
PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

Wednesday, July 24, 2019 
7:00 PM 

Rockville City Hall 
Mayor and Council Chambers 

Meeting No.20-2019 

 

AGENDA 
 

Gail Sherman, Chair 
 

Don Hadley Anne Goodman 
Charles Littlefield John Tyner, II 

Sarah Miller Rev. Jane E. Wood 
  

 
Jim Wasilak, Staff Liaison 

Cynthia Walters, Deputy City Attorney 
Eliot Schaefer, Assistant City Attorney 

 

 

 

 1. Recommendation to Mayor and Council 
 

 A. Review and Recommendation to the Mayor and Council - Zoning Text 
Amendment TXT2019-00251 - Small Cell Antennas; Mayor and Council 
of Rockville, Applicants 

 

 2. Closed Session 
 

  A.  Vote to go into Closed Session pursuant to Section 3-305(b)(7) of the 
General Provisions Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland to 
consult with counsel to obtain legal advice regarding the land use plan 
component of the Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan.  

 

 3. Work Session 
 

 A. Work Session 3: Comprehensive Plan, Draft for Planning Commission 
Public Hearing 

 

 4. Commission Items 
 



Planning Commission July 24, 2019 

  

 

 A. Staff Liaison Report 

 

 B. Old Business 

 

 C. New Business 

 

 D. Minutes Approval 

 

 E. FYI/Correspondence 

 

 5. Adjourn 
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HELPFUL INFORMATION FOR STAKEHOLDERS AND APPLICANTS 

 
 

I. GENERAL ORDER OF SESSION FOR DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS 
1. Staff presentation 
2. City Board or Commission comment 
3. Applicant presentation (10 min.) 
4. Public comment (3 min, or 5 min for the representative of an association) 
5. Planning Commission Discussion and Deliberation 
6. Decision or recommendation by vote 

 
 The Commission may ask questions of any party at any time during the proceedings. 

 
II.  PLANNING COMMISSION BROADCAST  

• Watch LIVE on Comcast Cable Rockville Channel 11 and online at:  www.rockvillemd.gov 

• Replay on Comcast Cable Channel 11: 

o Wednesdays at 7:00 pm (if no live meeting) 

o Sundays at 7:00 pm 

o Mondays, Thursdays and Saturdays at 1:00 pm 

o Saturdays and Sundays at 12:00 am (midnight) 

• Video on Demand (within 48 hours of meeting) at:  www.rockvillemd.gov/VideoOnDemand. 
 

III. NEW DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS 
• For a complete list of all applications on file, visit:  www.rockvillemd.gov/DevelopmentWatch. 

 
VI.  ADDITIONAL INFORMATION RESOURCES 

• Additional resources are available to anyone who would like more information about the 
planning and development review process on the City’s web site at:  
www.rockvillemd.gov/cpds. 

 

 
 

Maryland law and the Planning Commission's Rules of Procedure regarding ex parte 
(extra-record) communications require all discussion, review, and consideration of the 
Commission's business take place only during the Commission's consideration of the item 
at a scheduled meeting. Telephone calls and meetings with Commission members in 
advance of the meeting are not permitted. Written communications will be directed to 
appropriate staff members for response and included in briefing materials for all 
members of the Commission. 

http://www.rockvillemd.gov/
http://www.rockvillemd.gov/
www.rockvillemd.gov/VideoOnDemand
www.rockvillemd.gov/VideoOnDemand
http://www.rockvillemd.gov/DevelopmentWatch
http://www.rockvillemd.gov/DevelopmentWatch
http://www.rockvillemd.gov/cpds
http://www.rockvillemd.gov/cpds


Agenda Item #: A 
Meeting Date: July 24, 2019 
Responsible Staff: Deane Mellander 

 

 
 

SUBJECT:  Review and Recommendation to the Mayor and Council - 

Zoning Text Amendment TXT2019-00251 - Small Cell 

Antennas; Mayor and Council of Rockville, Applicants 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
(Include change in law or Policy if 
appropriate in this section):  

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend 
approval of the Text Amendment to the Mayor and Council.  

1.A
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Overview 
 
Case:  Zoning Text Amendment TXT2019-00251 (Small Cell Antennas) 
 
Location: City-Wide 
 
Staff:  Deane Mellander 
  Planning and Development Services 
  240-314-8224 
  dmellander@rockvillemd.gov 
 
Applicant: Mayor and Council of Rockville 
 
Filing Date: April 2, 2019  
 

Discussion 
The Planning Commission received a briefing on this Text Amendment at its meeting of June 26, 

2019. Please refer to the June 26 staff report for a full discussion of the proposed text 

amendment (see Attachment 2).  

At that meeting the Planning Commission requested some additional information. Included as 

Attachment 3 is a summary that contains some of the key provisions of the FCC Order. The 

following is a link to the full FCC Order related to small cell antenna installations:   

https://docs.fcc.gov/public/attachments/FCC-18-133A1.pdf 

Attachment 4 is a recent article from the magazine American City and County recounting 
potential issues surrounding small cell installations and the FCC Order as it relates to local 
governments. 
 
As recommended in the June 26th attached report, staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission consider the additional information and make its recommendation for approval of 
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https://docs.fcc.gov/public/attachments/FCC-18-133A1.pdf
https://docs.fcc.gov/public/attachments/FCC-18-133A1.pdf


the proposed text amendment to the Mayor and Council 
 

Attachments 
Attachment 1.A.a: Zoning Text Amendment TXT2019-00251 (PDF) 
Attachment 1.A.b: Planning Commission Staff Report, June 26, 2019 (PDF) 
Attachment 1.A.c: Summary of FCC Order (PDF) 
Attachment 1.A.d: "Smart Cities and Technology" Article from American City and County 
Magazine (PDF) 
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1 

 

KEY POINTS OF FCC DECLARATORY RULING 

AND THIRD ORDER ON SMALL CELLS 

 

Statutory Authority for Order1 

47 USC § 332(c)(7) 

• Addresses personal wireless services  

 

47 USC § 253(a) 

• Addresses any interstate or intrastate telecommunications service 

 

FCC Order – Key Paragraphs  

Standard 

• Standard: A state or local requirement constitutes an effective prohibition if it 

‘materially limits or inhibits the ability of any competitor or potential competitor to 

compete in a fair and balanced legal and regulatory environment.’ (¶ 35.)   

• A state or local legal requirement will have the effect of prohibiting wireless services if it 

materially inhibits the provision of such services. (¶ 37.) 

o Includes materially inhibiting additional services or improving existing services. 

(¶ 37.) 

• Providers must be able to compete in a “fair and balanced regulatory environment.” (¶ 

39.)   

o Requirement can function as an effective prohibition either because of a 

“financial burden” or because of a resulting competitive disparity.  (¶ 39.)   

 

Fees 

• Only permitted to the extent that they represent a reasonable approximation of the local 

government’s objectively reasonable costs, and are non-discriminatory.  (¶ 32.)  

• ROW access fees, and fees for the use of government property in the ROW, such as light 

poles, traffic lights, utility poles, and other similarly situated property suitable for hosting 

Small Wireless Facilities, as well as application or review fees imposed by a state or local 

government as part of their regulation of the deployment of Small Wireless Facilities 

inside and outside the ROW, violate Sections 253 or 332(c)(7) unless these conditions are 

met: (1) the fees are a reasonable approximation of the state or local government’s costs, 

(2) only objectively reasonable costs are factored into those fees, and (3) the fees are no 

higher than the fees charged to similarly-situated competitors in similar situations.  (¶ 

50.) 

• States and localities may recover a reasonable approximation of their costs related to 

deployment of Small Wireless Facilities. (¶ 56.) 

• The requirement that compensation be limited to a reasonable approximation of 

objectively reasonable costs and be non-discriminatory applies to all state and local 

government fees paid in connection with a provider’s use of the ROW to deploy Small 

Wireless Facilities . . . . (¶ 69.) 

                                                 
1 The text of the two subsection of the United States Code that are referenced below are contained at the end of this 

document.  
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o This interpretation applies with equal force to any fees reasonably related to the 

placement, construction, maintenance, repair, movement, modification, upgrade, 

replacement, or removal of Small Wireless Facilities within the ROW, including, 

but not limited to, application or permit fees such as siting applications, zoning 

variance applications, building permits, electrical permits, parking permits, or 

excavation permits.  (¶ 69.) 

• Fees not reasonably tethered to costs appear to violate [the Sections].  (¶ 70.) 

o Examples: gross revenue fees (not based on the costs associated with an entity’s 

use of the ROW), unreasonably high costs (such as excessive charges by third 

party contractors or consultants) may not be passed on through fees even though 

they are an “actual cost” 

• Fair and reasonable compensation: a reasonable approximation of a state or local 

government’s objectively reasonable costs of, respectively, maintaining the ROW, 

maintaining a structure within the ROW, or processing an application or permit.  (¶ 72.) 

• Government’s incur a variety of direct and actual costs, such as: costs for staff to review 

the provider’s siting application, cost’s associated with a provider’s use of the ROW, and 

costs associated with maintaining the ROW itself or structures within the ROW to which 

Small Wireless Facilities are attached. (¶ 75.) 

• When a locality charges both types of recurring fees (access to the ROW and for use or 

attachment to property in the ROW), the total of the two fees must reflect the total costs 

involved.  (¶ 76.) 

o Fees that cannot ultimately be shown by a state or locality to be a reasonable 

approximation of its costs, such as high fees designed to subsidize local 

government costs in another geographic area or accomplish some public policy 

objective beyond the providers’ use of the ROW, are not “fair and reasonable 

compensation . . . for use of the public rights-of-way.”   

o Excessive and arbitrary consulting fees or other costs should not be recoverable as 

“fair and reasonable compensation” because they are not a function of the 

provider’s “use” of the public ROW.   

• Fees that presumptively do not constitute an effective prohibition and are presumed to 

fair and reasonable: (a) $500 for non-recurring fees, including a single up-front 

application that includes up to five Small Wireless Facilities, with an additional $100 for 

each Small Wireless Facility beyond five, or $1,000 for non-recurring fees for a new pole 

intended to support one or more Small Wireless Facilities; (b) $270 per Small Wireless 

Facility per year for all recurring fees, including any possible ROW access fee or fee for 

attachment to municipally-owned structures in the ROW. (¶ 79.) 

o A local government can charge fees above this level by showing that the fees are 

(1) a reasonable approximation of costs, (2) those costs themselves are 

reasonable, and (3) are non-discriminatory.  (¶ 80.) 

 

Non-Fee Related Provisions that Could Operate as Prohibitions on Service 

• Aesthetic requirements are not preempted if they are: (1) reasonable, (2) no more 

burdensome than those applied to other types of infrastructure deployments, and (3) 

objective and published in advance.  (¶ 86.) 
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o Requirements that are reasonable in that they are technically feasible and 

reasonably directed to avoiding or remedying the intangible public harm of 

unsightly or out-of-character deployments are permissible.  (¶ 87.) 

o Requirements must be objective – i.e., they must incorporate clearly-defined and 

ascertainable standards, applied in a principled manner – and must be published in 

advance.  (¶ 88.) 

