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Testimony- Bryan- PC- 20-09-23
Planning Area 4 Neighborhood Plan
Testimony to the Planning CommissionPA4 Neighborhood Committee- Opening Comments
23 September 2020
Good Evening, my name is Noreen Bryan. I live at 207 S. Washington Street. I am
speaking about the Planning Area 4 Neighborhood Plan as one of the Co-Chairs of
the community committee. I would like to use the 5 minutes allotted to the West
End Citizens Association.
My foremost message tonight is to thank everyone who has helped us to update the
PA4 Neighborhood Plan. The process began 5 years ago. For the first two years the
community worked on its own, surveying all households and drafting an initial
update to the 1989 Plan. Thereafter, our committee and city staff spent nearly two
years in bi-weekly meetings honing the details. Throughout, residents of the
neighborhood have had many opportunities to review the working drafts of the Plan
and provide input. The result is the Plan that you have before you. One that we fully
support. Thank you to everyone-staff and neighbors, who have given so many
evenings to make this possible.
Of the dozens of topics that the community and staff initially viewed differently, all
have been resolved except for three remaining issues:
• Too many, too large institutions
• Preservation of the land surrounding historic structures.
• Accessory dwelling units
I will address each of them briefly. Those who testify after me will explain them
more fully.
We are passionate about these issues, because we believe that additional policy is
essential to preserve the residential character of Planning Area 4 and prevent
transition to a hodge-podge of uses and loss of single-family houses. Preserving our
residential neighborhood was the value expressed most often by respondents to the
neighborhood survey. This can only be done with your help, by adding policies that
ensure that the neighborhood will not be eroded and its friendliness and residential
character lost.
It is essential to recognize that Rockville’s neighborhoods are not governed equally.
Since the 1970s most new neighborhoods were created as self-contained entities
with their own rules and governing Home Owners Associations. They operate with
covenants more restrictive than city-wide zoning policies. Most HOAs prevent
commercial uses, offices and institutions in their communities. They prevent cutthrough traffic and exclude accessory dwelling units. Today, it appears that 50% or
more of the residential properties in Rockville are contained in protected
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communities, such as King Farm, New Mark Commons, Rose Hill and Rose Hill Falls,
Courthouse Walk, Chestnut Lodge, neighborhoods west of I-270, etc. Only a small
group of the oldest communities in Rockville are left without the protections
afforded to HOAs. Planning Area 4 is particularly vulnerable because of its location
between I-270 and Town Center. Further, it bears the burden of more cut-through
traffic than any other neighborhood in the City.
Here are the three issues.
Institutions- More than 80% of respondents to the neighborhood-wide survey
oppose having commercial, office or institutional uses replace residences. Zoning
protects the neighborhood from excessive commercial and office uses.
Institutions are different. They come into the neighborhood one at a time through
Special Exceptions. There is no limit to how many or where they can be located.
When looked at individually, nearly all institutions appear desirable. However, in
aggregate, too many institutions, particularly those that are large and consume
many residential lots, destroy the character of a residential neighborhood. For some
institutional uses Special Exceptions allow heights of up to 50 feet. This is twice as
tall as the many Cape Cod and small ranch houses in the neighborhood. By mass and
height larger institutions dominate and isolate nearby residences.
Preservation of Land Surrounding Historic Structures- To appreciate
Rockville’s history, we believe it is essential to preserve the land and setting, not just
historic buildings themselves. Policy is needed to clearly state the neighborhood’s
vision of preserving the areas of open space in historic districts. National and local
standards are not sufficient to preserve open space. Too many historic structures in
DC and nearby Bethesda stand only a few feet from giant hi-rise buildings. We don’t
want that to happen here.
Free-standing Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)- Most of the land in Planning
Area 4 is composed of single-family detached housing. Respondents to the Survey
stated overwhelmingly that they want to preserve the neighborhood as it exists
today. If free-standing accessory dwelling units are allowed in the neighborhood,
two, not one, dwelling unit per lot will be allowable and single family housing will be
a thing of the past.
The protections that we are requesting do not come close to those afforded HOAs.
For example, we are not asking to exclude institutions outright, but we are asking to
put a cap on the total number and size. We hope that you will embrace these steps
toward equalizing protections for all neighborhoods.
Thank you for your service and your consideration. Once again thank you to
everyone who has participated in the update of our Plan.
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This testimony supersedes that sent on 11 February 2020 and I request that the
earlier testimony be struck from the record.

Exhibit 41b

Planning Area 4 Neighborhood Plan
Testimony for the Planning Commission
Too Many, Too Large Institutions
23 September 2020
Good evening Chairman Littlefield, Planning Commissioners.
My name is Kevin Zaletsky. I live at 101 North St. and
have been a Rockville resident for more than 16 years. For
most of that time I have been an active member of the West
End Citizen’s Association, to include serving as a member
of the Planning Area 4 Neighborhood Plan Committee for the
last 4 years.
This evening, I would like to address the need to include
policy in the neighborhood plan to prevent the encroachment
of too many or too large of institutions into our
neighborhoods.
As you know, Planning Area 4 is one of the oldest
neighborhoods in Rockville and has more historic structures
and districts than any other. Walking down our streets
today, you follow a progression of single-family homes
inviting children to play on the sidewalks, neighbors to
converse as they walk their dogs and a general sense of
peace away from urban congestion. This is the primary
reason why many residents chose to live in our
neighborhood. By contrast, most of us have experienced
walking in towns where residential streets have become
islands of individual houses interspersed amongst nonresidential buildings that dominate them. These streets
have lost, irrevocably, the cohesiveness and friendliness
of a residential community.
Over time, Planning Area 4 has amassed a greater percentage
of land devoted to institutions than almost any other
neighborhood in Rockville. 1 Due to their convenient
locations, the areas abutting highway 270 at West
Montgomery Avenue and Falls Road are particularly at risk.
In these areas, institutions occupy more than half the
available land and the residential character of these
neighborhoods is already significantly compromised.
PA4 is the home of a wide range of institutions including the Masonic Temple, State
Home for Boys, numerous daycare centers, nursing homes, homeless shelters,
museums, private schools and churches
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One of ten, primary guiding principles delineated in the
Planning Area 4 Neighborhood Plan (p.32) states:
“Limit
the expansion of commercial and institutional uses.“ This
principle is not arbitrary. It derives directly from a
comprehensive neighborhood survey conducted in 2016. In
this survey our neighbors overwhelmingly –-more than 80% of
over 500 households who responded—-indicated that they
opposed replacing residences with commercial and
institutional uses. In the same survey when neighbors were
asked: What do you like LEAST about your neighborhood?
Traffic was the number one response. Without appropriate
limitations on their number and size, institutions will
continue to add more parked cars and traffic to our already
congested streets.
Our neighborhoods are protected from commercial expansion
through land use designations and zoning. Similar
protections do not exist for institutions, which enter the
neighborhood one at a time via Special Exceptions, whose
guidelines are largely subjective. Currently, there is no
limit on the total land that can be used for institutions
or limitations on an institution’s size or footprint.
When considered one at a time most institutions appear
reasonable and are approved. In aggregate, however, too
many institutions or excessively large ones threaten to
destroy the integrity of Planning Area 4 as a residential
neighborhood.
Rockville neighbors take great pride in the institutions
that currently exist in our neighborhoods. These churches,
schools, shelters, nursing homes, museums and many other
services grew organically with our community and are part
of the rich tapestry of our lives. They are of a scale and
size that harmonizes with the residential structures around
them and were built to serve the immediate community, not
as a draw to significant, transient traffic from other
locations. Reasonable limitations on the expansion of the
number and size of institutions can keep these cherished
neighborhood services from becoming our gravest
neighborhood threats.
We have prepared draft policies regarding institutions that
we recommend for inclusion in our neighborhood plan and
hope that you will support the need for this policy to
preserve Planning Area 4’s historic and residential
character. Thank you.
2
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Policy to prevent Too Many and/or Excessively Large
Institutions
(For inclusion as an additional bullet on p. 45 under
INSTITUTIONAL USES)
To preserve the residential character of the neighborhood,
limit the number and size of institutions allowed within
Planning Area 4. Amend the zoning ordinance such that
institutional developments in Planning Area 4, whether new
or the expansion of existing institutions, are required to
meet the following standards:
• There is no more than one institution per block, where
a block is defined as the portion of a street between
one public street and another. A block includes both
sides of the street.
• Individual institutions must be contained on one block
and are not allowed to be distributed over multiple
blocks.
• The land occupied by an institution is not allowed to
occupy more than 3 recorded lots OR be more than 1
acre in area. If an existing institution exceeds these
standards, it is not allowed to expand further.
• To prevent overwhelming the neighborhood with too many
institutions, no further expansion of land used for
institutions is allowed. This does not preclude new
institutions from being constructed on existing
institutional property if the standards above are met
or if existing institutional land is converted to
residential uses.

