Mayor and Council
Meeting No. 07 - 17

          February 13, 2017

7:00 PM

5:30 -6:00 pm Drop-In with Mayor Newton and Councilmember Palakovich Carr

6:00 pm
1. Convene in Open Session to vote on motion to go into Executive Session pursuant
to Section 3-305(b)(3) of the General Provisions Article of the Annotated Code of
Maryland to consider the acquisition of real property for a public purpose and
matters directly related to the acquisition (Chestnut Lodge).
2. Executive Session
7:00 pm
3. Reconvene into Open Session
4. Pledge of Allegiance
5. Agenda Review
7:05 pm
6. City Manager's Report
7:15 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. Presentation - Rockville Economic Development Inc. (REDI) Quarterly Update
7:35 pm
11. Presentation on Recently Adopted Modifications to the Montgomery County Subdivision
Staging Policy (SSP) for Public School Facilities and Transportation

  

8:20 pm
12. Presentation and Discussion of Draft Resolution to amend the Adequate Public Facilities
Standards (APFS) regarding Fire and Emergency Services
8:50 pm
13. Discussion - Preparation for March 9 Interagency BRT Meeting with Gaithersburg,
Montgomery County and the State
9:20 pm
14. Discussion - Rockville's 2017 County Legislative and Policy Priorities
9:35 pm
15. Review and Comment - Mayor and Council Action Report
16. Review and Comment - Future Agendas
17. Old/New Business
9:50 pm
18. 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.

Rockville Economic Development Inc. (REDI) Quarterly Update

Mayor and Council

   For the meeting on:
   Department:
   Responsible staff:

  February 13, 2017
  City Manager
  Jenny Kimball, Deputy City Manager
  phone: (240) 314 - 8104
  jkimball@rockvillemd.gov

Subject

Rockville Economic Development Inc. (REDI) Quarterly Update

Recommendation

Receive a quarterly update on Rockville Economic Development, Inc. (REDI)

Discussion

Laurie Boyer, Executive Director, will provide the Mayor and Council with an update on activities
and accomplishments from the second quarter of FY 2017 and a preview of upcoming activities.

Assistant City Manager:

Jenny Kimball, Deputy City Manager
Approved on: 02/02/2017

City Manager:

Robert DiSpirito, City Manager
Approved on: 02/08/2017
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Mayor and Council

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

  February 13, 2017
  Community Planning and Development Services
  Planning
  Deane Mellander, Planning Supervisor
  phone: (240) 314 - 8224
  DMellander@rockvillemd.gov

Subject

Presentation on Recently Adopted Modifications to the Montgomery County Subdivision Staging
Policy (SSP) for Public School Facilities and Transportation

Recommendation

Receive the presentation and provide direction on next steps.

Discussion

The Montgomery County Council adopted a new Subdivision Staging Policy (SSP) for 2016 - 2020
on November 15, 2016. The SSP functions as the Adequate Public Facilities Standards for
development approvals in Montgomery County. Revisions have been made to the County standards
for public schools and traffic and transportation, as described below.
The Mayor and Council may wish to discuss the changes that have been made and consider
potential changes to the City’s Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) and Adequate Public
Facilities Standards (APFS) Manual and Comprehensive Transportation Review (CTR).
Public Schools Standards
On June 1, 2015 the Mayor and Council adopted Resolution No. 06-15, which revised the APFS
standards for schools that serve the City. The revision generally aligned the City’s school test with
Montgomery County’s capacity standards in the Subdivision Staging Policy (SSP). This included
using the program capacity on a cluster-wide basis for each of the three grade levels, rather than
for each individual school serving a proposed residential development. The test year became the
last year of the MCPS Capital Improvement Program (CIP), or five years out rather than years one
and two.
On November 15, 2016, the County Council adopted a new SSP, effective on January 1, 2017. The
new SSP modifies the County's schools standard to include a test for individual schools, while
retaining the test for the overall cluster at 120% of program capacity. For the individual school
test, a school attendance area goes into moratorium based on a combination of exceeding the
program capacity by 120% and also exceeding a seat deficit at the level of the school. The seat
deficit is 110 seats at the elementary level, and 180 seats at the middle school level.
With the County's change in the test to account for individual schools, the test has been tightened
compared to the previous cluster-wide test. Attachment A provides the data on all of the schools
serving the City as adopted by the County.
One elementary school (ES), Rosemont ES, is shown to be in moratorium. This school serves
an area of the City bounded by Redland Boulevard, Frederick Road, Shady Grove Road and I270. This area includes a portion of the King Farm and the Upper Rock development.
Two other schools, College Gardens ES and Ritchie Park ES, would be over capacity except
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that they are covered by the increased capacity associated with the new Richard Montgomery
Elementary School #5 school currently under construction on West Edmonston Drive. The
new school is scheduled to come on line in Fall 2018. The Board of Education expects to
issue the proposed boundary changes for the elementary schools in the Richard Montgomery
cluster later this year.
One other elementary school, Meadow Hall ES, does not meet the test for moratorium
because the seat deficit is 106, even though the program capacity is at 130 percent.
As noted above, the capacity test is made at the individual school level for elementary schools, the
service area for the middle schools, and for the full cluster at the high school level. Also, the
capacity test combines a ceiling of 120 percent of capacity coupled with a maximum seat deficit at
the elementary and middle school levels. Exceeding 120 percent of capacity at the high school
level puts the entire cluster in moratorium.
The student generation rates have also been changed. The Planning Board revised the generation
rates based on the most recent enrollment data and promulgated County-wide rates rather than
the four sub-areas used in the past. Attachment B provides the new student generation rates.
Next Steps - Schools
As a result of the County's recent changes, the Mayor and Council could consider whether they
want to change the City's APFS so it is again aligned with the County SSP. If desired, the staff will
bring the following topics back for Discussion and Instructions:
Does the Mayor
elementary and
Does the Mayor
school levels as

and Council wish to amend the school test to allow individual tests at the
middle school levels?
and Council wish to include a seat deficit at the elementary and middle
part of the capacity test?

Traffic and Transportation
The new SSP has created a new series of policy areas to replace the former Metro Station Policy
areas, general areas, the Transportation Policy Area Review (TPAR), and the Local Area
Transportation Review (LATR). The four new policy areas are color-coded as follows – Red (Metro
stations), Orange (urbanized areas), Yellow – (low density), and Green (Rural). See Attachment C
for a map of the policy areas and FAQs regarding the new county standards. While not directly
affected by the SSP, the City is shown with a Red area for the Town Center and Twinbrook areas
and Orange for the rest of the City.
There were three key changes made in the SSP standards for transportation, as summarized
below:
First, the method for determining intersection level of service was changed, moving away from the
Critical Lane Volume (CLV) measure and instead requiring the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)
test. The CLV measure focuses on intersection capacity in terms of how many vehicles may pass
through it during a peak hour. The new HCM requirement measures vehicle delay and is thought to
be more representative of a driver’s actual experience while traveling through a congested
intersection. The HCM measure will be required in the Red and Orange areas. The Green and
Yellow areas of the county will still be required to perform a CLV analysis, but may be required to
use HCM in certain cases.
Second, the threshold that triggers the need for a transportation study was changed. The previous
trigger occurred when 30 workday peak hour vehicle trips were generated by the proposed
development project. The new trigger is when 50 person trips are generated (not just vehicle
trips). In addition, thresholds that trigger a review of transit, pedestrian and bicycle demand and
service are also now included, along with level of service adequacy standards for each.
In terms of required mitigation, an applicant must demonstrate that the trips generated can be
mitigated, in priority order, through the following: (1) Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
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approaches; (2) pedestrian or bicycle facility improvements; (3) transit facility or service
improvements; (4) intersection operational improvements; and/or (5) roadway capacity
improvements.
Finally, the County previously required a “policy area” test covering a larger area than simply the
proposed development site; the SSP update eliminated that test, along with the accompanying
mitigation payment. However, there was an increase in the impact taxes to be charged in certain
areas to offset funds not coming in through the mitigation payment.
A few aspects of the City’s test in the Comprehensive Transportation Review (CTR) differ from the
County's new approach. The CTR is based on Critical Lane Volume (the number of vehicles that can
pass through a given intersection during the peak hour) rather than the Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM) test. The CTR examines vehicle trips rather than person trips. Through the City's CTR, the
geographic area examined depends on the size and impact of the proposed development, with
larger developments with more traffic impacts requiring a more expansive transportation review
(i.e., more intersections studied.)
Next Steps - Traffic and Transportation
The implications of the County's changes to their traffic and transportation SSP is far-reaching.
When compared to Rockville's APFS, the County is moving to broader approach - in several
significant ways:
Using a different test based on delay instead of volume of cars passing through an
intersection;
Requiring a multi-modal assessment in transportation studies, taking into account transit,
pedestrian and bicycle levels of service;
Requiring mitigation in a priority system that promotes non-automobile improvements;
Although this precedes the SSP changes, in some areas of the County like White Flint and
Shady Grove, a staging policy is required in lieu of transportation tests for individual
development projects.
While current City policies, such as the CTR, take into consideration a multi-modal transportation
system analysis, the Mayor and Council could discuss whether the City should consider making any
changes in the approach to the CTR or the APF standards. One approach may be to have these
important policy issues considered during the 2040 Master Plan update. The Department of Public
Works can provide examples and options for discussion at a subsequent meeting, to focus on the
following questions:
Does the Mayor and Council want to make changes to the accepted threshold levels for
intersections’ capacity?
Does the Mayor and Council want to adopt a test other than the CLV test?
Does the Mayor and Council want to consider a staging policy for certain areas of the city?

Mayor and Council History

The Mayor and Council received a presentation from Park and Planning staff on the Planning
Board's public hearing draft of the proposed SSP changes on June 13, 2016. The Mayor and
Council submitted comments to the Planning Board by letter dated June 22, 2016. Planning and
Transportation staff jointly submitted a letter to the County Council, dated September 16, 2016,
which noted that one of the Mayor and Council's original comments had not been addressed by the
Planning Board.

Next Steps

At the direction of the Mayor and Council, the staff will schedule a meeting to discuss options for
changes to the APFS to reflect changes made by the County. Such options may include a
determination that "no changes" should be made.
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Attachments

Attachment A - School capacity per the adopted SSP
Attachment A Schools.pdf
Attachment B - Revised School Generation Rates
Revised Generation Rates 1-1-17 Attach B.pdf
Attachment C - County SSP Map
Attachment C_Traffic FAQs.pdf

Department Head:

Susan Swift, Director of Community Planning and Development Services
Approved on: 02/07/2017

City Manager:

Robert DiSpirito, City Manager
Approved on: 02/09/2017
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Attachment A

Subdivision Staging Policy FY 2017 School Test:
Individual School Seat Deficits in 2021-2022
Reflects County Council Adopted FY 2017 Capital Budget and the FY 2017-2022 Capital Improvements Program (CIP)
Effective January 1, 2017
Elementary School Test: Seat Deficit>
- 110 seats and >120% utilization Moratoium
School Name

Cluster

Cluster
Grade Level
Status

Projected
2021-22
Enrollment

Projected
2021-22
Program
Capacity

Projected
2021-22
Available
Space

Projected
2021-22
Utilization

Open

623
837
489
745
459
646
459
0
513
863
564
632

673
693
598
729
556
778
353
602
388
613
563
623

50
-144
109
-16
97
132
-106
602
-125
-250
-1
-9

92.6%
120.8%
81.8%
102.2%
82.6%

Beall
College Gardens
Fallsmead

Richard Montgomery
Richard Montgomery
Thomas S. Wootton

Farmland

Walter Johnson

lakewood

Thomas s. Wootton

Maryvale

Rockville
Rockville

Open

Meadow Hall
RMES #S

Ritchie Park
Rosemont

Twinbrook
Washington Grove

Open
Open

Open
Open
Open

Richard Montgomery

Open

Richard Montgomery
Gaithersburg

Open
Open

Richard Montgomery

Open

Gaithersburg

Open

School
Adequacy

School
Service Area
Status

Adequate

Open

Adequate*

Open**

0.0%

Adequate
Adequate
Adequate
Adequate
Adequate
Adequate

132.2%

Adequate*

Open**

140.8%
100.2%
101.4%

Inadequate

Moratorium

Adequate
Adequate

Open

83.0%
130.0%

Open

Open
Open
Open

Open
Open

Open

*Adequate due to placeholder only
**If not for the CJP solution, this school service area's status would be "Moratorium"
Middle School Test: Seat Deficit> 180 seats and >120% utilization Moratorium

School Name

Forest Oak
Robert Frost
Tilden
Julius West
Earl B. Wood

Cluster

Gaithersburg
Thomas s. Wootton
Water Johnson
Richard Montgomery
Rockville

Cluster
Grade Level
Status

Projected
2021-22
Enrollment

Projected
2021-22
Program
Capacity

Projected
2021-22
Available
Space

Projected
2021-22
Utilization

School
Adequacy

School
Service Area
Status

Open
Open
Open
Open
Open

1,041
874
1,132
1,392
1,106

949
1,084
1,200
1,445
952

-92
210
68
53
-154

109.7%
80.6%
94.3%
96.3%
116.2%

Adequate
Adequate
Adequate
Adequate
Adequate

Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
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Subdivision Staging Policy FY 2017 School Test: Cluster Utilizations in 2021-2022
Reflects County Council Adopted FY 2017 Capital Budget and the FY 2017-2022 Capita/Improvements Program (CIP)
Effective January 1, 2017
Elementary School Test: Percent Utilization >120% Moratorium
100% MCPS Program .
Capacity W~h
Projected
Adopted.
Cluster Area
· AlJQJJSt 2021 Enrollment
FY17·22 CIP
Bethesda-Chevy Chase
Montgomery Blair
James Hubert Blake
Winston Churchill
Clarksburg