• Undergrounding Requirements.  (¶ 90.) 

o We believe that a requirement that all wireless facilities be deployed underground 

would amount to an effective prohibition given the propagation characteristics of 

wireless signals.  (¶ 90.) 

o Further, a requirement the materially inhibits wireless service, even if it does not 

go so far as requiring that all wireless facilities be deployed underground, also 

would be considered an effective prohibition.  (¶ 90.) 

• Minimum spacing requirements may be reasonable aesthetic requirements.  (¶ 91.) 

o Under the principle that nay such requirements be reasonable and publicly 

available in advance, it is difficult to envision any circumstances in which a 

municipality could reasonably promulgate a new minimum spacing requirement 

that, in effect, prevents a provider from replacing its preexisting facilities or 

collocating new equipment on a structure already in use.  (¶ 91.) 

 

State and Local Governments Act in Their Regulatory Capacity When Authorizing and Setting 

Terms for Wireless Infrastructure Deployment in Public Rights-of-Way 

• The interpretations extend to state and local governments’ terms for access to public 

ROW that they own or control, including areas on, below, or above public roadways, 

highways, streets, sidewalks, or similar property, as well as their terms of use of or 

attachment to government-owned property within such ROW, such as new, existing, and 

replacement light poles, traffic lights, utility poles, and similar property suitable for 

hosting Small Wireless Facilities.  (¶ 92.) 

• Section 253(a) is properly construed to suggest that Congress did not intend to permit 

states and localities to rely solely on their ownership of property within the ROW as a 

pretext to advance regulatory objectives that prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the 

provision of covered services.  (¶ 97.) 

 

Shot Clocks/Applications  

• New shot clock for small wireless facility deployments (¶ 105.)  

o 60 days for review of an application for collocation of Small Wireless Facilities 

using a preexisting structure. 

o 90 days for review of an application for attachment of Small Wireless Facilities 

using a new structure.   

• Shot clocks reset in the event that a locality receives a materially incomplete application. 

(¶ 111.) 

• It is likely that providers will submit “batched” applications, which are multiple separate 

applications filed at the same time, each for one or more sites or a single application 

covering multiple sites.  (¶ 113.)  

o We see no reason why the shot clocks for batched applications to deploy Small 

Wireless Facilities should be longer than those that apply to individual 
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applications because, in many cases, the batching of such applications has 

advantages in terms of administrative efficiency that could actually make review 

easier.  (¶ 114.) 

• Section 332 does not allow states and localities to refuse to accept batches of applications 

to deploy Small Wireless Facilities.  (¶ 115.) 

• A failure to act amounts to a presumptive prohibition on the provision of personal 

wireless services within the meaning of [the Section].  (¶ 118.) 

• Any request for authorization to place, construct, or modify personal wireless services 

facilities under [Section 332] means all authorizations necessary for the deployment of 

personal wireless services infrastructure.  (¶ 132.) 

o The text encompasses not only requests to place personal wireless service 

facilities, e.g., zoning requests, but also requests for authorization to construct or 

modify personal wireless service facilities.  (¶ 133.) 

• Attachment of facilities to existing structures constitutes collocation, regardless whether 

the structure or the location has previously been zoned for wireless facilities.  (¶ 140.) 

• For Small Wireless Facilities applications, the siting authority has 10 days from the 

submission of the application to determine whether the application is incomplete.  (¶ 

143.) 

o The shot clock then resets once the applicant submits the supplemental 

information requested by the siting authority.  (¶ 143.) 

 

Statutory Authority for Order 

47 USC § 332(c)(7) 

(c)(7)  Preservation of local zoning authority. 

(A)   General authority. Except as provided in this paragraph, nothing in this Act shall 

limit or affect the authority of a State or local government or instrumentality 

thereof over decisions regarding the placement, construction, and modification of 

personal wireless service facilities. 

(B)   Limitations. 

(i)   The regulation of the placement, construction, and modification of 

personal wireless service facilities by any State or local government or 

instrumentality thereof-- 

(I)   shall not unreasonably discriminate among providers of 

functionally equivalent services; and 

(II)   shall not prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the 

provision of personal wireless services. 

(ii)   A State or local government or instrumentality thereof shall act on any 

request for authorization to place, construct, or modify personal wireless 

service facilities within a reasonable period of time after the request is 

duly filed with such government or instrumentality, taking into account 

the nature and scope of such request. 

(iii)   Any decision by a State or local government or instrumentality thereof to 

deny a request to place, construct, or modify personal wireless service 

facilities shall be in writing and supported by substantial evidence 

contained in a written record. 
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(iv)   No State or local government or instrumentality thereof may regulate the 

placement, construction, and modification of personal wireless service 

facilities on the basis of the environmental effects of radio frequency 

emissions to the extent that such facilities comply with the Commission's 

regulations concerning such emissions. 

(v)   Any person adversely affected by any final action or failure to act by a 

State or local government or any instrumentality thereof that is 

inconsistent with this subparagraph may, within 30 days after such action 

or failure to act, commence an action in any court of competent 

jurisdiction. The court shall hear and decide such action on an expedited 

basis. Any person adversely affected by an act or failure to act by a State 

or local government or any instrumentality thereof that is inconsistent with 

clause (iv) may petition the Commission for relief. 

(C)   Definitions. For purposes of this paragraph-- 

(i)   the term "personal wireless services" means commercial mobile services, 

unlicensed wireless services, and common carrier wireless exchange 

access services; 

(ii)   the term "personal wireless service facilities" means facilities for the 

provision of personal wireless services; and 

(iii)   the term "unlicensed wireless service" means the offering of 

telecommunications services using duly authorized devices which do not require 

individual licenses, but does not mean the provision of direct-to-home satellite 

services (as defined in section 303(v) [47 USCS § 303(v)]). 

 

 

47 USC § 253(a)-(c) 

(a)  In general. No State or local statute or regulation, or other State or local legal requirement, 

may prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the ability of any entity to provide any interstate or 

intrastate telecommunications service. 

(b) State regulatory authority.  Nothing in this section shall affect the ability of a State to 

impose, on a competitively neutral basis and consistent with section 254 [47 USCS § 254], 

requirements necessary to preserve and advance universal service, protect the public safety and 

welfare, ensure the continued quality of telecommunications services, and safeguard the rights of 

consumers. 

(c) State and local government authority.  Nothing in this section affects the authority of a 

State or local government to manage the public rights-of-way or to require fair and reasonable 

compensation from telecommunications providers, on a competitively neutral and 

nondiscriminatory basis, for use of public rights-of-way on a nondiscriminatory basis, if the 

compensation required is publicly disclosed by such government. 
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Agenda Item #: A 
Meeting Date: July 24, 2019 
Responsible Staff: Barry Gore 

 

 
 

SUBJECT:  Work Session 3: Comprehensive Plan, Draft for Planning 

Commission Public Hearing 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
(Include change in law or Policy if 
appropriate in this section):  

Hold the third work session on the Draft Comprehensive Plan 
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Planning Commission Staff Report: 

 
MEETING DATE: July 24, 2019 

   

REPORT DATE: July 17, 2019 

  

RESPONSIBLE STAFF: Barry Gore, Principal Planner, Long 

Range Planning 240.314.8214 

bgore@rockvillemd.gov 

  

SUBJECT: Work Session on the Land Use 

Element of the Draft 

Comprehensive Plan 

  

BACKGROUND:  

Actions to Date 
Following completion of public hearings on the Comprehensive Plan Draft, the Planning 
Commission scheduled four work sessions, to take place on June 26, July 10, July 24, and August 
7. The work sessions are opportunities for the Planning Commission to review the testimony 
with staff and make revisions to the Draft Plan.  
 
The Planning Commission closed the public record for written testimony on Tuesday, June 18, 
2019. Written testimony received by the Planning Commission and transcripts from the public 
hearings are available on the project Web site at https://www.rockvillemd.gov/203/Rockville-
2040-Comprehensive-Plan-Update. All of the testimony and the transcripts were also provided 
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in the staff report for the June 26 work session on the Comprehensive Plan. A summary of all 
testimony is attached with this staff report. 
 
The first work session covered the Introduction and the Community Facilities, Economic 
Development, and Municipal Growth elements. The second work session covered Housing, 
Historic Preservation, and Recreation and Parks. At both sessions, the Planning Commission 
reviewed testimony submitted and instructed staff to make changes to the Draft Plan based on 
the discussions. 
 
Summary of Draft Plan Contents 
 
The Comprehensive Plan: Draft for Planning Commission Public Hearing constitutes the first 
major portion of the proposed update to the existing Comprehensive Master Plan, which was 
adopted by the Mayor and Council of Rockville on November 12, 2002. 
 
This first portion of the Draft Plan contains an Introduction chapter and ten elements, or 
citywide topic areas. The second portion of the plan has not yet been completed or released. It 
will cover the planning areas, which are closer looks at geographic subareas of the city. The 
draft of the planning areas portion will be presented to the Planning Commission this fall, for its 
review, adjustments, and release.  
 

DISCUSSION: 
Staff suggests that, at the July 24 meeting, the Planning Commission review and discuss 
testimony on the Land Use element. As this is a very broad topic area, staff recommends that 
the Planning Commission discuss the testimony as sets of land use issues with testimony on the 
same or similar topic grouped together, as outlined below. Some testimony addresses issues 
that are singular and not grouped with other issues; these are discussed after the broad sets of 
issues. Background information is provided on complex issue sets; others begin with testimony 
organized by exhibit number.  
 
The staff report makes references to both the current Comprehensive Master Plan (CMP - 
2002) and its “Planned Land Use” map; and the Draft Comprehensive Plan (March 2019) and its 
draft “Land Use Policy Map,” which is shown in the plan as Figure 3 on page 20. The current 
Planned Land Use Map is available at: 
https://www.rockvillemd.gov/DocumentCenter/View/27988/Comprehensive-Master-Plan---
Planned-Land-Use-Map-Updated-2017?bidId=. In some cases, it is helpful to consider the 
differences between these two land use maps when reviewing the testimony. Staff notes that 
the current 2002 plan does not include definitions for the dozens of land use categories used on 
the land use map. The Draft Plan includes definitions, which are useful to understanding city 
land use policy. To ensure ease of use for the commissioners, staff has included in your mailed 
packets large printed versions of both the existing and draft new land use maps. 
 
Testimony on Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) 
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Exhibit 11 from the Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) comments that the draft plan’s 
recommendation for allowing one ADU per residential lot is “a truly noteworthy policy and the 
city is to be commended,” specifically as a strategy for providing affordable housing. 
 
Exhibit 16 is from a resident of Twinbrook who is in favor of changing residential zoning from 
exclusively single-unit housing to include duplex housing, which seems to address the ADU 
policy in the draft plan. However, the resident also expresses concerns about there being 
adequate parking if such a change is made.  
 
Staff recommendation:  Retain draft text language on ADUs on page 23. Staff recognizes that 
zoning standards and regulations, including parking, will need to be developed and adopted 
prior to implementation. 
 
Testimony on Residential Attached (RA), definitions and mapping 
 
Several items of testimony address the Residential Attached (RA) land use category, including 
its definition on page 19 of the Draft Plan, the types of housing included, and locations where it 
is mapped on the Land Use Policy Map.  
 
