside funds to cover two graffiti removals
on an annual basis, which totals $9,180.
The Maryland Military Monuments Commission funds cleaning and waxing of the monument every
three years, which is $2,000 per cleaning. The Commission is considering shifting to a four-year
schedule, as the wax build up on the structure serves to protect it from the elements.
Security Considerations
The Police Department recommends lighting the Confederate monument at night. Lighting is
provided at night at its current location at the Red Brick Courthouse. Lighting the monument will
enhance visibility and serve as a deterrent to vandalism. Any lighting of the monument may require
approval by the HDC. To enhance security at the property and in the neighborhood, the Police

Department also recommends that a camera system be installed so that the area can be monitored
remotely. The cost for the lighting and security cameras installation is estimated at $10,000.
Interpretive Signage/Historic Preservation Considerations
If the City accepts the Confederate monument at the Beall-Dawson Park, interpretive signage that
provides the full range of perspectives is a critical component that will need to be included. Since it
is part of the relocation, staff believes that the cost should be incurred by the County, if the Mayor
and Council approve the relocation.
Up to four signs can be placed around the monument. Staff recommends that a qualified neutral
party prepare the text for the interpretive signs. There are interpretive signage templates at the
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning historic park located in Darnestown that could be
followed as an example.
Staff has consulted with Heritage Montgomery staff with expertise in this area. They recommend
that, in addition to the custom designed signs that would be placed at the monument, replacement
signs should be fabricated and stored for use in the event of loss or damage. Heritage Montgomery
estimates the sign fabrication costs to be approximately $2,500 per sign. Design of the sign
content would be an additional cost. Heritage Montgomery estimates the replacement sign costs at
$200 per sign. Heritage Montgomery is available for consultation and as a possible source of grant
funding.
In accordance with the December 17 HDC determination, if the City accepts the monument, the
County will need to apply to the HDC with a proposal for the number and location of signs to be
installed, including the interpretive language that covers all of the historical perspectives, and
receive approval.
Location
Montgomery County proposed two locations in the park where the monument could be placed. Both
locations are described below. The HDC recommends the second location.
1) Corner of North Van Buren Street and West Middle Lane
According to the December 17 HDC staff report:
The site is fairly well prepared to locate the Confederate Soldier Monument.
It is already landscaped, and the 18’ diameter circle gives the 8 square foot of the base
ample room around it.
The corner location provides for more visibility, which is a well-known deterrent to crime.
The corner location has a half-moon shaped landscaped area that is formed by a curved brick path
in the park that joins the brick right-of-way sidewalk on West Middle Lane. A landscaped circle is
located at the center of the space. The area has two park benches in front of the trees on the
south side of the curved brick path.
Parks and Facilities staff reviewed the site and stated that this is their preferred location, as little
change or expense will be required on the site to accommodate the monument. A path and park
benches are already in place at this location. There is space for as many as four interpretive signs
facing north, south, east, and west.
As noted in the previous section the approximate cost of four signs and the interpretive content is
estimated in the range of $5,000 to $10,000. With more visibility at this location, four signs would
be suitable.
2) West Middle Lane next to the Jane C. Sween Library (HDC recommended location)
The December 17 HDC staff report notes the following:

The location is open and ready to accept the monument.
There is ample space for viewing the monument.
This location has less visibility than the location at the corner of North Van Buren Street and
West Middle Lane.
The tree buffer on the north side of West Middle Lane and the tree buffer on the south side
of the proposed site may give vandals privacy during the evening hours when the Beall
Dawson Museum and Park are closed.
Further noted in the December 17 HDC staff report, “the alternate location is approximately 80 feet
east of the site preferred by the applicant. The proposed location is an open space with grass and
a few tall trees on the east side. A tree buffer sits in the front of the rear yards of the single family
residences on W. Montgomery. There is a single park bench located near the space and an opening
between the library and the tree buffer that leads to the buildings in the front of the library.”
The Parks and Facilities staff indicated that the monument could be installed at the this location on
the grass and that it’s close enough to an existing path to avoid the need for a new one to be
constructed. Three sides of the monument can be seen at this location. Staff noted that it’s possible
that trees may need to be removed. If that is the case, then a request for approval by the HDC
would have to be submitted. While staff does not believe it is necessary, the cost to install a new
path around the monument and two benches in the vicinity is estimated as follows:
$10,000 for a brick sidewalk that is approximately 100 feet long and five feet wide;
$2,000 for two bench pads; and
$500 for two teak benches.
Discussion Items
Staff suggests that the Mayor and Council discuss the following:
1. Does the Mayor and Council support the Montgomery County DGS request to place the
Confederate monument at the City’s Beall-Dawson Park? If not, staff will communicate the Mayor
and Council’s decision to Montgomery County. According to County staff, the County will likely
place the monument in storage for an indefinite period of time if the City does not support the
County’s request.
If the Mayor and Council support the County’s request:
2. What location at the park does the Mayor and Council prefer? The monument may be installed
at the location approved by the HDC on West Middle Lane next to the Jane C. Sween Library. Any
other location on the property, including at the northwest corner of West Middle Lane and North
Van Buren Street, requires approval by the HDC.
3. Does the Mayor and Council support budgeting approximately $9,100 in future operating
budgets for removing graffiti two times per year as recommended by Recreation and Parks?
4. Does the Mayor and Council support installing lighting and security cameras at the monument as
recommended by Police?

Mayor and Council History

On July 20, 2015, the 2013-2015 Mayor and Council held a Work Session and Public Input meeting
on the Confederate soldier monument.

Fiscal Impact

Moving the confederate monument to the Beall-Dawson Park involves the following actions:
Removing the monument from the Red Brick Courthouse, followed by transportation to and
placement at the Beall-Dawson Park;
Design, construction and installation of footing at the new location;
Design, construction and installation of interpretive signage;
Installation of lighting and security cameras;

Installation of additional park amenities (optional);
Ongoing cleaning of the monument; and
Ongoing maintenance and upkeep, including graffiti removal.
The attached letter from DGS indicates that the County would fund the relocation of the monument
to the Beall-Dawson Park and perform any required site preparation. Staff recommends securing
agreement from the County to fund the interpretive signage, lighting, security cameras and any
additional park amenities in their site preparation.
The County’s letter specifically notes its expectation that the City would be responsible for the
ongoing maintenance and upkeep of the monument. That would include graffiti removal, as needed,
for approximately $4,590 per incident. The cost to maintain lighting and security cameras should
be minimal and will depend on the number of lights and cameras installed, as well as whether they
are subject to any vandalism. The Maryland Military Monuments Commission would continue to
provide standard cleaning and waxing of the monument every three or four years.

Next Steps

If the Mayor and Council reject the County’s request, staff will prepare a letter for approval and
signature of the Mayor and Council to inform the County that the City will not accept the
monument.
If the Mayor and Council accept the County’s request, next steps would include:
City and County negotiate specifically what the County is responsible for doing to prepare the
site for the new monument location;
County design of the site improvements, including the interpretive signage;
County return to the HDC for review of landscaping, illumination, interpretive signage and
security;
County construct the site improvements and move the monument; and
City provide ongoing maintenance of the monument.

Attachments
Attachment A - Montgomery County's Relocation Request Letter.pdf
Attachment B - Dec. 17, 2015 Historic District Commission Staff Report.pdf

Department Head:
Jenny Kimball, Deputy City Manager
Approved on: 02/02/2016

City Manager:

Barbara B. Matthews, City Manager
Approved on: 02/03/2016
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Mayor and Council

   For the meeting on:
   Department:
   Division:
   Responsible staff:

  February 8, 2016
  Community Planning and Development Services
  Executive
  Andrew Gunning, Deputy Director of Community Planning &
Development Services
  phone: (240) 314 - 8206
  AGunning@rockvillemd.gov

Subject

Town Center/Bus Rapid Transit Study Work Session with Consultant Team from Environmental
Resources Management (ERM)

Recommendation

Engage in a work session with the consultant team, and provide direction as necessary.

Discussion

On December 14, 2015, staff provided the final report for the Bus Rapid Transit Town Center
Integration study (Attachment A - Final BRT Town Center Report). The study was conducted so the
City could be proactive and better understand the challenges and opportunities for integrating
regional bus rapid transit (BRT) into the Town Center area, and to be in a position to recommend
the City's preferred options to the State and County.
Also during the December 14 meeting, staff recommended next steps for engaging the community
about the design alternatives that were studied. Before that outreach begins, the Mayor and
Council requested that a work session be conducted with the study's consultant team in order to
discuss the design alternatives in further detail.
The February 8 work session is structured to facilitate discussion of the alternatives that were
developed (as described below), to address questions and concerns that have been raised
previously by the Mayor and Council, and to answer any other questions the Mayor and Council
may have. The Planning Commission and Traffic and Transportation Commission have been invited
to attend the work session.
Structure of the Work Session
The consultant team that will help guide the work session includes Ben Sussman with ERM, Paul
Silberman of Sabra Wang and Associates, and Keith Weaver of EDSA. Representatives from Holland
and Knight will also be in attendance to answer questions as needed.
Each of the three design alternatives will be reviewed by the consultant team; the key features of
each alternative will be highlighted, as will the very preliminary cost estimates. Below are the
issues that will be raised by the consultant team and staff during the discussion of each of the
alternatives. They are based on questions raised previously by the Mayor and Council. These topics
are being provided in advance of the work session in order to afford the Mayor and Council an
opportunity to think through these issues prior to the meeting, and to formulate additional
questions to raise during the work session.
Mixed traffic with enhanced features at platform locations – Under this alternative, BRT would
operate in the existing outer travel lanes in mixed traffic with other vehicles, but would have
pullouts at the platform locations for passenger boarding at the MD 355/Park Road/Middle Lane
intersection.

Issues for discussion:
1. Does an option that operates in regular travel lanes provide enough benefits for users?
2. Do the Mayor and Council see value in this option due to its lower cost and possible ease of
implementation?
3. How do the Mayor and Council think this option would benefit Rockville?
4. Should it be discussed with the community, and possibly studied further by the State?
Two dedicated BRT lanes – This alternative maintains all the existing travel lanes and
accommodates two BRT lanes along the median, requiring an expanded cross section and additional
right-of-way.
Issues/questions for discussion:
1. Does the widened roadway and additional potential right-of-way necessary seem manageable
and desirable?
2. Is the level of pedestrian activity manageable with a median BRT station?
3. How do the Mayor and Council think this option would benefit Rockville?
4. Should it be discussed with the community, and possibly studied further by the State?
Two dedicated BRT lanes at grade and a tunnel for through traffic – This alternative
maintains four (instead of six) general travel lanes at the surface, and accommodates two BRT
lanes along the median at the surface. It includes a four-lane tunnel to accommodate through trips
on MD 355 and to lessen traffic on the surface street.
Issues for discussion:
1. The tunnel is shown as running under MD 355 from south of Dodge Street (between Dodge
and Mt. Vernon Place) to north of Beall Avenue, for just over 2/3 of a mile. Is it possible it
could be shortened, and simply have a 'deck over' approach to reduce the length and cost?
2. Does the amount of usable open space/green space meet the City's interest in providing a
gathering space for the community?
3. Is the potential redevelopment activity that is illustrated a necessary feature? How would
that level of development impact the existing Town Center?
4. Given the significant cost of this option, what is the possibility that it could actually be funded
and constructed?
5. How do the Mayor and Council think this option would benefit Rockville?
6. Should it be discussed with the community, and possibly studied further by the State?
Additional Background
The State and Montgomery County have corridor studies underway that would potentially bring two
BRT routes to the Rockville Metro Station area – one on MD Route 355 and the other on Veirs Mill
Road. The City’s study was initiated in early 2015 in order to be proactive and to better understand
the physical problems and opportunities for BRT in this area - and to identify concepts for Town
Center with BRT. The findings of this study can be used by the Mayor and Council to relay the
City’s design preferences to the State and County to be included in the design of BRT routes,
facilities and stations. Having knowledge of the physical limitations and opportunities will allow the
Mayor and Council to suggest local preferences that should be considered in this portion of the BRT
corridor studies.
In order to gain this knowledge, the City engaged the services of the planning firm Environmental
Resources Management (ERM), with sub-consultants Sabra Wang and Associates (transportation
planners and engineers) and EDSA (landscape architects). Representatives from each firm assisted
in delivering the initial presentation to the Mayor and Council on September 28, 2015. They
presented three alternatives, including urban design enhancements that could also be considered.
During the December 14 Mayor and Council meeting, a number of approaches for engaging the
community were discussed that will help inform Rockville residents and stakeholders, with the

intent of assisting the Mayor and Council to understand which BRT alternatives to recommend for
the Town Center area. The Mayor and Council provided additional direction to staff regarding
community engagement (Attachment B – BRT Update 1-5-16). Outreach is now scheduled to begin
in March and conclude in May with a community-wide forum.
It is important to keep in mind that the Mayor and Council do not need to make a decision in the
near future regarding the specific alternative the City would like to have implemented for the BRT
in the Town Center area. That decision will come later, after several more phases of study during
the corridor planning process being conducted by the State. However, this spring, the Mayor and
Council should be prepared to suggest options to the State and County as they conduct these
studies, particularly for those options that may not otherwise be considered.
It is also important to remember that these are very preliminary concepts. Nothing should be
construed as ‘final’ in terms of their design, layout, cross-section and any other features involved.
If any of these options advance to the next phase of consideration, they will certainly be modified
as more detailed information becomes available.
In addition to being provided as Attachment A to this agenda item, the final report, including all the
attachments, is available on the City's website at www.rockvillemd.gov/BRT. Other BRT information
can also be found there.

Mayor and Council History

On December 14, 2015, the Mayor and Council received the final study report and briefly discussed
the alternatives studied when staff presented a draft community engagement plan for
consideration. A work session with the consultants was requested during that discussion.
The Mayor and Council received a presentation on this study from the consultant team on
September 28, 2015. Previous briefings have been provided as well regarding BRT planning
activities.
On December 3, 2015, the Mayor and Council met with the Montgomery County Council and the
Mayor and Council of the City of Gaithersburg. At the meeting, information was shared regarding
BRT planning efforts, including a briefing on the study conducted by the City of Rockville. This was
the second such interjurisdictional meeting, with the first one occurring on December 3, 2014.
Additionally, periodic briefings and updates have been provided by staff to the Mayor and Council,
both during regular meetings and by memo.

Next Steps

Staff will begin conducting public outreach regarding these alternatives in March.

Attachments
Attachment A_Rockville BRT Town Center Integration Study Report - Final 12-3-15.pdf

Attachment B - BRT Update MC 1-5-16.pdf

Department Head:

Susan Swift, Director of Community Planning and Development Services
Approved on: 01/29/2016

City Manager:

Barbara B. Matthews, City Manager
Approved on: 02/03/2016
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Bus Rapid Transit Town Center Integration Study
January to September 2015
Final Report December 3, 2015

Prepared for
City of Rockville, Department of Community Planning and Development
Services
By
Environmental Resources Management, Annapolis, MD
EDSA, Baltimore, MD
Sabra Wang and Associates, Columbia, MD
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Attachment A

Summary and Key Findings
The City of Rockville commissioned this Integration Study (Study) to identify possible design
solutions for integrating Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) in the Rockville Town Center area. The City
has been engaged in the BRT corridor planning efforts currently being conducted by
Montgomery County and the Maryland Department of Transportation for MD 355 and Veirs
Mill Road.
In an effort to more carefully identify BRT options in this critical part of Rockville, the City
initiated this study to understand how the BRT routes could be accommodated while enhancing
the Town Center area where so much investment and redevelopment have already occurred
under the guidance of Rockville’s 2001 Town Center Master Plan. As the county seat and with a
downtown that has been a longstanding center of economic and government activity, the City has
stressed a strong desire to ensure that BRT improvements work within and for the Rockville
community while also serving the needs of the overall transportation network.
To achieve the Study objectives, a Study team of City staff and consultants:
1. Explored BRT alternatives that focus on features of interest to the City,
2. Integrated into the BRT alternative designs Town Center Master Plan guidance,
3. Worked collaboratively with Montgomery County, the State Highway Administration
(SHA), the Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) and the Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority (WMATA).
The City intends to use this Study to:
1. Understand how the BRT Plan could affect Town Center
2. Identify issues (potential problems) and potential opportunities (options).
3. Provide a basis for discussions with the public and with City officials regarding BRT, and for
input to Montgomery County and the State regarding the planning and eventual
implementation of the BRT Plan.
The Study area was the MD 355 and Veirs Mill Road corridors from just north of Beall Avenue
to First Street. This area has a mix of land uses and conditions that create three distinct areas
with differing characteristics: 1) a central area immediately surrounding the Rockville Metro
Station; 2) a northern area between Beall and Washington Avenues; and 3) a southern area
generally surrounding the Veterans Memorial Park. Existing conditions together with the
introduction of BRT present issues and challenges for Town Center integration as well as a more
complete streets and transit-oriented development approach to the study area.
The Study team identified six principles for evaluating BRT designs:
1. BRT supports Town Center design and development goals
2. BRT expands travel options for Rockville residents, workers, shoppers and visitors
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3. BRT integrates with the street network, and motor vehicle levels of service are at least
maintained
4. BRT integrates with the Rockville Metro station and other transit service
5. BRT station is convenient and safe for users
6. BRT integrates with bicycle routes and users.
The selection of options for detailed assessment in this Study began with a menu of 12
configuration alternatives. Through a series of interagency meetings, the consensus was to
advance three concepts for further study (recognizing in part that Montgomery County and the
State would be evaluating other alternatives).
Concept 2. Mixed-traffic with near side1 pull-outs. BRT service would operate in mixedtraffic curb lanes on either side of MD 355 through the study area. Where possible, curbside
enhancements including queue jumps (allowing buses to proceed ahead of other traffic stopped
at intersections) with signal priority, and pull-out platform locations would be included.
Concept 4. Dedicated lanes in median. BRT service would run in a median guideway,
which would be primarily dual lane but would also have limited sections of bi-directional single
lane where the need to preserve mixed traffic left-turning lanes is critical.
Concept 6. Dedicated lanes in median with through traffic in tunnel. Through traffic on
MD 355 would be diverted to a 0.70 mile long four-lane tunnel from south of Dodge Street and
north of Beall Avenue (see Figure 20). Existing at-grade travel lanes would be reconfigured to
provide two through lanes in either direction, turn lanes and a two-lane buffered BRT guideway
in the median of MD 355.
The three concepts offer varying levels of BRT and transportation improvements, although in
some measure they provide similar types of urban design improvement opportunities. However,
they vary in terms of scale and ability to create dramatic and positive change on the MD 355Veirs Mill Road corridors and integrate with Rockville’s Town Center.
Of the three concepts, Concept 6 would offer the greatest opportunities for transportation and
urban design improvement in the central portion of the MD 355 – Rockville Pike corridor
because it would remove two at-grade travel lanes of travel and replace them underground with
four through traffic lanes. This positive transportation trade-off would also allow the existing
right-of-way to be better utilized for pedestrian and BRT transit patron use at the surface,
enhancing the corridor for multi-modal use. It requires relatively modest widening in some areas
of the central area, while also optimizing the number of both public realm spaces for
enhancement and public/private properties for economic redevelopment along the corridor.
Of the three concepts, Concept 6 would have the highest cost, but would have the greatest
integration potential. Concept 2 offers a viable cost effective, short term solution, if necessary.

1

A stop located along the curb in advance of an intersection.
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1.

Study Objective and Background

The City of Rockville commissioned this study to identify possible design solutions for
integrating Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) in the Rockville Town Center area. The City has been
engaged in the BRT corridor planning efforts currently being conducted by Montgomery County
and the Maryland Department of Transportation for MD 355 and Veirs Mill Road.
In an effort to more carefully identify BRT options in this critical part of Rockville, the City
initiated this study to understand how the BRT routes could be accommodated while enhancing
the Town Center area where so much investment and redevelopment have already occurred (and
continue to occur) under the guidance of Rockville’s 2001 Town Center Master Plan. As the
county seat and with a downtown that has been a longstanding center of economic and
government activity, the City has stressed a strong desire to ensure that BRT improvements work
within and for the Rockville community while also serving the needs of the overall transportation
network.