Cluster
Percem Utilization in
2021-2022 SchooiYear

3,864
3,565
4,701
4,783
2,554
2,573
2 913
2,492
4,522
4,279
Damascus
2,099
2,272
Albert Einstein
2,847
3,057
Gaithersburg
4685
4,170
Walter Johnson
4,513
4,631
John F. Kennedy
3,086
3,199
Col. Zadok Magruder
2,843
2,609
Richard Montaomerv
2 884
2750
Northwest*
4,069
4,194
Northwood
3,687
3,178
Paint Branch
2,570
2,503
Poolesville
758
506
Quince Orchard
2,781
3,148
Rockville
2,580
2,636
Seneca Valley
2,537
2,425
Sherwood
1,908
2 394
Springbrook
3,332
3,409
Watkins Mill
2,764
2,858
Wheaton
3,150
3,454
Walt Whitman
2,409
2,571
Thomas S. Wootton
2,551
3205
• Northwest Cluster elementary school capaCity rncludes 20 classrooms of capacrty for a solution lo

A-2

92.3%
98.3%
100.7%
85.5%
94.65
92.4%
107.4%
112.4%
97.5%
96.5%
91.8%
95.4%
97.0%
116.0%
102.7%
66.8%
113.2%
97.9%
104.6%
79.7%
102.3%
96.7%
91.2%
93.7%
79.6%
space deficrts rn

School .
Tesl Result.
Capacity is:
Adequate
Adequate
Adequate
Adeauate
Adequate
Adequate
Adequate
Adeauate
Adequate
Adequate
Adequate
Adeauate
Adequale
Adequate
Adequale
Adequate
Adequate
Adequate
Adequate
Adeauate
Adequate
Adequate
Adequate
Adequate
Adequate
the cluster.

Cluster Status
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
Ooen
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open

Attachment B

MONTGOMERY COUNTY STUDENT
GENERATION RATES FOR HOUSING TYPES
January 1, 2017
Unit Type
Single Family Detached
Single Family Attached
Multi-Family Low-to-Mid-Rise
Multi-Family High-Rise

Elementary
0.205
0.234
0.203
0.071

Middle
0.109
0.107
0.079
0.029

High
0.148
0.143
0.103
0.038

Total
0.463
0.484
0.385
0.139

Attachment C

Montgomery County
Tra nsportation Policy Areas
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Figure 1: SSP Policy Area Categorizations
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Attachment C

SUBDIVISION STAGING POLICY
Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs} about Transportation

1. What is the Subdivision Staging Policy (SSP}?
The SSP is a set of policy tools that provides guidance for the timely delivery of public facilities to serve
existing and future development in the County. The tools provide a common approach for use by the
Planning Board, Executive Branch agencies (e.g., the Department of Permitting Services and the Department
of Transportation}, Montgomery County Public Schools, and developers in reviewing development plans.
2. How often is the SSP reviewed or changed?
Technically, the SSP can be revised at any time by the County Council. The County Code requires the SSP to
be reviewed and adopted every four years at a minimum.
3. When does the new revised SSP go into effect?
The new SSP will apply to any development application (preliminary plan} accepted as "complete" by the
Planning Department on or after January 1, 2017.
4. What are some of the most significant changes related to transportation that were approved by Council
as part of this latest review of the SSP?
For development applications submitted prior to January 1, 2017, there are two "tests" to determine if
adequate transportation facilities are either in place or funded to serve future development. One is an
areawide test (Transportation Policy Area Review- or "TPAR"). The other is a local area test (Local Area
Transportation Review- or "LATR").
TPAR provides a measurement of how peak hour travel time compares to uncongested travel time on specific
arterial roadway corridors within each policy area and how extensive local bus service is within each policy
area. Critics ofTPAR thought it was overly complicated, placed too much emphasis on auto travel time and
level of service, and could be influenced by traffic generated outside of the policy area, among other things.
Mitigation under TPAR consisted of a surcharge to the transportation impact tax. The resulting change in this
latest review of the SSP was to eliminate the policy area test altogether. There is no more "TPAR", although
transportation impact tax rates have been increased to account for the fiscal effects of eliminating TPAR.
LATR currently provides a measure of the level of service at signalized intersections. In the case of LATR, the
interest of most stakeholders was in making the evaluation consider more than intersection capacity for auto
travel (additional discussion on this aspect of the SSP review is provided below}. The method to be used in
determining intersection level of service has changed however and that is discussed below.
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5. What are the major changes with the local area test?
The biggest change is that intersection level of service will be determined using the Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM) methodology in the more developed areas of the County- instead of the current method of relying
solely (in most instances) on an estimate of the Critical Lane Volume (CLV). HCM measures vehicle delay and
is more representative of a driver's actual experience. CLV methodology focuses more on theoretical
intersection capacity.
Intersection analysis using CLV retains limited applicability in less developed areas to be used primarily as a
screening tool to determine the need for an HCM analysis.
6. When is a developer required to do this analysis- whether it be HCM or CLV?
Another important change in the updated SSP involves the threshold that triggers the need for a
Transportation Study that includes an analysis of the level of service for the applicable intersection(s)
associated with the project application. Currently, projects that will generate more than 30 weekday peak
hour (either am or pm) vehicle trips must submit a Transportation Study. The revised SSP changes the
threshold to 50 person trips. The revised SSP also includes updated and/or new trip generation rates for
vehicle trips (expressed as a percentage adjustment to Institute ofTransportation Engineer (ITE) Manual
rates) and default values provided by the Planning Department for transit and non-motorized mode share
(bike, walking, etc.) by policy area.
7. Is a developer required to analyze transit, pedestrian, and bike facility level of service in the project
vicinity?
Yes. There are seeping thresholds that trigger a look at transit, pedestrian, and bicyclist level of service (LOS).
There are also LOS adequacy standards for transit, pedestrian and bike travel. Please see the response to
question #14 for a description of these thresholds.
8. What parts of the County will trigger an HCM analysis?
The updated SSP includes four policy area categories or groupings- Red, Orange, Yellow, and Green (see
Figure 1).
The Red Group includes the CBD's of Bethesda, Silver Spring, and Wheaton, as well as the remaining Metro
Station Policy areas (other defined areas that have a Metrorail Station).
The Orange Group includes areas that are not as developed as the Red Group but are more representative of
activity centers where adopted plans provide the potential in some cases (but not all) for more development
eventually supported by new infrastructure (e.g., the Purple Line, CCT, or new Metrorail station entrances).
A HCM analysis will now be required for any development application for a project located in the Red or
Orange groups.
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The Yellow Group includes policy areas that less developed and more likely to have intersections that are
spaced further apart than you would typically find along corridors in the Red and Orange groups.
The Green Group consists of the Damascus, Rural East, and Rural West Policy Areas that are less developed
than the Yellow Group.
9. What parts of the County will a CLV analysis suffice without having to do a HCM analysis?
Development applications for projects located in policy areas in the Yellow and Green groups will not be
required to develop a HCM analysis for intersections scoped for the Transportation Study if it can be
demonstrated that the intersection has a total future peak hour (am and pm) CLV below 1350. If the CLV is
1350 or higher (i.e., worse) a HCM analysis must be prepared.
10. What are the standards associated with the HCM analysis?
The standards vary by policy area and are expressed as average vehicle delay (i.e., seconds per vehicle) at the
intersection in question. The actual numbers vary from 41 seconds for the Rural East and West Policy Areas
to 120 seconds for the ten policy areas in the Red Group'.
11. When is a developer required to mitigate the project's impact in response to the HCM analysis?
The project applicant is required to mitigate trips generated by the project that add to the existing average
vehicle delay for the intersection(s) included in the Transportation Study when the delay exceeds the policy
area standard. As an example, if a project generates enough trips to increase the average vehicle delay from
85 seconds to 90 seconds in a policy area where the standard is 80 seconds the trips that need to be
mitigated are those that contribute (or cause) the 5 second increase in the average delay- all other input
variables held constant. If the same project were instead located in a policy area where the standard is 120
seconds no mitigation would be required because the policy area standard is not being exceeded.
12. What type of mitigation is required?
The applicant must demonstrate that the trips can be mitigated through (in priority order) (1) Transportation
Demand Management (TOM) approaches, (2) pedestrian or bicycle facility improvements, (3) transit facility
or service improvements, (4) intersection operational improvements, and/or (5) roadway capacity
improvements.
13. What kind of assumptions and parameters are included in a Transportation Study?
The scoping of the Transportation Study is important and requires agreement among the major stakeholders
(e.g., the applicant, Planning Department, County Department ofTransportation, and State Highway
Administration). The scope must also be consistent with the Board's LATR Guidelines.

1

Properties within the White Flint Special Taxing District are exempt from LATR.
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As previously noted, there are now updated ITE vehicle trip adjustment factors and mode choice default
values to be used in the Transportation Study. There is also guidance on the number of intersections to be
analyzed and the extent to which multiple intersections must be evaluated as a network as opposed to a
series of isolated or individual intersections. There is guidance on how to evaluate pedestrian, bicycle, and
transit system adequacy for applications large enough to trigger quantitative analysis for those modes.
14. What type of mitigation is required to address the level of service thresholds or standards for
pedestrians, transit and bike riders?
Any site that generates more than 50 pedestrian peak hour trips must either fix or fund ADA non-compliance
issues within a 500' radius of the site boundary and ensure a minimum level of service (LOS D) for pedestrian
delay at LATR intersections within 500' of the site boundary or within a Road Code Urban Area I Bicycle
Pedestrian Priority Area.
Transit adequacy for LATR is defined as providing a peak load of LOS D (less than 1.25 transit riders per seat
during the peak period in the peak direction). For developments generating at least 50 peak hour transit
riders and where the LOS at bus stops within 1,000 of the site exceeds (or is worse than) the standard, the
applicant must provide or fund improvements that would mitigate the trips exceeding the standard that are
attributable to the development.
Bicycle system adequacy is defined as a low level of traffic stress. Any proposed development generating 50
or more peak hour non-motorized trips and located within 0.25 miles of an existing educational institution or
existing/planned bikeshare station must make improvements needed to provide a low Level of Traffic Stress
to any existing similar facility within 750 feet of the development's boundary. An alternative is to provide a
master planned improvement that provides an equivalent improvement in the level of traffic stress for
cyclists. A low level of traffic stress as considered here is a facility that has some type of physical separation
between the facility for the cyclists and the adjacent or nearby roadway. Examples include separated bike
lanes or a shared use path (or side path). It does not include bike lanes next to travel lanes separated by
pavement markings of some type.
15. What is an Urban Mobility Program and how would it eventually replace LATR?
The proposal to over time develop Urban Mobility Programs (UMPs) for specific areas within the County was
advanced during work sessions and discussions held as part ofthe SSP review. The idea is to apply the White
Oak model now under consideration as an eventual replacement to LATR for specific small areas countywide.
In its simplest form, the White Oak model involves the development of (1) travel forecasts for a sub-area and
(2) the capital costs necessary to fund the supporting infrastructure over the same time. Determining exactly
what supporting infrastructure will be needed could be based on any number of things (e.g., an acceptable
level of intersection delay, assumptions related to capital funds from other sources, etc.). Given that
information, a cost per trip is identified and applied to proposed development within the area in question.
The development of UMPs will take some time. Initial discussions have focused on developing UMPs over the
next 1-3 years for the Red Areas first and then follow with appropriately defined portions of the Orange and

C-5

Attachment C

Yellow areas in that order. UMPs would result in a more predictable mitigation (a fee) and avoid the current
situation with LATR where the cost burden falls on the latest applicant (as opposed to those earlier applicants
that may have avoided any mitigation when the applicable standards were not exceeded).
16. What are the changes to the Transportation Impact Tax?
The rate structure established in 2007 includes three main categories; (1) Metro Station Policy Areas and
CBD's (now referred to as the Red Areas) (2) a General District Rate, and {3) a rate for Clarksburg.
The rate structure adopted in November 2016 as Bill 37-16 includes rates for land uses in each of the policy
area groupings (Red, Orange, Yellow, and Green).
The rates in the Red Areas are equal to the current rates applied in the Metro Station Policy Areas. The rates
in the other Groups have been increased relative to their prior amounts to account in part for revenue loss
associated with the elimination of the TPAR or areawide test.
17. What percentage of the total cost of all transportation projects in the County CIP is covered by the
Transportation Impact Tax?
The Transportation Impact Tax estimated revenue amounted to about 4% of the total estimated cost of all
projects included in the FY 2015-2020 County CIP.
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Presentation and Discussion of Draft Resolution to amend the Adequate Public Facilities Standards (APFS) regarding Fire and Emergency Services

Mayor and Council

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

  February 13, 2017
  Community Planning and Development Services
  Planning
  Deane Mellander, Planning Supervisor
  phone: (240) 314 - 8224
  DMellander@rockvillemd.gov

Subject

Presentation and Discussion of Draft Resolution to amend the Adequate Public Facilities Standards
(APFS) regarding Fire and Emergency Services

Recommendation

The staff recommends receiving a presentation from County Fire Chief Goldstein and discussion of
the draft Resolution.