A category called Attached Residential is found on the current (2002) Planned Land Use Map, 
based primarily on the 2002 Comprehensive Master Plan. The 2002 CMP does not include a 
definition of Attached Residential, and that category of land use seems to be mapped where 
townhouses already existed. However, the current map also applies Attached Residential on 
fourplex buildings and one nine-unit apartment building along Dawson Avenue in the West End 
(zoned RMD-25), and on duplex buildings on Blandford Street and Lynfield Drive (zoned R-40). 
Staff recommends a similar approach for the new Residential Attached category, in that the 
land use category spans a variety of construction types, while existing or future zoning controls 
the actual density and development standards. 
 
The draft text definition of Residential Attached (Land Use element, page 19) reads: 
 

“RA: Residential Attached allows a variety of house types that share party walls. Types 
of permitted construction include rowhouse, fourplex or quad, triplex, and duplex.” 
 

However, the text on page 24 under Policy 3 in the Land Use element describes the RA types 
also to include “small apartment buildings,” and page 191 in the Housing element includes 
“small apartment buildings” in a related discussion. As such, the draft Plan has an inconsistency. 
 
Exhibit 9 from the Twinbrook Community Association requests that the definition of RA 
explicitly state that the category is inclusive of detached single unit residential as well as 
attached. 
 
Staff recommendation:  Change the definition of Residential Attached to be inclusive of 
detached residential. 
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Exhibits 29, 34, and 35, from two residents of East Rockville and the East Rockville Civic 
Association, ask for a more detailed definition of the RA category, specifically requesting that 
RA not include “small apartment buildings.” 
 
Staff recommendation:  Revise the definition of Residential Attached to read “small apartment 
buildings with up to six units total in a single structure.” This added language will place an 
upper limit on the sizes of these properties. The East Rockville planning area discussion will 
include zoning recommendations for individual parcels, depending on their locations in the city, 
where there will be an opportunity to refine and limit the types and number of units per site 
based on location and context. Residential Attached can therefore remain a broadly defined 
land use type in the Comprehensive Plan, with the zoning as the implementing tool for more-
localized customization. 
 
Exhibit 42 requests a land use change for 216 Park Road, from the draft map showing 
Residential Attached to Residential Flexible. The issue raised by the property owner is, as 
above, the definition of Residential Attached, specifically whether it includes ‘stacked flats’ or 
‘two-over- twos.’ 
 
Staff response:  No change to the draft map is recommended. Staff notes that a duplex, triplex, 
or fourplex structures can be configured as vertically stacked flats. Likewise, two-over-twos are 
a type of vertically stacked townhouse. Any of these types may be consistent with the 
Residential Attached category, depending on the total number of units on the lot. The zoning 
applied to these RA properties will control the density and dimensions of any construction.  
 
Exhibits 29, 34, and 35, from two residents of East Rockville and ERCA, ask that RA be mapped 
for only “two or three lots from South Stonestreet but no further” on the three blocks across 
from the Rockville Metro Station, those being Reading Terrace, Highland Avenue, Croydon 
Avenue. 
 
Exhibit 19, from a resident of Town Center, asks that the RA mapping be preserved in the plan, 
and urges the Commission to expand the area for RA types of housing, including small 
apartments, an additional quarter mile out from its current mapping in order to generate 
affordable housing.  
 
Exhibit 40, from WMATA, notes Metro’s recent investments in additional peak service to 
Rockville’s Metro stations with the elimination of the Grosvenor turnback. Metro supports the 
policies on ADUs, and Residential Attached, mentioning the typical half-mile station walkshed. 
 
Exhibit 11, from the Maryland Department of Planning, supports the Draft Plan policies on RA 
and states that MDP would like to share actions 3.1 and 3.2 with other communities as best 
practices; these items addressing the mapping of Residential Attached and the drafting of a 
new mixed residential zoning regulation.  
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Staff recommendation:  Retain Residential Attached (RA) as mapped on the draft Land Use 
Policy Map, with one change to remove RA from East Jefferson Street between Mount Vernon 
Place and Ritchie Parkway and retain Residential Detached in that location. The RA designation 
on East Jefferson was a prior mapping error. Staff is sensitive to the concerns of the East 
Rockville community and looks to both the planning area discussion and zoning to provide a 
customized approach that will take into account both transit proximity and customization 
according to the property-by-property circumstances to avoid adverse impacts on neighbors. 
 
Testimony on Residential Flexible and Retail Residential Mix 
 
Several pieces of testimony include questions about the definition of the Residential Flexible 
(RF) land use category. The draft definition on page 19 reads: 
 

“RF: Residential Flexible allows a mix of rowhouse and apartment buildings, as well as 
detached houses. It is applied to relatively large sites where the final mix of residential 
construction is flexible and to be determined during development review.” 

 
Staff recommendation:  After reviewing where the RF sites are mapped, staff recommends 
changing the definition to read: “Residential Flexible is applied to sites where the mix of 
allowed residential types is flexible, as regulated by the Zoning Ordinance, and to be finalized 
during development review. Small scale retail is an allowed option if integrated into the 
residential development.” 
 
Exhibit 24, from Tower-Dawson, LLC supports the mapping of RF on a portion of the Tower 
Oaks area that the PD-TO approved for an extended stay hotel. 

 
Staff response:  Staff agrees. No changes are needed. 
 
Exhibit 22, regarding the property at 5946 Halpine Road, requests a change from RF to Retail 
Residential Mix (RRM). The owner believes that a small amount of retail on the property would 
be appropriate in this pathway to the Twinbrook Metro Station.  
 
Staff recommendation:  Retain Residential Flexible at 5946 Halpine Road, with the 
understanding that the proposed revised definition of Residential Flexible allows for small scale 
retail integrated into a residential development. The Twinbrook Planning Area discussion also 
will reflect the Planning Commission’s recommended land use category, noting the change from 
the current Park use and will include a zoning recommendation for this property. 
 
Exhibit 18, from Woodmont Country Club, requests that the Land Use Policy Plan map add a 
band of Residential Flexible (RF) along the frontage of their property along Wootton Parkway. 
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Staff response:  The Initial Staff Draft included this “band” of RF in the location requested. 
During a review session, the Planning Commission directed staff to remove the RF designation 
and leave the entire Woodmont Country Club property (except for that portion addressed in 
the Rockville Pike Neighborhood Plan) as Open Space Private (OSP). Staff can support this 
approach, but in parallel with how a change of use may occur for all or part of the property. 
This discussion is presented, below, as part of testimony related to Policy 25, and will also be 
presented in the planning areas section of the plan.  
 
Testimony on the plan for the Veirs Mill Road corridor, Twinbrook Metro Station area and 
mapping of Residential Attached, Residential Flexible, and Retail Residential Mix. 
 
Exhibit 17 is testimony submitted by a Twinbrook resident. A request has been made that the 
Planning Commission reconsider the draft plan’s recommendation for mixed use development 
along Veirs Mill Road at the intersections of Edmonston, Broadwood, and Atlantic. The resident 
requests that the neighborhood be left alone, mentioning the difficulty in moving around the 
area during peak times. 
 
Exhibit 26 is testimony from the Twinbrook Community Association (TCA) which begins with a 
statement of support: “We applaud the inclusion of the Twinbrook Metro Station area and the 
Veirs Mill Corridor in the Land Use Policy map, to ensure that Twinbrook residents have access 
to the flexible zoning arrangements that allow for growth and housing options.” 
 
Exhibit 45 is testimony from a Twinbrook resident with an address a few blocks south of Veirs 
Mill Road. The testimony supports the draft plan recommendation for additional density near 
Metro stations and along the MD 355 and Veirs Mill Road transit corridors. The resident asks 
for more walkable amenities in their immediate area and supports the development of a 
community node at Edmonston Drive and Veirs Mill Road. The question is asked: “Could larger 
apartment buildings be accommodated here to leverage the transit links and help support 
neighborhood-based retail?” 
 
Staff recommendation: Retain the RA, RF, RRM and RM land uses along Veirs Mill Road on the 
Land Use Policy Map as drawn in the draft plan.  
 
Discussion of Institutional Uses 
 
There was no testimony on the draft plan’s approach to mapping private Institutional uses. 
However, during review of the Initial Staff Draft, the Planning Commission did indicate a need 
for a final discussion and decision regarding mapping of these uses. The draft plan shows 
Institutional uses only on parcels larger than three acres. For parcels smaller than three acres, 
the plan map identifies a land use to match the underlying zoning (typically Residential 
Detached in R-60 or R-90 zones) in most cases. In a small number of instances, a land use such 
as RF or ORRM is applied to an institutional use, implying recommendation for higher density 
and, where deemed appropriate, new a zoning designation. 
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During its review of the Initial Staff Draft, the Planning Commission discussed the application of 
Residential Flexible to the property at 5906 Halpine Road, which is currently a church on 1.5 
acres. The current Planned Land Use map shows the property as “Institutional” and it is zoned 
R-60. The Planning Commission’s discussion questioned the Residential Flexible, over the more 
restrictive Residential Attached, which raised the issue of how private institutional uses are 
mapped on the Land Use Policy Map.  
 
Staff response:  Staff recommends the approach as outlined above and in the Draft Plan. The 
Planning Commission may wish to discuss other options for Institutional uses and direct staff as 
to how to address institutional uses on the land use map. Attention should be paid to those 
properties where a change in the land use map may lead to a new zoning recommendation, and 
staff will identify those properties during the work session. Any recommendation for a change 
in zoning for these parcels will be included in the planning areas portion of the plan. 
 
Testimony on Office uses, definition, mapping, and zoning 
 
Several pieces of testimony address the issue of planning for office uses. The issue reveals basic 
differences of opinion on the value of detailed land use planning. For instance, during the 
thirty-year build out of the office and research uses along Research Boulevard, the Planning 
Commission and land owners saw the value in having a category for Restricted Industrial/Office 
Park, which is the designation on the current Planned Land Use map. The Euclidian zoning that 
regulated land use in these areas was replaced in the 2009 Zoning Ordinance update to allow a 
mix of uses on all commercial properties, which is resulting in the development of new mixed-
use projects on property that formerly had office uses.  
 
The question for the Planning Commission is whether there are any areas of the city that the 
Land Use Policy Map should identify as preferred for Office (O), in order to ensure locations for 
office use; and how the city’s planning and regulatory processes should be structured to 
maintain those uses. It should be noted that none of the city’s mixed-use zones require a mix of 
uses, and all of them allow a conversion to residential-only, or retail-only use, regardless of 
location. 
 
The Draft Plan allows for conversion of large segments of office and retail commercial land uses 
to new developments dominated by residential uses, through the ORRM land use designations; 
while some locations are mapped to show where office uses are required. The draft plan 
recommends that the majority of the Research Boulevard corridor be planned for Office (O), 
with some introduction of a new, walkable retail or residential uses (ORRM) at Gude Drive. No 
testimony was received by owners of property in the Research Boulevard corridor. 
 
The Draft Plan also maps Office uses in close proximity to the west side of the Metro station in 
Rockville Town Center. A mix of office uses and residential uses is important to sustain retail 
and hospitality businesses in the Town Center throughout the day and evening. The draft plan 
has mapped Office on the blocks directly across from the Rockville Metro station and one other 
location with a large office building. 
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Exhibit 38 from a resident argues for the intermingling of residential, employment, and service 
uses, cautioning against “caving to the current market cycle that is driving residential build-
out.” The testimony notes that while the current market for office uses is weak, the retention 
of land planned for employment is important, and conversion of land on the plan for office uses 
to residential is “ominous . . . without another plan of where to cultivate it,” specifically 
mentioning such conversions in King Farm and Tower Oaks. 
 