3

Exhibit 41c

Planning Area 4 Neighborhood Plan
Testimony for the Planning Commission

Preserving the Setting and Landscaping of Historic Districts
23 September 2020
Good Evening, my name is Patricia Woodward and I live at 111 North Van Buren
Street. I have lived and worked in Rockville since 1964. My testimony addresses
the Planning Area 4 Neighborhood Plan and the need to include policy to preserve
the settings and landscaping of historic districts thereby preventing overbuilding of
new structures and the loss of the land surrounding historic structures.
Planning Area 4 is one of the oldest neighborhoods in Rockville and has more
historic districts than any other. They are highly valued by the community.
Buildings, all by themselves, do not tell a site’s history. They must be seen in the
context of the land surrounding them. For the 19th and much of the 20th centuries,
Rockville and the surrounding countryside was home of large farms with vast
expanses of open rolling crop land and pastures. Closer to town center the homes
and community buildings, such as Rockville Academy, Chestnut Lodge, and the Beall
Dawson House were surrounded with sweeping lawns dotted with magnificent oaks
and chestnuts that shaded the buildings and the walkways. These open spaces
provided vistas and a place to walk, contemplate and find a brief rest from the days
activities. They demonstrate how these schools, hospital, hotel and plantation
functioned. Buildings without the landscape that anchored them are impoverished.
Historic buildings sandwiched between giant structures have become the norm
locally and nationally. We have all had the experience of walking a city street and
coming upon a little church or old Post office that is nearly lost amidst 30 and 40
story buildings. Nothing is left of its original setting except two feet of lawn on each
side of the building. This is so, so sad. The history has been relegated to
architecture and an historic marker. We don’t want that to happen in Planning
Area 4. We want future residents and visitors to have an accurate vision of the
history of these districts and how they fit into the community. Without their
landscapes historic structures are severely diminished and compromised.
Most of our most significant historic districts have already been reduced
significantly. Chestnut Lodge once owned more than 140 acres of open land that
extended as far as I-270. The Beall Dawson house was the center of a large
plantation. Still, we are very fortunate to have the parks on the Chestnut Lodge and
Rockville Academy properties which preserve some of the remaining land.
However, without policy in the Neighborhood Plan it is highly likely that these open
spaces and landscapes will be lost or greatly diminished. National, state and local
standards for historic preservation do not protect historic sites from development.
New buildings, as long as they can be shown to be compatible with existing

Exhibit 41c

structures, are allowed. Open land is a magnate for developers. As Rockville
continues to change to a more urban city, the pressure to build on historic sites will
increase. Policy that clearly states that the grounds and landscapes of historic
districts are preserved and not available to new structures and uses is essential in
the Neighborhood Plan. Only then can we preserve our history.
The PA4 Committee has prepared draft policies that we recommend for inclusion in
the Plan. We hope that you will recognize and support their inclusion so critical to
preserving the history of our neighborhood.
Thank you for your dedication and willingness to hear and consider the views of
citizens.

Policy to protect Historic Districts from overbuilding and loss of
the land surrounding historic structures
(For inclusion as an additional bullet on p. 53 under HISTORIC PRESERVATION
POLICIES)
In order to preserve the setting, grounds and landscaping of historic districts and to
prevent overly large or numerous new structures therein:
• An addition to the existing main historic structure is allowed only if it is
subservient thereto.
• New stand-alone structures, including but not limited to accessory buildings,
are allowed only if they are subservient to the existing main historic
structure.
• New multi-family structures including townhouses are not allowed in
historic districts.
• Develop regulations that protect historic districts such that any new
buildings therein are subservient to the historic main structure, provide
protections that prevent the loss of the setting, landscaping and grounds and
prevent the encroachment of buildings and uses that are inconsistent with
the history of the district.
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Planning Area 4 Neighborhood Plan
Magner Testimony for the Planning Commission-

Free-Standing Accessory Dwelling Units
23 September 2020

Good Evening, I’m Margaret Magner and I live at 115 Forest Avenue. My testimony
addresses the need to include policy on Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) in the
Planning Area 4 Neighborhood Plan.
Planning Area 4 is composed primarily of single-family residences. The Neighborhood Plan survey shows that PA4 residents desire, above all, to preserve this composition of the neighborhood. This value is a guiding principle of the PA4 Plan.

To achieve this, policy needs to be added to the Plan setting standards on ADUs.
City-wide policy, as expressed in Volume I of the Comprehensive Plan, does not apply to neighborhoods governed by HOAs, which is 50% or more of the residential
land in Rockville. ADU policy that is allegedly city-wide, actually targets only a
handful of neighborhoods. These are Planning Area 4, and the other older neighborhoods with deep backyards. Each of these neighborhoods, deserves to have its own
ADU policies that sustain its unique characteristics and community values.

Here is why ADU policy is needed for Planning Area 4:
• Permitting free-standing ADUs on residential lots, thereby allowing two
houses per lot, ends the single-family nature of the neighborhood, contrary to
the values of this neighborhood.
• As other communities across the country are finding, once an ADU is built,
it’s here forever. The ADU that was built in the backyard for Mom often becomes a rented apartment or an Air BNB when the property changes hands
and new owners move into a main house.
• The substantial backyards of PA4 will be gone, if second dwellings are built
there, resulting in the removal of a large percentage of the mature trees in
the neighborhood, degradation of the ecology, elimination of habitat for birds
and wildlife, and destruction of the park-like quality of PA4.
• Allowing a second house per lot would further incentivize teardown and
mansionization, as developers seek to maximize profits with 2 houses on 1
lot. This would destroy rather than preserve the range of housing we have in
PA4, which has many small houses built after WWII.
• Providing affordable housing through ADUs in PA4 is a myth. Property owners would seek to maximize the return from a free-standing ADU. Our initial
investigation indicates that rental rates would be out of the range of affordable housing.
• Allowing Accessory Apartments, in the existing residence or an addition,
would be beneficial, as long as there are standards to preserve the single-
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family character of PA4 streets and keep them from being over-burdened
with parked cars.

We have prepared draft Policy language on ADUs that we recommend for inclusion
in the PA4 Plan. We hope that you will support the need for this Policy. It is essential for our neighborhood to continue as the community of single-family homes and
green, park-like spaces that our residents have strongly stated they wish to maintain.
Thank you for your dedication and willingness to hear the citizens who live in PA4.