Change in Law or Policy

The draft resolution would modify the fire and emergency services test of the AFPS and allow the
approving authority to grant a waiver from this requirement.

Discussion

At the meeting on January 9, 2017, the Mayor and Council considered options to address the most
recent issue with the Fire and Emergency Service Adequate Public Facility Standard (APFS). The
Montgomery County Fire and Rescue Service (MCFRS) recently changed their measure of response
time which now differs from the City's APFS definition of the response time. As a result, portions of
Rockville do not comply with the City's standard, as shown on the map at Attachment A.
At that meeting, Councilmember Pierzchala and a majority of the Mayor and Council stated a
preference for Option 3, providing a broader waiver provision and changing the response
requirement from two stations to one. There were, however, some questions about the reasons for
the County's change in methodology and future trends in response times in Rockville. As a result,
Scott Goldstein, Chief of the Montgomery County Fire and Rescue Services, will be present to
discuss this issue and answer questions from the Mayor and Council.
The six options offered in the last staff report are reiterated below. The staff has prepared a draft
Resolution (Attachment B) to modify the APFS in accordance with Option 3. The revised standard is
on page B-19 of Attachment B and the new waiver provision can be found on page B-14. As part
of the staff briefing, Chief Goldstein suggested that neither the current nor draft text accurately
reflects the MCFRS response time goals. If the Mayor and Council want to pursue rewording the
APF Standard on page B-19, they may use the attached draft or direct the staff to work with the
Chief on a more pertinent revision of the standard. The staff recommends keeping the waiver
provision, as drafted (page B-14).
The Resolution can be brought back to the Mayor and Council on February 27 and may be
approved without a public hearing.
Background
This subject has arisen as a result of the Special Exception application for the expansion of senior
housing at The Village at Rockville (formerly the National Lutheran Home) on Veirs Drive. The
proposed development complies with all city regulations except the APF Standard for fire and
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emergency services. On December 3, 2016, the Board of Appeals granted conditional approval (per
Sec. 25.20.02.d of the Zoning Ordinance), with the condition of compliance with the APF Standard
for fire and emergency services. The conditional approval of the Special Exception has a validity
period of two years, during which time the necessary facilities must become available or approval
expires.
The current standard for Fire and Emergency Service Protection reads as follows:
For all proposed development, the time required for an emergency call to be received and
processed, and for emergency apparatus from at least two (2) Fire and Rescue Service
stations to arrive at the site of the proposed development, shall be no more that ten (10)
minutes. Service areas and adequacy will be determined based upon the latest data provided
by Montgomery County Fire and Rescue Service.
Under Section II.C of the APFS, Exemptions and Waiver Provisions, housing for senior adults and
persons with disabilities and other age-restricted residential uses is exempt from the school
capacity and transportation requirements, but is not exempt from the fire and emergency services
standard.
The City's standard has been based on MCFRS response time goals; however, their metrics are
strictly goals - not standards that require compliance. The response time goals vary by density
zone and character of the response. Beginning in 2015, MCFRS undertook a major revision to the
Community Risk Reduction Master Plan, and revised their metrics and goals. The master plan was
adopted in June, 2016 and MCFRS transmitted a revised response time map to the City. One
substantive change in the response time goals is added time for turnout and call processing. This
added one minute and thirty seconds and has the effect of certain properties within the City being
non-compliant with the ten minute travel time requirement of the AFPS.

Mayor and Council History

The Mayor and Council initially considered this matter at its meeting on January 9, 2017.

Options Considered

In the January 9, 2017 agenda item, the following options were offered:
1. Broaden the waiver provision to allow a waiver for any use at the discretion of the Approving
Authority. This would provide flexibility for the City and would coordinate the decision along with
the review of the project by the Approving Authority.
2. Change the requirement for two stations to respond - to one station.
3. Include both Options 1 and 2, above.
4. Change the time required for receipt of call to arrival from 10 minutes to 11.5 minutes to
account for added turnout time. This would be only a temporary fix, if arrival times get longer due
to roadway or traffic changes; or if the County changes the zones.
5. Remove this standard from the APFS. The County does not have a fire/rescue standard in their
APF regulations. These County metrics are strictly goals - not standards. The response time goals
vary by density zone and character of the response. In addition, the City has no authority or
mechanism by which to mitigate the problem since the emergency services authority rests solely
with the County.
6. Make no changes. This would prevent The Villages at Rockville application from moving beyond
the conditional approval; and has the potential to prevent development in the other areas shown in
red on Attachment A.

Public Notification and Engagement

Resolutions to amend the APFS do not require public notice or a public hearing.
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Next Steps

The Mayor and Council should direct the staff to either use the current draft Resolution, or work
with Chief Goldstein on further revisions to the APF Standard for February 27th.
In addition, the City Manager and staff of CPDS will work with Chief Goldstein to schedule a
presentation in the Spring on the MCFRS Master Plan and the future needs for Rockville.

Attachments

Attachment A - Current Emergency Response Map from MCFRS
Fire Station Response Map AttachA.pdf
Attachment B - Resolution to Amend the APFS
[

Attachment B-Resolution (APFS).pdf

]

Department Head:

Susan Swift, Director of Community Planning and Development Services
Approved on: 02/03/2017

City Manager:

Robert DiSpirito, City Manager
Approved on: 02/09/2017
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Resolution No. _ _ _ __

Resolution:

To amend the Adequate Public
Facilities Standards for the purpose
of making certain technical
amendments to the provisions for
Fire and Emergency Service
Protection.

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Rockville reaffirms that ensuring the adequacy of public
facilities associated with development and redevelopment in the City of Rockville remains a
priority; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Rockville has determined that certain revisions to its
Adequate Public Facilities Standards for fire and emergency service protection are necessary.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF ROCKVILLE, that the

attached document titled "Adequate Public Facilities Standards, Rockville, Maryland/' dated
February 13, 2017, is hereby adopted as the standards to evaluate the adequacy of public
facilities to serve proposed new development and redevelopment.

I hereby certify that the above is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by the
Mayor and Council of Rockville at its meeting of February 13, 2017.

Kathleen Conway, City Clerk/Director of Council
Operations
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• Adequate Public Facilities Standards
••
•
••
Rockville, Maryland
•
••
February 13, 2017
••
••
••
Adopted by Resolution _ __
••
•
••
••
•• .................................................. .
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Resolution No.

2-11

RESOLUTION:

-

To amend the Adequate
Public Facilities Standards
for the purpose of exempting
portable public school
classrooms from the
provi~ions of the Adequate
Public Facilities Ordinance

WHEREAS, the City of Rockville has determined that the use of portable
classrooms in connection with existing public schools are necessary to the welfare and
educational quality of students; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council has determined that the existing public
schools are deemed to be in compliance with the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance,
being Article 20 of Chapter 25 of the City Code; and .
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council has determined that revising the Adequate
Public Facilities Standards for the purpose of exempting portable classrooms is necessaiJ
and appropriate for the protection of the public he~th, safety, comfort, convenience, and
welfare.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RBSOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL
OF ROCKVILLE, that the Adequate ·Public Facilities Standards as ·contained in the
attached document dated February 28,2011, shall hereafter be used as the standards io
evaluate the adequacy of public facilities to serve proposed new development and
redevelopment.·
·

I hereb~ ce~fy that the foregoing is a true and correct copy
of a resolution adopted by the Mayor and Council at its
meeting of February 28, 2011

~/)~

I,..,,--· _,_ n -n____ _

rt! ..... ,.,~

J
Resolution No. ...ll::lL

I

j.

RESOLUTION:

To amend the Adequate
Public Facilities Standards
for the purpose of allowing a
development application filed
during the pendency of a
related annexation petition to
meet the City's adequate
public facilities school test by
obtaining a detennination
from MCPS that the proposed
development would not
create a moratorium in the
proposed development's
school cluster under certain
circumstances

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Rockville .has detennined that the
adequacy of public facilities associated with a development application filed during the
pendency of a related annexation petition should be reviewed under different standards
under certain circumstances; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Rockville has decided to amend the ·
Adequate Public Facilities Standards for the purpose of allowing a development
application filed during the pendency of a related annexation petition to meet the City's
adequate public facilities school test by obtaining a determination from MCPS that the
proposed development would not create a moratorium in the proposed development's
school cluster under certain circumstances.
NOW THEREFORE, BE ITRESOLVED BY TilE MAYOR AND COUNCIL
OF ROCKVILLE, that the Adequate Public Facilities Standards as contained in the
attached document dated J\me 6, 2011, shall hereafter be used as the standards to evaluate
the adequacy of public facilities to serve prDP,OSed new development and redevelopment.

••••••••••••••••••
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy
of a resolution adopted by the Mayor and Council at its
meeting of June 6, 2011

iii
B-4

Resolution No.

13-13

Resolution:

To amend the Adequate Public
Facilities Standards for the
purpose of ensuring its
consistency with Adequate Public
Facilities Ordinance, and to make
certain technical amendments.

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Rockville reaffirms that ensuring the adequacy of
public facilities associated with development and redevelopment In the City of Rockville
remains a priority of the City; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Roc~vllle has determined that certain revisions to
Its Adequate Public FacRitles Standards require amendment in order to ensure the
consistency of those standards with the Adequate Public FaciHties Ordinance; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Rockville has received and considered testimony,
recommendations, comments, and observations from the citizens of Rockville, from the
City of Rockville Planning Commission, and from the Adequate Public Facilities
Ordinance Committee appointed by tile City of Rockville Planning Commission, and has
determined to make revisions to its Adequate Public Facilities Standards to Improve and
strengthen those standards.
·
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
ROCKVILLE, that the attached document titled uAdequate Public Facilities Standards,
Rockville, Maryland,n dated October 28, 2013, is hereby adopted as the standards to
evaluate the adequacy of public facilities to serve proposed new development and
redevelopment.

,.

*

I hereby certify that the above Is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted
by the Mayor and Council of Rockville at Its meeting of October 28, 2013.

Douglass A. Barber, City Cieri<

Resolution No. 06-15

RESOLUTION:
To amend the Adequate Public
Facilities Standards for the
purpose of aligning the
Rockville school standards and
adequacy test with
Montgomery County's school
standards and adequacy test

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council ofR9ckville reaffums that ensuring the adequacy of
redevelopment in the City of Rockville remains
public facilities associated with development
a priority of the City; and

ana

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Rockville has determined that certain revisions to
its Adequate Public Facilities Standards should be made to align the Rockville school standards
and adequacy test with Montgomery County's school standards and adequacy test; and
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of Rockville has received and considered testimony,
recommendations, comments, and observations from the citizens of Rockville, other
stakeholders, and from the City of Rockville Planning Commission and has determined that
making revisions to its Adequate Public Facilities Standards is necessary and appropriate and in
the interest of the health, safety and welfare of the public.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
ROCKVILLE, that the attached document titled Adequate Public Facilities Standards, dated June
1, 2015, is hereby adopted as the standards to evaluate the adequacy of public facilities to serve
. proposed new development and redevelopment.

*

*

I hereby certify that the above is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by the Mayor
and Council ofRock:ville at its meeting of June 1, 2015.
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I. Introduction
The Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) establishes procedures and standards
necessary to ·ensure that adequate public facilities and services are provided concurrent with new
development and redevelopment, and tests the capacity of public facilities based on current and
projected data available at the time of development application, as outlined in Table I. Net
available system capacities 1 will change as 1) new projects come into the system, 2) other
projects are completed, 3) some projects are abandoned, and 4) new facilities are programmed in
capital budgets. APFO provisions are integrated into the development review process to establish
a benchmark for the availability of capacity at the time of project review. Once a development
project is approved, capacity of public facilities required by that project is reserved, throughout
its validity period, as determined at the time of project approval, including any extensions.

The Mayor and Council has developed the following mission statement to guide administration
oftheAPFO:

The City ofRockville is experiencing substantial interest in redevelopment of older areas
into mixed use, dynamic centers. This pressure has raised concerns regarding public
infrastructure capacity because of the expected increase in commercial/office square
footage and residential dwelling units. The Mayor and Council have expressly stated
that they want to provide opportunities to revitalize certain areas ofthe city and ensure
that all attributes needed for modem urban living are provided. Additionally, they want
to provide for long term economic vitality.
The Mayor and Council have adopted an ordinance to ensure that the necessary public
facilities will be available to serve new development and redevelopment. Developers
may be permitted to mitigate the impact of their development projects. The Mayor and
Council will periodically review the adequate public facilities standards and modify them
as deemed necessary.
The APFO will be applied to all development projects unless specifically exempted herein.
Adequacy shall first be considered at the earliest stage in the application process so as to assure
adequacy of public facilities for the project and to provide guidance to the applicant as to how
the APFO requirements can be met if deficiencies are identified.