Staff response:  Staff agrees that the plan should include areas planned for office employment 
uses. 
 
A number of the pieces of testimony relate to the definition for Office uses (page 19) which 
reads: 
 

O: Office is mapped where the city expects and prefers office uses. Retail uses are allowed 
on the ground floor. Residential or other uses are allowed only with Special Exception. 

 
Also, there is a policy and action discussion of office uses on page 43; the text includes: 
 

“Policy 16: Plan for office land uses in locations that have good access to the regional 
transportation network and other amenities.  
 
Action 16.5: Revise the MXE zone to require office uses where the Land Use Policy Map 
specifies Office (O), and only allow residential uses in the MXE as a Special Use permit.” 

 
Note that the definition for Office mentions a revision to the zoning ordinance for a Special 
Exception, while Action 16.5 mentions a Special Use permit. This inconsistency reflects an 
editing error, as well as a continuing discussion about the best approach to protecting and 
encouraging office uses. 
 
Exhibit 23 is testimony from a land use attorney, suggesting that the Draft Plan’s definition of 
Office reads “very narrowly,” which the testimony claims is a “single, specific use itself, rather 
than a category of uses.” The testimony questions if the current mixed-use zoning on areas on 
the land use map as Office will still be applied, or if new zoning that restricts the use to only 
office uses will be reapplied as a return to “pre-2009 ideas.” 
 
Exhibit 24 is testimony submitted by Tower-Dawson, LLC regarding the land use plan for the 
Tower Oaks area. The testimony supports the ORRM, or Office Retail Residential Mix, category 
for currently undeveloped land in the Tower Oaks PD area, but questions the Office definition 
that states: “Residential or other uses are allowed only with Special Exception.” The testimony 
also questions how zoning will be applied, while also recognizing this is less of an issue for them 
because Tower Oaks is in its own Planned Development. 
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Exhibit 41 is testimony from Lantian Development LLC, the owner of the property which is 
approved for the Shady Grove Neighborhood development on Shady Grove Road, Gaither Road, 
and Choke Cherry Road, and is zoned MXE. The testimony supports the ORRM land use for the 
property but requests that Action 16.5 state that a Special Use permit is only required for 
proposed residential development on properties that are designated as Office on the land use 
map. 
 
Staff response: Staff recommends striking the third sentence of the definition of Office that 
mentions a “Special Exception” and revising Action 16.5. A revised definition would read:       
“O: Office is mapped where the city expects and prefers office and other non-industrial uses that 
provide employment. Retail uses are allowed, generally on lower floors.” 
 
Staff recommends that Action 16.5 be revised to “Explore the best method for encouraging and 
preserving office land uses in those areas mapped for Office (O) on the Land Use Policy Map.” 
One option would be to require some office space for each project on sites planned for Office, 
while recognizing other uses are allowed in the MX zones. 
 
Exhibit 40, from WMATA, asks for a change on the land use map from Office to ORRM on the 
west side of the Rockville Metro Station property between the railroad tracks and MD 355, to 
allow more flexibility. 
 
Staff recommendation: Retain the Office land use, as more broadly re-defined in this staff 
report, on the WMATA property between MD 355 and the railroad corridor. Staff recommends 
that residential uses not be planned for narrow properties between the busy highway and 
railroad tracks. 
 
Exhibit 48 is testimony from Eldridge, Inc. the owners of 255 Rockville Pike, which is shown as 
Office on the draft Land Use Policy Map. Eldridge requests that the property, which is directly 
across MD 355 from Rockville Station, be mapped as ORRM to allow for more flexibility in 
future use. 
 
Staff response: Staff recommends changing the mapping for 255 Rockville Pike to ORRM. 
However, staff also recommends that the planning areas section include a strong policy 
preference that employment/office, under the broader definition proposed above, be part of 
any project at this location. This plan guidance would inform any proposed change to the 
existing planned development for the site. While flexibility and a mix of uses has merit, it is also 
a site with superior access to transit and visibility on Rockville Pike, making it an excellent site 
for a major office development.  
 
Testimony on the relationship between the Land Use Policy Map and the Zoning Map 
 
Exhibit 23 is testimony from a land use attorney on the structure of the plan, with particular 
emphasis on the lack of information on how the land use plan will relate to zoning. 
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Exhibit 24, from Tower-Dawson LLC, asks how zoning will be applied to Tower Oaks to 
implement the land use plan, while recognizing that the area is cover by the PD-TO. 
 
 
Exhibit 32, from a resident of Woodley Gardens, suggests that the city consider adopting form-
based codes in areas near Metro, mentioning the current low-density single-family 
development patterns and the need to provide more housing, especially near transit. 
 
Staff response: Staff recommends adding text to the beginning of the Land Use chapter (page 
18) on the relationship between the land use policies and its associated map and the Zoning 
Ordinance and zoning map. It would explain that Land Use categories provide broad policy 
guidance, with the more-specific regulations being codified in zoning. For example, properties 
designated as Residential Attached (RA) in the Plan may have different zoning designations, 
based on circumstances specific to the neighborhoods; but the zoning would all be within the 
RA definitions. 
 
In addition, the Planning Areas section, as Volume 2 of the Comprehensive Plan, will provide 
site- and area-specific recommendations on planned land use change and zoning 
recommendations for individual properties. For the vast majority of the city, the new Land Use 
Policy Map does not recommend any changes of land use, only changes in the categorization to 
consolidate similar uses and simplify the land use map.  
 
The Rockville Planning Areas draft will indicate and discuss newly planned land use changes 
(i.e., those not identified in previous plans) sometimes for corridors or areas, and in other 
cases, for individual properties. The Plan’s strategy for promoting new affordable housing is to 
map areas for additional housing diversity or mixed-use redevelopment, as well as to promote 
programs within the Housing element. Form-based zoning is not currently recommended. 
 
Testimony on Parking Regulations 
 
Exhibit 1 is from the owners of property at the southwest quadrant of the intersection of 
Chapman Avenue and Twinbrook Parkway. The testimony is in support of Policy 26, which is to 
undertake a study of minimum parking regulations, noting the high cost of structured parking, 
and the location of their property near transit. 
 
Exhibit 16 is from a resident of Twinbrook who likes the idea of changing residential zoning 
from single-unit housing to also allow duplex housing, but notes that there are already 
“sometimes 3 or more vehicles per residential unit,” and asks about where parking for 
additional units would be found. 
 
Exhibit 24, from Tower-Dawson LLC, supports a reduction in minimum parking requirements, 
noting that the Tower Oaks office buildings are in compliance with the existing parking 
regulations with the result that “large portions of that parking go unused each day.” The high 
cost of parking is passed on through leased space, making the property more difficult to lease. 
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Exhibit 27 from a resident of Twinbrook supports the intent of Policy 26 that recommends a 
study of parking regulations; however, the testimony argues that a study is unnecessary and 
instead recommends that “parking requirements be eliminated or greatly reduced.” 
 
Exhibit 31, from the Rockville Environment Commission, suggests adding additional actions on 
parking under Policy 26, including allowing businesses to pay a fee-in-lieu of parking that allows 
for shared parking between businesses and/or exchanges parking requirements for incentives 
for the use of public transportation.  The testimony also recommends that the proposed 
parking study examine the potential effects of spill-over parking. 
 
Exhibit 32 suggests that the city “de-couple parking costs from rent or overhaul parking 
requirements” in Town Center and the South Pike. 
 
Exhibit 48, from the owners of 255 Rockville Pike, support Policy 26 and Policy 16, and Action 
16.2 which recommends reducing parking minimums for office uses. 
 
Staff response:  Policy 26 and actions 16.2 and 26.1 to study parking regulations received wide 
support in the testimony and, while no changes to the Draft Plan are recommended, study of 
the issue should be prioritized. 
 
Transit-Oriented Development 
 
Exhibit 10 from a resident of Twinbrook supports more density in the Town Center to sustain a 
grocery store and local retail. 
 
Exhibit 11 from the Maryland Department of Planning and the Department of Housing and 
Community Development supports the city’s commitment to transit-oriented development. 
 
Exhibit 25, from the owners of 1488 Rockville Pike, supports the draft plan land use designation 
as ORRM, and requests a change in zoning from MXCD to MXTD, arguing that the property is 
located within a half mile of the Twinbrook Metro Station. 
 
Exhibit 28 from a resident of the West End strongly supports transit-oriented development in 
the Town Center. 
 
Exhibit 31 from the Rockville Environment Commission supports high-density mixed-use 
development near Metro station and believes height limits need to be raised in those areas. 
 
Staff response:  Transit-oriented development is supported by the plan and most of the 
testimony. No changes to the Draft Plan are recommended on this topic. Zoning is not 
addressed in the elements portion of the plan, but it will be discussed in each planning area. 
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A recent Urban Land Institute Technical Advisory Panel (TAP) study recommends considering 
increasing density in certain areas of Town Center. Staff believes that this study 
recommendation should be evaluated by the Planning Commission. The TAP gave a 
presentation on July 10th. A written report will be delivered to the city within the next 4-6 
weeks. Staff can provide a briefing on the results of the study at this or an upcoming meeting. 
 
Planned Development 
 
Exhibit 18, from representatives of Woodmont Country Club, requests that the property be 
recommended for a PD zone for all portions other than the Rockville Pike frontage and frontage 
along Wootton Parkway. The testimony refers back to the approach in the 2002 Comprehensive 
Master Plan, which was written during a period when the city had a Planned Development 
zoning process and areas of “Comprehensive Planned Development” (e.g. King Farm, Fallsgrove, 
Tower Oaks) on the Planned Land Use map. The Zoning Ordinance does not currently include a 
Planned Development process although the Draft Plan recommends establishing a flexible 
zoning procedure and a Planned Development approval process.  
 
The Woodmont Country Club testimony also asks that Policy 25 in the Land Use element 
“Require that a conceptual master plan be completed prior to, or as part of, any development 
proposal involving Rockville’s three golf courses” be removed, in favor of providing for a PD 
process and zoning. The testimony requests that the Wootton Parkway frontage be designated 
for Residential Flexible. 
 
Staff response: Policy 25 was included in the current draft at the direction of the Planning 
Commission during review of the Initial Staff Draft. The intent and goal of the policy requiring a 
conceptual master plan for golf courses is similar to the former PD process. As such, staff 
recommends amending Policy 25 to make it clear that a PD can serve as the conceptual master 
plan, as long as the PD is addressing the key concepts required, including open space, 
transportation infrastructure, environmental analysis, and other areas as detailed on p. 53 of 
the draft. In that way, the owners of the privately-owned courses (Woodmont and Lakewood) 
would have an opportunity to present their own proposals, under the regulatory framework of 
a PD, while the city can do its master plan for the RedGate site. 
 
Staff also recommends two changes, on pages 52 and 53, in response to concerns that any 
proposed development on the golf courses, of any size, would require a full master planning 
process. There are more than 600 acres of total property on the two private golf courses, and 
staff believes that the plan should provide guidance on how small portions may be developed, 
even if the majority remains in the current uses. 
 