Policy for Accessory Dwelling Units in Planning Area 4

(For inclusion as additional bullets on p. 40 under HOUSING ISSUES- Single-unit Detached Residential Housing …)

In order to preserve the historic character of the neighborhood and limit the number of residential structures on a residential lot to one, the main residence, the following standards for accessory dwelling units apply:
• An accessory apartment, in or attached to an existing residential structure, is
allowed only if,
o there is adequate parking provided and
o the existence of the accessory apartment is not visible from the street,
thereby preserving the appearance of a single-family residence.
• Only one accessory apartment is allowed per lot.
• Accessory dwelling units are not allowed in any structure that does not share
a common wall with the main residence. This includes structures that are
connected to the main residence by a breezeway or similar structures.
• A process for reviewing applications for accessory apartments needs to be
established that assures that the accessory apartment will not degrade the
character of the neighborhood. It could follow the current Special Exception
process or be an alternative approach that assures that there is the opportunity for neighbors to be aware and involved in review and approval.
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Testimony of Patrick Woodward Before the Planning Commission of the City of Rockville
Neighborhood Plan for Planning Area 4
September 23, 2020
Good evening, my name is Patrick Woodward, and I live at 111 N. Van Buren Street.
My testimony will address the overarching need for the Planning Area 4 Neighborhood Plan to
preserve and protect the character of the neighborhood as predominantly single-family detached
residential.
In the mid-1980’s, I had the privilege of participating in the neighborhood planning
process that ultimately led to the adoption of the 1989 Neighborhood Plan for Planning Area 4.
Then, as now, the residents expressed their views in a comprehensive survey. Then, as now, the
residents voiced their concern over the encroachment into the neighborhood of non-residential
development. The residents also indicated their strong preference for maintaining the singlefamily residential character of the neighborhood.
Today, we are faced with a new threat. The proposal to allow accessory dwelling units
(ADUs) in free-standing structures 1 on lots with single-family detached dwellings will
eventually destroy the character of the neighborhood that the residents expressly want to be
preserved.
I concur with the reasons given by Margaret Magner for disallowing ADUs in freestanding structures and will not repeat them here.
I would like to add, however, that the economic pressure to build ADUs will fall equally
on developers and homeowners. It is beyond question that the value of a single-family
residential lot will be increased by the potential addition of a free-standing ADU. What

1

A “free-standing structure” means any structure that does not share a common wall with the
main residence. A free-standing structure includes any structure connected to the main residence
by a breezeway or similar connection.
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homeowner would not take advantage of this increased value when selling his or her property?
Similarly, a purchaser who pays a higher price will seek to recoup that expense by building an
ADU. Finally, the State of Maryland is required by law to assess every parcel of land at its
highest and best use. The allowance of two residential units on one lot will eventually lead to a
higher assessment and higher real estate taxes.
In conclusion, I respectfully request that you preserve and protect the residential
character of Planning Area 4 by prohibiting any accessory dwelling unit in a free-standing
structure on a lot with a single-family detached dwelling. In this way, the voice of the residents
will be heard. Thank you.
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Planning Area 4 Neighborhood Plan
Testimony to the Planning Commission from
PA4 Neighborhood Committee

Recommended Policies for
Institutions, Historic Districts and Accessory Buildings
Policy to prevent Too Many and/or Excessively Large Institutions
(For inclusion as an additional bullet on p. 45 under INSTITUTIONAL USES)

To preserve the residential character of the neighborhood, limit the number and
size of institutions allowed within Planning Area 4. Amend the zoning ordinance
such that institutional developments in Planning Area 4, whether new or the
expansion of existing institutions, are required to meet the following standards:
• There is no more than one institution per block, where a block is defined as
the portion of a street between one public street and another. A block
includes both sides of the street.
• Individual institutions must be contained on one block and are not allowed to
be distributed over multiple blocks.
• The land occupied by an institution is not allowed to occupy more than 3
recorded lots OR be more than 1 acre in area. If an existing institution
exceeds these standards, it is not allowed to expand further.
• To prevent overwhelming the neighborhood with too many institutions, no
further expansion of land used for institutions is allowed. This does not
preclude new institutions from being constructed on existing institutional
property if the standards above are met or if existing institutional land is
converted to residential uses.

Policy to protect Historic Districts from overbuilding and loss of
the land surrounding historic structures
(For inclusion as an additional bullet on p. 53 under HISTORIC PRESERVATION
POLICIES)

In order to preserve the setting, grounds and landscaping of historic districts and to
prevent overly large or numerous new structures therein:
• An addition to the existing main historic structure is allowed only if it is
subservient thereto.
• New stand-alone structures, including but not limited to accessory buildings,
are allowed only if they are subservient to the existing main historic
structure.
• New multi-family structures including townhouses are not allowed in
historic districts.
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•

Develop regulations that protect historic districts such that any new
buildings therein are subservient to the historic main structure, provide
protections that prevent the loss of the setting, landscaping and grounds and
prevent the encroachment of buildings and uses that are inconsistent with
the history of the district.

Policy for Accessory Dwelling Units in Planning Area 4

(For inclusion as additional bullets on p. 40 under HOUSING ISSUES- Single-unit
Detached Residential Housing …)

In order to preserve the historic character of the neighborhood and limit the
number of residential structures on a residential lot to one, the main residence, the
following standards for accessory dwelling units apply:
• An accessory apartment, in or attached to an existing residential structure,
is allowed only if,
o there is adequate parking provided and
o the existence of the accessory apartment is not visible from the
street, thereby preserving the appearance of a single-family residence.
• Only one accessory apartment is allowed per lot.
• Accessory dwelling units are not allowed in any structure that does not
share a common wall with the main residence. This includes structures that
are connected to the main residence by a breezeway or similar structures.
• A process for reviewing applications for accessory apartments needs to be
established that assures that the accessory apartment will not degrade the
character of the neighborhood. It could follow the current Special Exception
process or be an alternative approach that assures that there is the
opportunity for neighbors to be aware and involved in review and approval.
o
o
o
o