1 Net available system capacity is the total amount of capacity minus all existing background development,
development with building permits, and development approved but not yet permitted.

1
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TABLE 1: APFO Approval Types
Initial

Detailed

Final

Concept Plans for Project Plans
(PIT), Some Special Exceptions
(SPXs)

Transportation Impact (may exclude some sitespecific design review that requires more detailed
design), Schools, Fire/Emergency, Water, and
Sewer.

Site Plan (STP), some SPXs,
Preliminary Subdivision Plans

Requirements
Approval (if not
previously approved) plus transportation analyses
that require detailed site-specific design.

Building Permit

Water and Sewer evaluated by City to ensure that
capacity is still available. Other detailed approval
elements are not retested.

All new development applications filed after the effective date of the Ordinance2 are subject to
its provisions. Any development applications filed prior to the effective date will be reviewed
based on the standards and requirements in effect at that time, except as provided in section II.B
below.

II. Process
Determining whether or not a development project provides "adequate" public facilities is
dependent on the City's standard level of performance of a public facility, which is referred to as
a Level of Service (LOS). The impacts of a development project must not be so great that they
negatively impact citizens' quality of life beyond certain thresholds. The thresholds, or
standards, have been established by the City for various public facilities (transportation, schools,
fire protection, water supply, and sewer) and are outlined in detail in the following sections.
The following are procedures used by the City to ensure that adequate public facility systems
exist during and after a development project:
•

During review of any development project, the City will check to ensure that
capacities of public facility systems are adequate, as defined in this document,
through aU phases, including at the completion of the development.

•

To ensure that approved but not yet built development does not use all of the
available capacity required to maintain adequate LOS, the City will approve firm
schedules for the implementation of multi-phase development projects. In other
cases, the expiration dates established in the Zoning Ordinance for the particular type
of development application will determine the service commitment.

•

If a development project does not provide adequate public facilities, it will either be
denied or approved with special conditions.

This general framework is described in further detail in the body of this document.

2 The

effective date of the Ordinance is November 1, 2005

Blil

ILA. Developme11t Projects and Capacity Schedules

Table II outlines the stages at which different public facilities are evaluated against prior
approvals and when capacity is reserved. If a developer fails to meet the predetermined service
commitment for use of reserved capacity, APFO approval lapses.
TABLE ll: Facility Capacity Schedules
Transportation

Application approval reserves transportation capacity; capacity moves from the
reserved to the used category once staff determines that the site is fully operational.

Schools

An application queue date is assigned upon filing and acceptance of a complete
application for Project Plan, subdivision, or Site Plan approval. Acceptance of a
complete application reserves the capacity to the application queue.

Fire/Emergency

Application approval reserves the capacity; at the
moved from the reserved to the used category.

Water

Project Plan approval, subdivision
or Site
reserves the
capacity; at the building permit stage capacity is moved from the reserved to the used
category.

Sewer

Project Plan approval, subdivision approval or Site Plan approval reserves the
capacity; at the building permit stage capacity is moved from the reserved to the used
category.

uw.•uu.a):,

stage capacity is

A binding service commitment attached to the validity periods, as defined in the Zoning
Ordinance or as approved for multi-phase projects, is a critical component of the system for
reserving capacity for proposed projects. The consequence of failure to comply with the validity
period or service commitment is that the developer is required to reapply for that capacity before
proceeding with the project or with the uncompleted portions of the project.
For a multi-phase project, the service commitment allocates the capacity for a set period of time
for specific phases. Capacity allocations expire automatically according to the service
commitment unless the original Approving Authority determines that an extension is warranted.
ILB. Approved, Not-Completed Development Projects

There are several multi-phase projects in the City that have received development approvals
prior to this APFO. At the time these projects were approved, there was no requirement for a
completion schedule.
Development projects approved within a Planned Development Zone are subject to review and
implementation of adequate public facilities as specified in the following provisions. The length
of time for which facilities are deemed adequate under these approvals may vary for each public
facility. The validity period for determining the adequacy of public facilities is as follows:
a. The number of years specified in the original approval, if explicitly stated; or
3
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b. If the original approval does not specify the number of years that public facilities are
deemed adequate, the validity period ends twenty-five (25) years from November 1,
2005 if all required public infrastructure have not been provided. The Mayor and
Council may approve one five-year extension to implement the approved
development project when the applicant demonstrates that development has
proceeded with due diligence but that factors beyond the control of the developer
such as a economic conditions or change in governmental regulations have precluded
development of the property within the approved time frame or that the project is
substantially complete.
If the adequate public facility approval is no longer valid, then the development must retest the
relevant public facilities, with credit for provided facilities, prior to approval of subsequent
detailed applications, use permits, or final record plats.

ILC. Exemptio11s a1rd Waiver Provisions
Certain classes of uses are deemed to have little or no impact on public facilities. As such, the
following uses or classes of uses are exempt from the APFO requirements, except for Fire and
Emergency Services Protection and some may be granted a waiver by the Approving
Authority.
(i) The following uses or classes of uses are exempt from the APFO school capacity and
Transportation requirements. They are not exempt from Fire and Emergency Services
Protection and any necessary final adequacy check for water and sewer service, if needed
for the project.
•

Accessory Apartments

•

Personal Living Quarters

•

Wireless Communications Facilities

•

MCPS schools and portable classrooms

•

Up to 3 housing units

•

Housing for senior adults and persons with disabilities and other age-restricted
residential uses

•

Nursing homes

B~3

(ii) If not otherwise exempted above, the following uses or classes of uses may be granted a
waiver from the APFO school capacity requirements by the Approving Authority if the
Approviqg Authority finds that there will be minimal adverse impact resulting from
such a waiver3· They are not eligible for a waiver from Fire and Emergency Services
Protection standards, or any necessary final adequacy check for water and sewer
service, if needed:
•

Places ofworship

•

Publicly-owned or publicly operated uses

(iii) The Approving Authority may grant a waiver3 from the Fire and Emergency
Protection provision if the Approving Authority finds that safety will not be
compromised and a hardship will result if the waiver is not granted. The Approving
Authority may also grant a waiver for proposed additions to development in existence
as of(date of adoption) so long as the gross floor area ofthe addition does not exceed
the gross floor area of the existing development.

3Section 25.20.01.b of the City's Zoning Ordinance provides the following:

"A waiver of the requirement to comply
with one or more ofthe Adequate Public Facilities Standards may be granted only upon a super-majority vote of the
Approving Authority. For purposes ofthis Article, a super-majority vote shall be 3 votes for the Board ofAppeals, 5
votes for the Planning Commission, and 4 votes for the Mayor and Council. The Chief ofPlanning may not grant a
waiver."

5
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III. Levels of Service
liLA. Transportation
Currently, mobility throughout the City of Rockville is limited due to traffic congestion
generated by local and regional trips. Regional growth, combined with anticipated development
activity within the City will stress the existing and proposed infrastructure. In addition,
Rockville's roadway system is essentially built out. Locations that currently contain the worst
congestion levels generally require multi-million dollar improvements to solve the problem.
Alternatively, these areas will require an increased reliance on non-vehicular improvements to
increase the capacity of a multi-modal transportation system. However, in less densely
developed areas of the City where traffic operates at acceptable LOS, many small-scale
intersection improvements can still occur.
The City's Master Plan provides a vision for a shift from an auto-centric transportation system to
a multi-modal system that serves motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians. Through stated goals and
objectives, it aims to create a transportation system that is safe and accessible, provides mobility
for all users, and accommodates anticipated local and regional demands. To address all modes
of transportation, the City has implemented a Comprehensive Transportation Review (CTR) for
new development projects. The CTR policy is included by reference in the Adequate Public
Facilities review for purposes of determining the adequacy of transportation facilities. The CTR
focuses on auto, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle levels of service, as well as Transportation
Demand Management (TOM) programs. The CTR requires a Transportation Report (TR) be
submitted with all development applications. The TR consists offive components: an
examination of existing conditions, a site access and circulation analysis, an automobile traffic
analysis~ a non-auto off-site analysis, and proposed mitigation and credits. The analysis included
in the TR is based on the type of development project and projected site trip generation(s).
Development projects in the City that generate more than 30 peak hour auto trips, as defined in
the CTR, must submit all five (5) components of the TR. Development projects that generate
less than 30 peak hour auto trips do not need to provide the automobile traffic analysis and the
non-auto off-site analysis. The TR report is used to test if the development project meets APF
standards.
The following are requirements to ensure that adequate transportation facilities exist during and
after a development project:
•

In order to address increased congestion and to encourage development activity where viable
transportation options exist, the City has established Transit-Oriented Areas (TOAs) and non
Transit-Oriented Areas (non-TOAs), as approved by the Mayor and Council. Areas defined
as TOAs must include existing or programmed facilities that provide multi-modal access.
TO As include areas 7/1 Oths of a mile accessible walking distance from existing and
programmed Metro and MARC stations and programmed fixed-guideway transit stations on
dedicated transit rights-of-way. A map of the TOAs is attached in Appendix Band shows
walking distances of 7/1 Oths of a mile from fixed-guideway transit stations.

•

Transit-Oriented Areas (TOAs) and non-Transit-Oriented Areas (non-TOAs) have different
thresholds. More congestion is allowed in TO As, where viable multi-modal options exist.
Stricter congestion standards are applied in non-TO As where less congestion is mandated.

B.fits

III.B. Schools
The Montgomery County Public Schools system has established a method of determining school
capacity that it applies and reports as part of its Subdivision Staging Policy.
The APFO test for schools in Rockville is based on the program capacity for each school as
defined by MCPS.
A determination of the adequacy of public school capacity is based on the following:
1. 120 percent of Montgomery County Public Schools program capacity using the projected
school capacity in 5 years. The program capacity is determined annually by the
Superintendent of Montgomery County Public Schools, as reported to the Board of
Education, and set forth as the School Test in Montgomery County's Subdivision Staging
Policy.
2. Using the clusters already established by the Montgomery County Public School system,
each cluster must be assessed separately at each of the 3 grade levels - elementary,
intermediate/middle, and high school.
3. Available school capacity must be allocated in a cluster at each of the three grade levels
based on the application queue date of the development application.
4. The Approving Authority must determine whether adequate school capacity is available
by subtracting the capacity required by development applications with conditional
approval queue dates and earlier application queue dates from the remaining capacity as
set forth by MCPS. Based on this calculation, the Approving Authority may:
a. Approve an application for which there is sufficient capacity;
b. Give conditional approval of an application if requested by the applicant in
accordance with provisions of Section 25.20.02.d of the Zoning Ordinance4 ; or
c. Deny an application for which there is insufficient capacity.
Application Queue Date
The application queue date of a development application is the date:
1. A complete application is filed with CPDS; or
2. Six months after the prior application queue date if the prior application queue date expires
as set forth below.

4

If an application is granted conditional approval, the Chief of Planning will assign the application a conditional
approval queue date as set forth in Sec. 25.20.02.d of the Zoning Ordinance.

Bll7

Expiration of Application Queue Date
An application queue date for a development application expires:
1. Six months after the application queue date if sufficient school capacity was available for
the entire project on the application queue date and the Approving Authority has not
approved the application or granted an extension of the application queue date; or
2. Six months after sufficient capacity becomes available for the entire project.
The Approving Authority may grant one or more 6-month extensions of an application queue
date if the applicant demonstrates that an application queue date expired or will expire because
of governmental delay beyond the applicant's control.
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IILC. Fire and Emergellcy Service Protectio11
For all proposed development, the time required for an emergency call to be received and
processed, and for emergency apparatus from at least t\Yo (2) a Fire and Rescue Service stations
to arrive at the site of the proposed development, shall be no more than ten (10) minutes.
Service areas and adequacy will be dete1mined based upon the latest data provided by
Montgomery County Fire and Rescue Service.

IILD. Water Supply
The APFO requires denial of any development that would create total water demand in the City
that would exceed available supply less a reasonable reserve for fire-flow.

ill Levels of Service
Any proposed development that would create total water demand in the City that would
exceed available supply less a reasonable reserve for fire-flow shall not be approved.
Any proposed development for which a minimum fire-flow of 1,000 gallons per minute,
or where such fire-flow will not be available from hydrants located within 500 feet of any
structure within the development not provided with sprinklers, shall not be approved.

fill Regulatory Implementation
Final check-off for adequacy ofwater service will be detennined prior to the issuance of
building pennits.

fiLE. Sewer Service
The APFO provisions require denial of any development project that would cause the City to
exceed the transmission capacity in any part of the sewerage system or the treatment capacity
available to it at the Blue Plains Treatment Plant or other facilities provided by WSSC.

ill Levels of Service
Any proposed development that would cause the City to exceed the treatment capacity
available to it at the Blue Plains Treatment Plant or other facilities provided by WSSC
shall not be approved.
Any development for which transmission capacity in the City or WSSC system to Blue
Plains or another treatment facility will not be available concurrently with the anticipated
demand shall not be approved.

ilil Regulatory Implementation
Final check-off for adequacy of water service will be determined prior to the issuance of
building pennits.