1.1

Objective

The objective of the Bus Rapid Transit Town Center Integration Study is to:
Generate BRT design concepts that will enhance Town Center while accommodating
BRT service into the area, and integrate with the Metro station and current transit
service.
To achieve this objective the City wanted to:
1. Explore BRT alternatives that focus on features of interest to the City.
2. Integrate into the BRT alternative designs Town Center Master Plan guidance (in all its urban
design and transportation aspects).
3. Work collaboratively with Montgomery County and the State Highway Administration
(SHA), Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) as well as the Washington Metropolitan
Area Transit Authority (WMATA), sharing our respective interests and shaping subsequent
steps in each other’s processes.
Figure 1 shows the Study Area, the MD 355 and Veirs Mill Road corridors from just north of
Beall Avenue to First Street.
Opportunities
Bus Rapid Transit brings several opportunities to the City. The County BRT Plan does not call
for a specific cross section or BRT treatment within cities, but instead allows the municipalities
to provide such direction given their separate land use authority.
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BRT brings the potential for major new investment – potentially in the hundreds of millions of
dollars by federal, state and local governments, further proof of the City’s vibrancy and
importance in the region. In addition it brings opportunity to:


Address evolving traffic and mobility patterns – car, Metro, bus, pedestrian, bicycle, Amtrak,
and MARC;



Integrate the next generation of transit into Town Center;



Integrate with the heavily used but aging Rockville Metro Station;



Build on Town Center development progress; and



Revisit Town Center Master Plan ideas.
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Figure 1

Study Area
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1.2

Use of the Integration Study

The City intends to use this Study to:
1. Understand how the BRT Plan could affect Town Center with respect to: urban form and
land use relationships; motor vehicle circulation and access; and pedestrian and bicycle
mobility and access.
2. Identify issues (potential problems) and potential opportunities (options) associated with
these considerations.
3. Provide a basis for discussions with the public and with City officials regarding BRT, and for
input to Montgomery County and the State regarding the planning and eventual
implementation of the BRT Plan. The BRT Plan requires confirmation of stations and BRT
treatment (e.g., lanes) by the City of Rockville, and this study attempts to identify
alternatives that support the City’s Town Center goals while accommodating the BRT
network.
The Integration Study is intended to be a high level, visionary assessment showing possible
options and solutions for the City to explore and the trade-offs among the different options. To
ensure that the options were realistic, the plans, drawings, and sketches in the study are detailed.
Notwithstanding the depiction of precise dimensions on these figures, in planning the BRT
system, much more planning, design and input will be critical and will occur for years to come.
Both a previous 2014 Issues and Potentials Study and this Integration Study show that trade-offs
will need to be made between motor vehicle, transit, and pedestrian and bicycle needs and wants.
Given a limited amount of roadway space and additional right-of-way that would be available, it
may not be possible to accommodate all of the City’s desired features through this corridor. The
Integration Study was an attempt to begin to identify possibilities that can be explored as BRT
planning studies advance, and to help the City understand how BRT may interact with the Town
Center area. The Study was not an attempt to generate ultimate design solutions at this stage of
the process.

1.3

Background

Transit Corridors Functional Master Plan
Montgomery County adopted a Countywide Transit Corridors Functional Master Plan (the BRT
Plan2) in November 2013 that recommends a 102-mile bus rapid transit (BRT) network
(including the Corridor Cities Transitway) in 10 corridors in the central and southern parts of the
County (Figure 2). Three of the corridors (MD 355 South, MD 355 North, and Veirs Mill Road)
would run through the City of Rockville and converge in the City’s Town Center where the City
has been undertaking and implementing the current generation of redevelopment planning since
the 1990s, especially with the completion of the Rockville Town Square project in 2007.

2

The Plan does not address BRT exclusively, but for simplicity we refer to it as the BRT Plan.
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The term “Bus Rapid Transit” (BRT) refers to buses or specialized vehicles on roadways
typically within dedicated lanes that quickly and efficiently transport passengers to their
destinations. The intent is to provide frequent, fast, and reliable high capacity transit service at a
lower cost compared to other modes of transportation such as light rail or Metrorail (heavy rail).
BRT implementation will require a significant capital investment from multiple agencies and
sources that has the potential to enhance Town Center by increasing and diversifying access and
transportation options. However, the City is concerned about the potential impacts brought on
by BRT investment if the corridors are not designed and implemented in a manner that improves
the experience of people who use the Town Center area. Also, while some of the BRT routes
identified so far could potentially benefit Rockville, City officials have also expressed concern in
making sure the city is not just a pass-through jurisdiction, but rather that BRT will truly provide
benefits to local residents and businesses.
BRT Service Plans
The BRT service plans are expected to evolve as planning and engineering by Montgomery
County and the State continues. The City used the Countywide Transit Corridors Functional
Master Plan and other recent planning documents for the planning assumptions it needed for this
Integration Study.
The BRT routes along MD 355 (Rockville Pike) and MD 586 (Veirs Mill Road) are expected to
operate with frequent (less than 10 minute) headways along both roadways. The vehicles will be
branded to distinguish them from local bus service, have multi-door and low floor boarding, and
will require off-board fare payments. The 355 BRT corridor is expected to run from Clarksburg
to Bethesda, and it may be split into a north segment and south segment with Rockville as
southern and northern limit, respectively, or it may operate as a “single seat” ride along the entire
length. Those operational details have not yet been determined. The 586 BRT corridor will run
from the Wheaton Metro Station to Rockville. There is only one stop proposed in the Town
Center – at the Rockville Metro Station. The Integration Study assumed that the southern 355
and 586 services would both run through the Rockville Metro Station and provide service to the
Montgomery County College campus for at least some of the service along this corridor, given
the high ridership potential of the College.
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Figure 2 Recommended BRT Corridors in Montgomery County

Issues and Potentials Study
A 2014 City of Rockville Issues and Potentials Study3 identified a number of challenges and
conditions in the study area and they remain relevant for this Town Center Integration Study.
They include, but are not limited to, the following:


The Rockville Metro station is a significant hub of transit and multi-modal activity, with
service by Metrorail, Metro bus, Ride-On bus, Amtrak, and MARC commuter trains.



Although pedestrian activity is very high, safe and effective access between the Metro
station and Town Center is lacking.



The intersection adjacent to the Rockville Metro station (MD 355 at Park Road/Middle
Lane) carries a high volume of traffic as well, and also provides major access into the
East Rockville neighborhood.



The MD 355 corridor is already built out to six lanes, with little obvious physical room to
expand to accommodate another dedicated lane for BRT given a number of existing
structures close to the roadway, the presence of historic sites (including St. Mary’s
Church and cemetery) and the city’s Veteran’s Park.



The corridors under consideration (MD 355 and MD 28/586) carry a large volume of
vehicular traffic today which is also expected well into the future. The geometric

3

Phase 1 Bus Rapid Transit Issues and Potentials in Rockville Town Center, Preliminary Review, March to June,
2014, Final Report July 10, 2014
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configuration where these routes come together at the “mixing bowl” is challenging for
traffic management and flow, and aesthetically is not very inviting into the Town Center
area.


A series of four rail lines runs generally parallel to the MD 355 corridor – two operated
by WMATA, and two by CSX – which creates separation between neighborhoods and
also presents limitations in terms of urban design solutions that may be implemented in
the area.



As the county or state attempts to implement BRT lanes through Town Center, these
challenges could be exacerbated if improvements are not designed and implemented in a
manner consistent with the pedestrian environment envisioned by the city. BRT will also
likely need additional right of way (ROW) as existing ROW is limited. Acquiring ROW
can be costly and wide roadways are not desirable in the parts of Town Center where a
goal is to create a walkable environment.

Town Center Master Plan
The City’s adopted Town Center Master Plan (2001) identifies a number of possible
transportation enhancements and development measures that are particularly relevant when
considering the implementation of BRT. With BRT planning underway, now is an opportune
time to consider whether these potential improvements are still relevant. They include (among
others):




A pedestrian promenade over MD 355 that would more effectively connect the Metro
station (and East Rockville) to Town Center, and provide a safe, direct pedestrian link.
The possibility of undergrounding a portion of MD 355 as a long term solution to
congestion and improving connectivity between the Metro station and Town Center.
Opportunities for redevelopment of the existing WMATA site and other key properties
such as 255 Rockville Pike.

Other Studies
There are a large number of documents and prior studies relevant to the Integration Study. Even
the older ones are important to review because they show how ideas for the Town Center have
evolved. Some ideas from earlier plans that may not have been adopted may merit
reconsideration in light of the BRT Plan and other changes. Attachment A is a “Document
Chronology” that lists and summarizes these documents.
Among these documents two were reviewed particularly carefully by the Integration Study team:


State Highway Administration (SHA) Rockville Town Center Study, 1998 to 2000.



WMATA Rockville Station Access Study, 2005
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2.

Existing conditions

2.1

Land use and urban design setting

The Rockville Town Center portion of the MD 355/Rockville Pike BRT corridor is comprised of
a mix of land uses and urban conditions that create three distinct areas with differing
characteristics: 1) a central area immediately surrounding the Rockville Metro Station; 2) a
northern area between Beall and Washington Avenues; and 3) a southern area generally
surrounding the Veterans Memorial Park. The central area, between Beall Avenue and Monroe
Place, is largely comprised of a mix of WMATA transportation and transit oriented uses,
Montgomery County offices, private-sector corporate offices, commercial uses and
public/private parking garages being served from MD 355. This portion of the corridor conveys
the most urban character due in large part to the Rockville Town Center infill development on
the west side of the corridor. The Choice Hotels headquarters building at MD 355 and Middle
Lane is a good example of this design treatment. The Rockville Metro Station and bus services
generate a large amount of pedestrian, bicycle and transit activity between the Town Center and
the Metro Station, helping to make the area feel more transit–oriented and less auto-dominant,
although Rockville Pike is 6-7 lanes wide in this area.
The north end of the corridor, between Beall Avenue and Washington Street, is much more
suburban in character, but is also active with its Rockville Volunteer Fire Station, well-occupied
office buildings, residential condominiums and many commercial uses serving the area including
pharmacies, banks and eateries to name a few. Most of these uses are serviced through surface
parking lots and service lanes that parallel the MD 355 corridor, making the distance between
uses on the corridor quite wide and heavily auto-oriented.
Like the north end, the south end of the MD 355 corridor, between Monroe Place and Mount
Vernon Place, is also comprised of a mix of uses: faith-based institutions, office buildings,
assisted living, residential condominiums and auto-oriented commercial uses. What differentiates
this area from the area to the north is the juxtaposition and intertwined nature of MD 28/Veirs
Mill Road and Dodge Street with MD 355, which defines the Veterans Memorial Park and south
gateway to the Rockville Town Center.
With the exception of the more pedestrian-oriented west side blocks between East Middle Lane
and Beall Avenue, the largely vehicle-oriented urban setting along the MD 355 and MD 28/Veirs
Mill Road corridors is largely the result of an emphasis on moving vehicles to avoid traffic
congestion and allowing for highway-oriented development through Rockville prior to the 2001
Town Center Master Plan and subsequent redevelopment of the former Rockville mall site. As
such, until the early to mid-2000s, these State-owned corridors were seen as thoroughfares first
and foremost rather than as complete streets that could function well for a variety of user groups.
As a result there were few design amenity adjustments to the public realm or to private sites that
line the corridors. Please see the “Rockville Town Center BRT Integration Existing Conditions
and Potential Approaches” powerpoint slides in Attachment B for photographs of existing
conditions.
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Issues and challenges:
The conditions described above together with the introduction of BRT present issues and
challenges for Town Center integration as well as a more complete streets and transit-oriented
development approach to the MD 355/MD 28 corridors.
1. MD 355 versus Town Center. With a few limited exceptions, such as the Choice Hotels
headquarters building, MD 355 does not feel part of Town Center. The 2001 Town Center
Master Plan does illustrate a vision and plan for redevelopment along the corridor that
includes MD 355 within the urban grid. However, since 2001, only the west side of MD 355
between East Middle Street and Beall Avenue has been redeveloped with architectural
frontage/facades and associated streetscape enhancements that begin to make the corridor
feel more like an urban boulevard, but still on the edge of the more vibrant and walkable
Town Center. An extension of the Town Center’s character along the corridor is planned,
with additional redevelopment anticipated around East Dawson Street, but additional
redevelopment of three to four key sites coupled with a continuous, high quality urban
boulevard streetscape is needed to truly make the MD 355 corridor equally important to the
Town Center as Maryland Avenue and Montgomery Avenue are today. Both Rockville Pike
and the Rockville Metro Station area must continue to transition from barrier to unifying
boulevard between East and West Rockville for the corridor to reach its full potential for the
Town Center.
2. 255 Rockville Pike site. This site represents the last remaining piece of the original
Rockville Mall site and is currently being used for County office space. Given its previous
use, the building was not designed to fit within the urban context of the evolving Town
Center or intended to hold such a key position on the MD 355 corridor at the Metro gateway
into the community. The retrofitted building offers very little street level activity, is low in
density and turns its back to MD 355, with the frontage being primarily focused on auto and
service truck access (Figure 3). This site would have greater use potential if redeveloped into
a multi-story, mixed-use redevelopment offering a mix of uses, convenient transit access and
additional programmed open spaces for the Town Center. Redevelopment of this site is
recommended in the Town Center Master Plan.
3. Utilities. Large overhead utility lines and T-framed poles dominate the west side of the MD
355 corridor adding to the visual clutter and pedestrian obstacles. These older style utility
systems also diminish the positive impacts that new state-of-the-art architecture, such as the
Choice Hotels headquarters building at the northwest corner of Rockville Pike and Middle
Lane, can have on the corridor. The utilities also limit the potential to install canopy trees
along the west side of the corridor, and extend the Town Center streetscape into the corridor.
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Figure 3
View of MD 355 looking north from the existing pedestrian bridge and showing the stark nature of
the corridor environment. The 255 Rockville Pike site is to the left and WMATA property to the right.

4. Inadequate Street and Pedestrian Lighting - The corridors are primarily lit with high,
pole-mounted streetlights that do well to light the roadway, but are often inadequate at
providing sufficient sidewalk lighting that conveys a safe and secure image along the current
urban edge of the Town Center.
5. Inadequate Walkways - The majority of the pedestrian walkways through the area are only
plus five feet in width, with the exception of the blocks between East Middle Lane and Beall
Avenue, where the walkways are 20-25 feet wide due in large part to plus ten-foot public
R.O.W. coupled with a plus 15-foot setback along the west side of the MD 355 corridor for
new development.
6. Unattractive Boulevard Medians – The MD 355 corridor functions as an urban boulevard;
however, the concrete medians give the roadway a stark appearance due to the lack of
distinctive paving, ground plane vegetation, lighting, or trees.
7. Structured Parking – Historically, the residential, civic and commercial uses along the MD
355 and MD 28 corridors relied on front door surface parking and loading areas to serve the
buildings. More recent Town Center redevelopments along the corridor are now
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incorporating internalized structured parking allowing the frontage and facades along the
corridor to gradually begin to frame MD 355 as a front door, address street.
8. Limited Streetscape Activation – With the exception of the streetscape in front of the
Choice Hotels headquarters, the MD 355 and MD 28 streetscapes are mostly functional in
their appearance with minimum walkway and in-ground landscape planter or lawn panel
dimensions, a lack of pedestrian lighting, furnishings and trash receptacles, and basic
concrete sidewalk paving that are not complementary to Rockville’s Town Center setting.
9. Connections to the Rockville Metro Station - aging pedestrian bridge crossing – While
the current pedestrian bridge linking 255 Rockville Pike with the Rockville Metro Station is
both functional and direct in its design, its structural support system and spacing across MD
355 would either constrain or block the layout and construction of most BRT system
alignments. Any BRT alignment concept will need to consider options for retrofitting or
creating new bridge/promenade linkages to replace the current bridge. (Figure 4).

Figure 4
Station

Existing pedestrian bridge crossing over MD 355 to the Rockville Metro
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10. East-west Rockville divide. For many years, the MD 355/Rockville Pike and MD 28/Veirs
Mill Road corridors have been seen as thoroughfares defining the edges of east and west
Rockville. When coupled with the rail lines a physical and perceptual barrier divide has been
formed between east and west Rockville.
A newly designed streetscape and infill developments in association with a new Bus Rapid
Transit line would help resolve many of the long-standing physical barriers and conflicts along
the corridor. The introduction of BRT along the corridors could be the catalyst for the public
realm changes that are needed, regardless of the final BRT approach and alignment selected.

Figure 5 Existing conditions and future visions. See Attachment G (Presentation to Mayor and Council, September
28, 2015) for application of the Rockville Town Center Master Plan to the Integration Study.

Planning Framework
Two key documents set the larger urban design context for this BRT Town Center Integration
Study: the 2001 Rockville Town Center Master Plan primarily, and to a lesser extent, the 2005
Rockville Metro Station Access Study.
The 2001 Rockville Town Center Master Plan is the primary guide that conveys the image for
how the City would like the MD 355 corridor to develop in the context of the Town Center (see
Figure 6). A Bus Rapid Transit system was not a component of that Master Plan. This
Integration Study is a starting point for determining how BRT can best fit, complement and
enhance the Town Center environment along the MD 355 and MD 28 corridors.
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The WMATA Metro Station sites will play a key role in the future expansion and appearance of
the Rockville Town Center. WMATA’s 2005 Rockville Metro Station Access Study provided
the agency’s internal vision of what the Metro site could become with future joint public-private
redevelopment with a transit-oriented focus (see Figure 7). While neither the City nor WMATA
formally endorsed or adopted the Study, the Integration Study team found it very helpful in its
consideration of options and possibilities.
For the first time since these two documents were published, this BRT Integration Study molds
the two visions into a single vision that incorporates Bus Rapid Transit.

Figure 6
Sections, plans and sketches from the Rockville Town Center Master Plan were
considered to set the urban context for BRT
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Figure 7
Plan from WMATA’s 2005 Station Access Improvement Study, this study provided
ideas for the Integration Study

2.2

Transportation Features

Roadways
Maryland Route 355 (MD 355) is a state owned and maintained roadway and classified as an
“urban other principal arterial”. Along the project limits from North Washington Street to First
Street, MD 355 encompasses eight signalized intersections. The typical section is mostly
comprised of three travel lanes in each direction, with a center median and left-turn lanes at all
signalized intersections. Generally, travel lanes are 11 feet wide and the posted speed limit of 40
miles per hour.
Average daily traffic volumes range between 45,000 to 50,000 vehicles per day, with peak hour
peak directional volumes ranging between 2,000 to 2,500 vehicles per hour. Existing traffic
count data was sourced from the Maryland State Highway Administration’s Traffic Monitoring
System website (http://maps.roads.maryland.gov/itms_public/). Detailed traffic volume
diagrams are included in Attachments C and F.
Study area intersection capacity analysis for vehicles was performed using the Highway Capacity
Manual methodology that considers roadway geometry, traffic volumes and signal timing. The
key performance measure is level of service (LOS)4. The results indicate that two intersections
(Middle Lane and Veirs Mill/ Jefferson Street) are operating at capacity (LOS D) and one
4

LOS is defined as a “qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream.” LOS ranges
from A to F, where a LOS A represents optimal conditions and a LOS F represents saturated or failing conditions.
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intersection (Wootton Parkway) is operating at near failing conditions (LOS E). Study
intersections include (Table 1):
Table 1

Intersection Level of Service
Intersection

MD 355 at Washington Street

Level of Service, 2015
(critical PM peak hour)
C

MD 355 at Dawson Lane Extended

A

MD 355 at Beall Avenue

B

MD 355 at Middle Lane/Park Road

D

MD 355 at Church Street /Monroe Avenue

B

MD 355 at MD 586/MD 28
MD 355 at Dodge Street /Richard Montgomery
Drive
MD 355 at First Street/ Wootton Parkway

D
B
E

Issues and challenges
Key roadway issues include
1. Existing traffic congestion at MD 355/Middle Lane/Park Road and at MD 355 at MD
586/MD 28 (also referred to as the mixing bowl). As the current operating level of service
grade at these intersections is D, there is little additional capacity to repurpose for the BRT,
and repurposing roadway space for the BRT would likely result in a failing level of service.
2. Park Road to MD 355 handles a significant amount of traffic given that it serves the East
Rockville neighborhood, and is one of only a few roadways in Rockville crossing under or
over the WMATA and CSX rail lines. Expansion of Park Road or providing an additional
crossing are unlikely.
3. Maintaining access and pre-emption to the existing fire station north of Beall without
disrupting passenger vehicle or BRT operation.
4. Minimizing the impact to adjacent properties to provide dedicated transit guideways and
station platform locations. Generally, the right-of-way for MD 355 and adjoining properties
are built out, with narrow sidewalks abutting the roadbed and buildings or parking lots
immediately behind the sidewalk.
Transit
The Rockville Metro Station is a major transit hub. The rail station/platform has over 1,000
boardings and alightings in the peak hour (http://planitmetro.com/?s=october+2014). In addition
to Metrorail service, MARC and Amtrak service is available, as are at least 15 Metrobus and
Ride On bus routes. In all, nearly 100 buses make stops at the Rockville Station in the peak hour,
boarding and alighting over 1,000 passengers. While in general this heavy volume of transit
service is accommodated adequately, peak period traffic can have a significant effect on bus
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operations, causing lost time and lost connections for passengers. In particular, the entrances to
the station bus loops from Church Street and Park Road have conflicts between buses and private
automobiles5 (Figures 8 and 9).

Figure 8 Bus loop in front of the
Rockville Metro Station.

Figure 9 Vehicles backed up
seeking to exit the bus loop onto
Church Street.

5

See Attachment C Agenda item 5 Concept Design Elements for documentation and detail.
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Pedestrian and Bicycle
MD 355 is an inhospitable roadway for both pedestrians and cyclists due to the speed of
prevailing traffic, the overall width of the roadway, and the narrow, exposed sidewalks along its
edges in many areas.
Over 500 pedestrians currently cross MD 355 in the peak hour at either the intersection of MD
355 with Park Road/Middle Lane, or the pedestrian bridge linking the Metrorail Station to the
Town Center area6. While the existing pedestrian bridge provides a safe way to cross MD 355, it
is indirect enough that many pedestrians bypass it in favor of crossing at grade.
The only available bicycle lanes in the study are on Middle Lane and Gibbs Street although
several other streets in the area are designated as shared roadways. MD 355 is slated to have
either a cycle track or a shared use pathway in the future, according to the City’s Bicycle Master
Plan (February 2015).

6

See Attachment C Agenda item 5 Concept Design Elements.
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3.