Exhibit 42

Twinbrook Community Church
5906 Halpine Road ~ Rockville, MD 20851
October 7, 2020
City of Rockville Planning Commission
c/o Larissa Klevan
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, Maryland 20850
RE: Twinbrook Community Church | 5906 Halpine Road | Rockville, MD 20851
Dear Chair Littlefield and Members of the Planning Commission:
As the pastor of Twinbrook Community Church, I want to express our support for the
Comprehensive Plan's recommendation to rezone the Church property to MXNC. Twinbrook
Community Church has enjoyed a longstanding relationship with the Twinbrook community,
dating back to its founding in the the mid 1960's. I joined the staff of the church in 1978 after
being a member since 1973. And as a resident of Montgomery County and Rockville, in
particular Twinbrook, for much of the last 70 years, I have had the privilege to watch the city and
county grow from farm fields and forests, which I knew in my early life, to the teeming
community it is today.
As a close participant of what is now named Twinbrook Community Church, I have had a
firsthand involvement with the community and specifically the area around our property at the
corner of Halpine Road and Ardennes Avenue. The congregation has gone through several
cycles over its history. In the late 1950's the Baptist Convention of Maryland and Delaware,
organized a committee to investigate properties in Montgomery County that might become
church sites in the future. The small 1½ acre church lot on Halpine Road was named after the
hundreds of tall White Pine trees on and around the property. They are long gone today, but their
beauty and density remain in my memory.
The church eventually attracted a small number of Christian families who made up its core.
After simple 40-foot by 80-foot frame structure was completed around 1964, the first members
began to hold regular worship services in the new building. This congregation was not unlike the
ten or so other Southern Baptist churches that sprang up from the vision of purchasing small
properties across Montgomery County years before. During my early days as an employee of the
church, I came across the original deed of the 1950's sale. About three lines down on the last
page was the signature of Barney E. Bayles, my father. When I say, "I've been here all of my
life," I am serious.
During the early 1970's and until 1986 the church went through a massive growth period. In
1978, this growth necessitated the building of a two-story, 12,800 square foot addition to the
original 3,200-square-foot building. The ministry served over 1,400 congregants from
Twinbrook and all over the Washington Metropolitan area. As the worship leader and eventually
first full time Administrator, I remember well the three Sunday services and multiple weekday
teaching, ministry and fellowship activities we presented. In the mid 1980's, the church was
sadly crushed and its membership abruptly and radically reduced by a series of crippling internal
dynamic. By 1998, after a series of pastors and internal scandals, the church nearly came to a
point of dissolution.
In 1998, Halpine Baptist Church merged with a mission church it had founded in Germantown
years earlier. This resulted in many radical changes in vision and purpose including a
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philosophical reorientation and a name change. At the time of the merger the original Halpine
Baptist Church had been reduced to an active membership of about 65 people. The merger
transition produced Twinbrook Community Church with a ministry emphasis upon Expository
Bible teaching and discipleship development.
During this period, the church functioned as a small yet stable, local church versus the
megachurch model it had once been. We found ourselves in a building that did not match our
community church vision. Attempts were made to modify the facilities: establishing a child care
ministry and pursuing and receiving a special exception for a 105 child, Christian elementary
school enrollment (because of the 2008 economic downturn this school development was set
aside).
During this time of setbacks, the congregation has maintained its loving and committed nature
and become anchored in its strongly cohesive philosophy of ministry. We have also established
several profitable entrepreneurial enterprises such as the renting of our facilities to other
like-minded congregations and leasing a portion of the property for commuter parking.
However, because of the cost of maintaining our extensive and aging facilities, even with these
income streams in place, we calculated that the long-term financial stability of the ministry was
on a downward trajectory.
It has become clear to our Church Council and to our congregation that, on the one hand, the
ministry of Twinbrook Community Church is more suited to the plans and facility size of the
original founding building structure. On the other hand, we all have affirmed that Twinbrook
Community Church continues to provide a role in the spiritual mission and nurture of its
congregants and the Twinbrook community. As a result, we are determined to keep the church
within the Twinbrook area and are actively investigating space options within a 1 mile range
from our current location.
Also, it has become demonstrated that the property value of our uniquely located site, like much
of Twinbrook, has risen radically, especially those within the immediate walking distance from
the Metro station. As a result, we have been in careful consideration of transitioning to a new
location by the sale of our property. We have acted slowly, wanting to maximize the highest
value of this plan.
Lest some may view this goal as aggressive or selfish on the church's part, it is built on our
painful historic experience. In the early 1980's in order to expand its ministry and outreach to the
Twinbrook community, the church purchased, bit-by-bit and over a five-year period, all of the
mostly open acreage along the southwest side of Halpine Road toward the railroad tracks. This
did not include the last lot at the end of Halpine Road and next to the Twinbrook Metro Station.
During our troubled and weakened times in the early 1990's and out of desperation to remain
solvent, the Pastor and Board of that era entertained selling these properties. The result was that
the two lots were hastily sold to keep the church afloat. The less than honest or reputable
developers assured the naïve church leaders that they were making "a generous cash offer for
land that only had a residential zoning value."
After the sale, the zoning was upgraded to a greater density use via a special exception, resulting
in the eventual immensely profitable building and sale of the approximately 50 current town
homes. Halpine Baptist Church was left in a dangerous equity vacuum and the beginning of its
near demise. Shortly after that time, when the church continued to struggle financially and was
being led by an interim missionary who was home on a brief furlough, the same developers made
similar lowball offers to the church for its property. Thankfully the interim pastor refused the
offers. It is only by the grace of God as described above that the church survived and regained its
current stability.
With an inevitable relocation in sight, and having discovered that the City was updating its
Comprehensive Plan, we began meeting with City Staff in the summer of 2019 to discuss
appropriate future uses of the Church property which the Comprehensive Plan recommendations
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would support. Far from having to lobby for our ideas, during these discussions we discovered
that the planners were already considering changes to our immediate area which we too were
envisioning. This was a great encouragement to us. I often commented that it was like riding a
northbound horse - north. Given the property's proximity to Metro (it is immediately adjacent to
the Twinbrook Station project and just over 800 feet to the Metro station) and the many other
projected needs and solutions being discussed for the area, it was determined that our property
was very likely appropriate for mid-rise residential uses.
Our land use attorneys and brokers were fully investigating options for the wedged-shaped area
bounded by Twinbrook Parkway to the west, Halpine Road to the north/northwest and the
railroad tracks to the south/southeast within which the property is located. This is a moderately
intensive mixed-use area, containing several significant office and multifamily buildings, single
story retail, restaurants, a gas station, the Cambridge Walk Townhouses and the Twinbrook
Metro Station. Multi-family mid-rise housing on the property is a very appropriate use that will
help address Rockville's (as well as the region's) growing housing shortage and provide a suitable
transition from the more intensive and potentially higher buildings (I.e., The Twinbrook Station
heights are approved up to 145 feet in height) and the lower intensity uses.
We are very appreciative of the many hours of work by the city planners. We have been
extremely impressed by the vision and plans for the future of Rockville. As a congregation we
desire to continue to work together for the vitality, quality, and safety of our community for
generations to generations to come. Thank you for this opportunity to share our story and to
express our support for the recommendation in the Comprehensive Plan. We have high, yet
measured expectations as we look forward with faith, hope and love for a new home in our
Twinbrook community.
For the congregation and Council of Twinbrook Community Church,
Respectfully yours,

________________________________
John L. Bayles, Pastor
________________________________
Robert H. Dasher, Treasurer
________________________________
Clark W. Collins, Secretary
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October 7, 2020

Charles Littlefield, Chair
City of Rockville Planning Commission
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850
RE:

Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan – Planning Commission Public Hearing
Draft - Volume II: Planning Areas (“2040 Plan – Vol. II”)

Dear Chair Littlefield and Members of the Planning Commission:
This office represents C.B.T. Associates (“CBT”), the owners of property located in the
northeast quadrant of the intersection of Fleet Street and Monroe Street, also known as 200-A
and 200-B Monroe Street (“Subject Property”), in the MXNC (Mixed-Use Neighborhood
Commercial) Zone. The following letter is submitted on behalf of CBT to lodge their continued
objection to the land use designation of “Public Park” proposed by the current Volume II Draft
of the Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan relative to the Subject Property. The Commission
will recall that we set forth in detail the basis of CBT’s objection in a letter dated May 22, 2019
submitted as part of the previous public hearing process for the initial draft of the 2040
Comprehensive Plan. A copy of our previous letter is attached hereto as Exhibit A, which we
request be incorporated into the public hearing record for the current Volume II of the draft plan.
The basis of CBT’s objections to the proposed “park” designation remains unaddressed
by the current Volume II of the draft plan. The following language that appears on page 12 of the
draft plan indicating that “[t]he park designation is applied solely for planning purposes and in
no way limits the current uses of these properties and in no way limits the current uses of these
properties until such time as they are purchased by the city for use as a public park” is wholly
insufficient to address CBT’s serious concerns that the proposed park designation will serve to
devalue the Subject Property, causing significant and immediate economic harm to CBT. The
value of a property is not only in its current uses, but in its potential for redevelopment. The
above language offered in Volume II, does nothing to address the fact that the Subject Property
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has significant untapped redevelopment value under its current MXNC zoning that would be
usurped by the proposed “park” designation. This is a de facto downzoning of a property that is
being directly targeted for future acquisition by the City, as plainly and unequivocally admitted
to by the City in the very same document. The plan’s assertion that that there are no zoning
changes being recommended until such time as all or a portion of the planned park is
implemented, is disingenuous and will not shield the City from legal liability. As stated in our
May 22, 2019 letter, when a jurisdiction’s development processes link planning and zoning as
does the City of Rockville’s, it serves to elevate the 2040 Plan’s land use recommendations to
the level of a true regulatory device.
There is no question that under the facts present in this case, the draft plan’s
recommendation to impose a land use designation of “Public Park” will inhibit the Subject
Property from realizing its full development potential under its MXNC zoning. There is also no
question that the City desires to be in the position of one day purchasing the Subject Property at
as favorable a price as possible. Simply put, this type of self-dealing is contrary to the law.
We acknowledge that the City has the right to aspire to the creation of a public park that
includes the Subject Property in its planning documents. However, the City need not impose a
land use designation of “Public Park” on the Subject Property to achieve that end. Unless the
City’s motivations are to in fact improperly suppress the Subject Property’s land value, the draft
plan can both identify the property as a potential park site AND confer a land use designation
that is commensurate with the Subject Property’s current land use and zoning. As stated in our
May 22, 2019 letter (attached), the appropriate land use designation for the Subject Property is
ORRM: Office Residential Retail Mix. This designation will in no way deny the City the
ability to purchase the Subject Property in the future for fair market value as it should under the
law.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely yours,
MILLER, MILLER & CANBY