11
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Sources
Annual Growth Policy (AGP), 2004 (Montgomery County, Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission).
Comprehensive Plan. "City of Rockville Comprehensive Master Plan," November 12, 2002.
Comprehensive Transportation Review Methodology, September 29, 2004.
Hollida, John, P.E. 2003. Civil Engineer II, City of Rockville, Public Works Department; e-mail
communication April 14, 2003.
Ierley, Sarah. 2002. (Montgomery County Fire Department). E-mail to District Chief James
Resnick, responding to inquiry from Deane Mellander.
Montgomery Courity Public Schools (MCPS). FY 2006 Educational Facilities Master Plan and
the Amended FY 2005-2010 CIP
~esnick, James. 2002. District Chief, Montgomery County Fire Department. Meeting
November 2002; also included Paul Quigley and others.

Rockville Town Center Master Plan. October 22, 2001.

Appendix A: Definitions
Development
Project

Any new development or significant redevelopment project presented to the City after
November 5, 2001.

CTR

•

Transportation
Report(TR)

Transportation Report, required by the CTR, is one report that consists of five
components:

Comprehensive Transportation Review describes the process by which to proceed with
development or redevelopment within the City. Principles and methodologies explained
in the CTR are used by the City to evaluate the transportation impacts of development
applications on site access and circulation, multi-modal facilities, and off-site
automobile traffic. Mitigation measures to alleviate negative impacts are also addressed.

•

Component A: Introduction and Existing Conditions: Project description.

•

Component B: Site Access & Circulation: Analysis of internal circulation, entrance
configurations, truck access and other relevant access and on-site features.

•

Component C: Automobile Traffic Analysis: Analysis of auto traffic using the
technical guidelines for traffic analysis in the auto study area.

•

Component D: Non-Auto Off-Site Analysis: Analysis of access to alternative modes
of transportation available in the respective study area for pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
facilities in the multi-modal study area.

•

Component E: Summary and Mitigation: Summary of the report findings and
recommendations.

Service
Commitment

Public facility capacity reserved as part of project approval.

TOA

Areas defined as TOAs must include existing or programmed facilities that provide multimodal access. TOAs include areas 7II Oths of a mile accessible walking distance from
existing and programmed Metro and MARC stations and programmed fixed-guideway
transit stations on dedicated transit rights-of-way.

TDM

Transportation Demand Management is a general term for strategies that promote
alternatives to travel by single occupancy vehicle.

PJT

Project Plan.

STP

Site Plan.

SPX

Special Exception.

Subdivision

The creation oflots, either by dividing existing lots or parcels or combining existing lots, for
the pwpose of new development or redevelopment
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Rockville's 2017 County Legislative and Policy Priorities

Mayor and Council

   For the meeting on:
   Department:
   Responsible staff:

  February 13, 2017
  City Manager
  Linda Moran, Assistant to the City Manager
  phone: (240) 314 - 8115
  LMoran@rockvillemd.gov

Subject

Rockville's 2017 County Legislative and Policy Priorities

Recommendation

Discuss the following proposed 2017 legislative and policy priorities related to Montgomery County:
Advocate
Advocate
Advocate
Property;
Advocate

for Funding for MCPS Capital Projects that Impact Rockville Schools;
for a Fair and Reasonable Municipal Tax Duplication System;
for Payment of Rockville’s Stormwater Management Utility Fee for County Owned
and
for Rockville to Receive Program Open Space funding from the Montgomery Parks.

Discussion

The Mayor and Council discuss and approve Rockville's legislative and policy priorities related to
Montgomery County annually. The priorities can be cited in interactions with the County to facilitate
an awareness of matters of importance to the City and matters of mutual interest. It will also help
elected officials from both jurisdictions know where they stand on issues in the context of the 2017
General Assembly Session and the development of the City and County budgets for FY18. The goal
is to continue building partnerships with Montgomery County government elected officials and staff,
to monitor key activities that may impact Rockville, and to advocate at the County to promote and
protect the interests of Rockville residents.
The general practice when conducting public policy advocacy is to focus on three to four priority
items. Staff recommends that the Mayor and Council focus their advocacy at the County on the
following four priorities, three of which carried over from the 2016 program:
Funding for MCPS capital projects that impact Rockville schools;
Fair and reasonable municipal tax duplication payment system;
County payment of Rockville’s Stormwater Utility Fee; and
Funding for Rockville to build and renovate city park and recreation facilities.
Funding for MCPS Capital Projects that Impact Rockville Schools
Rockville has been advocating with the County since 2010 in support of school construction funding
for critical MCPS capital projects that impact Rockville schools. This County priority is closely linked
with Rockville’s priority on State school construction funding.
MCPS continues to face the dual challenges of overcrowded and aging schools. There is
overcrowding in many Rockville schools, and some are in urgent need of an expansion/revitalization
(formerly known as modernization). MCPS is experiencing its ninth year of significant enrollment
growth, with an increase of 2,575 students in the 2016-2017 school year from the previous year.
Currently, there are 159,022 students enrolled in the school system.
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Rockville’s list of priority MCPS capital projects is as follows:
School
Richard Montgomery
Elementary School #5
Twinbrook Elementary School

Project
Construction

Time Frame
Notes
August 2018
completion date
Revitalization/
As soon as possible The completion date is
Expansion
uncertain until the
Superintendent submits his
recommendation to the
Board of Education (BOE)
on the FACT (Facilities
Assessment Criteria with
Testing) Reassessment
Process in the spring of
2017
Richard Montgomery High
Feasibility Study Current school year
School
for an addition
Maryvale/Carl Sandburg
Revitalization/
January 2020
Expansion
completion date
Lucy V. Barnesley Elementary Addition
August 2018
School
completion date
Earle B. Wood Middle School
Feasibility Study To be completed in
for an addition
FY18
Wootton High School
Revitalization/
August 2021
Expansion
completion date
Rosemont Elementary School
Feasibility Study Current year
Awaiting the results of a
for an addition
study to relieve
overcrowding in the
Gaithersburg Cluster by
looking at capacity options
in the Magruder and
Sherwood Clusters
Former Woodward High School Feasibility Study To be determined
Could help relieve
to reopen
overcrowding at the Walter
Johnson High School and
others in nearby Clusters
Rockville advocated for these projects at the November 10, 2016 BOE CIP hearing, with Mayor
Newton and Councilmember Pierzchala providing oral testimony. The BOE included the projects with
the above referenced schedules, as recommended by the acting superintendent, in its request to
the County Executive in December 2016. The County Executive submitted his Recommended FY18
Capital Budget and Amendments to the FY17-22 CIP to the County Council on January 17, 2017.
In even numbered fiscal years, only projects with expenditure or appropriation changes in the
second year of the adopted CIP are considered for amendments. The Executive included a single
budget figure for the entire MCPS schools CIP, which is $1.73 billion over the six-year period,
which is the full amount that the BOE requested. Mayor Newton provided testimony in support of
these priorities at the February 7, 2016 County Council Public Hearing on the FY18 Capital Budget
and Amendments to the FY17-FY22 CIP.
The Executive did not include a list of prioritized projects with timelines. Once the approved amount
of FY18 State funding is known (mid-April 2017), the County Council will request that the BOE
send a prioritized list of projects and schedules for the Council's approval. This follows the process
that the County Council has used in recent years. The final outcome will not be known until late
May 2017, when the County Council adopts the FY18 Capital Budget and Amendments to the FY17FY22 CIP.
Fair and Reasonable Municipal Tax Duplication System
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At the MML Montgomery Chapter meeting on January 19, 2017, County Councilmember Sidney
Katz was a guest speaker and committed to resolving the longstanding issues between the County
and the municipalities in time for the FY19 budget process. As a former municipal elected official,
Councilmember Katz understands that municipalities need timely information on the municipal tax
duplication allocation, to allow for sufficient time to develop their annual budgets. A workgroup that
was previously convened through the County’s Office of Legislative Oversight 2013 Report (OLO),
did not complete their work. The workgroup will reconvene and resume their work.
The City Manager of Takoma Park is the lead municipal member of the work group, and committed
to completing a document that would describe the areas of agreement and disagreement by the
end of February, 2017. It was noted at the meeting that there is agreement on a majority of the
issues. MML Montgomery Chapter President, Ryan Spiegel (Gaithersburg Councilmember) pledged
to Councilmember Katz that the Chapter will complete its response. When the document is
forwarded to the Chapter for consideration, it will be shared with the Mayor and Council for their
review and comments. Additional background information on this issue is provided in Attachment A.
Payment of Rockville’s Stormwater Management Utility Fee for County Owned Property
Rockville has a comprehensive stormwater management program that assesses a utility charge on
every property owner in the City. The fee covers the cost to the City to treat stormwater that is
discharged into the City’s system from properties within its corporate boundaries. Montgomery
County, Montgomery College, and Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) do not pay the City’s
fee, despite the City providing services to all of the facilities, including a large number of County
properties located in downtown Rockville. The lack of payment is an issue for Rockville, as it
results in a projected revenue loss of approximately $509,000 in FY16 and $535,000 in FY17.
State legislation enacted in 2015 required counties to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) with municipalities that provide stormwater services by December 31, 2015, mutually
agreeing on the amount to be paid by a county to municipalities to defray the cost of stormwater
management services for county property located within municipalities. The State legislation also
required that the MOU address the amount to be paid by municipalities to a county for stormwater
management services provided by a county to municipally-owned properties.
City staff, along with Gaithersburg and Takoma Park staff, have been in negotiations with the
County Executive’s Office and other County Executive branch staff on this matter since November
of 2015. The MOU negotiations are in the final stages, and when agreement is reached, staff will
prepare a consent agenda item for Mayor and Council approval for the City Manager to execute the
MOU. Staff expects the agreement to result in an FY16 payment to be made in FY17 for
$145,645.75 and an FY17 payment to be made in FY18 for $139,692.64, for a total of
$285,338.39.
HB 656 sponsored by Delegate Barve and SB 472 sponsored by Senator Young, have been
introduced. The State legislation would require the County, State, and instruments of the State,
including Montgomery County Public Schools and Montgomery College, to pay the fees for
municipal stormwater services provided to government facilities located within municipalities. This
is a Maryland Municipal League, Rockville, and Gaithersburg state legislative 2017 priority. The City
will advocate aggressively in support of the legislation in the 2017 Session as it would negate the
need for future negotiations of stormwater payments with Montgomery County, MCPS and
Montgomery College.
Program Open Space funding from the Montgomery Parks
Program Open Space (POS) is administered by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources. It is
funded through the State’s Transfer Tax that is applied during the sale of real estate. Localities use
the funding to expedite the planning, acquisition, and development of land or open space areas
and to accelerate the development of recreational facilities. When economic downturns occur, the
State has typically diverted large amounts of POS funds to the general fund. In recent years, the
State diverted POS funds from the counties and instead funded outdoor recreation and open space
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projects with bond funds. Program Open Space funding restoration legislation was enacted in the
2016 Session. It will result in an increase to the local share of $4.5 million in FY17 and $11.0
million in FY18, and creates a payment plan to restore funding that was transferred to the general
fund by previous administrations.
Cities and towns may receive POS funding allocations by applying to counties. Counties have the
discretion to decide what levels of funding a municipality may receive or to not allocate POS funds
to a municipality. The last time the City received POS funding was in FY10, for the development of
Mattie Stepanek Park in the King Farm neighborhood. According to Maryland-National Park and
Planning Commission, Montgomery Parks Department, County projects are absorbing all of the
available funds.
Since 1984, the City has received over $10 million in POS funds to build or renovate a number of
City park and recreation facilities. They include Dogwood Park, Mark Twain (Blair Ewing) Athletic
Park, Mattie Stepanek Park, the Thomas Farm Community Center, and the Swim and Fitness
Center. In future years, POS could be an important source of funding for help meet the City’s
parkland acquisition goals discussed in the Adopted Rockville Pike Plan and the Parks, Recreation,
and Open Space (PROS) plan.
The two primary factors in the POS formula are the population of each jurisdiction and the amount
of transfer tax collected. Montgomery County Parks receives the most POS funding in the State. If
the County were to pass through a total of the percentage based on population, incorporated
municipalities like Rockville could receive POS funding and use it build high quality recreation and
fitness infrastructure for the residents. It is unfair for Montgomery Parks to continue to withhold
these funds from the municipalities.
The Director of the Montgomery Parks, Mike Riley, is the decision maker on how the County’s POS
funds will be used. This position reports to the Montgomery County Planning Board, of which Casey
Anderson is the Chairman. It is recommended that the City pursue the issue with the Montgomery
Parks Director. If that effort is not successful, the next step would be to bring it to the attention of
the Montgomery County Planning Board and the County Council.

Mayor and Council History

The Mayor and Council approved Rockville’s 2016 County Legislative and Policy Priorities on
February 1, 2016.

Next Steps
The Mayor and Council and staff will continue to advocate for the priorities throughout 2017,
including providing comments on the County’s FY18 budget, discussing with County elected
officials, participating in a County Executive Budget Forum, attendance at County Council and
committee meetings and any other opportunities that the Mayor and Council identify to advocate
for these priorities with County elected officials. Staff will keep the Mayor and Council informed and
engaged on noteworthy developments related to the priorities. At any time, the Mayor and Council
can adjust the approved priorities or identify new priorities.