Taking into account both issues raised, staff recommends that Policy 25 on p. 52 be changed to 
the following language: “Require that a conceptual master plan, which may include a Planning 
Development proposal, be completed prior to, or as part of, any development proposal of 
significant scale involving Rockville’s golf courses.” 
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On p. 52, staff recommends changing the last paragraph of the narrative, before the actions, to 
the following: 
 
“The value of a master planning process, including a PD, is that it will consider the long-term 
implications of a series of development projects, so that the final results are part of a cohesive 
whole that is integrated into the larger community. As such, development proposals, of any 
scale, for a change of use from private open space will require a Comprehensive Plan 
amendment, followed by the appropriate zoning. However, small-scale development proposals 
may not require a conceptual master plan (or PD) for the entire site if it is judged that the 
proposal does not conflict with the Plan or other city policies.” 
 
Exhibit 31, from the Rockville Environment Commission, asks that the following text on page 50 
be eliminated from the plan: “And yet, the rewrite of the Zoning Ordinance in 2009 did not 
include a planned development option and no new PDs have been created since.” 
 
Staff response: No change is recommended. The sentence is factual. 
 
Exhibit 31, from the Rockville Environment Commission, asks for a revision so that “an 
environmental analysis should be mandatory for all commercial sites and large residential sites 
(over 1-2 acres), not just large development sites.” The testimony also requests an addition (see 
underline) to the list for master plans (page 53) to include “an environmental analysis with 
identification of critical features for conservation and consideration of environmental impact.” 
 
Staff response: No change is recommended. Staff believes that an environmental analysis 
implies consideration of environmental impact. 
 
Exhibit 38 is from a Rockville resident who argues against Land Use Goal 9, and Policies 23 and 
24. The testimony states that there were good reasons why the Planned Development zoning 
process and the floating zone (Policy 24) were removed from the Zoning Ordinance during the 
2009 revision. The testimony includes a discussion of “amenity development options” 
(apparently from 2006) and why the writer believes that a flexible approach to project 
development that trades off value to the developer in the form of density or height for on-site 
and off-site amenities. 
 
Staff response: No changes are recommended to the Draft Plan. Staff believes that Planned 
Development zoning is a good tool for major projects and large sites; however, consideration 
should be given to how the tool is implemented.  
 
Community Node Concept 
 
Exhibit 12 is from two Hungerford residents who discuss the difficulty accessing the Town 
Center, Metro, and businesses as a pedestrian, inducing more trips by car. They ask that the 
community node graphic include a node immediately south of the Rockville Metro station. They 
also ask for better pedestrian connections and facilities from the Hungerford neighborhood to 
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Rockville Pike, and potential BRT stations at Mount Vernon Place and Edmonston Drive. They 
would like to see the existing car dealerships relocate to allow for expansion of Residential 
Attached uses between Mount Vernon Place and Ritchie Parkway. 
 
Exhibit 45 is testimony from a Twinbrook resident with an address a few blocks south of Veirs 
Mill Road. The resident asks for more walkable amenities in their immediate area and supports 
the development of a community node at Edmonston Drive and Veirs Mill Road. The testimony 
also suggests realignment of the Edmonston Drive intersection to a single intersection at Veirs 
Mill Road to increase pedestrian convenience and safety and to make the node more appealing 
for retail and bus rapid transit. 
 
Staff response:  The Walkable Community Node concept, pages 38 and 39, seems to have 
support from the community, as reflected by the testimony. The text notes that: “This mapping 
is somewhat subjective and not exhaustive, so other locations may function as nodes for some 
people, specifically along the MD 355 corridor.” Staff recommends keeping Figure 6 graphic as 
presented in the draft plan. 
 
Exhibit 39 is from the owners of the Rockshire Village Shopping Center. The testimony requests 
that the land use for the 7.5-acre property be changed from Retail to Residential Attached that 
would allow for primarily residential uses with a small amount of retail or a community center. 
 
Staff response: Staff recommends retaining the Retail mapping for this site at this time. The city 
engaged a consulting firm in spring 2019 to help determine the range of potential uses on the 
Rockshire Village Center site that would be acceptable to the property ownership and achieve 
an acceptable level of community support. Potential changes to the Land Use Policy Map for 
this site will occur with the Rockshire Planning Area portion of the plan which is expected to be 
reviewed by the Commission in the Fall.   
 
Testimony on Pubic Park Designation on the Land Use Policy Map 
 
Exhibit 4 is from the Montgomery County Department of General Services (DGS) addressing 
county-owned properties, including the county’s jury lot at 301 E. Jefferson Street and the 
Council Office Building parking garage behind 100 Maryland Avenue, which spans all 450 feet of 
the frontage along Monroe Street from Fleet Street to East Jefferson Avenue. The county is 
renovating this parking garage. The testimony is opposed to labeling the jury lot as a public park 
on the draft Land Use Policy Map, and to the ORRM mapping of the adjacent COB parking 
garage for future mixed-use development fronting the public park along Monroe Street. The 
testimony asks that the Land Use Policy Map be “removed from the draft.” 
 
Exhibit 10, from a resident of Twinbrook, supports a large park that will attract people to 
Rockville.  
 
Exhibit 12, from two residents of Hungerford, recommends that the city develop a plan based 
on the draft Land Use Policy Map to purchase private property and convert the county jury lot 
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into new park space, noting that the jury parking can be consolidated at nearby parking 
garages. They ask for pedestrian access through the new park to the high school and to Elwood 
Smith Community Center. 
 
 
Exhibit 13 is from CBT Associates, owners of property at 200-A and 200-B Monroe Street. 
CBT Associates argues against the proposed land use designation of Public Park for the 
property, based on the current use of the property for offices and the current mapping as 
Preferred Office on the current Planned Land Use map. The testimony requests a land use 
designation of Office Residential Retail Mix (ORRM) instead of Public Park. 
 
Exhibit 18, from Woodmont Country Club, requests that: “Any recommendation for a park on 
the club property contain clarification that the need, size and location of the park would be 
determined if all or a substantial portion of the property redevelops.” This is in reference to an 
asterisk placed on the club property on the Land Use Policy Plan map with annotation in the 
map legend that reads: “Potential Park (location TBD)”. 
 
Exhibit 40 from WMATA discusses the mapping of Public Park along Chapman Avenue and the 
railroad corridor, including property owned by WMATA, which is currently a stormwater 
retention facility. WMATA is promoting the conversion of land in the Twinbrook Station area to 
transit-oriented development and requests that the property they own between Bouic Avenue 
and Thompson Avenue along the tracks, and the parcels they do not own along Chapman be 
designated as ORRM, rather than Public Park. WMATA instead suggests that small open spaces 
could be dispersed through the immediate station area and recreational facilities could be 
located on parking garage rooftops as part of redevelopment projects. 
 
Exhibit 45 is testimony from a Twinbrook resident requesting that the plan allow for opening 
Hillcrest Park to Veirs Mill Road to promote greater use of the park. 
 
Staff response:  Staff recommends that the Planning Commission receive legal advice from the 
City Attorney’s Office in a closed session regarding the Public Park land use designation.  If any 
changes to the Draft Plan are required, the changes should be discussed in open session.   
 
Testimony on single issues, single sites, small changes, etc. 
 
Exhibit 11, from the Maryland Department of Planning, suggests adding “condominium” in 
addition to “apartment” buildings to describe multiple dwelling units in the definition of 
Residential Multiple Unit on page 19. 
 
Staff response: The definition of Residential Multiple Unit (RM) notes that “apartment 
buildings” are defined as construction types with shared corridors and entrances. Condominium 
indicates an ownership condition rather than a construction type. Staff recommends retaining 
the text as drafted. 
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Exhibit 11, from the Maryland Department of Planning, references the mapping of a new 
higher-density zoning district, which the draft plan says would be “limited to areas designated 
for Residential Multiple Unit uses on the Land Use Policy Map, and only where higher densities 
are deemed appropriate.” The testimony suggests that the city clarify if this yet-to-be-created 
higher density residential zone could also be applied to land designated for RF, RRM, ORRM and 
RO. 
 
Staff response: This future zone is intended to be a higher density residential zone, not a mixed-
use zone. Therefore, it maybe appropriate for RM and RF, but not the other land use 
categories. Zoning recommendations are not included in the Elements portion of the Draft Plan. 
 
Exhibit 20 is from the owner of 100 S. Adams Street who supports the land use designation of 
Residential Office (RO) for his property at the corner of West Jefferson Street and South Adams 
Street and zoning that would allow this property to be used as offices. 
 
Staff response:  The draft plan recommends retaining the land use designation RO. 
 
Exhibit 14, from a Rockville resident, discusses the threat of “increasing income disparity” and 
asks for a goal to “build a stronger middle-class base of economically secure Rockville residents. 
Testimony supports land use designations and creative urban design “for high density housing” 
that would allow Montgomery College graduates, with incomes in the $25,000 to $75,000 
range, to be able to afford to live within the city. 
 
Staff response: Policies in the Land Use and Housing elements promote a diversification of 
housing types and a housing stock that can offer more affordable choices. The new planning 
area draft for the area around Montgomery College will also discuss opportunities and demand 
for housing to serve students. 
 
Exhibit 37, from the King Farm Citizens Assembly, supports Policy 20 for the city to “support 
retail uses along Rockville’s commercial corridors and other shopping areas” and specifically 
mentions the plan language regarding “off-site signage” for shopping areas not visible from 
major arterials, which is the case with the King Farm Village Center. 
 
Staff response: Staff concurs. 
 
Exhibit 38, from a Rockville resident, refers to current (2002) plan’s “Critical Parcels, 
recommends a way of defining these sites, and suggests sites that may be deemed critical and 
why. 
 
Staff response: The Draft Comprehensive Plan is comprehensive in scope and based on a 
detailed analysis of the land use and transportation systems across the city. Some ‘critical 
parcels’ as discussed in previous plan documents have remained static in their use over many 
decades, while other parcels not identified in the 2002 plan have experienced dramatic land 
use change. Staff recommends the Draft Plan’s approach that looks at the large-scale structure 
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of land use in the Elements section of the plan, with additional detailed discussion of sites and 
areas where land use change is planned in the Planning Areas portion of the Plan. 
 
 
 
Typographical errors 
A few exhibits point out typographical or word choice errors. Staff will correct these errors as 
noted. 
 

PUBLIC OUTREACH:  

After the Draft Plan release on March 14, 2019, staff initiated a public information program. 
The draft is posted on the city’s Web site, at http://www.rockvillemd.gov/203/Rockville-2040-
Comprehensive-Plan-Update. It was sent to the State Clearinghouse within the Maryland 
Department of Planning, relevant public agencies, and adjoining jurisdictions. Staff held two 
informational meetings, prior to the public hearings, to assist the public in understanding both 
the Draft Plan and the methods by which written and oral testimony could be provided.   
 
Staff also offered to visit with any community, business and other organizations, including City 
Boards and Commissions, that wished to have a presentation regarding the draft plan and on 
how to provide testimony.  Staff visited with many and has made many informational 
presentations. 
 
In addition, staff worked with the city’s Public Information and Community Engagement office 
to provide information through Rockville Reports, Rockville 11, social media, and listserv emails 
to provide information on the Draft Plan content, public hearing dates, methods to provide 
testimony, and to keep the public updated on the process. 
 