Attachment
cc:

C.B.T. Associates
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Law Offices Of

200-B MONROE STREET, ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850 P: 301.762.5212 F: 301.762.6044 WWW.MILLERMILLERCANBY.COM
All attorneys admitted in Maryland and where indicated.
PATRICK C. MCKEEVER
JAMES L. THOMPSON
LEWIS R. SCHUMANN
JODY S. KLINE
JOSEPH P. SUNTUM
ROBERT E. GOUGH

DONNA E. MCBRIDE (DC)
GLENN M. ANDERSON (FL)
SEAN P. HUGHES (DC)
CATHY G. BORTEN (DC)
MICHAEL G. CAMPBELL (DC, VA)

SOO LEE-CHO (CA)
DAVID A. LUCAS (DC)
DIANE E. FEUERHERD
CHRISTOPHER L. YOUNG (VA)
CALLIE CARNEMARK (VA)
JAMES T. ROTH

SLCHO@MMCANBY.COM

May 22, 2019

Gail Sherman, Chair
City of Rockville Planning Commission
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850
RE:

Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan (“2040 Plan”);
Planning Commission Public Hearing Draft – March 2019

Dear Chair Sherman and Members of the Planning Commission:
This office represents C.B.T. Associates (“CBT”), the owners of property located in the
northeast quadrant of the intersection of Fleet Street and Monroe Street, also known as 200-A and
200-B Monroe Street (“Subject Property”), in the MXNC (Mixed-Use Neighborhood Commercial)
Zone. The Subject Property is 78,381 square feet in size and is improved with two office buildings
that together consist of approximately 44,775 square feet of gross floor area. The buildings are
supported by surface parking areas as well as a structured parking deck.
The Planning Commission will no doubt take note that the mailing address of this law firm
coincides with one of the properties owned by CBT. Established in 1946, Miller, Miller & Canby
is widely recognized as the oldest law firm in Montgomery County and is proud to have called the
“Craftsman-styled” office building at 200-B Monroe Street its home for most of that duration. The
firm’s founders, the Millers, purchased the property in 1952 and remodeled the existing building
to accommodate law offices. The current ownership entity, CBT, is comprised of heirs/descendants
of the founders and former shareholders of the firm as well as some current shareholders. The
adjacent 3-story all brick contemporary office building at 200-A Monroe Street, constructed in
1978, is at present fully occupied by office tenants predominantly in the professional services
industry, i.e., attorneys, accountants, investment consultants, etc.
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The 2040 Plan recommends changing the Subject Property’s long-established land use
designation of “Preferred Office” to “Public Park” (see below excerpt from Figure 3: Land Use
Policy Map found on pg. 20 of the 2040 Plan). Not surprisingly, CBT strongly objects to the 2040
Plan’s proposed land use designation of “Public Park” for the property and believes, if imposed on
the property, it would run afoul of well-established principles of takings law. Accordingly, CBT
requests that the 2040 Plan be revised to recommend a land use designation of “ORRM: Office
Residential Retail Mix” for the Subject Property for reasons stated herein.

(Figure 3 – “Land Use Policy Map”; pg. 20 of 2040 Plan)

1. Land Use and Zoning History of the Subject Property
Consistent with its past and present use, the land use designation that has been conferred
on the Subject Property by the City has consistently been that of “Office.” The 2001 Rockville
Town Center Master Plan (“Town Center Plan”) designated the property as “Preferred Office.”

(“Proposed Land Use Map”; pg. 45 of Town Center Plan)
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Even prior to the adoption of the Town Center Plan, the property’s existing zoning classification
was an “Office” zone known as the “O-1” – the purpose of which as stated in Section 25-272(i) of
the City’s previous Zoning Ordinance was “to provide office space for private, quasi-public and
public uses and complementary service uses and to provide a transition between general
commercial and residential uses.”

(“Existing Zoning”; pg. 28 of Town Center Plan)
In furtherance of its continued “Office” land use recommendation for the property, the Town
Center Plan’s proposed zoning for the property remained “O-1, Office Building.”

(“Proposed Zoning Map”; pg. 85 of Town Center Plan)
Then in 2009, after the City undertook to comprehensively rewrite its Zoning Ordinance
and re-map all existing commercial/office properties in the City to new mixed-use zones, the
Subject Property was reclassified to the present MXNC (Mixed Use Neighborhood Commercial)
Zone. Under the MXNC Zone, the current “Office, Professional” uses established on the Subject
Property are permitted by right pursuant to Section 25.13.03.h. of the Zoning Ordinance.