Attachments
Attachment A - Background Information on Municipal Tax Duplication.pdf

Assistant City Manager:

https://rockmail.rockvillemd.gov/.../egenda.nsf/d5c6a20307650f4a852572f9004d38b8/5a25f6eca865b20085258092006c2dd1?OpenDocument[7/12/2017 4:41:30 PM]

Rockville's 2017 County Legislative and Policy Priorities

Jenny Kimball, Deputy City Manager
Approved on: 02/03/2017

City Manager:

Robert DiSpirito, City Manager
Approved on: 02/08/2017
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Attachment A
Background Information on Municipal Tax Duplication
Proposed Legislative Priority
Rockville’s FY17 Municipal Tax Duplication payment is $2,116, 670, the same amount as
received in FY16. This is an important revenue source for the City. Municipal services save
the County the expense and effort of providing certain services, such as road and bridge
maintenance. The reimbursement provided by the County to municipalities is intended to
represent the cost the County would have incurred if it had provided the service. Rockville
and other Montgomery County municipalities have a longstanding concern that they have
not been fairly reimbursed. The County reimbursement rate has been frozen at the FY07
level, and is not indicative of the full costs incurred by the municipalities in providing
services that the County would otherwise have provided.
The County and the municipalities have discussed this issue for many years, through task
forces, working groups, and an Office of Legislative Oversight (OLO) Report issued in 2013.
A work group process with representatives from the County and municipalities was
convened through the 2013 OLO Report process, but has not been finalized.
Of particular concern to Rockville is that the City does not receive reimbursement for police
services, despite handling 73% of the calls for service within its corporate boundaries. The
2013 OLO report recommended that the cities of Gaithersburg, Rockville, and Chevy Chase
receive reimbursement for the police services they provide. Rockville and the other
municipalities requested that the County provide reimbursement for police services in their
responses to the OLO Report. Takoma Park is the only municipality in which the County
does not provide any police service, other than under a mutual aid agreement. Because the
County does not provide police services in Takoma Park, it meets the County’s criteria for
reimbursement and Takoma Park receives a tax duplication payment under a Memorandum
of Understanding with the County.
The FY18 reimbursement amount will not be known until the County Executive submits his
operating budget in mid-March 2017 and the County Council adopts the County’s operating
budget in late May 2017. The County Council has final decision making authority on the
reimbursement amount.
The County’s FY18 budget is facing multiple pressures, given the uncertainties around
Federal, State, and County revenues. According to the Montgomery County Department of
Finance, December 2016 Economic and Revenue update, “the combined decrease of all tax
supported revenues in FY17 and FY18 is $25.5 million lower than previously estimated.” It is
unknown if these issues will impact FY18 municipal tax duplication payments. It is important
that Rockville continue to advocate with the County for a fair and equitable reimbursement
system, to support Councilmember Sidney Katz’ initiative to resolve the issue by FY19, and
for no further reduction in the tax duplication payment amounts received by municipalities.
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Preparation for March 9 Interagency BRT Meeting with Gaithersburg, Montgomery County and the State

Mayor and Council

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

  February 13, 2017
  Community Planning and Development Services
  Executive
  Andrew Gunning, Deputy Director of Community Planning &
Development Services
  phone: (240) 314 - 8206
  AGunning@rockvillemd.gov

Subject

Preparation for March 9 Interagency BRT Meeting with Gaithersburg, Montgomery County and the
State

Recommendation

Receive the update and provide direction if necessary.

Discussion

The next interagency meeting of the local elected officials from Rockville, Gaithersburg and
Montgomery County to discuss bus rapid transit (BRT) will be Thursday, March 9 at 7:00 p.m. This
session will be hosted by the City of Gaithersburg, and will be located at the Casey Community
Center located at 506 S. Frederick Avenue, Gaithersburg. The Mayor and Council requested an
opportunity to discuss the meeting in advance.
The overall focus on March 9 is the bus rapid transit (BRT) planning efforts as they relate to the
three jurisdictions. Another potential item on the agenda will be an update regarding the status of
the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT). A discussion of funding sources and their potential to support
BRT projects will also be included on the agenda.
MD 355 alternatives under consideration
The Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) is coordinating the planning effort for BRT on MD Route
355, which will be the primary discussion item. They conducted open house meetings on February
7 and 8 to receive input from the public on the alternatives developed so far. The State intends to
narrow down the range of options to carry forward to the next phase of planning and evaluation.
Below is a brief description of the options along MD 355 that you will likely hear about during the
March 9 presentation. Given the length of the corridor (roughly 21 miles from Bethesda to
Clarksburg), the State has divided it into numbered sections to identify different alignment
alternatives that address the unique challenges within each area. Of the seven total sections, the
portion of MD 355 within Rockville is covered by sections 2, 3 and 4 (see Attachment A – Corridor
Map).
Section 2
This segment of the corridor runs from the Grosvenor Metro station north to Dodge Street in
Rockville, and therefore covers the length of the Rockville Pike Neighborhood Plan area. The State
is currently looking at two primary alternatives here:
Widen the roadway to add two BRT lanes in the median, where feasible. The adopted
Rockville Pike Neighborhood Plan also envisions BRT in the median portion of the roadway,
while accommodating all the existing travel lanes, access lanes and dedicated bicycle lanes.
Widen the roadway to add BRT in the curb lanes of the road, where feasible.
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Section 3
This segment runs from Dodge Street north to College Parkway (covering the “mixing bowl”
intersection with Veirs Mill Road, Town Center, the Rockville Metro station, and Montgomery
College). Generally the alternatives here are:
Widen the roadway to add one dedicated median BRT lane, where feasible (providing service
in both directions within a shared lane).
Re-purpose two existing travel lanes for use as BRT lanes; one option would have BRT
operate in the median, and another would be along a curb lane.
Operate BRT in “mixed traffic” with other vehicles, but with queue jumps at intersections
where possible.
As we discussed with the Mayor and Council last year, the City conducted a study of the Town
Center area to determine how BRT could be accommodated in this constrained area, given the
possibility of two lines converging from Veirs Mill Road and MD 355 at the Rockville Metro Station.
The State agreed to include the lower impact “mixed traffic” option. However, at this point, the
State has not agreed to study the long-term concept where a tunnel is envisioned for throughtraffic. Attached is the correspondence that was sent to the State, along with the response from
MTA. (Attachments B, C and D).
Section 4
This segment runs from College Parkway north to Summit Avenue in Gaithersburg (covering King
Farm and the Shady Grove Metro station). Two alternatives are being considered in this section:
Widen the roadway to add two dedicated BRT lanes in the median, where feasible.
Widen the roadway to add two dedicated BRT lanes along the curb side of the roadway,
where feasible.

Mayor and Council History

This will be the third such interagency BRT meeting that has been conducted with the three
jurisdictions and the State. The first (in December 2014) was hosted by the Rockville Mayor and
Council here at City Hall, and the second (December 2015) was hosted by the Montgomery County
Council.

Attachments
Attach A - MD 355 corridor map.pdf

Attach B - MC letter to MTA - Town Center BRT alternatives (3-29-16).pdf

Attach C - MDOT response to City (5-16-16).pdf

Attach D - Letter to MTA BRT Rockville Town Center (7-19-16).pdf

Department Head:
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Susan Swift, Director of Community Planning and Development Services
Approved on: 02/03/2017

City Manager:

Robert DiSpirito, City Manager
Approved on: 02/09/2017
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Attachment B

March 29, 2016

City of Rockville
111 Mary land Aven ue
Rock ville, Maryland
20850-2364
www .rockvillemd.gov

240- 3 14-5000
TTY 240-3 14-8137

Kevin Quinn
Director, Office of Planning and Programming
Maryland Transit Administration
6 St. Paul Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202
RE:

Bus Rapid Transit Conceptual Alternatives- Rockville Town
Center/Maryland Route 355

Dear Mr. Quinn,
As part of our effort to coordinate with the Maryland Transit Administration and
Montgomery County on planning for a new bus rapid transit system, the City of
Rockville is pleased to transmit to the MTA the enclosed Bus Rapid Transit Town
Center Integration Study. It is the result of a collaborative effort, which included
input from Montgomery County and representatives of the Maryland Department of
Transportation. The City of Rockville requests that the three preliminary conceptual
alternatives described in the study be considered by the MTA during the planning
process for the MD 355 corridor. We reached that conclusion based on a February 8,
2016 work session we had with our consultant team for the study.
As I am sure you know, initial plans for the Montgomery County Rapid Transit
System (RTS) identify bus rapid transit corridors on MD 586 and MD 355, which
converge in Rockville's Town Center. As a result, Rockville Metro Station will
serve as an even more important multimodal transfer point than it is now, with the
new BRT lines adding to existing transit options that already include the Rockville
Metrorail Red Line station, a Metrobus and Ride On bus hub, MARC commuter rail
station, and Amtrak service.

MAYO R

Brid get Do nn ell Ne wton
COU NC IL

Beryl L. Feinberg

While the City agrees with the goal of enhancing transit service, existing roadway
and station capacity issues present significant challenges to integration ofBRT lines,
which are projected to bring up to 20-to-24 articulated buses along congested
roadways and to the Rockville Metro Station every hour. Recognizing this challenge,
the City of Rockville undertook a study to analyze possible alignments and station
locations which underscored the difficulty of locating dedicated BRT lanes and
stations in the existing MD 355 right of way.

Virgin.ia D. OnJey
julie Palakov ich Carr

Mark Pierzchala
ACH NG CITY MANAGE R
Craig L. Si moneau

The City's study area included the section of MD 355 from south of MD 586 to
north of Beall Avenue. This segment of MD 355 currently carries over 42,000
vehicles per day (SHA AADTA 2014) on six through lanes and tum lanes at busy

ACTING C ITY CLERK

Sara Taylor- Ferrell
CITY ATTORNEY

Debra Yerg Daniel
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intersections at Veirs Mill Road, Church Street (entrance to the Metro station), and
Park Road/Middle Lane with its underpass below the CSX and Metrorail tracks.
Existing level of service at Park Road/Middle Lane is D in the PM peak hour and
also D at the MD586/MD 28 intersection. During the City's Town Center Master
Plan (2001) process, SHA explored a wide variety of options for MD 355 and MD
586, which included grade separation ofthese intersections and a tunnel (deck). This
work, and a 2005 station study conducted by WMATA, informed options presented
in the report. In brief, the three options are as follows:
•

Mixed-traffic with curb-running BRT and queue jump lanes- This
alternative locates BRT in mixed traffic along the outside lanes and provides
new dedicated queue jump lanes where feasible, specifically along WMATAowned frontage. The Park Road/Middle Lane intersection is identified as the
best on-street BRT station location in a split, near-side platform
configuration. Although not ideal, this option is relatively simple to
implement and may be viewed as a potential short-term solution for the BRT
lines.

•

Two dedicated median BRT lanes -This alternative maintains all the
existing travel lanes and adds two dedicated BRT lanes in a median
configuration, requiring an expanded cross section and additional right of
way. Although the option would be impactful to property in the Town
Center, it demonstrates what is required for fully dedicated BRT lanes and
full BRT service within our study area.

•

Two dedicated median BRT lanes and a tunnel for through traffic - This
alternative maintains four local travel lanes and two dedicated BRT lanes at
the surface. Accommodation of the BRT lanes and a median station is made
possible by diverting through traffic to a four-lane tunnel starting north of the
Metro station and continuing south to beyond the MD 355 intersection with
Veirs Mill Road.