Approach

The study approach involved six key steps:
1. Study team kick off meeting, January 8, 2015.
2. Interagency Coordination Meeting, March 4, 2015
3. Study team meetings, March 26, 2015, May 4, 2015
4. Interagency Workshop, May 21, 2015
5. Interagency Staff Workshop, August 27, 2015
6. Presentation to Mayor and Council, September 28, 2015.
The Study featured a close collaborative relationship between the City of Rockville staff from
the Departments of Community Planning and Development Services and Public Works and the
ERM team. ERM, Sabra Wang and Associates, and EDSA (the ERM team) and City staff
worked seamlessly as a team (the Study Team) to conduct the analyses.

3.1

Study team kick off meeting, January 8, 2015

At the kick off meeting Andy Gunning summarized the prior project (Issues and Potentials
Study) and status of SHA’s current planning efforts. The Study team reviewed ERM’s scope of
work and discussed the City/Agency kick off meeting. The scope involved studying in detail a
small number (most likely three) BRT design concepts that will enhance Town Center while
accommodating BRT service into the area, and integrate with the Metro station and current
transit service.
The team reviewed and discussed a City staff-prepared opportunities and constraints powerpoint
that considered alternative options to serve Montgomery College, on the west side of MD 355.
See Attachment B for detailed meeting notes and presentations.

3.2

Interagency Coordination Meeting, March 4, 2015

This meeting included the Study Team as well as representatives from Montgomery County
Executive’s Office, WMATA, Montgomery County Department of Transportation, Rockville
City Manager’s Office, State Highway Administration, Maryland Transit Administration,
Montgomery County Ride-On, and Holland and Knight (the City’s advisors regarding federal
programs).
The City handed out a “principles” document summarizing its objectives for BRT design. These
principles are:
1. BRT supports Town Center design and development goals
2. BRT expands travel options for Rockville residents, workers, shoppers and visitors
3. BRT integrates with the street network, and motor vehicle levels of service are at least
maintained
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4. BRT integrates with the Rockville Metro station and other transit service
5. BRT station is convenient and safe for users
6. BRT integrates with bicycle routes and users.
Attendees discussed Rockville Town Center’s context and challenges and then reviewed a menu
of 12 BRT configuration alternatives. These tiered off from the alternatives discussed in the
Issues and Potentials Study. Attendees were invited to comment on which alternatives the City
should explore in more detail in the Integration Study and which criteria the City should use in
evaluating alternatives.
See Attachment C for detailed meeting notes and presentations. Within this attachment see
Agenda Item 6 - Criteria Framing for a list of planning and design criteria generated at the
meeting.

3.3

Study team meetings, March 26, 2015, May 14, 2015

At these meetings the team decided those alignment options and defined and refined the design
elements the ERM team would develop in detail for the planned interagency workshop on May
21.
See Attachment D for detailed meeting notes that include the rationale/basis for not advancing
some of the options.

3.4

Interagency Workshop, May 21, 2015

This half-day workshop included the same agencies that attended the March meeting. Six
options were presented in detail, and the City invited attendees to provide input into the options
to enable the City to make refinements to the options, potentially reducing the number of options
for further investigation and analysis. Input was invited in the form of comment, critiques, fatal
flaw identification, or additional option identification.
Attendees worked in groups reviewing the concepts that were arranged at three stations by
concept type. The station with concept 5 (aerial alignment) also included concepts the City had
been exploring for a transit center with an elevated bus loop/open space. The consensus
recommendations were as follows7:

7

See Attachment E for detailed meeting notes
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Concept
1. Curb Lanes –enhanced for BRT Mixed-Traffic with far side pull-outs
2. Curb Lanes –enhanced for BRT Mixed-Traffic with near side pullouts

Recommendation
No need for further study by the City in this project, but
retain and present (near side pull outs8) as a highly
feasible implementation option in the short term.

3. Mixed-Traffic with BRT stop in
reconfigured west side station area
4. Dedicated BRT lanes in median

Incorporate workshop recommendations and study
further

5. Aerial alignment above median of
MD 355

Recommendations from the workshop should inform
concepts 4 and 6, and potentially concepts 1, 2 and 3. These
recommendations include urban design, redevelopment
potential (most notably at 255 Rockville Pike), and public
amenity space.

This should include ideas from the elevated loop/ transit
center concepts. This BRT integration study, although not
focused on redevelopment of the Metro station property, has
identified limitations the station will face when BRT is
implemented.
6. Dedicated lanes in median with
through traffic in tunnel.

3.5

Incorporate workshop recommendations and study
further

Interagency Staff Workshop, August 27, 2015

This half-day workshop included staff from the County’s Department of Transportation and
Executive’s Office. The purpose was to review progress on engineering design for BRT options
2, 4, and 6, present changes compared to what had been presented on May 21, receive staff input
and discuss next steps with respect to a presentation to Mayor/Council scheduled for September
28, 2015.
ERM team member Sabra Wang reviewed work done by the SHA in 1998 to 2000. The team felt
that this relatively recent work should be borne in mind as the Study team contemplated
potentially broad options for MD 355.
ERM team member EDSA presented a variety of design ideas to integrate the BRT options with
the City’s physical development interests including the Town Center Master Plan. EDSA
observed that SWA had taken the general approach (across all options) of adding BRT while
seeking to minimize the need to acquire additional right of way. This was an appropriate
8

A near side bus stop is a stop located along the curb in advance of an intersection, typically at the stop bar.
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approach for baseline engineering but from an urban design perspective EDSA was not able to
add design amenities without increasing the potential right of way needed, though EDSA felt this
could be mitigated and/or be made acceptable to property owners. EDSA’s intent in part was to
make a design statement rather than simply “fitting BRT in”.
See Attachment F for detailed meeting notes and presentation materials.

3.6

Presentation to Mayor and Council, September 28, 2015

The Study Team made a one-hour presentation to the Mayor and Council. The presentation
included descriptions of operational and design considerations for the three selected options:


BRT in mixed traffic (Option 2)



BRT in a dedicated median on MD 355 (Option 4)



BRT in a dedicated median on MD 355, through traffic in a tunnel (Option 6)

For each option the team presented the operational and urban design features, and the
presentation concluded with a comparative summary of key operational and urban design
considerations, conclusions and next steps.
See Attachment G for the meeting Powerpoint presentation. The presentation was recorded and
can be viewed at http://rockvillemd.gov/AgendaCenter/Mayor-and-Council-5

4.

BRT Options Selection

As described in Section 2, the starting point for options selection was the 12 options9 presented
at the March 4, 2015 interagency meeting. These were, essentially, the universe of options
and were derived mainly from the Phase I Issues and Potentials Study. Variants and
refinements emerged during the Integration Study. The 12 options were:
1.

Mixed Traffic – MD 355

2.

Mixed Traffic with Priority (Queue Jumps and Signal Priority) –MD 355

3.

Lane repurposing –MD 355

4.

New Managed Lane –median reversible flow – MD 355

5.

New Dual Dedicated Lanes – Median – MD 355

6.

New Dual Dedicated Lanes – Side Running – MD 355

7.

New Dual Dedicated Lanes – Frontage Road– MD 355

8.

Exclusive Bus Guideway – MD 355 Elevated Aerial

9.

Exclusive Bus Guideway – MD 355 Tunnel

10.

Mixed in Local Only –MD 355 with exclusive through traffic lanes - MD 355 Tunnel

9

Actually 13, counting 10 and 10b separately.
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10b Local traffic and exclusive bus lanes at grade, through traffic grade separated – MD 355
11.

Mixed Traffic – West Side via Middle Lane, Washington Street and Montgomery College
ROW

12.

Mixed Traffic – East Side via South Stonestreet Avenue

At meetings on March 26 and May 14, the Study team decided to advance numbers 2, 4, 5, 8,
10b, and 11 for further detailed study. These were later renumbered and then refined as 1
through 6 for use at the May 21 workshop, as follows: (see Attachment D)
1. Mixed-Traffic with far side pull-outs
2. Mixed-Traffic with near side pull-outs
3. Mixed-Traffic with BRT stop in reconfigured west side station area
4. Dedicated lanes in median
5. Aerial alignment above median of MD 355.
6. Dedicated lanes in median with through traffic in tunnel.

Based on the Study principles and the planning and design criteria the team decided to not
advance the other options (from the original 12), per the following listing.
Options not advanced

Comments/rationale for not advancing

1. Mixed Traffic

SHA will likely assess.

3. Lane Repurposing

Too disruptive to roadway level of service, and SHA will likely assess.

4. New Managed Lane
– Median
Reversible Flow

Concerns about impact of a single lane on frequency, headway and service
levels?

6. Dual Dedicated
Lanes – Side
Running

Likely unacceptable right of way impacts and operational issues due to
business access and turning movements. Would be difficult for southbound
buses to continue on MD 355 through “mixing bowl” intersection.

7. New Dual
Dedicated Lanes –
Frontage Road

Likely unacceptable right of way impacts and operational issues due to
business access and turning movements. Would be difficult to access Metro
station from southbound BRT lanes.

9. Exclusive bus
guideway (tunnel)

Cost will not justify benefit. Would also require underground changes at Metro
station

10. Mixed in Local
Only – MD 355
with exclusive

Does not meet intent to separate BRT from traffic where feasible.
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Options not advanced

Comments/rationale for not advancing

through traffic lanes
12. Mixed Traffic – East Stonestreet Avenue may be workable in some respects, but alignment will not
Side via Stonestreet meet key criterion of reinforcing Town Center.
Avenue

At the May 21 Interagency Workshop, there was general agreement to advance three concepts
for further study (see Attachment E):
2. Mixed-traffic with near side pull-outs
4. Dedicated lanes in median
6. Dedicated lanes in median with through traffic in tunnel.
The following section describes these options in more detail.
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5.

BRT Options Studied in Detail

This section describes Concepts 2, 4, and 6. For additional detail see Attachment G Presentation to Mayor and Council, September 28, 2015 and Attachment H (Engineering
Drawings).

5.1

Concept 2 Mixed-traffic with near side pull-outs10

Roadway / BRT Design Elements
BRT service would operate in mixed-traffic curb lanes on either side of MD 355 through the
study area (Figure 10). Where possible, curbside enhancements including queue jumps
(allowing buses to proceed ahead of other traffic stopped at intersections)with signal priority for
BRT vehicles, and pull-out platform locations would be included throughout the length of the
BRT corridor. Within the study area, queue jumps with signal priority would be at Church Street
(northbound direction only) and at Park Road/Middle Lane in both directions. The queue jumps
and signal priority at Park/Middle would form direct egress for BRT vehicles leaving the
northbound and southbound platforms, eliminating the possibility of the buses being blocked in
by traffic except in the very worst conditions. Transit-only queue-jump lanes and pullouts would
be designated through pavement marking and signage. Figure 11 shows the queue jump at
Church Street, and Figure 12 shows the dual queue jumps and the pull-out platform locations at
Park Road/Middle Lane. These figures are details extracted from the engineering drawings in
Attachment H.
This concept would also accommodate the Veirs Mill Road BRT with platforms providing
sufficient length in the northbound direction. BRT service returning to Veirs Mill Road from
this station could make a series of right turns onto Park Road and then Stonestreet Avenue in
order to merge back onto Veirs Mill Road in the eastbound direction. Alternatively, service
could also continue up MD 355 to Montgomery College.
Concept 2 would not affect the existing lane configuration of MD 355, or bicycle or ADA
accommodations in the corridor. The southbound station platform would be a minimum of eight
feet wide, and the northbound platform would be at least twelve feet wide. Both would serve
dual purpose as passenger boarding and alighting area and as the sidewalk for MD 355.

10

A near side bus stop is a stop located along the curb in advance of an intersection, typically at the stop bar.
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Figure 10

Concept 2

Mixed-traffic with near side pull-outs

Note: for detailed drawings see Attachment H
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Figure 11

Figure 12

Northbound queue jump at Church Street

The northbound and southbound BRT station platforms, showing pullouts and queue jumps
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Stations, Connections
One station would be located within the study area, at the intersection of MD 355 and Park
Road/Middle Lane, given its close proximity to the Metro station, the pedestrian circulation it
would support, and the physical space to accommodate the station and platforms needed.
Platforms would be at-grade curbside, and 12’-wide pullouts would be provided. The northbound
platform would be approximately 220’ long, providing sufficient space for up to three 60-foot
long BRT buses to stop there simultaneously, which would be important given the need to
accommodate Veirs Mill BRT service as well. Due to space constraints between the MD
355/Middle Lane intersection and the Choice Hotels headquarters entrance, the southbound
platform would only be 150’ long. That length would allow for two BRT vehicles stopping
simultaneously.
The northbound platform would be directly adjacent to the Rockville station bus loop, which
would have to be modified slightly to accommodate the platform. Direct pedestrian access could
thus be provided to Metrorail, MARC, Metrobus & Ride On, as well as to park & ride and kiss &
ride facilities. The southbound platform would be separated from these amenities by MD 355,
though it would be immediately accessible to the Town Center area.
Utilities, Stormwater
Concept 2 would have minimal impact to existing utilities, although utility poles in front of the
Choice Hotels headquarters building would need to be relocated. Any additional impervious
surface created by the platform or queue jump lane may be eligible for a waiver from storm
water mitigation due to the small area of impact.
Operations
A traffic evaluation of Concept 2 found that it would not change the existing intersection level of
service at any of the study intersections (see Table 1 above). The concept envisions signal
timing adjustments including transit signal priority for BRT vehicles and leading walk intervals11
for pedestrians at the Middle Lane/ Park Road intersection.
Running BRT vehicles in mixed traffic in this area would result in service variability and
unreliability in travel time along the BRT corridor, due to the inability to circumvent passenger
vehicle traffic congestion and delays. Queue jumps at intersections may help offset this
somewhat.
Curbside BRT configurations may provide enhanced safety benefits to pedestrians, since they do
not always have to cross streets to board the bus. In addition, for the northbound BRT, there is a
direct connection to the Metro Station property since the platform would be on the east side of
Rockville Pike.

11

A leading WALK interval is 3-4 seconds of a pedestrian WALK phase prior to any vehicle green signal
indication to give pedestrians a head start and higher visibility into a cross-walk.
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Right of Way
Approximately 6,575 SF (0.15 acres) of additional right-of-way from WMATA property would
be required for Concept 2. (Attachment I)
Cost
Construction cost estimates were developed for each concept using SHA’s Major Quantities
Estimates methodology. The project cost for Concept 2 is estimated to be $1.2 million (see
Attachment J for the cost estimate break down).
Major Quantities Estimates are used to estimate construction costs during the planning stage and
early in the preliminary engineering stage. The idea is to estimate as accurately as possible those
categories that can be estimated in the very early stages such as grading, paving, structures and
shoulders items and compute the remaining categories as percentages of those categories. A total
of ten categories were used for estimates.
The cost estimate does not include right of way or utility undergrounding/relocation costs
although they may be covered under percentage-based items/contingencies.
Station costs can vary widely depending on location (side or median) features, and amenities.
Capital cost estimates prepared in July 2015 for the County Executive’s Transit Task Force
showed station costs ranging from $0.95 million to $4.3 million (see Attachment J). The cost
estimate for a curb side/mixed traffic station comparable to this Integration Study’s Concept 2
was $0.95 million.
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Urban Design – Town Center integration opportunities
Compared to Concepts 4 and 6, the mixedtraffic BRT alignment discussed in this
section would require fewer, but no less
important, physical changes to accommodate
new BRT Stations and intersection queue
jumps within a concentrated area along MD
355 between MD 28/Veirs Mill Road to the
south and Beall Avenue to the north. Figure
13 illustrates a series of potential urban
design improvements that could be introduced
along the corridor in association with this
early phase, mixed-traffic approach to BRT
on the MD 355/MD 28 corridors.
MD 355 Urban design focus area at WMATA Rockville
Improvements would likely include (see
numbers on Figure 13):

Metro Station

1. Improved crosswalks and pedestrian refuges in medians at East Middle Lane/Park Road and
Monroe Place/Church Street Intersections. Crosswalks could be uniformly expanded and
newly paved or striped to increase visibility and reduce conflicts between pedestrians and
vehicles. The crosswalks could lead to new pedestrian refuge areas located within landscaped
and tree-lined medians, offering pedestrians a safe place to rest when crossing the multi-lane
boulevard.
2. Improved streetscape walkway environs along both sides of the MD 355 and MD 28
corridors between Beall Avenue and Veirs Mill Road that would complement and extend the
character of the Town Center streetscape created in front of the Choice Hotels headquarters
building. This could include a new streetscape palette of wider walkways pulled away from
the roadway curbs with planted tree lawns or in-ground tree planters, complemented by
pedestrian-oriented lighting, street furniture, and trash receptacles at crossings and waiting
areas.
3. Continuous planted medians in place of the current concrete medians between northbound
and southbound auto travel and turn lanes that would help to soften the amount of paving,
beautify the new boulevard setting, provide areas for pedestrian crossing refuges, stormwater
management and tree planting for shade along a greener boulevard.
4. Potential areas for improved and creative stormwater management in and around the
Rockville Metro Station facilities in the form of bioswales, above and below-ground
retention areas that could support and showcase Rockville’s and WMATA’s commitment to
sustainable transportation and transit development practices.
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Figure 13
Concept illustrating the potential urban design opportunities with BRT in Mixed Traffic on the MD
355/Rockville Pike corridor

5. New curbside, low-profile BRT station platforms with transit rider amenities such as allweather transit shelters, adequate seating for waiting patrons, posted maps and schedules for
orientation, and digital messaging with apps for tracking real time BRT bus arrivals and
departures (See Figure 14).
6. Public art installations as a component of the BRT station platforms and architectural shelter
design to convey Rockville, Montgomery County and the MTA’s support for the art in public
spaces movement in modern transportation facilities.
7. Realignment of the WMATA parking lot and drop-off/pick-up area improvements north of
Park Road to accommodate a slight widening and realignment of the MD 355 corridor to the
east making additional sidewalk space for a BRT Transit shelter in front of the Choice Hotels
headquarters building.
8. Potential future extension of the Metro Station platform over Park Road to provide more
direct secondary access between the northern portion of Rockville Town Center and the
Rockville Metro Station. This element was in WMATA’s 2005 Rockville Station Access
Improvement Study.
9. Partial realignment and reconstruction of WMATA’s Metro Station facilities including: the
Park Road entrance drive, Kiss ‘n’ Ride exit lane and Metrobus loop that converge along the
east side of MD 355-Rockville Pike.
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These items would collectively improve pedestrian and transit rider safety while having the
added advantage of transforming the image of this portion of the corridor as a prototype for what
the remainder of the corridor could become in the future.

Figure 14

Sample urban design improvement opportunities for “mixed-traffic” BRT alignment
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5.2

Concept 4 Dedicated lanes in median

Roadway /BRT Design Elements
BRT service would operate in a median guideway, which would be primarily dual lane but
would also have limited sections of bi-directional single lane where the need to preserve mixed
traffic left-turning lanes is critical, such as at East Jefferson Street and at Middle Lane (Figure
15). At these locations, bi-directional lane sections would incorporate designated “stop and wait”
locations where BRT drivers would be able to clearly see any bus serving the one-lane section in
the opposite direction. Platforms would be at-grade in the median, located immediately adjacent
to an intersection.
Dedicated BRT lanes would be 12’ wide, and BRT platforms would be a minimum of 8’ wide.
The lane configuration of MD 355 would not be affected by this concept, although lanes would
be shifted outward, particularly north of Park Road. The need to relocate sidewalks due to
increases in right-of-way would present opportunities to improve pedestrian facilities (see below
under Urban Design.
The Concept does not include bicycle lanes in this section of MD 355 given the space
limitations, safety concerns and connectivity challenges in either direction. The study team sees
parallel roadways such as Washington Street, Maryland Avenue, and Stonestreet Avenue as
better bicycle routes.
Other noteworthy design elements/accommodations include:




Three travel lanes are maintained throughout in each direction. Left turn lanes are preserved
where they currently exist. When two BRT lanes are incorporated, the result is a wide cross
section.
Left turns by emergency vehicles facilitated by breaks in medians, and traffic signal north of
the firehouse.
Loss of service lane between WMATA north lot and Washington Street.



Split northbound and southbound platforms on either side of Middle Lane.



Some loss of WMATA property necessary, shift of WMATA north lot away from MD 355.
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Figure 15

Concept 4

Dedicated lanes in median

See below for enlargement of inset. Note: for detailed drawings see Attachment H.
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Stations, Connections
The one station in the study area would be located at the intersection of MD 355 with Park
Road/Middle Lane given the proximity of the Metro station. The northbound platform would be
located just north of the intersection and the southbound station would be located just south of
the intersection. The northbound and southbound platforms would be approximately 100’ long
and 8’ wide. Unlike Concept 2, with the buses running in the median the passenger platform
must also be located in the median. While these lengths would only accommodate a single BRT
vehicle stopping at any given time, the “stop and wait” configuration would make incidence of
multiple buses serving the platform simultaneously unlikely. The station area would be a bidirectional segment of roughly 300’-400’ in length, including the width of the intersection
(Figure 16).
Both platforms would be separated from the Rockville Metro Station by the northbound lanes of
MD 355. Pedestrian access would be provided to Metrorail, MARC, Metrobus & Ride On, as
well as park & ride and kiss & ride facilities via the existing crosswalk at Middle Lane.
Preliminary analysis indicates that pedestrian volumes crossing between the BRT platforms and
both sides of MD 355 would be much heavier than current volumes (see Attachment F). This
would introduce potential conflicts between pedestrian activity and vehicle turning movements at
the MD 355/Park Road/Middle Lane intersection. Detailed analysis and modeling of pedestrian
flows in this area are recommended before the design of this concept is finalized.