At a broader level, the Draft Plan is the result of extensive community input that was gathered 
over a multi-year period, and continues to the present, in a process known as “Rockville 2040.” 
That process is summarized in the Introduction chapter of the Public Hearing Draft, but includes 
a kick-off meeting, 35 Listening Sessions, 4 Citywide Forums, 3 Open Houses, 2 Information 
Sessions, and many meetings with community members, community organizations, and other 
stakeholders as warranted. Staff has been available to talk and meet with any member of the 
broad Rockville community, including but not limited to residents, business owners, workers, 
representatives of non-profit organizations, and representatives of governmental and quasi-
governmental agencies. 

 
BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS:  

City boards and commissions participated in many of the public meetings held during the 
Rockville 2040 process; and city staff have attended various meetings of boards, commissions 
and other organizations (e.g. Rockville Economic Development, Inc., Rockville Housing 
Enterprises, etc.) to obtain their input. The Planning Commission may choose to include boards 
and commissions in work sessions, on various topic areas. 
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NEXT STEPS:  
The next work session on the Draft Comprehensive Plan is scheduled for August 7. The 
Environment and Water Resources Elements are tentatively scheduled for Planning Commission 
review and discussion. 
 

Attachments 
Attachment 3.A.a: Testimony Matrix (updated July 12, 2019) (PDF) 
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:  Planning Commission Public Hearing Draft   

Summary of Testimony from March  14 - June 18, 2019 

Exhibit #

Information Source 

Name and Address

Intro Land 

Use

Transp Rec&P Comm 

Facs

Environ Water 

Res

Econ 

Dev

Staff Lead Housing Hist Pres Muni 

Growth

Other Summary of Comments Staff Comments Planning Commission Comments

1

Todd D. Brown                         

Shulman Rogers, on 

behalf of White Flint 

Express Realty Group 

Ltd. Partnership                   

x Entity owns 1.1 acres at SW quadrant of Twinbrook Parkway 

and Chapman. Supports draft plan's recommendation to 

continue to develop the Twinbrook  Metro Station/South Pike as 

major activity/growth center (p. 28). Supports draft plan's 

recommendation to undertake a study of minimum parking regs. 

(p. 45).  Supports land use policies and regulations that 

encourage private sector planning and redevelopment (p. 44) 

including DRRAs & flexible approval schedules.

Staff agrees with comments.

2

Dr. Reeve Brenner                         

Autism Awareness 

Bankshot Playcourts                                                            

x Advocating for drop-in facilities for differently abled and autistic 

individuals, recreational equality and accessibility. Bankshot 

playcourts provide these types of facilities.

The Vision statement for the Recreation and Parks Element 

includes the statement that "Parks and recreation facilities will 

meet the needs and desires of Rockville's diverse users."  

Action statement 2.6 in this Element reads: "Plan for and 

promote park access via non-vehicular modes, and equivalent 

access for all types of users."

3

Karen Kalantzis                        

Community Development 

Manager                                

Launch Workplaces

    x Launch Workplaces is a shared office company. Would like to 

see the Rockville Innovation Center, a business incubator for 

health IT companies in the Arts and Innovation Center (Vis 

Arts), mentioned as a Rockville asset. It currently has 20 

growing businesses in it. 

Staff recommends mentioning the business incubator in the 

first paragraph of Policy 10 in the Economic Development 

Element.

4

Greg Ossont                                       

Deputy Director, 

Montgomery Co. Dept. of 

General Services          

101 Monroe Street, 9th 

Floor         Rockville, MD 

20850

x Concerns about Figure 3 (and detailed maps such as Figure 4) 

Land Use Policy Map and county-owned properties, including 

301 E. Jefferson St. (Jury Lot); Council Office Building and 

parking garage at 100 Maryland Avenue. Map shows the jury lot 

as a public park and COB garage as ORRM with a strip of retail 

along Monroe Street. DGS is currently renovating the COB and 

COB garage. Redevelopment of the jury lot would require 

replacement parking. Underground parking is cost-prohibitive. 

Unclear how land use policy map will be interpreted and how it 

will influence zoning. Requests removing the Land Use Policy 

Map from the plan.

These comments are addressed in the July 24 staff report and 

will be discussed during the Land Use Element work session.  

5

Scott Gutschick                    

Montgomery Co. Fire & 

Rescue Service, Public 

Safety Headquarters, 

100 Edison Park Drive, 

Floor 2, Room E-09  

Gaithersburg, MD 20878

x Page 116: Need to correct that 1) MCFRS is not a "facilities" 

master plan. Delete the word "facilities at top of second column 

on page. 2) The MCFRS is updated every 6 years, not 5;  3) 

MCFRS does not specifically state that Station 3 is inadequate, 

though it could be correctly inferred to be; 4) Action 5.3: a new 

location may be city's intention but they are considering 

renovation of the existing facility as well. Suggest a map 

showing locations of Stations 3, 23, 32, and 33 and/or including 

the street addresses of each. Suggest that the plan specify the 

location of the County's future fire station in the White Flint area 

(intersection of Chapman Ave. and Montrose Parkway).  Page 

234: 2nd paragraph, 3rd sentence as well as 3rd paragraph, 1st 

sentence under Policy 12 heading - should say "fire and 

emergency medical services"

Staff agrees with suggested edits and corrections.
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:  Planning Commission Public Hearing Draft   

Summary of Testimony from March  14 - June 18, 2019 

Exhibit #

Information Source 

Name and Address

Intro Land 

Use

Transp Rec&P Comm 

Facs

Environ Water 

Res

Econ 

Dev

Staff Lead Housing Hist Pres Muni 

Growth

Other Summary of Comments Staff Comments Planning Commission Comments

6

Mary Grace Sabol                             

Blandford Street                           

Rockville, MD 

x x Include game called soccer darts at events/festivals. Need 

more fenced dog runs/parks. Portion of Elwood Smith Park that 

borders Fleet Street needs better maintenance. Better water 

drainage on steps from Metro ped bridge to Monroe St. Traffic 

calming needed at Fleet and Monroe. Crosswalk signal is 

dangerous for pedestrians. Connect dead end of Blandford 

Street with Fleet Street for pedestrians. Consider a 

sculptural/architectural element on MD355 that tells people they 

are entering Rockville.

Some of these comments are better addressed outside the 

Comprehensive Plan. Comments forwarded to Recreation & 

Parks staff for consideration. Comments forwarded to Traffic 

and Transportation staff for consideration. Rockville Pike 

Neighborhood Plan (part of Comprehensive Plan) states that 

"significant public art at a gateway location on the Pike and for 

Metro passengers existing the Twinbrook Metro Station would 

provide a welcoming entry to Rockville."

7

Jonathan (no last name 

or address provided)

x Add temporary activities (large chess or checker pieces, 

horsehoes, etc.) on Rockville Town Square park grassy area.

Programming comment. Comments forwarded to Recreation & 

Parks staff for consideration.

8

Isaac Fulton                                      

Bradford Drive                           

Rockville, MD

x City of Rockville sports should have year-round basketball. Programming comment. Comment forwarded to Recreation & 

Parks staff for consideration.

9

Twinbrook Community 

Association

x Request that the definition of the land use category "RA" 

explicitly state that it includes detached residential.

Staff agrees with comment. See July 24 saff report.

10

Drew Napolitano                        

Atlantic Avenue                     

Rockville, MD

x Rockville needs more density around Town Center. There are 

not enough people to sustain a grocery store or local retail. 

Change zoning to allow higher buildings. City could use a large 

park with ample parking to attract people from surrounding 

communities. 

Draft plan is supportive of these comments.

11

State of Maryland 

Agencies: Dept of 

Planning, Housing & 

Community 

Development, 

Commerce, 

Environment, Historical 

Trust

x x x x x x x x x MD Planning confirms that the draft plan includes the elements 

required by the Land Use Article and includes many other 

comments.

Comments are extensive and detailed, and not easily 

summarized. A full review by staff and the Planning 

Commission  is recommended. Topics raised will be 

addressed at appropriate work sessions.

12

Parke Nicholson & 

Rebecca Merritt                                                 

Bowie Court                                

Rockville, MD

x x These Hungerford residents note that the city's walkability/bike 

access is restricted due to lack of direct routes to the city 

center, Rockville Metro, and businesses along the west side of 

Rockville Pike. Consider expanding the citywide walkable 

community node concept to include the area immediately south 

of Rockville Metro. Develop a draft plan (based on the 

proposed land use plan) to purchase private property and 

convert the juror lot and other parking  space into a new 

recreational/park space. Expand upon the Hungerford retail 

node to connect Hungerford via a pedestrian crosswalk to 

Wintergreen Plaza. Consider incentives to relocate car 

dealerships to allow for expansion of proposed Residential 

Attached (RA) between Mt. Vernon Place & Ritchie Parkway 

and additional mixed-use residential-business along Rockville 

Pike.

Comments are in line with walkability and walkable community 

nodes policies in the draft plan. Comments on land use and 

community nodes are addressed in the July 24 staff report.
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:  Planning Commission Public Hearing Draft   

Summary of Testimony from March  14 - June 18, 2019 

Exhibit #

Information Source 

Name and Address

Intro Land 

Use

Transp Rec&P Comm 

Facs

Environ Water 

Res

Econ 

Dev

Staff Lead Housing Hist Pres Muni 

Growth

Other Summary of Comments Staff Comments Planning Commission Comments

13

Soo Lee Cho, Miller, 

Miller & Canby, 

representing C.B.T. 

Associates                                  

Written and oral 

testimony (5-22-19 public 

hearing)

x C.B.T. Associates, owners of property at 200-A and 200-B 

Monroe Street, object to changing the property's land use 

designation from "Preferred Office" to "Public Park." Testimony 

states that such a change "would run afoul of well-established 

principles of takings law." Request that the land use designation 

be changed to ORRM (Office, Residential, Retail Mix).  

Staff recommends a Planning Commission discussion during 

the work session on the Land Use Element that takes into 

account this comment.

14

Kenneth Hoffman                               

1511 Auburn Avenue, 

Rockville, MD  20850

x x x x x x       x      x     x      x Addresses all ten elements in his testimony. Expresses 

concerns about income disparity and differentials between 

income and housing costs. Rockville needs a stronger middle 

class base that is economically secure. Encourages a more 

integrative relationship with Montgomery College. Specific 

attention should be given to income potential of Montgomery 

College graduates and land use policies that will help them live 

in Rockville. Encourages better transportation, particularly 

between the college and Town Center. Need for more parks 

and recreation opportunities and community facilities. 

Encourages environmentally friendly components for use in 

urban density housing, water conservation, safe drinking water. 

Enhance economic development in Town Center and other 

locations with students educated and trained at Montgomery 

College in collaboration with Rockville Economic Development, 

Inc. (REDI) initiatives. 

Many of these points concern Montgomery College and its 

surrounding area and can be considered in the Planning Areas 

document that will follow the Elements portion of the draft plan. 

15

Rockville Economic 

Development, Inc. 

(REDI) Executive Board 

(written comments and 

oral testimony at 6-4-19 

public hearing by 

Kathryn Davis)

x x      x Commends the inclusive process for developing the draft plan 

and for including a chapter on Economic Development. The 

REDI Board considers flexibility to be a top priority for the Plan. 

The main concern of employers is to attract and retain talent. 

Economically vibrant municipalities are investing in connectivity. 

Continuous review of the plan is essential. It should be 

reviewed on a two-year schedule.