As mentioned, the concept of a tunnel (or deck) along this segment ofMD 355 was
evaluated in 2000-2001 by SHA, but was not advanced at that time. With the
introduction ofBRT into the corridor, and the potential for significantly greater
person throughput for all modes (by transit, car, bike and on foot), the City believes
that this is an appropriate time to explore whether such a project would be beneficial
and feasible relative to its cost and impact.
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As you know, Rockville is Montgomery County's seat and our Town Center is home
to County and State of Maryland facilities, as well as being at the heart of one of the
most productive and important economic centers in the State of Maryland. Facilities
to accommodate BRT in our Town Center should be planned as long-term
investments that maximize transportation and economic benefits, and the current
lack of funding should not deter us from exploring such opportunities. The City
stands prepared to work in a cooperative effort with state, federal, and county
partners to explore approaches to fund whatever option is deemed most beneficial.
While we urge MTA to explore all three of the options discussed in our study,
including during community outreach efforts and citizen advisory committee review,
the City of Rockville does not have a preference or a locally preferred alternative for
BRT improvements within the city at this time. We also recognize other options
may emerge to integrate BRT in our Town Center that meet the needs of this
challenging project, and we welcome the opportunity to evaluate those design
concepts with the MTA and its partners.
Sincerely,
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Virginia D. Onley, Councilmember /

f)\LJ.?+
Mark Pierzchala, Councilmember

Cc:

Rockville Planning Commission
Rockville Traffic and Transportation Commission
Craig Simoneau, Acting City Manager
Susan Swift, Director, CPDS
Andrew Gunning, Deputy Director, CPDS
David Levy, Chief of Long Range Planning
Emad Elshafei, Chief of Traffic and Transportation
Barry Gore, Principal Planner
Katie Mencarini, Senior Transportation Planner

Attachment- City of Rockville Bus Rapid Transit I Town Center Integration Study
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MARYLAND TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Larry Hogan, Governor • Boyd K. Rutherford, Lt. Governor
Pete K. Rah n, Secretary • Paul Comfort, Administrator

May 16,2016

Mayor Bridget Donnell Newton
City of Rockville
111 Maryland A venue
Rockville Maryland 20850
Dear Mayor Newton:
Thank you for your letter of March 29, 2016 regarding the Bus Rapid Transit Town Center
Integration Study. The Maryland Department of Transportation, in partnership with the
Montgomery County Department of Transportation, is conducting the MD 355 Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) Corridor Planning Study to evaluate preliminary concepts for providing
enhanced transit from Bethesda to Clarksburg. The study involves close coordination with City
of Rockville planning staff as well.
As part of this study, a Draft Preliminary Purpose and Need document has been developed and
shared with the Corridor Advisory Committee groups and members of the public for review
and comment. In addition, the project team is developing Screening Criteria and Selection
Criteria that will be used in narrowing down the alternatives for detailed study and the selection
of a Locally Preferred Alternative. These documents serve as the basis for the development of
conceptual alternatives and will continue to be used throughout the study to guide the
alternatives development and selection process.
The 21 mile corridor under study has several sections that have significant constraints and will
require special attention to find a practical and implementable solution. One of these sections
is the area around the Rockville Town Center from Dodge Street/Richard Montgomery Drive to
College Parkway. Within these 1.8 miles of MD 355, the historic Veterans Park, service
roads, business parking, buildings, and railroad tracks greatly restrict available options.
Given all of the constraints identified above, the project team is currently analyzing four
different BRT lane configurations (running ways) within this section. The running way options
identified at this stage focus on improving the quality of transit service in a fiscally responsible
way, and include:

6 St. Paul Street • Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1614 • TTY 410-539-3497 • Toll Free 1-866-743-3682
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1.

Transportation System Management - This running way option would provide
enhanced bus service along MD 355 with queue jumps and Transit Signal Priority
provided at some intersections. This alternative would provide queue jumps at the
intersections identified in the BRT Town Center Integration Study and is consistent
with your recommendations.

2.

Bi-directional dedicated BRT lane- A bi-directional lane would allow BRT service in
both directions but with a smaller footprint than providing two lanes. Passing zones
will be provided wherever feasible to maintain optimal operations.

3.

Lane repurposing with two dedicated median BRT lanes- Two inside travel lanes
would be repurposed to provide two dedicated median BRT lanes.

4.

Lane repurposing with two dedicated curb BRT lanes- Two outside travel lanes
would be repurposed to provide two dedicated curb BRT lanes. The curb lanes will
be shared with local buses and right turning vehicles.

Currently, the project team is not evaluating an option that provides two dedicated median BRT
lanes while maintaining all existing travel lanes. We agree with your assessment that this
running way option could result in significant property impacts. The impacts could include the
loss of parking spaces, access roads that maintain inter-parcel connectivity, park property, and a
historic resource, Several businesses could also be displaced. The alternatives under study try
to strike a balance between providing premium transit service while minimizing property
impacts to the greatest extent possible. A two lane median BRT option that provides three
travel lanes in each direction can be part of the long term vision for the corridor and can be
implemented as redevelopment occurs in the area.
Finally, the project team is not considering a tunnel for through traffic as part of this study.
The purpose of the project is defined as "providing a new higher speed, high frequency,
premium transit service from Bethesda to Clarksburg". We believe that the tunnel option falls
outside of the purpose of the MD 355 BRT Corridor Planning Study as the tunnel's primary
purpose would be to improve vehicular traffic through this busy section, especially at the MD
586/MD 28 intersection.
Thank you again for taking the time to express your ideas. We look forward to our continued
collaboration on the MD 355 BRT Corridor Planning Study and will continue working with
members of your staff as we advance the project. If you have any additional questions or
concerns, please contact Ms. Jacquelyn Seneschal, MTA BRT Manager at 410-767-3754 or via
email at j seneschall @ mta.maryland. gov.
Sincerely,
..·/"' ....
.....,-·v
Jr ·-

I

~--

.~:\

{'>L_:;-

Kevin Quinn
Director, Office of Planning and Programming
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cc:

Councilmember Beryl L. Feinberg
Councilmember Virginia D. Onley
Councilmember Julie Palakovich Carr
Councilmember Mark Pierzchala
/
Craig Simoneau, Acting City Manager
Rick Kiegel, Project Manager, MT A
Jackie Seneschal, Project Manager, MTA
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- -Get Into It
I I I Maryland Avenue I Rockville, Maryland 20850-2364 1 240-314-5000
www.rockvillemd.gov

July 19, 2016
Kevin Quinn
Director, Office of Planning and Programming
Maryland Transit Administration
6 St. Paul Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202
RE:

Bus Rapid Transit I MD 355 I Rockville Town Center

Dear Mr. Quinn,
Thank you for your May 16 letter responding to our recommended options to be considered for
the MD 355 bus rapid transit (BRT) study. We appreciate the State's agreement to consider the
mixed traffic option with queue jump lanes where possible. It appeared to us to be a low cost
and relatively easy option to implement as a short term solution.
We understand your decision to not evaluate the two dedicated BRT median lane option with
an expanded cross section. As indicated in our study and as you mentioned in your letter, there
would be significant property impacts with that alternative given the right-of-way needed. We
also believe it could create a challenging pedestrian environment with significant vehicular
conflicts when a new BRT station is added to that block in the center of the corridor, especially
with transfers to and from the Rockville Metro station.
However, we are concerned with the decision to not study the benefits and costs of the tunnel,
with median BRT, as a long term investment, and I feel we should clarify a key misconception.
You expressed that the primary purpose of a tunnel would be to improve vehicular traffic
through a busy section of MD 355, especially at the MD 586128 intersection.
That is, however, only one benefit to this broader approach. This option is envisioned as a
multi-modal solution that could help to significantly increase person throughput using all
modes of travel more efficiently and safely: by car, transit (including BRT}, bike, and on foot,
while maximizing opportunities to improve the public realm. We believe the person
throughput for all modes could be significant, as could the positive economic impact of
improved transit service, veh icle mobility, pedestrian accessibility and public spaces. Given the
current planning stage of the BRT effort, this would be the appropriate time to analyze the

Mayor Bridget Donnell Newton I Council members Beryl L. Feinberg,Virginia D. Onley, Julie Palakovich Carr, Mark Pierzchala
Acting City Manager Craig L. Simoneau I City Clerk/Director of Council Operations Kathleen Conway I City Attorney Debra Yerg Daniel
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potential impacts, benefits and costs. It is clearly understood that this would not be a near
term solution, but we feel it makes good planning sense to analyze a range of solutions while
BRT is being contemplated for the corridor.
It's important to understand that a combination of factors, concerns and potential impacts led
us to explore this alternative in particular, and to suggest the state consider it in this process.
•

The impact of adding two BRT lines, potentially, from MD 355 and Veirs Mill Road,
would be significant in this immediate area where these routes would converge at this
critical junction in the system.

•

In the meantime, we continue to experience high volumes ofthrough traffic on MD 355,
. which will likely continue to increase in the future.

•

We experience high volumes ofturning movements at several key intersections on MD
355 in this area, which could limit possible redevelopment opportunities given our
adequate public facility standards.

•

Given the mixed use environment in the area and the access to high quality transit
service, there are high pedestrian volumes around the Metro station and in Town
Center along MD 355, which will increase significantly with the addition of one or two
BRT routes. The anticipated level of pedestrian traffic generated in Town Center, by BRT
boardings/alightings and transfers, along with other transit services at the Metro
station, will likely increase conflicts and delay for vehicles and worsen safety risks.

•

The Rockville Metro station is heavily used today, with service by Metro rail and bus,
Ride On bus, Amtrak and MARC rail. It experiences the highest number of bus boardings
and alightings of any location along the MD 355 corridor. The level of use and transfers
here stand to increase significantly with the addition of BRT service (on possibly two
routes), amplifying the need to ensure safe access through this part of the corridor and
to the station.

•

Therefore we feel there is merit in evaluating a more robust design option such as a
tunnel, which could carry enough through traffic to create a safer environment for
pedestrians and transit users, while alleviating conditions at challenging intersections.

We understand the Purpose and Need document for MD 355 states that the purpose of the .
project is to (among others) enhance transit connectivity and multimodal integration, and
improve the safety oft ravel for all modes along the corridor. As such, we feel this should at
least be studied as a long term option in terms of its impacts, multi-modal safety and
operational benefits, and costs. We would expect the cost-benefit analysis of a tunneling
project, which includes a high quality transit component and multi-modal station hub, to be a
distinctly different equation than a previous SHA evaluation of a roadway-only tunnel project
on MD 355.
2
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The state and the county requested our ideas for addressing this challenging corridor. After
committing city resources to study this particularly difficult segment, we provided a short term
and easy-to-implement solution, and this more ambitious and long-term solution. We did so in
coordination with stakeholders from MTA, SHA and the county, and the final study provided an
initial proof-of-concept assessment and other preliminary analysis.
We truly appreciate the position the state is in trying to come up with a highly cost effective
and "practical design" for implementation in the near term. We also fully acknowledge that no
single entity has the funding to implement a project like this anytime soon. But if BRT is
implemented along MD 355, it will likely be in place for decades to come. There are many
places along the corridor to implement fiscally limited options, but Rockville Town Center is not
one of them. The unique challenges, site characteristics and opportunities available at this
location warrant serious consideration. You have several short term alternatives under review.
We are simply requesting the state to continue to study this as a long term alternative, to
review it through preliminary engineering for a more refined cost estimate and an expected
cost-benefit analysis, so that all parties can determine if such a long-term solution is viable.
We would be pleased to meet with you, your staff and/or appropriate representatives from the
State Highway Administration to discuss this request.

ndrew Gunning
Deputy Director, Com

Cc:

unity Planning and Development Services

Greg Slater, State Highway Administration
Craig Simoneau, Acting City Manager
Susan Swift, Director, CPDS
Barry Gore, Principal Planner
David Levy, Chief of Long Range Planning
Em ad Elshafei, Chief ofTraffic and Transportation
Joana Conklin, Rapid Transit System Manager, Montgomery County
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Mayor and Council

   For the meeting on:
   Department:
   Responsible staff:

  February 13, 2017
  City Manager
  Jenny Kimball, Deputy City Manager
  phone: (240) 314 - 8104
  jkimball@rockvillemd.gov

Subject

Mayor and Council Action Report

Recommendation

Review and comment on the Action Report

Attachments
Attachment A - M&C Action Report for 2.13.17.pdf

Assistant City Manager:

Jenny Kimball, Deputy City Manager
Approved on: 02/09/2017

City Manager:

Robert DiSpirito, City Manager
Approved on: 02/09/2017

https://rockmail.rockvillemd.gov/...genda.nsf/d5c6a20307650f4a852572f9004d38b8/03889992832b35cd852580a30075200b?OpenDocument[7/12/2017 4:44:14 PM]

Attachment A
Blue - new items to the list.
Red - latest changes.
Mayor and Council Action Report
Response
Method

Ref. #

Meeting
Date

Staff/
Dep

FA-2014-23

9/8/11

R&P

Future
agenda

FA-2014-25

9/8/14

CPDS

Future
agenda

FA-2015-14

7/13/15

CMO

Future
agenda

FA-2016-2

3/14/16

R&P

Future
Agenda

FA-2016-6

4/25/16

Police /
Human
Resources

Future
agenda

Direction to Staff / Action Taken / Status

King Farm Farmstead – Next Steps
Status: Staff is in the process of preparing cost estimates for improvements requested by
the Mayor and Council. The King Farm Task Force has been established and began their
work.
Southlawn Industrial Area Study
Status: The Mayor and Council completed review of the Southlawn Study
recommendations at their meeting on August 1, 2016. On October 10, 2016, the Mayor
and Council reviewed the accepted recommendations and provided input on the next
steps. A community meeting will also be held to inform stakeholders about the Mayor
and Council’s decisions.
Purchasing Study Response
Status: The status report on the purchasing study will be provided every six months.
The first six-month report was presented at the August 1, 2016 Mayor and Council
meeting.
Grants for Watts Branch Fishing
Research Federal and State grant opportunities to introduce trout to Watts Branch and pursue
designation as a youth and blind fishing area.
Status: The Chief of the Environmental Management Division met with the residents to
learn more about their proposal. The residents shared their proposal in the Rockshire
Newsletter and announced it at the May 11, 2016 Rockshire HOA meeting. They have
received some feedback, both positive and negative.
Police Staffing
Schedule a Mayor and Council discussion to follow up on the April 25, 2016 presentation on
Rockville City Police Roles and Responsibilities.
Status: Mayor and Council discussed Police staffing on January 23, 2017, and will take it
up again upon receipt of the City Manager’s proposed FY18 budget. A memorandum
responding to the follow up items from January 23, 2017 will be provided to the Mayor
and Council.
 Investigate the extent of police radio failures inside buildings current requirements
of new construction to avoid problems, and potential retrofits to existing buildings
 Report the number of current officers who are in the National Guard or military
reserves
 Implement new recruitment tactics to continue attracting diverse candidates for
Police positions
 Explore placement of a Montgomery County Police Substation within the Rockville
city limits.