Figure 16: Station platforms for Concept 4.

Utilities, Stormwater
Existing utilities that are within the study area and that may be disturbed and need
removal/abandonment and replacement include: overhead and underground electric, telephone
and cable lines; underground communication lines; roadway lighting, stormwater pipes and
inlets; public water pipes; sewer pipes and manholes; and gas lines. (See the Rockville BRT
Station Integration Map Atlas in Attachment C).
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All stormwater piping and inlets would have to be removed and replaced where roadway
widening is proposed. All overhead telephone lines would be either replaced on relocated utility
poles or buried underground. All overhead electric lines (primary voltage and feeder lines) and
overhead telecom and fiber lines would be either replaced on relocated utility poles or buried
underground.
The utility poles in this corridor also have standard “cobra head” street lighting arms and lamps.
If the utility poles are relocated, the arms and the lamps may need to be upgraded. If the utilities
are placed underground, new street lighting will be required for the corridor. Supply lines may
need to be rebuilt and/or relocated to different locations of buildings necessitating internal
electrical retrofits.
The study team estimated the net change in impervious surface area under Concept 4, limited to
the extent of future ROW and not including redeveloped private property. A total of 40,500 SF
or 0.95 acres of impervious surface would be added and need mitigation12. This calculation
assumed that new medians separating the bus lanes from the vehicle lanes would be impervious.
Stormwater BMP (Best Management Practice) options can mitigate new impervious surface
and/or capture run-off at the point of generation.
1. Design for a reduction in impervious pavement. For example, constructing medians to be
fully or partially pervious would reduce the net increase in run-off.
2. Porous pavement/pavers and structural soil cells can be used in the frontage medians where
bus stop and alighting/boardings areas are located and other locations such as the sidewalk
zone.
3. Bio-retention and infiltration cells, designed into new frontage and center medians. For
example:
- Stormwater capture and infiltration can be built into urban tree pits proposed to line the
frontage median and sidewalk furniture zone.
- The center medians can be designed to accommodate extra stormwater capacity in
underground storage cells/ cisterns or by partial conversion to a bioswale.
Operations
BRT operations, running in dedicated lanes, could accommodate the projected passenger vehicle
level of service and would run as envisioned in the BRT service plans (see Section 1.3).
The platform location in the median of Rockville Pike would require all pedestrians boarding or
alighting the BRT vehicle to cross at least 3 lanes of the roadway. In addition, with boardings
and alightings anticipated to approach 1,000 passengers per hour under design year (2040)
12

Calculations based on Chapter 5 of the latest revision of the 2010 Maryland Department of the Environment
(MDE) Stormwater Management Guidelines. Chapter 5 contains the regulations for managing 100% of the existing
flow plus 50% of the proposed development flows by calculating the impervious and pervious surfaces so as to best
manage the volume of water at specific points of interest at the right-of-way and property lines.
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ridership levels, platform crowding and ADA access would need to be further studied in the
design phase if this alternative were advanced (see PM Peak Hour Pedestrian Activity slide in
Attachment G).
Intersection capacity analysis for vehicles under Concept 4 was performed using the Highway
Capacity Manual methodology, adding BRT to existing traffic (i.e., not projected future traffic).
The results indicate that one intersection only, MD 355 at Middle Lane, would deteriorate; from
a LOS D to a LOS E (Table 2). The change in LOS is due to the elimination of one of the two
existing southbound left-turn lanes to accommodate the BRT footprint. None of the other
intersections would have lane assignment changes under this concept and are not anticipated to
experience changes in LOS.
Table 2

Intersection Level of Service
Existing Level of Service,
2015 (critical PM peak
hour)
C

Concept 4 PM Level of
Service

MD 355 at Dawson Lane Extended

A

A

MD 355 at Beall Avenue

B

B

MD 355 at Middle Lane/Park Road

D

E

MD 355 at Church Street /Monroe Avenue

B

B

MD 355 at MD 586/MD 28
MD 355 at Dodge Street /Richard
Montgomery Drive
MD 355 at First Street/ Wootton Parkway

D

D

B

B

E

E

Intersection
MD 355 at Washington Street

C

Right of Way
Concept 4 would impact 13 property parcels and require approximately 28,500 square feet (0.66
acres) of additional right-of-way (Attachment I).
Cost
The project cost for Concept 4 within the study area is estimated at approximately $30.1 million,
using the SHA’s Major Quantities Estimates methodology. (See Attachment J for the cost
estimate break down, and Concept 2 for exclusions. The cost estimate does not include right of
way or utility undergrounding/relocation costs although they may be covered under percentagebased items/contingencies.
As noted above, station costs can vary widely depending on location (side or median) features,
and amenities. Capital costs prepared in July 2015 for the County Executive’s Transit Task Force
estimated the cost of a station for a two-lane median BRT with 4 travel lanes at $3.6 million, and
with six lanes at $4.3 million. The Concept 4 station is a split station design, with platforms in
two locations on either side of the Park Road /MD 355 intersection, and this would affect the
cost. (see Attachment J)
36
A-40

Attachment A
Urban Design – Town Center integration opportunities
Since concept 4 would result in significant expansion and realignment of the right-of-way and
roadway, it offers an opportunity for continuous public realm and urban design improvements to
be considered throughout the MD 355 and MD 28 corridors within the Town Center area.
Reconfiguration of both corridors would offer the opportunity and spark to upgrade the aging
aesthetic, safety and functional elements along the corridors that would in turn help to improve
the image, use and visitation to the area for Rockville’s residents, workers and visitors. Figures
17 and 18 illustrate a series of potential urban design improvements that could be introduced
along the corridor in association with this concept. Improvements could include:
1. Improved crosswalks and pedestrian refuges in medians at all signalized crossings along the
corridor. Crosswalks could be uniformly expanded and newly paved or striped to increase
visibility and lower conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles. The crosswalks could lead to
new pedestrian refuge areas located within landscaped and tree-lined medians, offering
pedestrians a safe place to rest when crossing the multi-lane boulevard or linking transit
riders with the centerline BRT waiting and loading area platform(s).
2. Improved streetscape walkway environs along both sides of the MD 355 and MD 28
corridors that complement and extend the character of Rockville’s Town Center interior
streets. This could include a new streetscape palette of wider walkways pulled away from the
roadway curbs with planted tree lawns or in-ground tree planters, complemented by
pedestrian-oriented lighting, street furniture, and trash receptacles at crossings and waiting
areas.
3. Continuous planted medians between the dedicated BRT lanes and the neighboring auto
travel lanes that would help to soften the amount of paving, beautify the new boulevard
setting, provide areas for pedestrian crossing refuges and better define modes of travel along
the corridors.
4. Potential areas for improved and creative stormwater management would need to be
identified and programmed along the corridors in the form of bioswales, above and belowground retention areas, park spaces, etc. that would showcase Rockville’s commitment to
sustainable development practices.
5. New low-profile BRT station platforms with transit rider amenities such as all-weather
transit shelters, adequate seating for waiting patrons, posted maps and schedules for
orientation, and digital messaging with apps for tracking real time BRT bus arrivals and
departures.
6. Public art installations as a component of the BRT station platform and architectural design
to convey Rockville’s, Montgomery County’s, and the MTA’s commitment to the art in
public spaces movement in modern transportation facilities.
7. Realignment of the WMATA parking lot and drop-off/pick-up area improvements north of
Park Road, coupled with a potential future extension of the Metro Station platform over Park
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Road to provide more direct secondary access between the northern portion of Rockville
Town Center and the Rockville Metro Station.
8. Partial realignment and reconstruction of WMATA’s Metro Station facilities including; the
Park Road entrance drive, Kiss ‘n’ Ride area and Metrobus lay-by area that abut the east side
of MD 355-Rockville Pike
9. A new pedestrian bridge and/or promenade replacement linking Montgomery Avenue, the
255 Rockville Pike site and the 51 Monroe Place office towers with the Rockville Metro
Station. The new travel lane and median alignments, as well as the overall width of right-ofway required for Concept 4 would require the existing pedestrian bridge and its structural
support to be significantly modified or replaced with a more modern equivalent that could
also be a gateway statement into Rockville Town Center. This is discussed further in Concept
6 below.

Figure 17
medians

Comparison of existing MD 355 corridor conditions and a sample dedicated BRT corridor with lanes and
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Figure 18

Sample urban design improvement opportunities for “dedicated median lane”, Concept 4 BRT

alignment
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Two major improvement opportunities that could be sparked by the introduction of BRT along
the corridor are future private redevelopment of the 255 Rockville Pike site and possible joint
public-private redevelopment of the west side of the WMATA Rockville Metro Station site.
Carefully coordinated redevelopment of these two sites with appropriately scaled, transitoriented development, land uses and clear extensions of the public realm items discussed above,
integrating with the Town Center environs would provide new quality of life offerings for
Rockville. A vision for what the MD 355- Rockville Station West Side could look like with the
introduction of BRT and redevelopment is illustrated in Figure 19 (see additional sketches in
Attachment G).

Sketch looking southeast showing improvements under Concept 4 (and 6): Dedicated Median Lanes
BRT alignment
Figure 19
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5.3

Concept 6 Dedicated lanes in median with through traffic in tunnel.

Roadway / BRT Design Elements
This alternative advances the concept suggested in the Town Center Master Plan as a long-term
solution to dealing with through traffic on MD 355, while accommodating the new BRT
investment needed to make this critical juncture in the BRT network fully functional. In the
concept, through traffic on MD 355 would be diverted to a 0.70 mile long four-lane tunnel from
south of Dodge Street and north of Beall Avenue (see Figure 20). Existing at-grade travel lanes
would be reconfigured to provide two through lanes in either direction, turn lanes and a two-lane
buffered BRT guideway in the median of MD 355. Tunnel entrances would be staggered in order
to minimize the need to increase the roadway total width (see Figure 21 and 22). The result
would be a net gain of one additional vehicle travel lane in each direction.
Dedicated BRT lanes would be 12’ wide, and the BRT single center island platform would be a
minimum of 8’ wide. The need to move sidewalks, as well as the reduced traffic level on fewer
surface lanes of MD 355, present significant opportunities to improve pedestrian facilities and
redesign the corridor as a more urban place and a multimodal spine for downtown Rockville.
This concept has the potential for on-road bicycle lanes along MD 355 due to lower surface
street vehicle traffic volumes and additional roadbed space reallocated due to the tunnel.
Additional design elements include:


Left turns by emergency vehicles facilitated by breaks in medians, stop signal north of
firehouse.



Left turn lanes preserved where they currently exist, with the exception of Mount Vernon
Road which would be closed at the median to left turns to and from MD 355.
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Figure 20

Concept 6

Dedicated lanes in median with through traffic in tunnel.

See below for enlargement of insets. Note: for detailed drawings see Attachment H.
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Figure 21

Figure 22

Entrance and exit ramps at northern end of the tunnel

Entrance and exit ramps at southern end of the tunnel

Stations, Connections
The one station in the study area would be located south of the intersection of MD 355 with Park
Road/Middle Lane immediately in front of the Metro Station (Figure 23). Concept 6 has
additional road space due to the reduced number of through travel lanes to allow for wider
medians such that a single center island platform would serve both directions, and BRT vehicles
would serve the station with left-side doors exclusively. The center platform would be a
minimum of 150’ long, and between 12’ and 20’ wide, providing space for a comfortable
passenger waiting area with amenities. The center platform configuration would provide easy
transfers between northbound and southbound BRT vehicles, an important consideration at this
station where the MD 355 and Veirs Mill BRT lines will come together. Transfers would be
easier than in Concept 4 which has staggered and relatively narrow platforms requiring
pedestrians to cross multiple streets to connect between BRT platforms.
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Figure 23 Concept six BRT platform configuration

Both platforms would be separated from the Rockville Metro Station by the northbound lanes of
MD 355. Pedestrian access would be provided to Metrorail, MARC, Metrobus & Ride On, as
well as park & ride and kiss & ride facilities via the existing crosswalk at Park Road. But with
MD 355 as a 4-lane complete street, gaining access to the Metro Station from the median BRT
station and vice versa would be more manageable for pedestrians. See below, under Urban
Design for additional pedestrian access concepts.
Utilities, Stormwater
The construction of a 0.70 mile-long tunnel would involve extended and extensive construction
with potential major delays to motorists, inconveniences to businesses, pedestrian access and
costly utility relocations. Existing utilities that are within the study area and that may be
disturbed and need removal/abandonment and replacement include: overhead and underground
electric, telephone and cable lines; underground communication lines; roadway lighting,
stormwater pipes and inlets; public water pipes; sewer pipes and manholes; and gas lines. (see
the Rockville BRT Station Integration Map Atlas in Attachment C).
Stormwater piping and inlets would have to be relocated due to the tunnel construction and/ or
where roadway widening is necessary at either ends of the tunnel. Overhead telephone lines
would be either replaced on relocated utility poles or buried underground. Overhead electric
lines (primary voltage and feeder lines) and overhead telecom and fiber lines would be either
replaced on relocated utility poles or buried underground. Due to the construction of the tunnel,
sewer and water lines may need to be relocated.
The utility poles in this corridor also have standard “cobra head” street lighting arms and lamps.
If the utility poles are relocated, the arms and the lamps may need to be upgraded. If the utilities
are placed underground, new street lighting will be required for the corridor. Supply lines may
need to be rebuilt and/or relocated to different locations of buildings necessitating internal
electrical retrofits.
A total of 28,900 SF or 0.66 acres of additional impervious surface would be added and need
mitigation. See Concept 4 for discussion of stormwater BMP options.
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Operations
BRT operations, running in dedicated lanes, could fully support the projected passenger vehicle
level of service.
Pedestrian volumes would be similar to those discussed in Concept 4, however pedestrian
circulation would be more efficient and safer with the single large platform in Concept 6. This
concept provides the most direct connection with the Metro station for pedestrians.
Intersection capacity analysis for vehicles was performed for Concept 6 using the Highway
Capacity Manual methodology. Although the tunnel would provide a net gain of one additional
travel lane in each direction, the analysis conservatively assumed, due to the surface capacity
reduction of 33% (i.e., one travel lane in each direction), that a minimum of 33% of the existing
through traffic would be diverted into the tunnel. More detailed forecasting of local versus
through traffic demand is recommended, particularly given the fact that a longer tunnel may
serve less through traffic due to the existing large turning volumes at each intersection, although
the presence of the tunnel may also serve a higher volume of through trips.
The intersection capacity analysis results indicate that one intersection only, MD 355 at Middle
Lane, would deteriorate; from a LOS D to a LOS E, identical to Table 2 under Concept 4. The
change in LOS results from the reduction in surface travel lanes; even with the reduction of 33%
in through volumes, the existing average vehicle delay value is so close to the LOS E threshold
that the need to continue to serve all side street and mainline left-turn volumes results in the
change.
Right of Way
Concept 6 would impact 15 individual parcels and require approximately 12,500 square feet
(0.29 acres) of additional right-of-way. (Attachment I).
Cost
The project cost for Concept 6 is estimated to be approximately $214 million, using the SHA’s
Major Quantities Estimates methodology. (See Attachment J for the cost estimate break down).
The cost estimate does not include right of way or utility undergrounding/relocation costs
although they may be covered under percentage-based items/contingencies.
The risks and complications associated with tunnels make the development of planning-level
estimates challenging. A careful review of items such as site topography, soil conditions, and
subsurface structures is needed to allow an estimating engineer to determine reasonable values
for construction alternatives with more confidence13. Such information is not available at this
13

For example, if the project were to move forward into design, engineers would need to investigate extensively the
soil typology to determine the ability to bore a deeper tunnel. Certain depths of soil may be unsuitable for a tunnel
bore. If the tunnel could not be bored due to soil type and had to be placed more shallow, the resulting cut and cover
construction method could potentially be more expensive as it may require extensive construction sequencing and
property mitigation due to the impact to existing traffic volumes and adjacent parcels.
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planning level of project development. With this in mind, a cost range of $200 million to $300
million is advisable for future planning.
As noted above, station costs can vary widely depending on location (side or median) features,
and amenities. Capital costs prepared for the Capital cost estimates prepared in July 2015 for the
County Executive’s Transit Task Force estimated the cost of a station for a two-lane median
BRT with 4 travel lanes at $3.6 million (see Attachment J).
Urban Design – Town Center integration opportunities
Concept 6 offers great opportunity for
continuous public realm and urban design
improvements throughout the MD 355 and
MD 28 corridors within the Town Center area
because this concept requires a dedicated
center median with BRT lanes over a tunnel
for thru traffic alignment.
Concept 6 would require modest expansion,
improvement and realignment of the roadway
right-of-ways allowing for wider public realm
right-of-ways and streetscapes for pedestrians, MD 355 corridor ‘Central’ focus area at WMATA
Rockville Metro Station
as well as more room for private
development/redevelopment on key parcels fronting the corridors.
Reconfiguration of both corridors to serve local and BRT traffic, with MD 355 thru traffic
directed to a new four-block tunnel would offer great opportunities for: enhancement of existing
public realm spaces; creation of additional public park/plaza spaces; and economic
redevelopment of underutilized public and private sites along the corridor on the eastern edge of
the Town Center. Figure 24 illustrates a series of potential urban design improvements that could
be introduced along the corridor in association with this concept. Concept urban design
improvements include: (see numbers on Figure)
1. Improved crosswalks and pedestrian refuges in the medians at East Middle Lane/Park Road
and Monroe Place/Church Street Intersections. Crosswalks could be uniformly expanded and
newly paved or striped to increase visibility and lower conflicts between pedestrians and
vehicles. The crosswalks could lead to new pedestrian refuge areas located within landscaped
and tree-lined medians, offering pedestrians a safe place to rest when crossing the multi-lane
boulevard.
2. Improved streetscape walkway environs along both sides of the MD 355 and MD 28
corridors that complement and extend the character of Rockville’s Town Center streets. This
could include a new streetscape palette of wider walkways pulled away from the roadway
curbs with planted tree lawns or in-ground tree planters, complemented by pedestrian lights,
occasional street furniture, and trash receptacles at crossings and waiting areas.
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3. Continuous planted medians between the dedicated BRT lanes and the neighboring auto
travel lanes that would help to: soften the amount of paving, beautify the new boulevard
setting, provide areas for pedestrian crossing refuges and better define modes of travel along
the corridors.