Comments are addressed in the staff report for the June 26 

work session.

16

Annette Regatts                  

Baltimore Road, 

Rockville, MD  

x Likes the idea of changing zoning to allow duplex housing but 

concerned about on-street parking and loss of permeable 

surfaces. There are already many cars and trucks parked on 

the street in the single-family detached residential zone where 

she lives. 

These comments will be addressed during the work session 

on the Land Use Element.

17

Kelly Silver                                   

Twinbrook neighborhood                                

Rockville MD

x Reconsider mixed use along Veirs Mill. It is already hard 

enough to get in and out of the neighborhood at peak times. 

Please leave the neighborhood alone.

These comments will be addressed during the work session 

on the Land Use Element.
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:  Planning Commission Public Hearing Draft   

Summary of Testimony from March  14 - June 18, 2019 

Exhibit #

Information Source 

Name and Address

Intro Land 

Use

Transp Rec&P Comm 

Facs

Environ Water 

Res

Econ 

Dev

Staff Lead Housing Hist Pres Muni 

Growth

Other Summary of Comments Staff Comments Planning Commission Comments

18

Linowes and Blocher, 

Attorneys on behalf of 

Woodmont Country Club

x x Linowes & Blocher (on behalf of Woodmont Country Club) 

summarizes its testimony as follows: 1. Eliminate the 

recommendation for a conceptual master plan for golf courses 

with respect to Woodmont CC and recommend only a PD zone. 

2. Land Use Policy Map should reflect the recommendation for 

PD on Woodmont. 3. Woodmont requests that the Wootton 

Parkway frontage be designated RF (Residential Flexible) 

rather than OSP (Open Space - Private). 4. Any 

recommendation for a park located on Woodmont CC property 

should contain the clarification that the need, size, and location 

of the park will be determined if the property redevelops.

Comments will be addressed during the work session on the 

Land Use Element. Regarding the request for PD being put on 

the Land Use Policy Map, 'planned development' is a zoning 

tool and process, rather than a land use. At this time the 

Zoning Ordinance does not have a PD zone or process, 

although such a process is recommended in the Plan. Staff 

believes that Open Space Private reflects the likely future land 

use for the majority of the property, with other uses along the 

frontage per the Rockville Pike Neighborhood Plan. Staff 

agrees with comments about the park, which will be addressed 

in the Planning Areas portion of the Plan.

19

Aaron Kraut                                        

Monroe Street, Rockville, 

MD 20850

x Americana Centre resident. States that the draft plan is 

impressive in scope with forward-thinking strategies for 

environmental sustainability, pedestrian and bicycle safety, 

parks and open spaces, annexation, and more. Addresses 

policies in the Land Use Element. Supports Policy 2, to 

"maintain large areas of Residential Detached land use, while 

allowing one additional accessory apartment or accessory 

dwelling unit per lot."; supports policy 3 to "allow diversification 

of the residential land use pattern in specific locations to 

meeting varied needs, market dynamics, and high demand for 

all types of housing."; and supports policy 9 to "allow 

Residential Attached and mixed use development in East 

Rockville on blocks immediate to the Metro station, as mapped 

on the Land Use Policy Map."

The testimony is supportive of the Draft Plan and Land Use 

policies.

20

(George) Son Hwa 

Chang      owner of 100 

South Adams Street, 

Rockville MD. (written 

and oral testimony, 6-4-

19 public hearing.

x Requests zoning change for the property at 100 South Adams 

Street, at the southeast corner of West Jefferson and South 

Adams Streets, to allow for office use. 

Staff agrees that this property location is appropriate for office 

use and is identified as RO (Residential Office) on the Land 

Use Policy Map in the draft plan. 

21

Soo Lee-Cho, on behalf 

of owner of 216 Park 

Road    (written and oral 

testimony, 6-4-19 public 

hearing. See also 

Testimony #42)

x States that this property is identified as Residential Attached 

(RA) in the Land Use Policy Map in the draft plan. RA does not 

include stacked flats in the land use definitions. The Stonestreet 

Study does identify stacked flats as appropriate for this location, 

in addition to the residential types defined by RA. Requests 

having the option for stacked flats.

Discuss the definition of the RA land use designation at the 

Land Use Element work session. This issue is addressed in 

the July 24 staff report.

22

William Kominers, Lerch, 

Early & Brewer, on 

behalf of the owner of 

5946 Halpine Road 

(written and oral 

testimony, 6-4-19 public 

hearing)

x Requests that the land use recommendation for the property at 

5946 Halpine Road be changed from Residential Flexible (RF) 

to Retail and Residential Mix (RRM), given its location 

proximate to the Twinbrook Metro Station and the mixed-use 

development to the west and south.

To be discussed at the work session on the Land Use 

Element.

23

William Kominers, Lerch, 

Early & Brewer

x How will the proposed land use be implemented through zoning 

and what constraints or requirements will come with the 

particular zoning classification? What other uses - unrelated or 

subsidiary - will be allowed by the zone, under the umbrella of 

the particular land use recommendation? The uncertainty of 

these questions seriously affects a property owner's opinion 

about a specific land use designation. Will new zoning 

classifications be created with the implementation of the plan? 

A clearer exposition of the zoning implementation methodology 

and mechanisms would allow better consideration of the 

acceptability of the land use recommendations set out in the 

draft plan.

These questions and comments will be discussed at the work 

session on the Land Use Element.

Page 4

3.A.a

Packet Pg. 79

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t 
3.

A
.a

: 
T

es
ti

m
o

n
y 

M
at

ri
x 

(u
p

d
at

ed
 J

u
ly

 1
2,

 2
01

9)
  (

27
17

 :
 W

o
rk

 S
es

si
o

n
 3

: 
C

o
m

p
re

h
en

si
ve

 P
la

n
, D

ra
ft

 f
o

r 
P

la
n

n
in

g
 C

o
m

m
is

si
o

n



COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:  Planning Commission Public Hearing Draft   

Summary of Testimony from March  14 - June 18, 2019 

Exhibit #

Information Source 

Name and Address

Intro Land 

Use

Transp Rec&P Comm 

Facs

Environ Water 

Res

Econ 

Dev

Staff Lead Housing Hist Pres Muni 

Growth

Other Summary of Comments Staff Comments Planning Commission Comments

24

William Kominers, Lerch, 

Early, Brewer, on behalf 

of Tower Oaks, LLC

x The land use policy map designation of ORRM for development 

areas 3 and 4 is consistent with the Concept Plan for Tower 

Oaks and the Planned Development (PD-TO) and the MXE 

zone (equivalent zone for the undeveloped parcels). The 

proposed land use designation of Residential Flexible (RF) is 

appropriate for development area 1. Supports goals, policies, 

actions of the Land Use Element. Concerns about office 

description on p.19 of the draft plan and what zone would be 

applied. New land use recommendations should be used to 

provide suggested direction for the "equivalent zones."

Discuss concerns about the definition of "Office" land use 

designation and relationship of the land use designations to 

zoning in the work session on the Land Use Element.

25

Cynthia Bar, Lerch, Early 

& Brewer, on behalf of 

Shellhorn Rockville LLC 

(Chesapeake Plaza at 

1488 Rockville Pike)

x The property is zoned MXCD and the draft plan's Land Use 

Policy Map labels the property as Office Residential Retail Mix 

(ORRM) which is consistent with the MXCD zone. Supports the 

ORRM land use category, but believes MXTD would also be 

appropriate for zoning, at the time that zoning 

recommendations are made. Supports current or higher 

building height for this property.

Supports ORRM land use for the site. No changes to the Draft 

Plan requested.

26

Twinbrook Community 

Association

x x x x       x         x Supports ADUs and diverse housing options around the 

Twinbrook Metro Station area and the Veirs Mill Corridor. 

Supports transit-oriented development that can connect 

Twinbrook to retail and services along Rockville Pike. Agrees 

that creative solutions should be sought to address capacity 

issues of major arterials (Veirs Mill, Twinbrook Parkway, 

Rockville Pike). Supports public transit services and the 

improvement of bus routes, stops, and shelters in Twinbrook. 

Some are not accessible to people with disabilities. Supports a 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) hub at Atlantic Avenue and more 

investment in the Metro stations. Encourages investment in the 

Rockrest Community Center and in the infrastructure needs of 

the two school clusters that serve Twinbrook with the goal to 

bring both schools to ta "green" rating. Suggests including 

signage in Twinbrook and throughout the city to highlight their 

history.

Supportive of the Draft Plan. Any recommended investments 

in the Rockcrest Community Center will be addressed in the 

Planning Areas portion of the Draft Plan (Twinbrook, PA8). 

The Draft Plan does include policies to advocate for public 

schools in Rockville. Education on the city's history through 

interpretive signage and other means is recommended in the 

Historic Preservation Element.  

27

Monica Saavoss                                

Mclane Court, Rockville, 

MD

x References Policy 26 in the Land Use Element to "undertake a 

study of minimum parking regulations and recommended 

changes to the Zoning Ordinance to promote access via modes 

other than private automobiles and reduce the financial and site 

development burden." Suggests that, instead of recommending 

a study, the plan should directly recommend that parking 

requirements be eliminated or greatly reduced (except for 

handicap spaces). If a study is recommended, state exactly 

what the purpose of the study is.

The Planning Commission may wish to consider whether it 

would like to strengthen the current language. Staff is 

comfortable with the language in the Draft Plan.

28

Robert Harris, oral 

testimony at                     

6-4-19 public hearing

x Generally supports the Draft Plan. States that upcoming 

neighborhood plans (Planning Areas portion of the 

Comprehensive Plan) should not be overly rigid or specific.

Addresses Planning Areas portion of the Draft Plan. This will 

be part 2 of the draft plan.

28

Phillip Staub                                     

Upton Street                         

Rockville, MD

x Supports Policies 8 and 18 in the Land Use Element for a 

vibrant, transit-oriented Town Center. In favor of pedestrian-

oriented Town Center and more density. Provide safe and easy 

means to move around from Metro transit center and Town 

Center.

Supportive of Land Use Element policies 8 and 18.
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29

Lincoln Park Civic 

Association, oral 

testimony at 6-4-19 

public hearing by 

President, Alexandra 

Dace Denito

x x Supportive of Draft Plan. Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) are 

a good option to provide more housing.

Supportive of ADUs as introduced in the Draft Plan.

29

Ruth Hanessian                     

Rockville, MD

x References Policy 3 in the Land Use Element on page 24. 

Requests eliminating the option of apartments in the 

Residential Attached (RA) land use category. Limit RA to a 

narrow band, perhaps two deep along South Stonestreet, 

consistent with the narrow band proposed along Park Road.

The definition and mapping location of RA will be discussed at 

the work session on the Land Use Element. 

30

Monica Saavoss                                

Mclane Court, Rockville, 

MD

x In the Environment Element, Goal 4, policy 7, add "promote 

plant-based foods."

Staff is developing comments which will be completed for the 

work session on the Environment Element.

31

Rockville Environment 

Commission, John 

Becker, Chair

x x x x x x         x Numerous comments provided on the Environment Element 

and other Elements.

Staff is developing comments on the testimony which will be 

discussed during appropriate work sessions.