(Zoning Map of the City of Rockville; adopted March 9, 2009 by Ord. 03-09)
3
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2. Unconstitutional Taking
Based on the Subject Property’s extensive land use and zoning history of being conferred
“commercial office use” and in light of the property’s active present use as professional offices, a
land use designation of “Public Park” for CBT’s property is inexplicable and cannot be lawfully
supported or justified by the City.
Frankly, the proposed designation appears to be a thinly veiled attempt to unlawfully freeze
the value of land to be acquired for a public purpose. We find “Policy 4” of the “Goal 1 Park
Access” section (found on page 95 of the 2040 Plan) to be extremely telling. It states “[a]dd to
existing parks, in areas with park deficiencies, when contiguous parcels become available for
sale… [a] good strategy to adding parks in existing, older neighborhoods is to have a policy that
allows for the acquisition of parcels that are contiguous with existing parks.” Then, Figure 17 on
page 97 uses an aerial image superimposed with “green areas” to depict existing park space in
Town Center. The caption under Figure 17 states “[t]he largest park is Elwood Smith which has a
walking trail along the upper reach of Cabin John Creek. The next three parks over one acre are
historic properties rather than neighborhood parks. Taken together, there is a shortage of park space
to serve the growing population.”
When we connect the above dots laid out by the 2040 Plan, it appears that the Plan considers
the Town Center area to be park deficient and is therefore recommending a policy that encourages
acquisition of parcels that are contiguous with existing parks when they become available for
sale. In other words, the Plan does not recommend that the City exercise its power of eminent
domain and pay fair value as required by the Takings Clause to acquire said contiguous parcels, but
recommends acquiring them “when they become available for sale.” In the meantime, the Plan
proposes imposition of “Public Park” land use designations that serve to essentially downzone
targeted properties and reduce their value by eliminating any future development potential. The
below image and table is an excerpt of Figure 17 found on page 97 of the 2040 Plan that shows the
proximity of Elwood Smith Park to
CBT’s property outlined in red.
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Maryland Courts have held that municipalities cannot use zoning to depress land values so
as to reduce the damages paid by the sovereign when it otherwise validly invokes its power to
condemn. Arnold v. Prince George’s Co., 270 md. 285 (1973); Hoyert v. Bd. of County Comm’rs,
262 Md. 667 (1971); City of Baltimore v. Kelso Corp., 281 Md. 514, 519-20 (1977), quoting Carl
M. Freeman, Inc. v. St. Rds. Comm’n, 252 Md. 319, 329-30 (1969). In response to those that might
argue the 2040 Plan does not in and of itself constitute a “rezoning” and therefore falls outside of
the above line of cases, the Courts again have answered:
We repeatedly have noted that plans, which are the result of work done by planning
commissions and adopted by ultimate zoning bodies, are advisory in nature and
have no force of law absent statutes or local ordinances linking planning and
zoning. Where the latter exist, however, they serve to elevate the status of
comprehensive plans to the level of true regulatory device… In those instances
where such a statute or ordinance exists, its effect is usually that of requiring that
zoning or other land use decisions be consistent with a plan’s
recommendations regarding land use and density or intensity. (Emphasis added.)
Mayor & Council of Rockville v. Rylyns Enterprise, Inc., 372 Md. 514, 529-31 (2002). (Emphasis
added.) See also, Richmarr Holly Hills v. American PCS, L.P., 117 Md.App. 607, 635–51 (1997);
Boyds Civic Ass'n v. Montgomery County Council, 309 Md. 683, 699–700 (1987); Coffey v.
Maryland–National Capital Park & Planning Comm'n, 293 Md. 24, 27–30 (1982); Board of
County Comm'rs of Cecil County v. Gaster, 285 Md. 233, 239–47 (1979); Aspen Hill Venture v.
Montgomery County Council, 265 Md. 303, 314–15 (1972); Floyd v. County Council of Prince
George's County, 55 Md. App. 246, 258–60 (1983).
There is little doubt in light of numerous provisions found in the City’s Zoning Ordinance,
which repeatedly requires compliance with the City’s “Plan” as a necessary finding for virtually
any development approval granted by the City, that the 2040 Plan will be viewed as a “true
regulatory device” in the eyes of the courts within the context of an unconstitutional takings action.
The proposed designation of CBT’s property as a “Public Park” in the 2040 Plan will render the
property incapable of obtaining any type of development approval from the City, even a
nonconforming alteration approval under Article 8 of the Zoning Ordinance, which also requires
a finding that a proposed alteration “be consistent with… the Plan.”
Based on all the above, we believe that if the 2040 Plan is adopted with a land use
designation of “Public Park” for the CBT property as currently recommended in the Planning
Commission Public Hearing Draft (dated March 2019) that action will be deemed to have the effect
of an unconstitutional taking. The City will be subject to an immediate inverse condemnation
action that will seek payment of just compensation based on the CBT property’s highest and best
use as a “commercial office” property to which the property owner is guaranteed under Section 40
of Article III of the Constitution of Maryland (i.e., Takings Clause).
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Instead, we request that the Planning Commission and the City opt to take a different course
and confer a land use designation on CBT’s property that is commensurate with its land use and
zoning history. In considering what is being recommended by the Plan for similarly situated
properties that confront CBT to the west and south, we would request that the land use designation
for the Subject Property be revised to “ORRM: Office Residential Retail Mix.” This requested
designation would not in any way deny the City the ability to purchase the Subject Property “when
it becomes available for sale” and convert its use to a park, or acquire the property by eminent
domain for a public park. It would, however, preserve and protect the owner’s right to just
compensation equal to the full fair market value of the property.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely yours,
MILLER, MILLER & CANBY

cc:

C.B.T. Associates
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Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan Draft – Comments from East Rockville Civic
Association
President ERCA <president.erca@gmail.com>
Wed 10/7/2020 4:58 PM
To: Planning Commission <Planning.Commission@rockvillemd.gov>

Dear Planning Commission,
I am writing on behalf of the East Rockville Civic Association (ERCA), to provide our comments and
feedback on the 2040 Comprehensive Draft Plan. We appreciate all the work the City has done to
prepare this comprehensive plan, and efforts by City staff to give us opportunities to understand its
contents. We also very much appreciate the changes that were made to this draft plan reflecting our
comments on the previous version – thank you.
In general, ERCA supports the new Residential Attached (RA) zoning in East Rockville. However, we
have the following comments:
1) ERCA does not support the RA zone stretching down one full block into Reading Terrace,
Highland Avenue, Croydon Avenue, and on the corner of 1st & Viers Mill. ERCA instead would
support the RA zone change reaching down two to three lots from S. Stonestreet Ave, but no
further.
2) It should be explicitly stated that the East Rockville design guidelines currently under
development will apply to the RA zone.
3) On page 23, we would like the following four “should” to be changed to “must:”

Also, we ask that you please make sure to read comments from earlier drafts; many are still relevant
Thank you so much for your time and consideration.
Respectfully,
Deborah Landau, President of East Rockville Civic Association
"Lift up your eyes and look beyond the sod" -Mary Trumbo

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?version=20200928003.10&popoutv2=1
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Preserving Rockville’s Heritage

City of Rockville Planning Commission
111 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, MD 20850

October 5, 2020

Dear Chairman Littlefield and Planning Commission members,

Peerless Rockville writes to you today with comments on Volume 2 of the Draft Comprehensive
Plan. We would like to express our appreciation of the process and for our inclusion and
involvement. This is an extremely complicated and vitally important document and we
commend the City and staff the hard work, hours, and community outreach that led to a
detailed pan inclusive of community concerns. We are particularly pleased to see the inclusion
of plans and goals for some of our most significant historic properties. Overall, Peerless
Rockville is impressed by the plan and the detailed and thoughtful planning area
recommendations and project goals. However, we note that taken in its entirety, the plan
introduces some new zoning policies that will greatly increase residential density throughout
the City. We would like to register concerns for the protection of the character of Rockville’s
residential neighborhoods, including those containing designated historic sites.
There is marked shift towards increasing residential density throughout this document with
infill design, removal of R-60 zoning, and the introduction of ADUs. We recognize the
comprehensive plan is designed to guide future growth of the City, and as such target areas for
higher density, however we note that residents in nine of the planning areas report preserving
the residential character of their neighborhoods as a priority concern. This issue is
acknowledged throughout Volume 2, but this document offers few concrete policies to address
it across the City.
We have strong reservations about the effects of Land Use Policy 2.3, which will permit an ADU
on every residential property in the City of Rockville, particularly when resident feedback
strongly states a preference to preserve the existing character of their single family residential
housing. Preserving residential character requires assessing what these citizens define as
important and characteristic of their neighborhoods before granting significant changes to the
zoning law.
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Land Use Policy 2.3 is unclear, lacks specifics, and disproportionately affects older areas of the
city already facing development pressures and other impacts. While Peerless Rockville
understands the need for and strongly supports increased affordable housing and the concepts
of ADUs, permitting blanket ADUs while increasing housing offers no guarantees regarding
affordability. There is a strong potential for ADUs to alter the character of Rockville’s historic
and long-established neighborhoods. We believe the community should be provided with more
detailed guidelines and policies before permitting such a monumental change across Rockville’s
neighborhoods.
Creating multi-family occupancy in what is now single-family detached neighborhoods will
permanently alter the character of these communities. We are concerned these policies may
result in an increase in mansionization, the renovation or replacement of original homes with
structures that dwarf neighboring structures, as well as an uptick in teardowns.
We remind you that preserving character refers to more than simply architecture and includes
the setting. A neighborhood’s character encompasses the shape and size of the buildings,
materials, craftsmanship, and spaces and features, and also various aspects of site and
environment. The alignment of buildings, the relationship to streets and sidewalks, tree
plantings and out buildings, viewsheds, and landscaping all contribute to the character that
creates neighborhood identity. Extreme care should be taken in considering these aspects
when rezoning from R-60 to something new.
Character concerns require even more sensitivity in Historic Districts and Conservation Districts,
and at significant properties across the City. The encroachment of high-density building into
single family housing, including the expansion of institutions and mixed-use retail are of great
concern., especially in Planning Area 4 and the North Side of Washington Street in Rockville
Town Center. We would also like to see a land-usage map and data for this planning area in the
final document, as it is included for the other areas.
While Peerless Rockville appreciates and recognizes good intentions and planned protections
for Rockville’s existing historic gems, there are vast quantities of undervalued and uncounted
historic resources dating to the Mid-Century period. We call for a new survey of Rockvile’s
historic structures, focusing on post-1920 homes that are most likely to be demolished or
dramatically renovated. Once lost, these historic resources can never be recovered and the
character of these neighborhoods is forever changed.
I thank you for taking the time to read our comments and we look forward to a thoughtful and
productive process, mindful of the historic character of our City.