Concept plan illustrating the potential urban design improvements with BRT in dedicated median lanes with
thru traffic in a tunnel below along the central portion of the MD 355/Rockville Pike corridor
Figure 24

4. Potential future private redevelopment of the 255 Rockville Pike site and joint publicprivate redevelopment of the west side of the WMATA Rockville Metro Station site. Figure
25 is a vision for what the MD 355- Rockville Station West Side could look like with the
introduction of BRT and redevelopment. Figures F and G are preliminary thoughts intended
to convey the economic development potential for two sites. The 255 Rockville Pike site is
shown as accommodating three transit-oriented, mixed-use buildings of 9 to 11stories
surrounding a public park-plaza, with commercial/office space on the first three floors and
residential apartments or condominiums on the floors above. Parking would be provided in
an interior and below-grade parking structure wrapped with ground floor retail spaces that
would benefit from the visibility and new pedestrian amenities provided along Rockville
Pike, East Middle Lane and Monroe Street.
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Figure 25

Sketch looking south over improvements under the “Dedicated Median Lanes & Tunnel” BRT

alignment

The ‘WMATA West Side’ site is shown very conceptually with similarly-scaled transitoriented, mixed-use development with ground floor retail, a potential hotel (which was
originally envisioned on this site as a need well before the recent opening of the Cambria
Suites Hotel), and market rate office/residential spaces served by both an integrated parking
deck and underground parking. The Metro Bus facilities are shown as reconfigured to ‘loop’
the development block with an interior busway between Park Road and Church Street and a
transfer center atrium linking with the Rockville Metro Station above14.
Figures 24 and 25, for the first time, combine concepts from the City’s Town Center Master
Plan and WMATA’s 2005 Rockville Metro Station Access Improvement Study to show the
potential for a cohesive BRT, transit-oriented approach to the Rockville Metro Station area.
5. New center island, low-profile BRT station platform with transit rider amenities such as
all-weather transit shelters, adequate seating for waiting patrons, posted maps and schedules
for orientation, and digital messaging with apps for tracking real time BRT vehicle arrivals
and departures. The centerline BRT platform would be shared by both northbound and
southbound BRT lines loading and unloading from the left side of the vehicle. The central
14

This approach to the site’s development is described in the WMATA’s 2005 Rockville Metro Station Access
Improvement Study.
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BRT platform and shelter would be linked to a new sculptural, gateway pedestrian bridge and
the Metro Station via a combination of all-weather stairs, escalators or elevators landing in
the BRT platform.
6. Potential future extension of the Metro Station platform over Park Road to provide more
direct secondary access between the northern portion of Rockville Town Center and the
Rockville Metro Station. This element was in WMATA’s 2005 Rockville Station Access
Improvement Study.
7. Realignment of the WMATA parking lot and drop-off/pick-up area improvements north of
Park Road to accommodate a slight widening and realignment of the MD 355 corridor to the
east to accommodate two BRT lanes, medians and platforms in place of two roadway travel
lanes.
8. Potential new gateway bridge/promenade linking the Rockville Metro Station platform with
future redevelopment and public plaza spaces on the WMATA west lots and the 255
Rockville Pike site. The new BRT travel lanes, medians and platform alignments, as well as
the overall width of right-of-way required for the dedicated BRT lanes with tunnel below
option, would require the existing pedestrian bridge to be replaced with a more modern
equivalent that could also be a gateway statement into Rockville Town Center. A new
pedestrian promenade is a central feature of the Town Center Master Plan and is
recommended as a “catalyst project.”
9. New covered stair/escalator and elevator access to the new elevated park plaza at the end of
the Montgomery Avenue retail area on the east side of Monroe Street would facilitate
improved pedestrian access between the Town Center, the 255 Rockville Pike site
redevelopment, the WMATA west side site redevelopment and the Rockville Metro Station.
Figure 25 coupled with the images from other successful BRT systems in the U.S. and abroad
(see Figures 26 to 29) show both the potential vision for what the BRT system could be for
Rockville as well as the quality standards to ensure that the BRT will be a positive extension to
the Rockville Town Center. Figure 30 is another sketch of the vision concept, this one looking
northwest over the BRT.
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Figure 26 Sample centerline transit platform and shelter for “Dedicated Median Lanes with Tunnel” BRT alignment

Figure 27

Sample urban design improvements for “Dedicated Median Lanes with Tunnel” BRT alignment
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Figure 28

Sample crossing, pedestrian refuge and median for “Dedicated Median Lanes with Tunnel” BRT

alignment
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Sample gateway pedestrian bridges, promenades and escalator/stair access for consideration
under the “Dedicated Median Lanes with Tunnel” BRT alignment
Figure 29

Figure 30 Sketch looking northwest over improvements for the “Dedicated Median Lanes & Tunnel” BRT approach
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The MD 355–Rockville Pike ‘North’ Focus Area
The northern segment of the study area
between Beall Avenue and North Washington
Street could benefit greatly from BRT line and
the urban design improvements its
implementation could bring. Illustrated in the
photo to the right, the character of the corridor
currently changes dramatically behind the MD
355 right-of-ways north of Beall Avenue,
where buildings are significantly set back to
accommodate convenient ‘front door’ surface
parking and servicing. Concept 6 has the
North end of the MD 355-Rockville Pike corridor between Beall
potential to transform this corridor segment to Avenue (right) and Washington Street (left)
a beautiful, new transit-oriented boulevard with paralleling walkable address (service) streets
providing access to buildings, parallel/angled on-street parking and parking lots, as well as an
improved pedestrian environment along MD 355 and the service streets between parcels. Figure
31 illustrates a series of potential urban design improvements in association with Concept 6.

Figure 31

Design concept for northern segment of the study area

Improvements could include:
1. Improved crosswalks and pedestrian refuges in the medians at the Beall Avenue, North
Washington Street and future Dawson Avenue intersections with MD 355. Like the Central
area, crosswalks in the north end could be uniformly expanded and newly paved or striped to
increase visibility and lower conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles. The crosswalks
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could lead to new pedestrian refuge areas located within landscaped and tree-lined medians,
offering pedestrians a safe place to rest when crossing the multi-lane boulevard.
2. Improved streetscape walkway environs along both sides of the MD 355 corridor that
complement and extend the character of Rockville’s Town Center interior streets. This could
include a new streetscape palette as described above.
3. Continuous planted medians between the dedicated BRT lanes and the neighboring auto
travel lanes, as described above.
4. Potential areas for parallel service street segments between Beall Avenue and North
Washington Street. The surface parking areas for the residents and businesses on either side
of MD 355 would likely be encroached upon by right-of way needs for both Concepts 4 and
6, though less in Concept 6. This is both an issue and an opportunity, as it offers the chance
to re-envision the cross-section of the corridor between building facades and consider the
option of creating an urban boulevard with parallel address streets such as on 16th Street
N.W. in Washington D.C. or on North Charles Street in Baltimore. Figure 32 shows similar
address/service street concepts that could be applied. This would maintain access to all of the
existing uses as well as their off-street parking, with the addition of new parallel or angled
parking on the service streets.

Sample urban design improvements for the “dedicated median lanes with tunnel” BRT alignment
– North MD 355/Rockville Pike
Figure 32
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5. Potential sites for infill redevelopment on parcels whereby the right-of-way widening to
accommodate the BRT line may impact existing business buildings and sites to a point where
it makes economic sense to reconfigure/redevelop the site for the same tenant, or a new use
that can better benefit from the proximity of the BRT and the new parallel service street
access described above.
To convey this concept the current Merchants Tire and Auto Center site has been illustrated
as a possible small-scale redevelopment site due to the building’s relatively close location to
the right of way. Much larger individual or consolidated frontage sites on the west side of
MD 355 north could also undergo future redevelopment in concert with the BRT line as
illustrated in the Town Center Master Plan or as new buildings fronting MD 355 like the
Choice Hotels headquarters block immediately to the south. One such site could be the
Rockville Volunteer Fire Department site, where apparently the fire officials are in need of
additional space in the Town Center area beyond what their existing site will accommodate.
6. Potential alternate parking solutions for residential and commercial buildings where rightof-way widening to accommodate BRT may impact the existing surface parking along the
corridor frontage. The intent would be to plan for the future addition of parking decks over a
portion of existing neighboring parking lots and designate them for shared use public parking
or reserved space parking.
7. Fewer travel lanes in the area between north and south end tunnel entrances and exits. As
discussed earlier, MD 355 would be reduced from six lanes to four local lanes on the surface,
with four new travel lanes provided below grade to accommodate current and future growth
in through traffic in Rockville. The reduction in travel lanes would provide much of the area
needed for the BRT lanes, station platforms and landscaped medians while also making the
corridor safer for pedestrians, providing a greater sense as a local street given the removal of
a significant amount of through traffic.
8. Diversion of MD 355 through traffic into a tunnel extending from the staggered entries and
exits at the Dawson Avenue and Beall Avenue area in the north end to similar staggered
entries and exits at the Dodge Street and Mt. Vernon Place area at the south end of the Town
Center.
With these associated improvements, the addition of BRT to the north end of MD 355 has the
potential to help redefine the north gateway into the Rockville Town Center and expand the
already successful Town Center image to the Metro railway tracks to the east.
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The MD 355–Rockville Pike & Veirs Mill Road ‘South’ Focus Area
The southern segment of the study area,
between Monroe Place and Mt. Vernon Place,
is more complicated than the North and
Central areas due to a second BRT line
entering from the southeast on the high traffic
MD 28-Veirs Mill Road/East Jefferson Street
corridor. This area also presents more
opportunities for positive change creatively
resolving ongoing traffic and pedestrian issues
that affect the area.
end of the MD 355-Rockville Pike corridor between MD
The concepts in this section (South focus area) South
28-Veirs Mill Road (Left) and Mt. Vernon Place (right)
were prepared to show potential solutions for
the MD 355/Veirs Mill Road intersection within the context of Concept 6. The concepts have an
urban design focus, and did not undergo engineering proof of concept. Since these corridors
carry high traffic volumes, are state controlled, and that they surround the Veterans Memorial
Park, the concepts will need to be studied in more detail and thoroughly vetted with City of
Rockville, Montgomery County and the Maryland State Highway Administration, to decide the
best combination of motor vehicle, transit and urban design solutions.

Like the North area, the introduction of BRT and a tunnel to this area has the potential to change
its image from a highly congested ‘mixing bowl’ partly surrounded by suburban style
commercial development to a refined south Rockville gateway entry reinforced by a mix of
urban infill development that would benefit from an enhanced park address as an extension of
the Rockville Town Center environment. Figure 33, illustrates a series of potential urban design
improvements that could be introduced along the corridor in association with Concept 6.
Improvements could include:
1. Improved crosswalks and pedestrian refuges in the medians at the Veirs Mill Road/East
Jefferson Street, Dodge Street and Mount Vernon Place intersections with MD 355. Like the
Central and North areas, the crosswalks in the south end could be uniformly expanded and
newly paved or striped to increase visibility and reduce conflicts between pedestrians and
vehicles. The crosswalks could lead to new pedestrian refuge areas located within landscaped
and tree-lined medians as well as the Veterans Memorial Park, offering pedestrians a safe
place to rest when crossing the multi-lane boulevards on MD 355 and MD 28.
2. Improved streetscape walkway environs along both sides of the MD 355 and MD 28
corridors that complement and extend the quality and character of Rockville’s Town Center
interior streets. This would include an extension of the new streetscape elements described
above.
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Concept illustrating the potential urban design improvements with BRT in dedicated median lanes with thru
traffic entering/exiting a tunnel at the southern portion of the MD 355/Rockville Pike corridor
Figure 33

3. Continuous planted medians between the dedicated BRT lanes and the neighboring auto
travel lanes would be continued into the South area along both the MD 355 and MD 28
corridors to reduce the amount of paving, beautify the newly improved boulevard and park
settings, provide areas for improved pedestrian crossing refuges and new refuges where none
exist.
4. Veteran’s Park edge enhancements along the MD 355 and MD 28 corridors including the
extension of the new streetscape palette around the perimeter of the park.
5. A road diet for East Jefferson Street between MD 355 and Fleet Street that would focus on
removing and replacing the two highway-scaled ramps on the north and south sides of East
Jefferson Street with urban-scaled right turn and merge lanes that would reduce the overall
scale of the intersection and its north-south pedestrian crossings. The open space gained as a
result of the reconfiguration could be used for public open space to the south and potential
parking lot mitigation (discussed below) to the north.
6. Potential alternate parking and servicing solutions for the Americana Plaza residential
buildings on the west side of MD 355. The MD 355 west side right-of-way and Americana
Plaza carport parking are currently juxtaposed in a manner that constrains the pedestrian
environment to an uncomfortable dimension. Removal and realignment of the East Jefferson
turn lane ramps would free-up additional space on both the southwest and northwest corners
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of the MD 355-MD 28 intersection that could be considered for both BRT corridor
stormwater management mitigation as well as redefined parking for Americana Plaza. Figure
33 shows a reconfiguration of the Americana Plaza parking that could maintain the current
number of parking spaces, while also providing additional perimeter buffer space to screen
the parking and provide wider walkways set back from the street with a tree lawn and shade
trees creating a better pedestrian experience.
7. Fewer travel lanes in the area between north and south end tunnel entrances and exits. MD
355 would continue to be reduced from six-lanes to four local lanes on the surface, with four
new travel lanes provided below grade to accommodate current and future growth in through
traffic in Rockville. The reduction in travel lanes will provide much of the area needed for
the BRT lanes, station platforms and landscaped medians while also making the corridor
safer for pedestrians.
8. Diversion of MD 355 thru traffic into tunnel extending from the staggered entries and exits
at the Dodge Street and Mt. Vernon Place area in the south end to similar staggered entries
and exits at the Dawson Avenue and Beall Avenue area at the north end of the Town Center.
The design elements in Figure 33would help improve this existing south gateway to the
Rockville Town Center. However, an initiative as significant as introducing BRT and a tunnel to
the MD 355 corridor also lead to bigger ideas for resolving the traffic congestion in the ‘mixing
bowl’ area by Veterans Memorial Park15. The relocation of MD 355 traffic below-grade with
BRT and improved local traffic at the surface provides the opportunity of rethinking the roadway
network associated with MD 355, MD 28, East Jefferson Street, Dodge Street and other nearby
local connecting streets.
Thinking beyond the potential solution presented in Figure 33, there may be an opportunity to
reconfigure these same streets into a one-way elongated round-about (see Figure 34), which is
similar to an existing one in the Towson Town Center, or a larger one-way street circulator
system (see Figure 35) that could accommodate all existing turning movements and access
points, while also creating a setting for new dedicated BRT routes and an expanded civic
gateway space for Rockville. The reduced volumes on the MD 355 “local lanes” may be
enough to re-engineer this intersection so it serves multiple modes more effectively (vehicles,
transit, pedestrians and bicyclists). Circulation impacts on Richard Montgomery High School
would need to be part of any future analysis of these design concepts.
The gateway round-about and parks concepts could take many forms, as illustrated in the sample
illustrations from Sergio Cardell Plaza in Alicante, Spain (see Figure 36) or a gateway park in
Chicago, Illinois (see Figure 37). Either would be a dramatic departure from the current
configuration of the MD 355 - MD 28 ‘mixing bowl’ and allow this area of Rockville to reach its
full potential from transportation, economic development, gateway and public open space
perspectives.

15

These ideas were presented at the Interagency Staff Workshop, August 27, 2015, see Attachment F.
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Figure 34
Concept sketch illustrating the potential for an elongated, gateway round-about and expanded
visual park feature at the Rockville Pike/Veirs Mill Road intersection.

Figure 35
Concept sketch illustrating the potential for a one-way circulator road and expanded gateway
park and transit plaza at the Rockville Pike/Veirs Mill Road intersection.
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Sample round-a-bout incorporating transit within for consideration under the “Dedicated Median
Lanes with Tunnel” BRT concept
Figure 36
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Figure 37

Sample urban design improvement opportunities for “dedicated median lanes with tunnel” BRT

alignment
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6.

Comparison of Concepts, Conclusions

Table 3 summarizes the Key Design and Operational Considerations for each of the three
concepts.
The three BRT concepts examined in this Study offer varying levels of BRT and transportation
improvements, although in some measure they provide similar types of urban design
improvement opportunities. However, they do vary in terms of scale and ability to create
dramatic and positive change on the MD 355-Veirs Mill Road corridors and integrate with
Rockville’s Town Center. From an urban design perspective, and with all other aspects of the
alternatives, including cost, set aside:






Concept 2, with the mixed-traffic BRT and near side pull-outs, offers a good early-phase
approach to getting BRT established relatively quickly on the corridor with stations and
platforms that directly engage the pedestrian environment. The scale of the initial
improvements would establish an initial prototype public realm setting that could be
expanded along the full length of the corridor by the City of Rockville working in partnership
with Montgomery County and the State of Maryland as other future stops are added or
redevelopment occurs along the corridor, sparking added public and private realm
improvements.
Concept 4, with the BRT dedicated lanes in median at-grade while maintaining all existing
travel lanes, offers a very efficient BRT system at the cost of a very wide, expanded right-ofway and cross section. This would adversely impact WMATA operations, private properties,
parking, access, traffic congestion, pedestrian crossing lengths, with additional possible
conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles turning at key intersections such as Park Road and
Middle Lane with MD 355. Similar public realm, urban design improvements to Concepts 2
and 6 could be made under this concept, but would require added right of way that may not
be available in constrained areas or would encroach on and impact the current and/or future
use of parcels along the corridor. The public realm enhancements in this scenario would
likely be more at risk of being reduced in scope and thus less effective in conveying a
positive image for Rockville and the Town Center.
Concept 6, with the BRT dedicated lanes in median with through traffic in a tunnel, offers all
the advantages of a very efficient, expandable BRT system within only a slightly larger
public-right-of-way in some areas. The BRT station would be in very close proximity to the
Metro station, providing ease of access for transfers. The expanded right-of-way that might
be needed could be accommodated and mitigated, while maintaining or reconfiguring all
existing parking and access along the Town Center portion of the MD 355 corridor. This
concept would provide an excellent opportunity for establishing a consistent and unified
public realm environment from Mt. Vernon Place to North Washington Street. It would also
have the added potential of relieving traffic pressure on the mixing bowl allowing it to also
be reconfigured into a significant public open space/development area connecting Rockville
Pike with Town Center. The overall corridor effect would be a more “calm” local and
complete street, but in a corridor where the overall capacity (and presumably safety as well)
would have been enhanced for transit users, automobiles, pedestrians and bicyclists.
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Table 3

Summary of Key Design and Operational Considerations

Concept 2 - Mixed-traffic with near side pullouts

Benefits
Operations

 New transit option
 Minimal impact to
vehicle traffic
 BRT station is
curbside, close to
Metro
 No change to existing
vehicle lane widths

Drawbacks
 May not provide
reliable transit
travel times
 Needs signal
phasing
modification for
BRT priority

Concept 4 - Dedicated lanes in median

Benefits

Drawbacks

 New transit option
 Dedicated bus lanes
provide more reliable
BRT travel times
 Modest impact to
traffic operations,
and only in 2
locations where leftturn lanes are
impacted

 Reversible lane
segments may cause
bus delay
 BRT station is in
median (pedestrian
connection to Metro
at grade)
 Needs signal phasing
modification to
accommodate high
pedestrian volumes
at station; additional
potential conflicts
between vehicles
and pedestrians is
possible at 355 and
Park/Middle
especially with
turning movements
 Narrower than
existing vehicle lane
widths
 Potential for
platform crowding
and ADA access
issues
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Concept 6 - Dedicated lanes in median with
through traffic in tunnel.
Benefits
 New transit option
 Dedicated bus lanes
provide more reliable
BRT travel times
 Significant through
vehicle traffic
eliminated from surface
of MD 355
 Maintains or improves
current level of service
at all but one
intersection (at least a
33% reduction in
existing PM through
traffic volume)
 Potential to retain
existing vehicle lane
widths
 BRT station is in
median (pedestrian
connection to Metro at
or above grade

Drawbacks
 Potential weaving of
local and through traffic
at tunnel entrance and
exits
 Reduces at grade
capacity of MD 355
(taking lanes for BRT)

Attachment A

Concept 2 - Mixed-traffic with near side pullouts

Benefits
Urban
Design

 Lowest cost and
easiest to implement
of the 3 concepts;
allowing for greater
investment in design
amenities
 Needs less land
acquisition and
agreements
 Simpler construction
and shorter time to
build
 Provides for
improved pedestrian
crossing refuges at
355 and Park/Middle

Concept 4 - Dedicated lanes in median

Drawbacks

Benefits

 Needs wider rightof-way and crosssection than exists
today at BRT
station locations
and transition
areas

 Simpler construction
and shorter time to
build than the Tunnel
Option

 Needs wider rightof-way and crosssection than exists
today

 Provides for new
pedestrian crossing
refuges

 Needs more land
acquisition and
agreements than the
Mixed-Traffic and
Tunnel Options

 Lengthens the
crossing distance
for pedestrians

Drawbacks

 Lower cost than the
Tunnel Option

 Longer crossing
distances for
pedestrians than the
Mixed-Traffic and
Tunnel Options

 Some
encroachment on
the WMATA land
requiring
realignment of
parking, Kiss’ n’
Ride and bus
routing

 Potential
encroachment on the
Veterans Park
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Concept 6 - Dedicated lanes in median with
through traffic in tunnel.
Benefits

Drawbacks

 Narrower right-of-way
width and cross-section
required thus less
property acquisition
needs than concept 4

 Highest cost of
construction of the three
options

 Allows for more open
space and amenities on
surface; opportunity for
stronger place-making,
redevelopment
opportunities, and other
potential circulation
improvements
 Maintains similar
crossing distances to
today. Provides for
pedestrian crossing
refuges

 Highest construction
complexity and longer
time to build

Attachment A

Conclusion
Based on the analyses and assessments in this Study, of the three Bus Rapid Transit Concepts,
Concept 6 (dedicated lanes in median with through traffic in tunnel) would offer the greatest
opportunities for transportation and urban design improvement in the central portion of the MD
355 – Rockville Pike corridor because it would remove two at-grade travel lanes and replace
them underground with four through traffic lanes. This positive transportation trade-off would
also allow the existing right-of-way to be better utilized for pedestrian and BRT transit patron
use at the surface, enhancing the corridor for multi-modal use. It requires relatively modest
widening in some areas of the central area, while also optimizing the number of both public
realm spaces for enhancement and public/private properties for economic redevelopment along
the corridor. Concept 2 (mixed traffic with pullouts and queue jumps) offers a viable cost
effective, short term solution in the interim, if necessary.
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Attachments
The attachments contain much of the background and meeting materials used to develop this
Integration Study. The volume of material is large and is provided in electronic format only. All
materials are available on the City’s website within the Department of Community Planning and
Development Services pages under Bus Rapid Transit within the Long Range Planning section
(http://www.rockvillemd.gov/BRT).
Some of the electronic files are several megabytes and may take some time to download.

Attachment A

Document Chronology

Attachment B

Study team kick off meeting, January 8, 2015

Attachment C

Interagency Coordination Meeting, March 4, 2015

Attachment D

Study team meetings, March 26, 2015, May 4, 2015

Attachment E

Interagency Workshop, May 21, 2015

Attachment F

Interagency Staff Workshop, August 27, 2015

Attachment G

Presentation to Mayor and Council, September 28, 2015

Attachment H

Engineering Drawings Concepts

Attachment I

Right of Way and Impervious Surface Calculations

Attachment J

Cost estimate
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Attachment B

B-1

Attachment B

B-2

Mayor and Council

   For the meeting on:
   Department:
   Responsible staff:

  February 8, 2016
  Finance
  Stacey Webster, Deputy Director of Finance
  phone: (240) 314 - 8407
  SWebster@rockvillemd.gov

Subject

FY 2017 Budget Preview/Worksession #2

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Mayor and Council review and discuss the updated information on the
FY 2017 Operating and Capital Improvement Program (CIP) budgets and offer input and direction
to staff, as needed, to guide the preparation of the budget.