A-1

Estimated
Completion or
Agenda Item date
Ongoing

TBD

February 27, 2017

TBD

February 13, 2017

Attachment A
Response
Method

Ref. #

Meeting
Date

Staff/
Dep

FA-2016-8

7/18/16

CMO /
Legal

Future
agenda

FA-2016-9

7/18/16

R&P

Future
agenda

FA-2016-10

7/18/16

CMO

Future
agenda

FA-2016-12

9/26/16

HR

Future
agenda

FA-2016-14

9/19/16

DPW

Future
agenda

FA-2016-16

10/10/16

CPDS

Future
agenda

FA-2016-17

10/24/16

R&P

Future
agendas

Direction to Staff / Action Taken / Status

Smoking Ban at Eating Establishments
Discuss establishing a smoking ban at all eating establishments with outdoor seating within the
City limits.
Status: At the meeting on Feb. 6, the Mayor and Council directed staff to schedule a
public hearing.
Cultural Arts Commission
Schedule a discussion with the Cultural Arts Commission to include the topic of gateway art
projects.
Status: At the meeting on October 24, 2016, the Mayor and Council directed the CAC to
proceed with the assessment of current works of art, come back to the Mayor and
Council with revisions to the master plan, work with other arts organizations, and to
coordinate with the King Farm Task Force on a future gateway project.
Annual Procurement Report
Present annually to the Mayor and Council a report of City procurement activities.
Status: The FY16 Annual Report was presented to the Mayor and Council on October 24,
2016, and the FY17 Annual Report will be shared in the fall of 2017.
Vacancy Report
Provide a Vacancy Report to the Mayor and Council at the end of each Quarter.
Status: The second quarter vacancy report was shared on Feb. 6 and the next report will
be in April 2017.
Coalition Against Bigger Trucks (CABT)
Ask the Traffic and Transportation Commission to examine the CABT and potential damage to
City roads caused by bigger trucks. Share the Commission’s input with the Mayor and
Council.
Status: At the meeting on January 9, 2017, the Mayor and Council directed staff to work with
the Traffic and Transportation Commission to update the proposed CABT letter. A revised
letter will appear on the Mayor and Council’s February 27, 2017 consent agenda for review
and approval.
Global Issues on BRT
Schedule another discussion on BRT with the City of Gaithersburg and Montgomery County,
to include broader issues such as governance and finance. Consider holding the meeting in
Gaithersburg.
Status: The City of Gaithersburg (Casey Community Center) will host the next meeting on
March 9, 2017. The focus of the meeting will be to receive a presentation from the Maryland
Transit Administration on the status of the MD 355 draft alternatives, related community
meetings, and the process to narrow them down. Staff also worked with other jurisdictions
to include a discussion of funding sources. A pre-meeting is scheduled for the Mayor and
Council for February 23, 2017 to discuss BRT in advance of the interjurisdictional meeting.
Caregiver Task Force
Provide regular updates on the status of the Caregiver Task Force establishment and work.
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February 27, 2017
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April 1, 2017 for
Task Force
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Meeting
Date

Staff/
Dep

Response
Method

FA-2016-18

10/24/16

CPDS

Future
agenda

FA-2016-19

11/14/16

DPW

Future
Agenda

FA-2016-21

11/21/16

CMO

Future
agenda

FA-2016-22

11/21/16

R&P

Memo

FA-2016-23

12/05/16

DPW

Agenda item

FA-2016-24

12/12/16

CPDS

Future
Agenda

FA-2017-1

1/9/17

R&P

Future
Agenda

FA-2017-2

2/6/2017

Legal / CMO
/ Police

Future
Agenda

Direction to Staff / Action Taken / Status

Status: Staff revised the draft Task Force Charter and distributed it to the Mayor and Council
for final review. The January Rockville Reports included an article seeking two applicants
from the community at large.
Site Plan Improvement Group (SPIG) implementation
Provide regular updates on the status of implementation of the SPIG work.
Status: CPDS is working with the Public Works Department to draft detailed stormwater
procedures that are called for in the SPIG Report.
Pedestrian Safety at Maryland Avenue and S. Washington Street
Staff will study the intersection and implement recommendations for improvements.
Status: The City Manager sent a memorandum on findings, options and
recommendations to the Mayor and Council on December 28, 2016. Speed cameras were
installed at the location in January 2017. Warnings were initially distributed to violators
and fines are now in place. Staff’s initial assessment is that the cameras have reduced
speeds in the area. Staff recommends scheduling an update and discussion with the
Mayor and Council on April 3, 2017 to provide time for collection of speed camera data
to be used to assess next steps.
Wayfinding – Improve wayfinding to Rockville Town Center
Status: Staff will provide recommendations to the Mayor and Council for interim
improvements to existing signage for Town Center.
Youth Sports Follow Up
Provide to the Mayor and Council, as it becomes available, new research and information on
techniques and training to ensure safety in youth sports.
Styrofoam Packaging – Adoption of Montgomery County Bill 41-14
Schedule an agenda item to discuss the adoption of MC Bill 41-14, Solid Waste – Food
Service Products – Packaging Materials – Requirements in the City of Rockville.
Status: Senator Kagan has introduced a State bill (SB186) on styrofoam packaging. Staff
provided written testimony in support of this bill to the Educational, Health and
Environmental Affairs Commission for the Jan. 31 Bill hearing. John Becker, Chair of
the Environmental Commission, is going to testify in person at the House Bill Hearing on
Feb. 15 at 1 p.m. Staff is holding off on Mayor and Council discussion of adopting MC
Bill 41-14 pending the outcome of the State bill.
Interactive Discussion of the Zoning Ordinance
Schedule an agenda item after a final decision is made regarding Chestnut Lodge to discuss the
process for PJT2016-5 since June 1, 2016, and associated articles from the Zoning Ordinance
provided by the President of WECA.
Chestnut Lodge HOA Park Request
Discuss the request by the Chestnut Lodge HOA to have the City take responsibility for the
nine acres in front of the original Chestnut Lodge as a passive public park.
The Role of the Rockville City Police in enforcement of Immigration Policy
Status: The Mayor and Council’s Future Agendas include the introduction of a City
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Policy/Ordinance/Resolution on Feb. 27, and a Public Hearing on March 6, 2017

A-4

Estimated
Completion or
Agenda Item date

Future Agendas

Mayor and Council

   For the meeting on:
   Department:
   Responsible staff:

  February 13, 2017
  City Clerk
  Sara Taylor-Ferrell, Deputy City Clerk
  phone: (240) 314 - 8283
  SFerrell@rockvillemd.gov

Subject

Future Agendas

Recommendation
Attachments
Attachment A - Mock Agenda 02.27.17.pdfAttachment B - Future Agendas 02.13.17.pdf

Department Head:

Kathleen Conway, City Clerk/Director of Council Operations
Approved on: 02/08/2017
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Mayor and Council Meeting
February 27, 2017
Meeting No. 09-17
7:00 pm
7:00 pm
1. Convene
2. Pledge of Allegiance
3. Agenda Review
7:05 pm
4. City Manager's Report
7:15 pm
5. Community Forum
6.

Mayor and Council's Response to Community Forum and Announcements

7.

Mayor and Council Reports

7:30 pm
8.

Appointments/Reappointments and Announcements of Vacancies

7:40 pm
9.

Consent Agenda
A. Authorization for the City Manager to Sign a Memorandum of Understanding with
Montgomery County Government for Payment of Stormwater Utility Fees
B. Approval of Memorandum Supporting Restrictions on Bigger Trucks
C. Authorization to Increase the Award of IFB #02-16, East Rockville Sanitary Sewer
Capacity Improvements, to Fort Myer Construction Corporation in an Amount Not
to Exceed $278,000.00

7:45 pm
10.

Introduction - Policy/Ordinance/Resolution on the Role of the Rockville Police
Department in the Enforcement of Immigration Laws

A-1
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8:45 pm
11.

Discussion and Instructions to Staff on Project Plan PJT2015-00005 as modified,
amending the Chestnut Lodge Planned Residential Unit (PRU2005-00022) to allow
for six (6) townhouse units instead of seven (7) multifamily units on the former Main
Lodge property at 500 West Montgomery Avenue, and to allow for a maximum
height of 52 feet where 40 feet is allowed in the equivalent zone of RMD-15; JNP
Chestnut Lodge LLC, applicant.

9:30 pm
12.

Introduction of a Resolution to Establish the Equivalent Residential Unit Rate to be
Used in Calculating the Stormwater Management Utility Fee Pursuant to Chapter
19 Entitled "Sediment Control and Stormwater Management" of the Rockville City
Code; and to Establish a Fee for Application for a Credit Against the Stormwater
Management Utility Fee for Private Stormwater Management Facilities

9:35 pm
13.

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

9:40 pm
14.

Introduction - Proposed Chapter 17 Code Changes

10:10 pm
15.

Presentation Procurement Action Plan Update

10:25 pm
16.

Presentation of the Fiscal Year 2018 Proposed Operating Budget and Capital
Improvements Program (CIP)

11:05 pm
17.

Introduction of an Ordinance to Appropriate Funds and Levy Taxes for Fiscal
Year 2018

11:10 pm
18. Review and Comment - Mayor and Council Action Report
19. Review and Comment - Future Agendas
20. Old/New Business
11:25 pm
21. Adjournment
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Future Agendas
February 13, 2017
Type of Item

Attachment B

Subject

March 6, 2017
Adoption

Adoption of Resolution for a Decision on Project Plan PJT2015-00005 as modified,
amending the Chestnut Lodge Planned Residential Unit (PRU2005-00022) to allow
for six (6) townhouse units instead of seven (7) multifamily units on the former
Main Lodge property at 500 West Montgomery Avenue, and to allow for a
maximum height of 52 feet where 40 feet is allowed in the equivalent zone of
RMD-15; JNP Chestnut Lodge LLC, applicant

Worksession

Fiscal Year 2018 Mayor and Council Budget Worksession

Public Hearing

Fiscal Year 2018 Budget Public Hearing

Introduction and Introduction, and Possible Adoption, of an Ordinance to Amend Ordinance #__-16
Adoption
to Appropriate Funds and Levy Taxes for Fiscal Year 2017 (Budget Amendment
#2)
Review and
Comment

Second Quarter FY 2017 Financial Report

Proclamation

Rockville Concert Band 60th Anniversary

Presentation

Rockville Chamber of Commerce Update

Award

Approval to Proceed with the Particpating Addendum of the Commonwealth of
Virginia Contract E194-73322-MA2200 and to Award the Purchase Order to
WatchGuard Video for Police Body-Worn Camera System and In-Car Video
Cameras Equipment

Worksession

Worksession on the Bikeway Master Plan

Review and
Comment

Mayor and Council Action Report

Proclamation

Proclamation Declaring Montgomery College 70th Anniversary

Public Hearing

Public Hearing on the Role of the Rockville Police Department in the Enforcement
of Immigration Laws

March 13, 2017
Public Hearing

Public Hearing on Sectional Map Amendment MAP2017-00115, for the rezoning of
the Americana Condominium from MXTD to MXTD HD to designate the property as
historic, Historic District Commission of Rockville, applicant

Review and
Comment

Mayor and Council Action Report

Discussion

Briefing on Development Proposal PJT2017-00007, Shady Grove Neighborhood
Center, a Proposal to develop a site located at 15825 Shady Grove Road with a
mixture of commercial, multi-family residential and townhomes.

Introduction

Proposed Cultural Arts Commission Code Changes

March 27, 2017
Worksession

Worksession on a Proposed Zoning Text Amendment To Reorganize and Revise the
Provisions for Historic Preservation in the Zoning Ordinance

Presentation

2016 City of Rockville Community Survey

Review and
Comment

Mayor and Council Action Report

Public Hearing

Public Hearing on Smoking Ban at Outdoor Dining Areas

Proclamation

Proclamation Declaring Rockville Science Day
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Future Agendas
February 13, 2017
Type of Item

Attachment B

Subject

April 3, 2017
Adoption

Adoption of the Bikeway Master Plan

Discussion
Presentation

Presentation and Discussion on Pedestrian and Traffic Safety at the Intersection of
Maryland Avenue/S Washington Street

Worksession

Fiscal Year 2018 Mayor and Council Budget Worksession

Public Hearing

Fiscal Year 2018 Budget Public Hearing

Review and
Comment

Mayor and Council Action Report

April 17, 2017
Worksession

Fiscal Year 2018 Mayor and Council Budget Worksession

Review and
Comment

Mayor and Council Action Report

May 1, 2017
Adoption

Adoption of an Ordinance to Appropriate Funds and Levy Taxes for Fiscal Year
2018

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 establish the Equivalent Residential Unit Rate to be
used in calculating the Stormwater Management Utility Fee pursuant to Chapter 19
entitled "Sediment Control and Stormwater Management" of the Rockville City
Code; and to establish a fee for application for a credit against the Stormwater
Management Utility Fee for private stormwater management facilities

Adoption

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

Review and
Comment

Third Quarter FY 2017 Financial Report

Review and
Comment

Mayor and Council Action Report

Presentation

TERRIFIC Citizen Bike Program Presentation
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