32

Eric Fulton                                          

Bradford Drive                                     

Rockville, MD

x x x x The city should explore options beyond traditional zoning to 

accommodate its growing population. Research and consider 

adopting form-based codes in areas ringing the metro centers, 

areas that are currently dominated by single-family homes with 

easy walk to transportation. This would support Goals 1 & 2 in 

the Land Use Element. Overhaul parking requiremments in 

Town Center and the South Pike area. Build housing without 

parking. Address safety, comfort, aesthetics, and convenience 

in improving walkability. Stop putting trees in the medians 

where they are in direct sight lines of drivers. Would like to see 

more pop-up retail or kiosks. Supports growth of public 

transportation and a pedestrian master plan. Parks should be 

well lit for safety and walkability. Invest in upgrades to the water 

treatment plant.

Supports much of the Draft Plan goals and policies. Form 

based zoning was discussed as part of the Rockville Pike 

Neighborhood Plan process. Elements of form-based zoning 

may be appropriate in certain areas of the city where form and 

design may be considered to be more critical than use or 

density.

33

King Farm Resident 

Council

x Strongly object to Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) route 

through King Farm. Eliminate the segment of the CCT on King 

Farm Boulevard and support a route using Shady Grove Road 

instead.

The CCT project is currently on hold. MTA conducted a study 

in 2011 to explore other route options but concluded that no 

other option "warrants further consideration." The current 

Mayor and Council position is to support the project with the 

proposed rout on Kinf Farm Boulevard.

34

Chas Hausheer                                                           

Rockville, MD

x Page 24 of Draft Plan: define 'small apartment' in more detail. 

Supports quads and duplexes for more dense housing but 

states that such dwellings should not exceed the size, height 

and massing of a house as outlined in the draft East Rockville 

Design Guidelines or the East Rockville Neighborhood Plan. 

Supports the Residential Attached (RA) land use as aligned 

along South Stonestreet Avenue but does not support the RA 

land use stretching down one full block into Reading Terrace, 

Highland Avenue, and Croydon Avenue (see pages 20 and 31).  

He would support the RA land use only two to three lots down 

these streets from Stonestreet.

The RA land use designation and where it is located on the 

Land Use Policy Map will be discussed during the work 

session on the Land Use Element.
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35

East Rockville Civic 

Association (ERCA)

x Generally supports the Residential Attached (RA) zoning in 

East Rockville as shown on page 31 of the Draft Plan. 

However, ERCA would like to see small apartment buildings 

excluded and prefer nothing larger than a fourplex. Residential 

types for RA need to be better defined. The plan should clearly 

state that Adequate Public Facilities (APF) regulations would 

apply to all construction, including those designated as RA. 

ERCA does not support RA stretching one full block into 

Reading Terrace, Highland Avenue, and Croydon Avenue. 

ERCA instead would support RA only going two to three lots 

from S. Stonestreet. Off-street parking in RA should be 

minimum of 1.5 spaces per unit. It should be explicitly stated 

that the East Rockville design guidelines currently under 

development will apply to the RA properties.

Note: the RA designation is a land use category, not zoning. 

The RA land use designation will be discussed during the 

Land Use Element work session.

36

Sarah Salazar                             

Lemay Road, Rockville, 

MD

x x x x Suggests the the Plan Introduction include a flowchart to 

illustrate steps for plan review, approval, and implementation as 

well as how the plan is used to guide other land use plans. 

Include more comparisons of data to identify where the city is 

achieving its goals. Use interactive maps on the Web site to 

complement the plan.                                                                                                                 

Land Use: Page 63, Policy 5 - should elaborate on east-west 

connections. Multiple specific comments on Environment and 

Water Resources Elements.

Staff suggests that such a flowchart is a good idea to help the 

public better understand the process for plan development, 

review and adoption but is better included on the project Web 

site. Comments on the Land Use, Environment, and Water 

Resources Elements will be discussed during relevant work 

sessions.

37

King Farm Citizens 

Assembly, Inc. (KFCA)

x x x KFCA generally supports the Draft Plan. Comments on Land 

Use, Policy 7: Include the Shady Grove Metro Station in 

planning even though it is not within the city's current 

boundaries because the station and development around it are 

integral to the King Farm community. Agrees with Policy 20 to 

support retail uses along commercial corridors and shopping 

areas and Action 20.2 to allow off-street signage under certain 

conditions. Transportation: Supports Vision Zero policies of the 

plan. Requests that the plan advocate for SHA to study allowing 

a left-turn movement from westbound Redland Boulevard onto 

MD 355. Disagree with Action 13.3 to support implementation of 

the CCT on King Farm Boulevard. Environment: Policy 7 and 

action item 7.4 -  KFCA Supports the expansion of community 

gardens but suggests that the plan also include preservation of 

existing community gardens. 

Traffic and Transportation staff support advocating for a left-

turn land off Redland Boulevard to MD 355. 

38

David Hill                                            

Beall Avenue, Rockville, 

MD

x         x Would like to see a section on critical parcels in the plan, as 

was done in the 2002 Comprehensive Master Plan. Comments 

on introduction of the Historic Preservation Element and the 

wording of Goal 2 on page 206 - change appropriate alterations 

to sympathetic alterations. Includes comments on making a 

cityscape that contains core premises of Smart Growth and 

retrofitting when possible.

Staff is developing responses to these comments that will be 

addressed at the appropriate work sessions.

39

Lerch, Early & Brewer on 

behalf of the owners of 

the Rockshire Village 

Shopping Center at the 

corner of Wootton 

Parkway and Hurley 

Avenue

x The shopping center, once anchored by Giant Food and 

occupied by other small businesses is now vacant. Requests a 

land use designation of Residential Attached within a mixed-

use zone that would allow a small amount of retail or a 

community center.

This property will be addressed in the Planning Areas portion 

of the Draft Plan. The property is labeled as Retail in the Land 

Use Policy Map as a placeholder for now.
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40

Washington Metropolitan 

Area Transit Authority 

(WMATA)

x x Supports the Draft Plan's policies to encourage more density 

around Metrorail stations, improving walkability, and proposed 

reforms to the city's Comprehensive Transportation Review 

(CTR) and parking requirements. WMATA requests a change 

on the proposed land use map on page 35 to classify the 

WMATA property on the west side of the Rockville Metro station 

as Office Residential Retail Mix (ORRM) instead of Office (O) to 

allow more flexibility. Requests WMATA property on the west 

side of the Twinbrook Metro Station designated as Park (P) on 

the proposed land use map be changed to ORRM. WMATA 

believes that open space could instead be provided by 

enhancing the plaza in front of the station entrance and 

incorporating green spaces as part of new development 

projects with a 1/2 mile walkshed of the station.

Staff is developing recommendations for these land use 

change requests and they will be discussed at the work 

session on the Land Use Element. 

41

Linowes & Blocher (on 

behalf of Lantain 

Development LLC)

x Lantian Development owns approximately 31 acres on Shady 

Grove, Gaither, and Choke Cherry Roads now zoned MXE. 

They are in the process of obtaining approvals for 

redevelopment of the property (PJT2017-00007).  Testimony 

supports many of the plan's policies relating to the property but 

has concerns with Action 16.5 in the Land Use chapter that 

would require a Special Use permit for residential uses in the 

MXE zone. Requests that this statement be rewritten to clarify 

that a Special Use Permit would be required only for residential 

uses for MXE-zoned properties that are designated as Office 

(O) on the Land Use Policy Map. 

Action 16.5 (page 43 of Draft Plan) is addressed in the July 24 

staff report and it  will be discussed at the work session on the 

Land Use Element. 

42

Miller, Miller & Canby (on 

behalf of Joey Soleiman - 

see Testimony #21 on 

same subject)

x Represents owner of 216 Park Road that is currently zoned R-

60 and is improved with a house. Requests a land use 

designation of Residential Flexible (RF) instead of Residential 

Attached (RA) to be consistent with the intent of the Stonestreet 

Corridor Study.

Staff is developing a recommendation for this land use change 

request, to be discussed at the work session on the Land Use 

Element. 

43

Morris Law Firm (on 

behalf of the Woodley 

Gardens Shopping 

Center)

The shopping center's current zoning does not allow for the off-

premise sale of alcoholic beverages, causing a hardship to 

small retail tenants. Requests a revision to the city's Zoning 

Ordinance to permit such sales. Numerous signatures attached.

The request is not inconsistent with Draft Plan policies. 

However, zoning revisions are not part of the Comprehensive 

Plan. Staff has forwarded this testimony to the Zoning 

Administrator.

44

Peerless Rockville 

Historic Preservation, 

Inc. 

       x Testimony states that the Draft Plan's Historic Preservation 

Element should be informed by the updated Historic Resources 

Management Plan. (Note: this plan has not been finalized at 

this time). Suggests specific modifications to goals and policies.

Comments were addressed at the work session on the Historic 

Preservation Element on July 10.

45

Vincent Russo                                   

DeBeck Drive, Rockville, 

MD

x x Twinbrook resident supports many of the Draft Plan policies, 

including development of a community node at Edmonston 

Drive and Veirs Mill Road. Suggests adding a provision to 

straighten Edmonston Drive so that it intersects with Veirs Mill 

at one location instead of two. The Plan should allow for 

opening up Hillcrest Park to Veirs Mill Road. Could larger 

apartment buildings be included in the Residential Attached 

(RA) land use designation along Veirs Mill to achieve the 

desired density? 

The RA land use designation and other topics will be subjects 

of discussion at the work session on the Land Use Element. 
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46

Sara Moline                                         

Rockville resident

x Testimony includes suggestions for WMATA Q bus routes and 

streamlining service. BRT operating along the same route 

between Montgomery College, Rockville and Wheaton Metro 

Stations would be redundant to the existing Q route. Supports 

concepts of BRT alternatives 2.5 and 3 but thinks County does 

not need a whole new system for only a portion of the Q route. 

47

West End Civic 

Association (WECA)

        x Historic Preservation Element - suggests changing Goal 2 to 

read: Historic Designation and Preservation of Historic 

Resources. Recommends sentences to be added to Action 

items 5.1, 5.4, 5.6 and 6.2.

WECA comments were addressed at the July 10 work session 

on Historic Preservation.

48

Lerch, Early & Brewer 

(on behalf of Eldridge, 

Inc. owners of 255 

Rockville Pike and Lot 4, 

part of Rockville Center, 

Inc.)

Testimony supports the Office Residential Retail Mix (ORRM) 

land use designation for Lot 4 and requests ORRM also for 255 

Rockville Pike. The Draft Plan's Land Use Policy Map shows 

255 Rockville Pike as Office (O). The testimony supports many 

of the Draft Plan policies, but expresses concern about how 

zoning will be applied to implement the proposed land uses. 

Suggests simplifing the process for amending existing Planned 

Developments (PDs).

These comments are addressed in the July 24 staff report and 

will be discussed during the Land Use work session.

49

Historic District 

Commission (HDC)

x x        x Add a goal to the Land Use Element to incorporate historic 

preservation concepts into land use planning. Comments on 

adding interpretive signage; doing cultural resource surveys for 

all new developments; include interpretive materials as part of 

any redesign of the Rockville Metro Station. Historic 

Preservation Element: add more on the history of the national 

historic preservation movement to the introduction. Add more 

discussion on archaeology. Mention the Section 106 process 

and its requirements. Individual comments and wording 

suggestions.

HDC comments were discussed at the July 10 work session.
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