Discussion

This is the second budget preview/worksession related to the FY 2017 operating and CIP budgets.
The first worksession was held on January 11, 2016. This agenda item offers updated information
on the City's largest revenue sources and also previews the major enhancements that the City
Manager is considering for the FY 2017 budget. This report is preliminary; staff is currently working
on some additional adjustments that will be noted when the budget is presented to the Mayor and
Council on March 14, 2016.
After the proposed budget is introduced in March, there will be many opportunities for the Mayor
and Council to discuss and deliberate on the budget during the worksessions that are scheduled
for March, April, and May. An electronic copy of the proposed budget book will be posted to the
City's website by March 8, 2016.
OPERATING BUDGET UPDATES
Property Tax Revenue
In the State of Maryland, real property is assessed every three years and tax bills are based on
those assessments. For homeowners, any increase to assessed value is phased in equally over a
three-year period, and the resulting increase in the property tax bill is capped at 10 percent; any
decrease is fully factored into the first full levy year after the assessment.
The updated assessed values for Rockville's tax classes are currently being compiled by
Montgomery County. These updated figures will include the new taxable values from the January 1,
2016 re-assessment of area 1; a majority of area 1 is located between I-270 and Route 355. Staff
will likely have this updated information for the meeting on February 8, 2016.
Income Tax Revenue
On January 15, 2016, several City staff members along with Mayor Newton and Councilmember
Onley attended a meeting at the County Executive Office Building regarding the misallocation of
income tax revenue between the counties and municipalities and the impact of the Wynne decision
on income tax revenue. Meeting attendees included State, County, and municipal officials. At the
meeting, State officials distributed early estimates of the revenue impacts of the Wynne decision
and discussed the process for correcting any misallocation.
The State's early estimates show that the City will owe approximately $1.3 million in refunds due
to the Wynne decision; these estimates are slightly better than what City staff originally estimated.
The City's estimated refunds will likely increase as more amended returns are filed for calendar
years 2011 through 2014. The filing periods up to and including calendar year 2010 are closed and

will not change. The City has the option to pay the $1.3 million over nine quarters beginning with
the first quarter of FY 2017. Staff recommends the nine quarter repayment option, which means
approximately $145,000 in income tax revenue would be withheld each quarter ($580,000
annually) starting in FY 2017 and continuing through the beginning of FY 2019.
The revenue impact of the misallocation is not yet known. City staff will follow up with the State
during the budget process to hopefully receive an estimate of the impact. The State is using an
outside auditor to reconcile the accounts in question, going back to 2010. Additionally, the State is
actively taking steps to avoid a reoccurrence of this costly mistake in the future.
Based on the current available information, staff will assume income tax revenue of $12 million in
FY 2017, which is a four percent reduction from FY 2015 actual revenue and an eight percent
reduction from FY 2014 actual revenue.
Highway User Revenue (HUR)
Governor Hogan’s FY 2017 proposed budget for the State of Maryland includes $7.4 million in HUR
for municipal governments; this represents an increase of 4.7 percent over last year’s $7.1 million,
and equals just over $525,000 for the City of Rockville for FY 2017.
Governor Hogan's budget also includes, for the fourth year in a row, one-time funding for
municipalities of $20.4 million, an increase of 7.4 percent from the one-time amount in FY 2016.
The breakdown for the one-time funds by municipality is not yet available, but Rockville’s FY 2016
one-time amount equaled $1.3 million. If the City receives the one-time funds in FY 2017, staff
recommends eliminating the planned bond issue for the Capital Projects Fund and increasing the
paygo transfer by the one-time HUR; a similar funding strategy was utilized in FY 2016.
Personnel
The FY 2017 proposed budget will include a one percent cost of living adjustment and an average
of three percent increments for benefited employees. The increments include step increases for
sworn police personnel and staff represented by AFSCME; the progression system for
administrative employees has not been finalized.
The total full time equivalent (FTE) count for FY 2017 is estimated to remain flat due to the
decreased budget capacity resulting from the salary increases associated with the Compensation
and Classification Study recommendations, the estimated decrease in income tax revenue, and the
focus on necessary infrastructure improvements throughout the City.
Minimum Wage
Staff is currently evaluating Montgomery County and the State of Maryland's minimum wage
increase plans, and will make a recommendation in the FY 2017 proposed budget. Currently, staff
is considering an approach that supports increasing wages for select temporary positions in order
to stay competitive with the local market, while keeping the the hourly rate for less competitive
positions closer to the current County minimum wage of $9.55.
Options for how to pay for the increased labor costs include, but are not limited to: increasing
impacted program fees, reducing impacted program work hours, or reducing costs in non-impacted
program areas. For reference, below is the schedule of minimum wage adjustments for the next
several years for Montgomery County and the State of Maryland:
Montgomery County
$9.55 effective 10/1/15
$10.75 effective 7/1/16
$11.50 effective 7/1/17

State of Maryland *
$8.25 effective 7/1/15
$8.75 effective 7/1/16
$9.25 effective 7/1/17
$10.10 effective 7/1/18
* The City of Rockville must abide by at least the State of Maryland minimum wage rates.
New Consultant Funding
The City Manager will recommend $35,000 from the General Fund for a consultant to develop a
model that will allow the City to analyze the fiscal and economic impacts related to different

development scenarios. The updated Master Plan is expected to include policies that will impact the
amount of growth that the City expects and desires, and the types of land uses that the City will
accommodate in different locations. The model outputs will help to inform the Mayor and Council,
Planning Commission, and the public on the fiscal and economic impacts of various development
scenarios during the Master Plan process. This project will be managed by the Department of
Community Planning and Development Services.
Hotel Tax Audit
The City Manager will recommend one-time funding of $15,000 from the General Fund for the City
to engage an external audit team to perform Agreed-Upon-Procedures (AUP) over the accuracy of
hotel tax remittances by the hotels within the City limits. This service was provided to the City
over five years ago and has not been performed since. In the last five years, several hotels have
changed ownership and several others have been newly built. With these changes, staff thinks it is
prudent to have an independent review of whether the hotels are accurately calculating and
remitting the taxes due.
Historically, the City has collected approximately $950,000 annually in hotel taxes. This
enhancement represents a relatively small expenditure to help maintain the accuracy of collections
and to demonstrate the City's commitment to holding the hotels accountable for complete, timely,
and accurate remittances.
Consultant for Mayor and Council Goal/Priority Setting
Historically, the Mayor and Council have utilized a consultant for their goal/priority setting process
during the years after an election. Due to the transition to four year terms, staff thinks it might be
helpful to add base funding to the Mayor and Council's budget to support the review and/or
establishment of new goals/priorities each year. Staff requests that the Mayor and Council provide
direction on adding this funding to the base budget starting in FY 2017. Staff values this consultant
service at approximately $10,000 each year.
Swim and Fitness Center Repairs
The City Manager will recommend $138,000 from the General Fund for one-time Swim and Fitness
Center maintenance, repairs, and equipment purchases. In addition to the $138,000 proposed for
FY 2017, the City Manager recommends the allocation of one-time funding of $78,600 in FY 2016
for immediate needs; these items are marked by an asterisk in the detail that follows.
These one-time funds will support the recommended "immediate" and "short term" repairs listed in
the Swim and Fitness Center's Facility Audit and Recommendations for Enhancements, presented to
the Mayor and Council in January 2015. Immediate repairs are defined as repairs needed within six
months to one year and short term repairs are defined as repairs needed within one to three
years. These items relate to areas of prolonged deferred maintenance, potential safety issues,
potential for major facility failure and/or compliance with updated codes.
Specific one-time items include:
Re-institute CO2 system for Ph control (North & Whirlpool)*
Repair cracks indicating possible beam failure (Rec)*
Replace overhead lights fixtures with LED (North)
Provide Emergency shut-off switch (Whirlpool)
Replace cracked windows (North)
Replace surge tank lid and inspect plumbing (North)
Replace the North Pool heat exchanger (North)
Replace the Whirlpool heat exchanger (Whirlpool)
Improve air circulation to remove caustic air (Outdoor Filter Room)*
Improve overhead lighting (Outdoor Filter Room)*
Install permanently mounted gas space heaters (Outdoor Filter Room)*
Bring fencing up to code (Tot)*
Resurface floors with non-skid material (Fitness Pool Bathrooms)*
Improve Lighting (Fitness Pool Bathrooms)*
* Items recommended for one-time funding in FY 2016.

Senior Programs
The City Manager will recommend $19,000 from the General Fund for several enhancements for
the Senior Center. These enhancements include additional senior classes, expanded Supper Club,
expanded transportation services for senior trips, and additional Fitness Room hours as described in
more detail below.
The proposed budget will include funding for 20 new classes in the areas of Art, Watercolor,
History, Lifelong Learning, Music Appreciation, and fitness.
Three additional Supper Club evening meals will be proposed. The current FY 2016 budget
allows for three supper clubs per year; this enhancement doubles that number for
approximately 70 seniors.
The proposed budget will include an additional $3,000 for contract transportation for charter
buses for the Senior Trip Program. The increased bus cost will be passed on to the trip
participants via the trip fees.
The proposed budget will include funding for extended Fitness Room hours, which will allow
staff to better meet the needs of seniors that are still in the workforce. This enhancement
will keep the fitness room open for an additional five hours per week. The yearly fitness
membership fee will increase by $5.00 to offset the additional cost.
In addition to these items, funds may be added to the FY 2017 budget when the Senior Needs
Assessment Report is finalized and presented to the Mayor and Council. Staff will have more
information on the results of that report in March 2016.
ADA Improvements
The Department of Recreation and Parks will present the final ADA Audit and Transition Report to
the Mayor and Council on February 22, 2016. This report makes recommendations for
improvements to deficient areas using a multi-year approach. Staff is currently analyzing the
impact to FY 2017 and will present a general funding plan under the Fiscal Impact section of the
February 22 agenda item. Some improvements will increase the overall budget while other
improvements will be accomplished using City staff. The budget figures that are presented in the
February 22 agenda item will be incorporated into the FY 2017 proposed budget and five year
forecast.
Janitorial Contract
The City Manager will recommend $36,250 from the General Fund to cover the increased costs of
janitorial services. The janitorial maintenance contract was sent out for bid in September 2015. The
successful low bid was $36,250 higher than the FY 2016 adopted budget and was subsequently
supported by the City Manager's contingency account in FY 2016. There was no increase in the
level of service; this was just an increase per the new contract.
The City's janitorial maintenance services include evening cleaning at the following locations: City
Hall, Monroe Street elevator, Lincoln Park Community Center, Montrose Community Center, City
Police Department and Annex, and provides custodian/porter services to the Gude Drive
Maintenance Complex. The janitorial maintenance contract also provides the following services to
all City facilities: window washing, carpet steam cleaning, pressure washing, and emergency
cleaning services.
Street Sweeping Contract
The City Manager will recommend $18,200 from the General Fund for the street sweeping contract
to cover the price increase from the City's previous contract. There was no increase in the level of
service; this was just an increase per the contract that was bid on April 6, 2015. Street sweeping
is a key activity performed to fulfill requirements of good housekeeping as outlined in the City's
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systems
(NPDES) permit.
Police In Car and Body Cameras
The FY 2017 proposed General Fund budget will include a plan for the replacement of all police in
car video cameras and for new police body cameras. Most of the current in car camera equipment

is over ten years old and needs to be replaced. The body cameras, which are new for the Rockville
Police Department, will be capable of capturing video, audio, and photographic evidence. The City
Manager's recommended funding plan will include a data management server necessary to store
and manage video evidence from both the in car and body systems. The total cost of this plan is
not yet finalized, and may be spread out over several years. More detailed information will be
available when the FY 2017 proposed budget is presented.
Employee Performance Evaluation Software
The City Manager will recommend approximately $16,000 from the General Fund to fund the
acquisition of employee performance evaluation software that will replace the City's current manual
evaluation system. This automated system will enable the City to measure competencies and goals,
develop succession plans, and automate the entire employee performance process to promote
timely evaluations.
Civic Center Park Trail Improvements
The City Manager will recommend $25,000 from the General Fund for the design of trail
improvements within Civic Center Park. This is the operating companion to the Stream Restoration:
Croydon Creek/Calvin Park Tributary CIP project in the Stormwater Management program area. The
trail construction will be included as a Planned Improvement Project (PIP) in FY 2019, and is
currently estimated at $100,000.
Water and Sewer Model Annual Update
The City Manager will recommend $20,000 from the Water Fund for a consultant to perform a
limited update to the City's Water and Sewer Fund rate models. In order for the rate models to
continue to be accurate, these annual updates are required. The scope of the annual updates will
include the review of all financial, statistical, capital, and operational data assumptions, a
comparative rate survey, and preparation of a report documenting the final results of the update.
The original review of the Water and Sewer funds took place during FY 2015, with the first year of
implementation of the new rates and rate structures in FY 2016. At that time, the Mayor and
Council adopted water and sewer rates for FY 2016, FY 2017, and FY 2018. During FY 2016, staff
engaged the consultant to update the models for FY 2017. This update was not budgeted in FY
2016 and was paid for out of the Water Fund contingency.
The FY 2016 update indicated that the funds can stay on track with the current adopted rate plan
and maintain compliance with the Financial Management Policies starting in FY 2021 if changes are
made to the current five year capital plans. More information on the changes to the Water and
Sewer capital budgets is included under the CIP section of this agenda item.
Miss Utility
The City Manager will recommend $58,500 from the Water and Sewer funds for contract services
related to Miss Utility notifications for locating utilities and excavations. The City joined Miss Utility
in FY 2015 as mandated by the State of Maryland. Currently, the City performs utility locates and
markings with current staff. This has caused reduced levels of service to the City's water and
sewer maintenance programs and substantially increased overtime costs in order to remain
compliant with the 48 hour response required for marking. The proposed addition of $58,500 was
allocated to each fund based on the ratio of water main to sewer main miles.
WSSC Capacity Provision Contracts
The FY 2016 adopted budget for this line item equals $3.08 million. The FY 2017 proposed budget
will include an additional $135,000 from the Sewer Fund to support an updated estimate from
WSSC for WSSC system charges, DC water system charges (projected increase of $100,000), users
fees, and Intermunicipal Agreement rental fees (projected increase of $35,000). The WSSC
estimates are based on formulas established in the existing WSSC/Rockville contracts for sewage
disposal.
Recycling and Refuse Processing Fee
The City Manager will recommend an additional $59,000 in the Refuse Fund due to the increase in
the recycling processing fee charged by Waste Management Inc. for sorting the City's single stream
recycling. By contract, Waste Management takes the City's single stream recycling materials to its

sorting facility in Elkridge, Maryland. The City pays the facility a processing fee for this sorting
service, and Waste Management purchases the materials for their market value. These additional
funds will support the new contract that was approved by the Mayor and Council on January 11,
2016, which included an increased processing fee of $60 per ton (up from $30 per ton). The
transportation component of the contract will remain the same at $22.50 per ton.
Temporary Agency Labor for Refuse and Recycling
The City Manager will recommend an additional $43,250 from the Refuse Fund to continue to
supplement the City's refuse and recycling collection staff in the event that they are on leave, ill,
injured, or otherwise not available. The cost of this contract is expected to increase when
Montgomery County raises its minimum wage applicable to all employers in the County, including
the City's contractor (Labor Ready Northeast Inc. of Rockville). As a result, the hourly rate charged
by Labor Ready will increase from $16.00 per hour to $18.25 on October 1, 2016. The current FY
2016 budget for Labor Ready equals $161,000.
FY 2016 One-Time Funding Needs
During the FY 2017 budget process, staff identified several items that were not budgeted, but could
benefit from one-time funds, if available, during FY 2016. The City Manager plans to fund the
following items with reprogrammed appropriations and/or City Manager contingency during FY
2016:
Swim Center items as listed above ($78,600)
Town Square interactive fountain repairs ($16,000)
Write-off of obsolete inventory ($15,000)
Two new weigh log loader scales for Public Works vehicles ($13,450)
Civic Center equipment replacement ($25,000)
Thomas Farm Community Center table and chair replacement ($11,000)
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM (CIP) UPDATES
New CIP Projects
Newly funded projects that will be included in the FY 2017 through 2021 CIP include Skate Park
Renovations and a Traffic Signal Upgrade at East Jefferson Street and Rollins Avenue. Below are
descriptions of these projects with the associated recommended funding by fiscal year.
Skate Park Renovation – This project will fund the replacement of the wooden structures with
steel beam structures and the mill and overlay of asphalt. The steel structures have a 20
year warranty and cost less to maintain. The current structures need to be replaced because
the condition of the wooden elements will continue to deteriorate and become
unsafe. Approximately $362,000 from the Capital Projects Fund will be recommended in FY
2017 for this project.
Traffic Signal Upgrade at East Jefferson Street and Rollins Avenue – This project will fund a
traffic signal upgrade to replace poles, signal heads, span wires, and conduits at the
intersection of East Jefferson Street and Rollins Avenue. Approximately $285,000 from the
Capital Projects Fund will be recommended in FY 2017 for this project.
Changes to current CIP Projects
Several CIP projects will experience adjustments between the current FY 2016 adopted plan and
the FY 2017 proposed plan. The projects impacted include the King Farm Farmstead Dairy Barns in
the Recreation and Parks program area and several of the projects in the Utilities Program Area.
Below are brief descriptions that preview changes the Mayor and Council will see in the FY 2017
budget.
King Farm Farmstead, Dairy Barns – The FY 2016 though FY 2020 CIP included $1.4 million
in Capital Projects Funds for repairs and renovation to the Dairy Barns. According to the
February 1, 2016 Mayor and Council agenda item on this topic, the repairs as stated in the
CIP would only support a future agricultural use. Since the barns will likely be used for some
type of assembly or human gathering use, the building code standards are more stringent

and more costly repairs are required. At the direction of the Mayor and Council, the FY 2017
purposed budget will include an increase for design and construction costs of approximately
$725,000. Additional costs may be incurred at a future date when a specific use is identified
(for example, a design that provides for the barns to be open from the floor to the rafters).
Various Water and Sewer Projects – As a result of increased operating costs in the Water
and Sewer funds (mainly from the increase in salaries and administrative charges), combined
with increases in wastewater treatment and disposal costs and changes in demand, several
Water and Sewer CIP projects will be deferred from the current five year plan to FY 2021
and beyond. Staff is currently working on the specifics of how this would impact the City's
Water and Sewer operations and will provide more detailed information with the presentation
of the FY 2017 proposed budget. Deferring projects will ensure the City is able to satisfy
operating and capital cost requirements, maintain compliance with the terms of existing and
future indebtedness, establish and maintain adequate operating reserves, and minimize rate
impacts to customers to the greatest extent possible.

Mayor and Council History

Each year, staff presents an initial budget preview to give the Mayor and Council an overview of
the next year's annual Operating and Capital Improvements Program (CIP) budgets. This is the
second worksession/preview related to the FY 2017 budget.
Past meeting(s):
Meeting Date
January 11, 2016

Agenda Item
FY 2017 Budget Preview/Worksession #1
Revenue Update and Overview of Funds

Public Notification and Engagement

Three budget public hearings are tentatively scheduled for March 21, April 4, and April 18, 2016.
In addition to the public hearings, residents can submit written comments about the budget
directly to the Mayor and Council through the City Clerk's Office.

Boards and Commissions Review

The Financial Advisory Board (FAB) is scheduled to meet on February 16, and April 26, 2016, and
will discuss budget issues for FY 2017. The Mayor and Council may receive recommendations from
the FAB over the next several months related to the FY 2017 budget.

Fiscal Impact

This presentation contains information that will impact the revenues and expenditures of the FY
2017 Operating and CIP budgets. Staff will incorporate the policy direction and guidance of the
Mayor and Council and determine the fiscal impacts of each decision during the budget
development process.

Next Steps

The approved FY 2017 budget calendar is outlined below.
Meeting Date
February 8, 2016
March 8, 2016
March 14, 2016
March 21, 2016
April 4, 2016
April 18, 2016
April 25, 2016

Agenda Item
FY 2017 Budget Preview/Worksession #2
Distribution of FY 2017 Budget Book (electronically)
Presentation of Proposed Budget and Distribution of Hard Copies;
Mayor and Council Worksession #3
Public Hearing #1
Public Hearing #2 (Caregiver Agency); Mayor and Council Worksession #4
Public Hearing #3
Close of Budget Public Record

May 2, 2016
May 16, 2016
May 23, 2016

Mayor and Council Worksession #5
FY 2017 Budget Adoption
Backup Adoption Date (If Needed)

Department Head:

Gavin Cohen, Chief Financial Officer
Approved on: 02/03/2016

City Manager:

Barbara B. Matthews, City Manager
Approved on: 02/03/2016

Mayor and Council

   For the meeting on:
   Department:
   Division:
   Responsible staff:

  February 8, 2016
  Community Planning and Development Services
  Planning
  Brian Wilson, Planner III
  phone: (240) 314 - 8227
  BWilson@rockvillemd.gov

Subject

Adoption of a Resolution to Enlarge the Corporate Boundaries of the City of Rockville to Include
4.032 Acres of Land, More or Less, of 355 Partners, LLC (Annexation Petition ANX2015-00145, a
Request to Annex 4.032 Acres of Land, known as Parcel N, Derwood Subdivision, located at 15931
Frederick Road; 355 Partners, LLC and Frederick Road, LLC, Petitioners)

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Mayor and Council adopt the resolution to enlarge the City's corporate
boundaries.