Sincerely,

P.O. Box 4262 Rockville, MD 20849 | 301.762.0096 | outreach@peerlessrockville.org
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Nancy Pickard
Executive Director

P.O. Box 4262 Rockville, MD 20849 | 301.762.0096 | outreach@peerlessrockville.org
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Dear Chair Littlefield and Members of the Planning Commission,
I am writing to you to provide some written follow-up to my verbal testimony to the Planning
Commission on September 23rd regarding the proposed 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update
recommendation for the Rockshire Giant site.
EYA, LLC was approached by the land owner this past spring to explore our interest in working
with them to redevelop the vacant Giant site. Affiliated partnerships of EYA have had extensive
experience in developing high quality residential communities on multiple occasions in the City
of Rockville. EYA was the lead master planner and a significant residential developer of
Fallsgrove and is currently developing Tower Oaks. While technically not in the city, EYA led the
master plan effort at Park Potomac and built the Brownstones. EYA, in its nearly 30-year
history, has won hundreds of local and national awards for its communities for expertise in site
planning and architectural design. In addition, EYA has been recognized for its commitment to
affordable housing.
We are currently the contract purchaser of the Rockshire Giant site and believe the site has
great potential for a new high-quality residential community. Unfortunately, the current
language in the Comprehensive Plan suggesting that substantial retail should be included in any
future redevelopment is problematic. EYA, while not a retail expert per say, has developed
multiple locations that included small scale retail development. Based on extensive research
and discussions with 3rd party experts, we do not believe that any retail is viable at this location
in Rockville. New retail has been built in close proximity to this location over the years and,
without an anchor like a grocery store, no retail is viable.
The Comprehensive Plan, City staff, many community members and public officials have all
spoken to the need for more housing, especially missing middle housing, in the City today. We
believe that the Rockshire site is an excellent location for a new infill townhome community
that can address this need. The location can take advantage of existing infrastructure including
excellent multimodal transportation access and great schools with significant school capacity.
Traffic generation would be well below the existing commercial uses. The townhome
community would be able to offer multiple price points targeted at both new residents to the
City and existing long-term community members looking for something newer with lower longterm maintenance. In addition, the new townhome community would include new affordable
housing in the form of MPDUs.
A townhome community would be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood uses. The
preliminary sketches that we have prepared for the site, which were included in the record at
the hearing, show townhomes and a community gathering space at the corner of Hurley and
Wooten Parkway. This space would be for the benefit of the broader community and be a
respite for community members biking or walking along the Wooten Parkway bike trail. We
envision programming in the gathering space that would include both active and passive uses
as well as performance space. We would look to work with the broader community to help
plan and program the gathering space.
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We hope that you will consider modifying the Comprehensive Plan language and proposed
zoning for the property to facilitate a new townhome community on this site. Any language
that suggests that retail is required will likely result in the site sitting vacant for the long term.
Enough time has passed with the site vacant and fenced to realize that the current zoning and
master plan recommendations are not going to facilitate redevelopment of this well-located
site. However, redevelopment to a high-quality townhome community which meets the City’s
stated housing goals can be achieved if the Comprehensive Plan language is modified to
support this approach. EYA is prepared to move forward to redevelop this property if
appropriate language can be incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Robert Youngentob
CEO
EYA, LLC

Exhibit 50

October 6, 2020

To:

Rockville Planning Commissioners

From:

Randy Alton; 2309 Glenmore Terrace, Rockville, MD

Subject: City Tools/Resources to Help Make Recommendations for Planning Area 14
Rockshire Village Shopping Center (2019 Rhodeside and Hartwell Summary Report and
Eureka Study/City of Rockville Initiatives)

2018

Dear Rockville Planning Commission Members,

Thank you for your efforts. My comments below are my personal reactions to the testimony
and documents I have listened to during recent public hearings and reviewed over the years
regarding Planning Area 14; Rockshire/Fallsmead. I know the Planning Commissioners for the
most part, have limited knowledge of west Rockville and communities west of I-270.

On January 15, 2020, in the Planning Commission Agenda Packet,
https://www.rockvillemd.gov/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_01152020-5787 , Rockville City
Staff shared the August 2019, Rhodeside and Hartwell Study regarding the Rockshire Village
Shopping Center. This study was done as a follow-up to the City of Rockville's Eureka Study
(attachment/City of Rockville Report). The goal of the Eureka Study was to determine interest
and need for an amenity for the west side of Rockville. Rhodeside and Hartwell and the Eureka
Study were authorized using City tax dollars and available for public inspection. I believe these
two City documents will be helpful to the Rockville Planning Commissioners as you discuss your
recommendations about this land use and Planning Area 14. The Eureka Study included
responses from residents south of Hurley (including Seven Locks and Falls Road). Residents
clearly support an amenity for the west side of Rockville and the data and information provided
in the Eureka Study did not include residents north of Hurley Avenue. The Eureka Study was
reviewed by the Mayor and Council in 2018. As an outcome from this review, the Mayor and
Council concluded there were no practical locations for such an amenity on the west side of
Rockville with the exception of the Rockshire Village Shopping Center (Mayor and Council 2018
minutes). During the 2018 budget process, the Mayor and Council allocated $50,000 to hire a
consultant, Rhodeside and Hartwell, to look at the feasibility for moving forward with some
type of joint venture/amenity. Meetings were held in May 2019 with Rhodeside and Hartwell
releasing their Summary Report in August 2019. https://md-
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rockville.civicplus.com/DocumentCenter/View/36935/Rhodeside-Harwell---Rockshire-VillageCenter-Report?bidId=

Rhodeside and Hartwell Study and the Eureka Study are City resources the Planning
Commissioners should review when looking at the Rockshire Village Shopping Center. The
Rockshire Village Shopping Center land use has always been contested as evidenced by the
1976 Court of Special Appeals; Rockshire vs Rockville (
https://www.courtlistener.com/opinion/1494937/rockshire-civic-assn-v-rockville/). This court
case is one of the many hearings/meetings/cases we encounter when researching Planning
Area 14. When looking at the case background, it becomes clear there are a plethora of
unknowns and needed research. In order to better understand this planning area and the
delicate symbiotic relationship regarding the Rockshire Village Shopping Center, we need to go
back and understand how this 'town center' and PRU zoning worked within this corridor in the
early 60’s and 70’s. It was a different time back then and looking at one document will not
provide a clear answer. Undoing this PRU zoning unfortunately does not permit us to re-start
and redo all our devoted land use decisions. The Rhodeside and Hartwell and Eureka Study are
our most recent tools and resources to help guide us. These studies/documents can be
accessed by the general public, from the City archives/previous agendas.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. Review the City of Rockville's 2018 Eureka Study(attachment). This study documents
the need for a substantial amenity and gathering place/structure where the community
can come together to celebrate events, meet their neighbors, establish an aging in place
facility, a place for this planning area to call home for gathering and coming together---a
place to get a cup of coffee, loaf of bread, frozen yogurt, a slice of pizza---a facility
devoted to the needs of west Rockville residents.
2. Review the Rhodeside and Hartwell 2019 Summary Report. This report pulled
together many of the concerns. This report included the owners (representatives), the
community, the City and the Rhodeside and Hartwell consultant team. This is your
most recent information that is independent and was part of the City 2019 budget. It is
also available for public review. I recommend the Planning Commission discuss this
summary report during your upcoming work-sessions (https://mdrockville.civicplus.com/DocumentCenter/View/36935/Rhodeside-Harwell---RockshireVillage-Center-Report?bidId= (**see also comments regarding concept plans from
Rhodeside and Hartwell)
3. Re-visit the directives and seek clarification. Planning Commission and Mayor and
Council to review outcomes from Rhodeside and Hartwell Summary Report as indicated
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4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