Discussion

On July 20, 2015, the Mayor and Council introduced a resolution to enlarge the City's corporate
boundaries (Attachment A), which began the process of annexing the property at 15931 Frederick
Road in response to Annexation Petition ANX2015-00145.
The property is located at the northeast corner of the intersection of Frederick Road and King Farm
Boulevard/Shady Grove Metro Access Road; the size of the property is approximately 4.032 acres.
The applicant desires to redevelop the property, and has submitted Site Plan application STP201600267 for approval of a seven story building containing 405 multiple-unit dwellings and an
associated parking structure. The applicant has completed the Pre-Application requirements, and
the Site Plan is currently under staff review prior to Planning Commission review and action,
tentatively scheduled for March 2016.
The property contains improvements formerly associated with the CarMax auto dealership. The
existing Montgomery County zoning on the property is CRT-1.5 C-0.5 R-1.25 H-100 (Commercial
Residential Town), which includes multiple-unit dwellings as a permitted use. The County's Shady
Grove Sector Plan encourages commercial and residential use for this property. If annexed, the
applicant seeks to have the property placed in the City's MXTD (Mixed Use Transit District) Zone,
which is consistent with the County's CRT zone in that it also allows mixed-use development,
including residential use.
The Mayor and Council adopted the Annexation Plan for the subject site on September 28, 2015.
Under State law, approval of the Annexation Plan was an acknowledgement that the City could
service the proposed project and that the MXTD zoning district is the most appropriate, if the
annexation is approved.
On September 9, 2015, the Planning Commission recommended approval of the MXTD zone and
the Annexation Plan, and provided several recommendations to the Mayor and Council. These items
are related to site plan regulations rather than the annexation of the property. As such, they would
be more appropriately addressed during the Commission's site plan review, rather than
incorporating them into an annexation agreement. The Commission's recommendations, as well as
staff's response to each of them, are addressed in the "Board and Commissions Review" section of
this agenda item.

The Montgomery County Planning Board recommended approval of the proposed MXTD Zone on
November 12, 2015 (see Attachment E). The Montgomery County Council approved the requested
zoning on December 1, 2015, subject to an Annexation Agreement limiting the floor area to
458,225 square feet, which is less than a 50 percent increase from what would be allowed under
County zoning.

Mayor and Council History

As required by State Code, the Mayor and Council introduced a resolution to enlarge the City's
corporate boundaries on July 20, 2015 (Attachment A). The Mayor and Council adopted the
Annexation Plan and set the public hearing date for consideration of the Annexation Petition on
September 28, 2015. The public hearing was held on November 16, 2015. The applicant's
representative was the only speaker at the hearing; one letter opposing the annexation was
submitted.
The Mayor and Council discussed the annexation petition on December 7, 2015. At the meeting,
the Mayor and Council asked for more information on the fiscal impact of the proposed
development of the property. The requested information was provided to the Mayor and Council on
January 11, 2016.
On December 7, 2015, the Mayor and Council expressed support for limiting development on the
property to 458,225 square feet of floor area, as approved by the County Council. Additional
information was also requested regarding the other conditions approved by the County Council provision of right-of-way for the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) and participation in the Shady
Grove Transportation Management District (TMD). Staff notes that there is no requirement for
additional right-of-way for the CCT on this property. The County also requested the applicant work
with Montgomery County to achieve 25 percent transit ridership from the project residents. These
conditions will be carried forward to the Planning Commission, as they are more appropriate as a
condition of Site Plan approval rather than a condition of annexation.

Public Notification and Engagement

A public hearing was held by the Planning Commission on September 9, 2015 and by the Mayor
and Council on November 16, 2015. No testimony was submitted to the Planning Commission or
provided during its public hearing; only the applicant's representatives addressed the Commission.
One letter opposing the annexation was submitted as part of the record for the Mayor and Council
public hearing.
Notice of the Mayor and Council public hearing was published in The Washington Post on October 1
and October 22, 2015. Per State Code, notification of the public hearing and copies of the adopted
Annexation Plan were sent to the Maryland Department of Planning, Montgomery County, and the
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC).

Boards and Commissions Review

In accordance with the City's Zoning Ordinance, the Planning Commission conducted a public
hearing on the annexation of the property (15931 Frederick Road) on September 9, 2015. There
was no testimony submitted to the Planning Commission or provided during the public hearing;
only the applicant's representatives addressed the Commission.
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the Annexation Plan and the proposed MXTD
zoning designation for the subject property by a vote of 4-3, with Commissioners Hadley,
Leiderman and Littlefield opposed. The Planning Commission found the proposed annexation and
MXTD zoning to be consistent with the City's Municipal Growth Element and Comprehensive Plan.
The Commission further recommended that:
The Mayor and Council investigate in more detail the fiscal impact of the proposed
development at the time of their consideration.
Staff Response: Staff provided a review of the fiscal impacts to the Planning Commission on
September 9, 2015 and then submitted a revised analysis to Mayor and Council on January 11,
2016. This analysis was based on the December 2012 City of Rockville Development Fiscal Impact

Analysis Study, prepared by Municipal and Financial Services Group. The computation based on the
results of that study shows an approximate net gain in revenue of between $36,311 and $47,659
per year, based on the revised analysis.
The Mayor and Council should consider the risk associated with the monitoring wells existing
on the property, as it has not been included in the Commission’s review.
Staff Response: The applicant has indicated that all studies required by both the EPA and State
have been conducted. All results will be available for review by the Planning Commission during the
site plan review phase of the development. The applicant is prepared to further discuss this issue if
there are any questions regarding this matter.
Pedestrian safety conditions be considered, such as reservation of sufficient public open space
to accommodate a pedestrian bridge footprint on the property.
Staff Response: This would best be reviewed and discussed during the Commission's review of the
development application.
The Commission noted two additional issues for consideration by the Mayor and Council:
The applicant conceded that a seven-story cap on the height of the building was acceptable.
Staff Response: The height of the building will be discussed by the Planning Commission during the
site plan review phase of the application. The applicant has indicated a preference to not
memorialize a seven-story cap at the annexation phase so as to avoid locking in the height of
future development on the property, should one day the property be redeveloped after the life of
the apartment building.
Whether there should be conditions placed on the annexation regarding fulfillment of vertical
mixed use on the site.
Staff Response: The uses proposed in the building will be determined by the Planning Commission
during the site plan review phase of the application. Any advance restrictions tied to the
annexation agreement may limit the Commission's holistic review and decision-making on land
uses and placement of uses.

Next Steps

The annexation becomes effective 45 days after adoption of the resolution to expand the corporate
boundaries. Required notification of the annexation will be addressed at that time.

Attachments
Attachment A - Resolution to Enlarge Corporate Boundaries.pdf

Department Head:

Susan Swift, Director of Community Planning and Development Services
Approved on: 01/29/2016

City Manager:

Barbara B. Matthews, City Manager
Approved on: 02/02/2016

Attachment A
Resolution No. ________

RESOLUTION:

To enlarge the corporate
boundaries of the City of
Rockville to include 4.032
acres of land, more or less, of
355 Partners, LLC

WHEREAS, public notice of a resolution to annex property of 355 Partners, LLC (property
owner), Frederick Road, LLC (contract purchaser), totaling 4.032 acres of land, more or less, hereinafter
more particularly described, has been published not fewer than two times at not less than weekly intervals
in a newspaper of general circulation in the City of Rockville and the area to be annexed, said notice
specifying that a public hearing would be held by the Mayor and Council on said resolution at Rockville
City Hall, on November 16, 2015 at 7:00 p.m.; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council conducted a public hearing on said resolution at the time and
place provided for in said advertisement which hearing was not less than fifteen days after the second
publication of the public notice referenced above; and
WHEREAS, an annexation plan consistent with the municipal growth element of the
comprehensive plan of the City was provided to the County Executive of Montgomery County, Maryland,
the Secretary of the State Department of Planning and the Chairman of the Maryland-National Capital
Park and Planning Commission at least thirty days prior to the holding of the scheduled public hearing;
and
WHEREAS, immediately after the first publication of the public notice in said newspaper, a copy
of that public notice was provided to the County Executive of Montgomery County, Maryland, the
Secretary of the State Department of Planning and the Chairman of the Maryland-National Capital Park
and Planning Commission; and
WHEREAS, this matter having been considered and deliberated by the Mayor and Council of
Rockville, and the Mayor and Council having decided that enactment of this resolution would promote
the health, safety and welfare of the City of Rockville.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND, as follows:
Section 1. That the corporate limits of the City of Rockville are hereby extended to include the
following area, which is hereby added to the City.
Being the property acquired by 355 Partners, LLC, and recorded in Liber 16995 at Folio 098, all among the
Land Records of Montgomery County, Maryland, and being more particularly described as follows:
Beginning for the same at a rebar with plastic cap found on the southwest corner of the Parcel N herein
described, recorded as Plat number 20049 among the Land Records of Montgomery County, Maryland. Also
being the northerly right of way line of Frederick Road, Maryland Route 355, (120’ wide) recorded as S.R.C.
Plat numbers 44320 and 44321 among the aforementioned Land Records; thence departing said right-of-way
line along Parcel N herein described
1.)
2.)
3.)
4.)
5.)

North 02° 01' 14" West, 47.48 feet to a point; thence
North 38° 41' 21" East, 459.32 feet to a rebar and cap found; thence
South 79° 45' 08" East, 38.65 feet to a rebar and cap found; thence
South 39° 11' 25" East, 337.93 feet to a rebar and cap found; thence
South 37° 09' 19" West, 433.68 to an iron rod found on the aforementioned northerly line of
Frederick Avenue; thence along said right of way
6.) North 52° 50' 41" West, 345.14 feet to the point of beginning containing 175,627 square feet or
4.03184 acres of land.

Section 2. That all territory hereby annexed to the City of Rockville and the persons residing
thereon shall, after the effective date of this resolution, be subject to the Charter, laws, ordinances and
regulations of said City.
Section 3. That as soon as the annexation provided by this resolution shall become effective, the
Mayor shall promptly register both the original boundaries and the new boundaries of the City with the
City Clerk of Rockville, with the Clerk of the Circuit Court for Montgomery County, Maryland, with the
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, and shall send, or cause to be sent, separately
by certified mail, return receipt requested, one copy of this resolution to the Department of Legislative
Reference.

*********
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by
the Mayor and Council of Rockville at its meeting of

_______________________________
Sara Taylor-Ferrell, Acting City Clerk
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Mayor and Council

   For the meeting on:
   Department:
   Division:
   Responsible staff:

  February 8, 2016
  Community Planning and Development Services
  Planning
  Brian Wilson, Planner III
  phone: (240) 314 - 8227
  BWilson@rockvillemd.gov

Subject

Introduction, and Possible Adoption, of an Ordinance to Amend the Zoning Map by Adding 4.032
Acres of Land, more or less, of 355 Partners, LLC, owners, and Placing Said Property in the MXTD,
Mixed Use Transit District Zone, per Annexation Petition ANX2015-00145

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Mayor and Council introduce the ordinance.
If the Mayor and Council wish to introduce the ordinance and proceed to adoption at the same
meeting, the ordinance should first be introduced, then a motion should be made to waive the
layover period. If the motion to waive the layover period is approved by an affirmative vote of four
members of the Mayor and Council, a motion to adopt the ordinance can then proceed.

Discussion

This is a companion agenda item to "Adoption of a Resolution to Enlarge the Corporate Boundaries
of the City of Rockville to Include 4.032 Acres of Land, More or Less, of 355 Partners, LLC."
On July 20, 2015, the Mayor and Council introduced a resolution to enlarge the City's corporate
boundaries, which began the process of annexing the property at 15931 Frederick Road in response
to Annexation Petition ANX2015-00145. The property is located at the northeast corner of the
intersection of Frederick Road and King Farm Boulevard/Shady Grove Metro Access Road; the size
of the property is approximately 4.032 acres. The applicant desires to redevelop the property, and
has submitted Site Plan application STP2016-00267 for approval of a seven story building
containing 405 multiple-unit dwellings and an associated parking structure.
The existing Montgomery County zoning on the property is CRT-1.5 C-0.5 R-1.25 H-100
(Commercial Residential Town), which includes multiple-unit dwellings as a permitted use. The
County's Shady Grove Sector Plan encourages commercial and residential use for this property. If
annexed, the applicant seeks to have the property placed in the City's MXTD (Mixed Use Transit
District) Zone, which is consistent with the County's CRT zone in that it also allows mixed-use
development, including residential use.
The Mayor and Council adopted the Annexation Plan for the subject site on September 28, 2015.
Under State law, approval of the Annexation Plan was an acknowledgement that the City could
service the proposed project and that the MXTD zoning district is the most appropriate, if the
annexation is approved.
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the MXTD zone and the Annexation Plan, and
provided several recommendations to the Mayor and Council. These items are related to site plan
regulations rather than the annexation of the property. As such, they would be more appropriately
addressed during the Commission's site plan review, rather than incorporating them into an
annexation agreement.
The Montgomery County Planning Board recommended approval of the proposed MXTD Zone on

November 12, 2015. The Montgomery County Council adopted the requested zoning on December
1, 2015, subject to an Annexation Agreement limiting the density to 458,225 square feet of floor
area. A companion agenda item for adoption of the Annexation Agreement is on the February 8,
2016 Mayor and Council meeting agenda.

Mayor and Council History

As required by State Code, the Mayor and Council introduced a resolution to enlarge the City's
corporate boundaries on July 20, 2015. The Mayor and Council adopted the proposed Annexation
Plan and set the public hearing date for consideration of the Annexation Petition on September 28,
2015. The public hearing was held on November 16, 2015. The applicant's representative was the
only speaker at the hearing; one letter opposing the annexation was submitted.
The Mayor and Council discussed the annexation petition on December 7, 2015. At the meeting,
the Mayor and Council asked for additional information on the fiscal impact of the proposed
development of the property. The requested information was provided to the Mayor and Council on
January 11, 2016.
On December 7, 2015, the Mayor and Council expressed support for limiting development on the
property to 458,225 square feet of floor area, as approved by the County Council. Additional
information was also requested regarding the other conditions approved by the County Council provision of right-of-way for the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) and participation in the Shady
Grove Transportation Management District (TMD). Staff notes that there is no requirement for
additional right-of-way for the CCT on this property. The County also requested the applicant work
with Montgomery County to achieve 25 percent transit ridership from the project residents. These
conditions will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission, as they are more
appropriate as a condition of Site Plan approval rather than a condition of annexation.

Public Notification and Engagement

A public hearing was held by the Planning Commission on September 9, 2015 and by the Mayor
and Council on November 16, 2015. No testimony was submitted to the Planning Commission or
provided during its public hearing; only the applicant's representatives addressed the Commission.
One letter opposing the annexation was submitted as part of the record for the Mayor and Council
public hearing.
Notice of the Mayor and Council public hearing was published in The Washington Post on October 1
and October 22, 2015. Per State Code, notification of the public hearing and copies of the adopted
Annexation Plan were sent to the Maryland Department of Planning, Montgomery County, and the
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC).

Boards and Commissions Review

In accordance with the City's Zoning Ordinance, the Planning Commission conducted a public
hearing on the annexation of the property (15931 Frederick Road) on September 9, 2015. There
was no testimony submitted to the Planning Commission or provided during the public hearing;
only the applicant's representatives addressed the Commission.
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the Annexation Plan and the proposed MXTD
zoning designation for the subject property by a vote of 4-3, with Commissioners Hadley,
Leiderman and Littlefield opposed. The Planning Commission found the proposed annexation and
MXTD zoning to be consistent with the City's Municipal Growth Element and Comprehensive Plan,
and provided additional recommendations and considerations as previously detailed.

Attachments

Attachment A - Ordinance to Amend the Zoning Map
Attachment A - ANX2015-00145 Ordinance to Amend the Zoning Map.pdf
Attachment B - Proposed Zoning Map

Attachment B Proposed Zoning Map.pdf

Department Head:

Susan Swift, Director of Community Planning and Development Services
Approved on: 01/29/2016

City Manager:

Barbara B. Matthews, City Manager
Approved on: 02/02/2016

Attachment A
Ordinance No. ________

Ordinance:

To amend the Zoning Map by
adding 4.032 acres of land,
more or less, of 355 Partners,
LLC, owners, and placing said
property in the MXTD, Mixed
Use Transit District Zone

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Rockville, Maryland, on February 8, 2016, in accordance
with the provisions of Subtitle IV of the Local Government Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland,
as amended, enacted a Resolution enlarging and extending the boundaries of the City of Rockville so as to
include a parcel of land owned by 355 Partners, LLC, totaling 4.032 acres of land, more or less, which
parcel is located at 15931 Frederick Road, Rockville, Maryland; and;
WHEREAS, said Resolution is to become fully effective 45 days after adoption; and
WHEREAS, the City of Rockville Planning Commission, pursuant to the City of Rockville
Zoning Ordinance has recommended to the Mayor and Council the boundaries of the various zoning
districts for said area to be annexed; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Rockville gave notice that a public hearing on the
adoption of the Zoning Map for said area would be held by the Mayor and Council of Rockville in the
Council Chamber, Rockville City Hall on November 16, 2015 at 7:00 p.m., or as soon thereafter as it may
be held, at which parties in interest and citizens would have the opportunity to be heard, which notice was
published once each week for two successive weeks in a newspaper of general circulation in the City of
Rockville, with the first such publication appearing at least fifteen days prior to the hearing; and
WHEREAS, on the 16th day of November, the said hearing was held at the time and place
provided for in said advertisement; and
WHEREAS, the subject property is currently zoned CRT (Commercial Residential Town), in
Montgomery County and the Shady Grove Sector Plan for Montgomery County recommends the subject
property for residential and commercial mixed use zoning; and
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WHEREAS, the Annexation Petition requests that the City place the subject property in the
City’s MXTD (Mixed-Use Transit District) zone, which is consistent with the County’s CRT zone; and
WHEREAS, by Resolution No. 18-337, the County Council for Montgomery County, approved
City of Rockville Annexation Petition No. ANX2015-00145, and its rezoning from the County's CRT
(Commercial Residential Town) zone to the City's MXTD (Mixed Use Transit District) zone; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Rockville, having fully considered the matter, has
determined to place the annexed property in the City's MXTD (Mixed Use Transit District) zone, so as to
promote the health, security and general welfare of the community of the City of Rockville.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND, as follows:

SECTION 1. That the map entitled “Zoning Map of the City of Rockville, Maryland" together
with all amendments thereto; the said map as amended constituting the official Zoning Map of the City of
Rockville, be and the same is hereby amended so as to incorporate as a part thereof the map entitled
"Proposed Zoning Map –Annexation Petition No. ANX2015-00145,” which map places said property in
the MXTD, Mixed Use Transit District Zone, the annexation resolution for which tract was adopted on
February 8, 2016, said map being dated February 8, 2016, and said map, sections or portions thereof,
together with all notations, dimensions, designations, references and other data shown thereon are hereby
adopted and made a part of the City of Rockville’s Zoning Ordinance to the same extent as if the
information set forth on said map were fully described and incorporated therein.
SECTION 2. That the effective date of this ordinance shall be the date on which the
annexation of the 4.032 acres of land, more or less, as described, to the City of Rockville, becomes
finally effective.

*********
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of an Ordinance adopted by
the Mayor and Council of Rockville at its meeting of February 8, 2016.
_______________________________
Sara Taylor-Ferrell, Acting City Clerk
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2-8-16
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Annexation of 15931 Frederick Road
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Attachment B
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Mayor and Council

   For the meeting on:
   Department:
   Division:
   Responsible staff:

  February 8, 2016
  Community Planning and Development Services
  Planning
  Brian Wilson, Planner III
  phone: (240) 314 - 8227
  BWilson@rockvillemd.gov

Subject

Adoption of a Resolution to Authorize the Execution of an Agreement for Certain Conditions of
Annexation of the Property of 355 Partners, LLC (Annexation Petition ANX2015-00145, a Request
to Annex 4.032 Acres of Land known as Parcel N, Derwood Subdivision, located at 15931 Frederick
Road; 355 Partners, LLC and Frederick Road, LLC, Petitioners)

Recommendation

Staff recommends adoption of the proposed resolution and annexation agreement.

Discussion

The proposed resolution is a companion agenda item to "Adoption of a Resolution to Enlarge the
Corporate Boundaries of the City of Rockville to Include 4.032 Acres of Land, More or Less, of 355
Partners, LLC."
The proposed resolution and associated annexation agreement (Attachment A) ensures
implementation of the Montgomery County Council's approval of the MXTD Zone for the property,
as outlined in its resolution of approval adopted on December 1, 2015 (Attachment B). The
annexation agreement would limit the amount of development on the property to 458,225 square
feet, which is an increase of less than 50 percent in the amount of development potential per the
County zoning, and would conform to State Code regarding annexation.

Mayor and Council History

As required by State Code, the Mayor and Council introduced a resolution to enlarge the City's
corporate boundaries on July 20, 2015. The Mayor and Council adopted the proposed Annexation
Plan and set the public hearing date for consideration of the Annexation Petition on September 28,
2015. The public hearing was held on November 16, 2015. The applicant's representative was the
only speaker at the hearing; one letter opposing the annexation was submitted.
The Mayor and Council discussed the annexation petition on December 7, 2015. At the meeting,
the Mayor and Council asked for more information on the fiscal impact of the proposed
development of the property. They also expressed support for limiting development on the
property to 458,225 square feet of floor area, as approved by the County Council.
On January 11, 2016, the Mayor and Council discussed the supplemental fiscal impact information
provided by staff and directed that an Annexation Agreement be drafted with appropriate
conditions.

Public Notification and Engagement

A public hearing was held by the Planning Commission on September 9, 2015 and by the Mayor
and Council on November 16, 2015. No testimony was submitted to the Planning Commission or
provided during its public hearing; only the applicant's representatives addressed the Commission.
One letter opposing the annexation was submitted as part of the record for the Mayor and Council
public hearing.

Notice of the Mayor and Council public hearing was published in The Washington Post on October 1
and October 22, 2015. Per State Code, notification of the public hearing and copies of the adopted
Annexation Plan were sent to the Maryland Department of Planning, Montgomery County, and the
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC).

Attachments

Attachment A - Resolution and Annexation Agreement
Attachment A - Resolution and Annexation Agreement.pdf
Attachment B - County Council Resolution
Attachment B - County Council approval.pdf

Department Head:

Susan Swift, Director of Community Planning and Development Services
Approved on: 01/29/2016

City Manager:

Barbara B. Matthews, City Manager
Approved on: 02/02/2016

Attachment A
Resolution No. ________

RESOLUTION:

To authorize execution of an
agreement for certain conditions
of annexation of the
Property of 355 Partners, LLC

WHEREAS, a petition for annexation has been presented to the Mayor and Council of Rockville
proposing to enlarge the corporate boundaries of the City of Rockville so as to include land owned by 355
Partners, LLC; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Rockville desires to grant the petition, subject to certain
conditions contained in an agreement between 355 Partners, LLC, owner, and Frederick Road, LLC,
(contract purchaser) and which agreement is to be executed prior to the effective date of the annexation.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND, that the City Manager is hereby authorized to execute on behalf of the
Mayor and Council of Rockville an agreement with 355 Partners, LLC, owner, and Frederick Road,
LLC, contract purchaser, which agreement will be in the form attached hereto as Exhibit “A” and made
part hereof.
*********
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by
the Mayor and Council of Rockville at its meeting of February 8, 2016.

_______________________________
Sara Taylor-Ferrell, Acting City Clerk
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Attachment A
ANNEXATION AGREEMENT

THIS ANNEXATION AGREEMENT (“Agreement”), made this ___ day of
________________, 2016, by and among 355 PARTNERS, LLC (“Owner”), FREDERICK
ROAD, LLC, (“Contract Purchaser”) (Owner and Contract Purchaser herein collectively referred
to as “Applicant”), and the MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF ROCKVILLE, a municipal
corporation of the State of Maryland (hereinafter referred to as “Rockville”) (collectively the
“Parties”).
W I T N E S S E T H:
WHEREAS, Owner is the fee simple owner of the subject property consisting of
one parcel, being recorded in Liber 16995 at Folio 098, known as Parcel N, Derwood, recorded
in Plat Book 179, Plat 20049, and also referred to as Parcel N-244 on tax map GS 12 situated in
the southeast quadrant of the intersection of MD Route 355 and the entrance road to the Shady
Grove Metro Station, consisting of 175,627 square feet or 4.0318 acres of land, more particularly
described in the ALTA Survey attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit A and
described by metes and bounds in Exhibit B attached hereto (the “Property”). The tax account
number for the Property is 09-03146564; and
WHEREAS, Frederick Road, LLC is the Contract Purchaser of the Property and is
seeking annexation of the Property with the consent of the Owner, as evidenced by Exhibit “B”,
and
WHEREAS, the Property is currently located within the jurisdictional boundaries of
Montgomery County, Maryland; and
WHEREAS, Applicant petitioned Rockville to annex the Property, pursuant to
annexation petition ANX2015-00145 (the “Annexation Petition”); and
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WHEREAS, the Property is contiguous to and adjoins the existing corporate boundaries
of Rockville and is identified as an Urban Growth Area in the 2002 Approved and Adopted City
of Rockville Comprehensive Master Plan; and
WHEREAS, there are no registered voters for county elections residing upon the
Property; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of Annotated Code of Maryland Local
Government Article, Section 4-402, a resolution has been introduced to annex the Property; and
WHEREAS, the annexation of the Property will promote Rockville's goal of annexation
within Rockville's urban growth areas; and
WHEREAS, the Property is currently classified in the CRT 1.5, C 0.5, R 1.25, H 100
Zone under the zoning regulations of Montgomery County, Maryland; and
WHEREAS, on February 8, 2016, the Mayor and Council of Rockville adopted
Resolution No. ________ expanding the boundaries of the City to encompass the Property (the
“Annexation Agreement”) and on February 8, 2016 adopted Ordinance No. ___________
placing the Property within the MXTD (Mixed-use Transit District) Zone, which annexation and
zoning shall take effect forty-five days following the approval of Resolution No. _______ in
accordance with the provisions of the Annotated Code of Maryland, Local Government Article,
Section 4-407.
WHEREAS, on December 1, 2015, the Montgomery County Council expressly approved
the reclassification by the City of the Property from CRT 1.5, C 0.5, R 1.25, H 100 in
Montgomery County to MXTD in Rockville by adoption of Resolution No. 18-337 attached
hereto as Exhibit “C”; (the “County Council Resolution”) if the City’s Annexation Agreement
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limits the allowable development on the property to 458,225 square feet of floor area for five (5)
years; and
WHEREAS, the Parties desire to execute this Annexation Agreement to establish the
conditions under which the Property shall be annexed and zoned.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing recitals, each of which shall be
deemed a part of this Agreement, and for other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and
sufficiency of which the parties acknowledge, the parties covenant and agree as follows:

1.

Upon annexation of the Property into Rockville, the Property shall be classified in

the MXTD Zone.
2.

The Parties agree that upon annexation the development of the Property shall be

limited to a maximum of 458,225 square feet of floor area, for five (5) years after the effective
date of the annexation.
3.

The Parties agree to execute any and all such documents and/or to take such

actions necessary to carry out the terms and conditions of this Agreement.
4.

This Agreement shall not become effective until the Annexation Resolution

becomes effective pursuant to the Annotated Code of Maryland, Local Government Article,
Section 4-407, (hereinafter “Effective Date of Annexation”). At any time prior to the Effective
Date of Annexation, Applicant may petition for a referendum on the Annexation in accordance
with Annotated Code of Maryland, Local Government Article, Sections 4-408 and 4-413, the
result of which shall be to suspend the effectiveness of the Annexation resolution.
5.

This Agreement does not preclude any other use allowed by the Zoning

Ordinance in the MXTD zone as long as the required site plan, site plan amendment, or special
exception applications are approved.
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6.

The provisions of this Agreement are and shall be deemed to be covenants

running with the land and shall be binding upon Owner and its respective successors and assigns
with an interest in the Property.
7.

This Agreement shall be amended only in writing, signed by (or on behalf of) the

parties hereto.
8.

This Agreement shall be recorded in the Land Records of Montgomery County,

subsequent to the approval of the annexation resolution.
9.

The Recitals and Exhibits set forth above are hereby incorporated by reference

and made a part of this Agreement.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each of the parties hereto has executed and delivered this
Annexation Agreement as of the date first set forth above, as evidenced by their respective
signatures and acknowledgements on the following pages.

[SIGNATURE PAGES FOLLOW]
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ATTEST

MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
ROCKVILLE

By
Barbara Matthews, City Manager

STATE OF MARYLAND
COUNTY OF MONTGOMERY

I hereby certify that on this _____ day of _____, 2016, before me, a Notary Public in and
for the State and County aforesaid, personally appeared Barbara Matthews, who acknowledged
herself to be the City Manager of the Mayor and Council of Rockville, a municipal corporation,
and that she, as City Manager, being authorized to do so, executed the foregoing instrument on
behalf of the corporation for the purposes therein contained, and acknowledged the same to be
the act and deed of the corporation, by signing the name of the Mayor and Council of Rockville
by
herself
as
City Manager.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto set my hand and official seal.

(SEAL)
________________________________________
Notary Public
My commission expires:
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355 Partners, LLC, a Maryland limited liability company

By: _____________________________________
Raymond J. Sherbill, Its Attorney in Fact

Frederick Road, LLC, a Virginia limited liability company

By: _____________________________________

STATE OF ____________________)
)
COUNTY OF_____________
)
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the ____ day of _____________, 2016, before me,
the subscriber, a Notary Public in and for the aforesaid jurisdiction, personally
appeared ________________, the _________ of _________________________ a
_______________, who acknowledged himself/herself to me, and that he/she executed
the foregoing instrument for the purposes therein contained by signing his/her
name on behalf of said ___________________.
Witness my hand, at office, this _______ day of ___________________, 2016.

________________________________
Notary Public
My commission expires: __________________________
[Notarial Seal]
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STATE OF MARYLAND
COUNTY OF MONTGOMERY, to wit:
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ____ day of ________________, 2016, before the
subscriber, a Notary Public of the State and County aforesaid, personally appeared
____________, who is the ______________ of Frederick Road, LLC known to be or
satisfactorily proven to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument in such
capacity, appeared before me this day in person and acknowledged that he signed and delivered
said instrument as the free and voluntary act and deed of said Frederick Road, LLC for the uses
and purposes therein set forth.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto set my hand and official seal.

____________________________
Notary Public
My Commission Expires: ________________
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EXHIBIT “A”
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EXHIBIT “B”
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EXHIBIT “C”
County Council Resolution
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND

OFFICE OF THE COUNCIL PRESIDENT

Dear Ms. Taylor-Ferrell,
Thank you for your correspondence concerning the annexation application for the CarMax
property. I have made it available to my Council colleagues, and I am pleased to respond on their
behalf.
On December 1, 2015, the Council approved resolution 18-336 concerning this issue. The action
portion of that resolution follows:
Under the Local Government Article, Section 4-416 of the Annotated Code of Maryland, if the
City of Rockville's annexation agreement limits the allowable development to a maximum of
458,225 square feet of floor area, the District Council approves the reclassification by the City
of Rockville of the Carmax Property from the County's CRT 1.5, C 0.5, R 1.25, H 100 zone to the
City's MXTD zone as proposed in Annexation Petition ANX2015-00145.
The Council recommends that the Mayor and Council of Rockville require the development of
the CarMax Property to provide:
1) the minimum right-of-way for the Corridor Cities Transitway on the property;
2) streetscaping on the property; and
3) a means to achieve the goals of the Shady Grove Transportation Management District.
The Council is hopeful that the Rockville Mayor and Council will agree. Thank you for taking
the time to share your thoughts on this important matter.
Best,

Nancy Floreen
President, Montgomery County Council
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Blue - new items to the list.
Red - latest changes.

Mayor and Council Action Report
Response
Method

Ref. #

Meeting
Date

Staff/
Dep

Direction to Staff / Action Taken / Status

MC-2014-1

1/27/14

CMO

Memo

Neighborhood Communication Initiative
Implement neighborhood communication initiative.
Status: Staff will gather a small work group of neighbors with experience supporting
neighborhood communication efforts to build a proposed initiative that meets the City’s
goals of enhanced communication with our residents and among neighbors. The work
group membership and their proposal will be shared with the Mayor and Council for
feedback prior to implementation.

FA-2013-7

4/22/13

CMO /
CPDS

Agenda item

FA-2014-22

Email

R&P

Future
agenda

FA-2014-23

9/8/11

R&P

Future
agenda

Town Center Parking
Brief the Mayor and Council on:
 Trends in parking requirements and practices in development projects in downtowns
similar to Rockville
 Usage and management of parking garages and lots in Town Center
 Information sharing with the public about parking options in Town Center, including
wayfinding
 Availability of Handicap Parking
 Expand discussion to include Transit Area parking (to include areas such as Twinbrook)
Status: The City Manager sent a memo to the Mayor and Council on January 9, 2016,
about planning for the worksession on February 25, 2016, and collected input from the
Mayor and Council. Agenda materials and invitations to participate are underway.
Smoking Restrictions in Rockville
Status: On October 5, 2015, the Mayor and Council directed staff to opt into the County
No Smoking Ordinance (County Code Section 24-9) as it relates to smoking restrictions in
parks and facilities. Signage text has been approved, and the anticipated implementation
of the Ordinance is March 1, 2016. Installation of signage in City parks has begun. The
wider issue of smoking restrictions in Rockville was discussed but not included in the final
priorities resulting from the January 9, 2016 goal setting retreat, so will not be pursued at
this time.
King Farm Farmstead – Next Steps
Status: Improvements to make the farmstead house habitable are complete, with the
exception of work on the well which will happen closer to the date the home is occupied. An
Executive Session was held on February 1, 2016. A Mayor and Council discussion
concerning the longer term use of the entire property is planned for calendar 2016.
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Estimated
Completion or
Agenda Item date
Ongoing

2/25/16

March 2016

Ongoing
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Response
Method

Ref. #

Meeting
Date

Staff/
Dep

FA-2014-25

9/8/14

CPDS

Future
agenda

FA-2014-35

9/22/14

DPW

Future
agenda

FA-2015-5

2/9/15

DPW

Future
agenda

FA-2015-6

3/9/15

Finance

Future
agenda

FA-2015-7

3/23/15

Finance

Future
agenda

FA-2015-14

7/13/15

CMO

Future

Direction to Staff / Action Taken / Status

Southlawn Industrial Area Study
Status: The Southlawn Industrial Area Feasibility Study is underway with the City’s
consultant, VHB. Public meetings with neighborhood residents and businesses were held
on June 3, June 25, September 10 and October 29, 2015. Redevelopment scenarios were
presented at a December 9, 2015 public meeting and revised recommendations will be
presented to the public on January 28, 2016. On February 29, 2016, the consultant team
will present the study results to the Mayor and Council, with the Planning Commission and
the Traffic and Transportation Commission invited to attend. Implementation, adoption or
additional research of any study recommendations will be at the discretion of the Mayor
and Council.
Energy Rating
Discuss the feasibility of an energy score rating system for buildings that would encourage
energy efficiency updates. As a first step, ask the Environment Commission to examine similar
programs in other municipalities.
Status: On September 4, 2015, the City Manager provided a memorandum to the Mayor
and Council explaining building energy rating systems, Montgomery County energy
benchmarking and financing programs, and potential opportunities for the City of
Rockville. Staff will provide the new Mayor and Council an opportunity to discuss energy
rating systems.
Westmore Property Next Steps
Discuss the Westmore development proposal to obtain annexation and City water and sewer.
Status: The Mayor and Council discussed this matter on July 13, 2015, and provided the
requested direction to the property owner regarding development of the property,
including the requirement for annexation prior to the City being able to provide water and
sewer services.
MFD Purchasing Program
Provide the Mayor and Council with an update on the status of the City’s MFD Purchasing
Program.
Status: This item was before the Mayor and Council at the October 5, 2015 and January
11, 2016 meetings. Staff will provide another update on the MFD outreach effort by memo
by March 11, 2016. At that time, the Mayor and Council will determine if an update on
agenda is needed.
Refuse Charge on Tax Bill
Discuss and coordinate with Montgomery County on adding the City’s Recycling and Refuse
charge on the County tax bill.
Status: The Mayor and Council discussed this matter on September 28, 2015, and
requested that staff schedule a public hearing. A public hearing will be scheduled for
February 22, 2016.
Purchasing Study Response
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Estimated
Completion or
Agenda Item date
2/29/16

TBD

Ongoing

3/11/16

2/22/16

July 2016
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Ref. #

Meeting
Date

Staff/
Dep

Response
Method
agenda

FA-2015-16

11/23/15

CMO

Future
Agenda

FA-2015-17

12/14/15

Finance

Future
Agenda

Direction to Staff / Action Taken / Status

Status: On October 19, 2015, the Mayor and Council received a presentation by Calyptus
Consulting. The City Manager distributed an action plan responding to the Calyptus
report on January 16, 2016 and presented the plan to the Mayor and Council on February
1, 2016. Public updates will be provided every six months. Interim updates will be provided
to the Mayor and Council as critical milestones are reached.
Web Posting Guidelines
Share current web posting practices.
Status: As a first step, staff provided a memo with background information on January 8,
2016.
Income Tax Offset Credit
Confirm that the City will be able to include a credit on the County’s 2016 property tax bill if
adopted by the Mayor and Council.
Status: Staff is currently working with Montgomery County on testing to place Rockville’s
refuse charge and/or the income tax offset credit on the property tax bills, if so directed by
the Mayor and Council. Final decisions can be made by the Mayor and Council during the
budget process.

Estimated
Completion or
Agenda Item date

TBD

May 2016

COMPLETED ITEMS
FA-2015-15

10/12/15

Future
agenda

Veteran Preference
Provide the new Mayor and Council the opportunity to consider an expansion of the City’s MFD
Purchasing Program to include veteran-owned businesses.
Status: Based on discussion during the January 9, 2016 goal setting retreat and at the
January 11, 2016 briefing on the MFD program, this item was not identified as a priority
and will not be pursued at this time.
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Mayor and Council Follow-up Goal Setting Meeting
February 9, 2016
Meeting No. 05 -16
5:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m.
Glenview Mansion
603 Edmonston Road
Rockville, Maryland
5:00 p.m.
1.

Convene

2.

Follow-up Agenda and Work Plan

3.

Adjournment
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-TentativeMayor and Council Meeting
February 22, 2016
Meeting No. 06-16
7:00 pm

6:00 pm
1.

Convene in Open Session to vote on motion to go into Executive Session

2.

Executive Session

3.

Reconvene in Open Session

4.

Pledge of Allegiance

5.

Agenda Review

7:05 pm
6.

City Manager's Report

7:10 pm
7.

Community Forum

8.

Mayor and Council's Response to Community Forum and Announcements

9.

Mayor and Council Reports

7:30 pm
10.

Public Hearing - Adding the City's Recycling and Refuse Charge to the County
Tax Bill Placement of the City's Refuse Charge on the Property Tax Bill

7:50 pm
11.

Presentation - Rockville Economic Development Inc. Quarterly Update

8:00 pm
12.

Presentation - Economic Development Overview and Proposed Incentives
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9:00 pm
13.

Presentation - ADA Audit and Transition Report

10:00 pm
14.

Presentation - RedGate Golf Course 2015 Annual Report

10:20 pm
15.

Review and Comment - Mayor and Council Action Report

16.

Review and Comment - Future Agendas

17.

Old/New Business

10:35 pm
18.

Adjournment
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Future Agendas
February 8, 2016
Type of Item

Attachment C

Subject

February 25, 2016 - Worksession Town Center Parking
Worksession

Town Center Parking

February 29, 2016
Review and
Comment

Mayor and Council Action Report

Authorization

Authorization to file a Zoning Text Amendment to reorganize and revise the
provisions for historic preservation review

Presentation

Southlawn Industrial Area Feasibility Study presentation by consultants

Discussion

Discussion Concerning the Establishment of a King Farm Farmstead Task Force

March 7, 2016
Review and
Comment

Mayor and Council Action Report

Approval

Approval of a one-year contract extension (FY 2017) of RFP #41-11, for as-needed
professional engineering services related to City bridges and structures in the
aggregate amount not to exceed $500,000.

March 14, 2016
Review and
Comment

Mayor and Council Action Report

Presentation

Presentation of the Fiscal Year 2017 Proposed Operating Budget and Capital
Improvements Program (CIP)

Worksession

Fiscal Year 2017 Mayor and Council Budget Worksession #3

Introduction

Introduction of a Resolution to Establish the Service Charge Rate for Municipal
Refuse Collection and to Establish a Charge for Unreturned Refuse and Recycling
Carts pursuant to Section 20-6 of the Rockville City Code

Introduction

Introduction of an Ordinance to Appropriate Funds and Levy Taxes for Fiscal Year
2017

March 21, 2016
Public Hearing

Public Hearing on Sectional Map Amendment MAP2016-x
Senior Study

Review and
Comment

Mayor and Council Action Report

Public Hearing

Fiscal Year 2017 Budget Public Hearing #1

April 4, 2016
Review and
Comment

Mayor and Council Action Report

Worksession

Fiscal Year 2017 Mayor and Council Budget Worksession #4

Public Hearing

Fiscal Year 2017 Budget Public Hearing #2

April 18, 2016
Public Hearing

Fiscal Year 2017 Budget Public Hearing #3

Award

Award of IFB #12-16, Dogwood Stream Restoration, to (vendor) in the Amount of
($xxx).
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Future Agendas
February 8, 2016
Type of Item

Attachment C

Subject

May 2, 2016
Worksession

Fiscal Year 2017 Mayor and Council Budget Worksession #5

May 9, 2016
Introduction

Introduction of Changes to the Floodplain Ordinance Update Per Federal
Emergency Magement Association Requirements.

May 16, 2016
Adoption

Adoption of an Ordinance to Appropriate Funds and Levy Taxes for Fiscal Year
2017

Adoption

Adoption of a Resolution to Establish the Service Charge Rate for Municipal Refuse
Collection and to Establish a Charge for Unreturned Refuse and Recycling Carts
pursuant to Section 20-6 of the Rockville City Code

Adoption

Adoption of a Resolution to Close Completed Capital Improvements Program
Project Accounts

June 6, 2016
Public Hearing

Public Hearing on Changes to the Floodplain Ordinance Update Per the Federal
Emergency Magement Association (FEMA) Requirements.
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