in the following link (was this done?)
https://www.rockvillemd.gov/DocumentCenter/View/34507/RFQ-026FY19-MeetingFacilitator-for-Rockshire-Village-Shopping-Center-Site-FINAL?bidId=
Documents; Does the public have accessibility to all documents/minutes/private
reports discussed before the Planning Commission? A request to City Staff for the May
14, 2019, meeting minutes and any private retail studies that the Planning Commission
is made aware of, should such documents be accessible to the public for vetting and
comment?
Keep PRU Zoning; Given the unknowns, changing the current PRU zoning, until we
answer the many questions associated with such a change should wait until we
understand the full impact for the various stakeholders. The shared parking (deeded
or leased), a concept that has been implemented for nearly 5 decades, has now become
a major stress point for the various stakeholders. Rhodeside and Hartwell (2019)
Summary Report shares comments from residents about this challenge. I recommend
that until the parking can be unwrapped from the PRU zoning, any zoning change poses
a serious threat for these stakeholders and our community.
Language and Terms: Strongly recommend the use of the word substantial', in the 2040
Master Plan to be better defined with clear intent; definitely not diluted or eliminated.
https://www.rockvillemd.gov/DocumentCenter/View/38255/Comprehensive-PlanVolume-II-Planning-Areas-Public-Review-Draft---spread-view?bidId=. Terms such as
substantial are ambiguous when it comes time to apply the intent of the Planning
Commission during future discussions when development plans are submitted.
Resolve Issues Before Passing the 2040 Master Plan draft to the Mayor and Council: I
recommend the Planning Commission resolve these identified issues prior to sending
the 2040 Master Plan draft to the Mayor and Council for adoption. Again, these
concerns are stated in remarks from the City's Rhodeside and Hartwell Summary Report
and Eureka Study.
Research; From reviewing the 1976 Rockshire vs Rockville court case; we get a clear
sense that this PRU has many moving parts and unknowns. The PRU zoning language
set the stage over the past 50 years for well-meaning intentions but, we have a mess.
Many land use decisions appear to have directly or indirectly relied on this land use for
parking in some unique strange manner. The PRU zoning no longer exists. However,
what was the intent for this type of zoning back in the day. Researching the PRU
language and comparing it to the various agreements that came down the road might
help us understand the land use decisions that followed. Aside from keeping the PRU
zoning, Planning Area 14 would do well to undergo a new neighborhood plan. I support
planning and land use and am optimistic for what might come forward. I would be disingenuine if I didn't state, the parking use (good or bad) I believe is tied to our
community's future including some type of amenity.
Fully Fund Scott Drive Sidewalk Project: We are all in this together. As stated by the
Mayor and Council in November, 2019, the school zone and the respective Wootton
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campus has safety and ADA concerns. Rockville Middle School students walk in a school
driveway and parking lot to access Robert Frost Middle School. In addition, the current
high school front driveway is also not safe (or ADA compliant) given there is no
separation of students and staff from cars and buses for a school drop-off zone. There is
also shared parking in this school driveway for staff, handicapped parking, and visitors.
Parking within this corridor was a concern when the high school was expanded in 19992000 given school buses have no separated drop-off zone. Prior to making any
changes, I urge the City to recognize the responsibility for the safety and welfare of
students and staff. The Scott Drive sidewalks should stop being a line-item and given
the highest priority. Although appearing unrelated to the Rockshire Village Shopping
Center, when looking at this from a holistic perspective, I remain concerned about
safety (and ADA compliance) from Hurley to Greenplace Terrace. The 1999-2000
Rockville Planning Commissioners were concerned about this flawed school footprint.
They denied the MCPS application. I agree with their decision. I have remained
concerned about the safety and welfare of students and staff for years within this 1 mile
stretch from Hurley Avenue to Greenplace Terrace. I advocated in 2017 for sidewalk
and ADA concerns. I advocated for fencing along Wootton Parkway to keep students
from falling onto the road surface, especially during inclement weather. I also advocate
for the separation of students and staff from buses and cars. I was pleased to see the
community comment in the Rhodeside and Hartwell Study that there is concern about
where students park. What happens if we have an incident in this front school
driveway---a loss of life.
Conclusion: Before I can support a change in zoning, I recommend we first seek solutions,
especially for the parking. I support a retail component that takes advantage of the nearly
five-thousand (5000) students and staff from the high school, middle school and elementary
school. I also welcome compromise and solutions to the problems and concerns that have
accumulated over these past 50 years before we make any moves on the one land use. I
believe these are best summarized in the Rhodeside and Hartwell Summary Report. I am also
cognizant that the Rockshire Village Shopping Center was discussed by the Mayor and
Council/Staff as the only viable location for an amenity for west Rockville. My
community/planning area has no retail or amenity for the past 8 years. There is no location for
establishing the City's outstanding 'Aging in Place' Program. We have no Farmer's Market. My
testimony over these years before the Mayor and Council has been an effort to bring some type
of amenity to this Planning Area.

Table of Links in document:
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1.Planning Commission Agenda Packet, January 15, 2020;
https://www.rockvillemd.gov/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_01152020-5787
2.Rhodeside and Hartwell August, 2019 Rockshire Village Shopping Center Study; https://mdrockville.civicplus.com/DocumentCenter/View/36935/Rhodeside-Harwell---Rockshire-VillageCenter-Report?bidId=
3. Rockshire vs Rockville Special Court of Appeals, 1976;
https://www.courtlistener.com/opinion/1494937/rockshire-civic-assn-v-rockville/
4. City of Rockville unsigned directives based on Rhodeside and Hartwell Study/contract (?)
https://www.rockvillemd.gov/DocumentCenter/View/34507/RFQ-026FY19-MeetingFacilitator-for-Rockshire-Village-Shopping-Center-Site-FINAL?bidId=

5. Draft 2040 Master Plan, Volume II;
https://www.rockvillemd.gov/DocumentCenter/View/38255/Comprehensive-Plan-Volume-IIPlanning-Areas-Public-Review-Draft---spread-view?bidId=.
Additional links:

1) Dead link: https://www.rockvillemd.gov/2293/Rockshire-Village-CenterStudy cited in the
January 15, 2020, Planning Commission Agenda Packet. This dead link prohibits access for the
Planning Commission members and the public to review the Rhodeside and Hartwell August,
2019, Study.

Randy Alton; 2309 Glenmore Terrace
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Executive Summary
As community recreation centers are integral parts of services provided by a municipality, the City of
Rockville was considering the need for a community center located west of I-270 and South of
Hurley Avenue. Consistent with city-side policy to seek citizen input and maintain citizen
engagement, a study was requested to explore and measure resident interest. Two potential
locations were identified, and the service region was defined. EurekaFacts, LLC, a social science
and public opinion research firm, was commissioned with conducting a study to measure interest
among residents to inform the decision-making process.
There is currently no community recreation center west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue
operated by the City of Rockville. This study aims to evaluate the community’s level of support for
constructing a community recreation center, and if supported, identify the best location and
amenities for the new center.
Opinions among city residents about development of a community recreation center were obtained
via quantitative and qualitative research methods. Information gleaned from the qualitative
component, which included review of information mission needs, community meetings, and external
communications, was used to inform development of a quantitative survey instrument. All 2,000 City
of Rockville households west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue were invited to participate in order
to ascertain residents’ use of existing community recreation centers in or near Rockville, perceived
level of priority of various interests relating to recreation spaces in Rockville west of I-270 and south
of Hurley Avenue, and level of support or opposition to a community recreation center in the
aforementioned area. The survey also determined location preferences of those who support a
community recreation center, amenities of interest, community perceptions of benefits and
drawbacks to a community recreation center, and potential usage of a recreation center built west of
I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue.
This report presents findings of the study, describes the methodology used, and a set of
conclusions. Detailed information on the study design and analysis, including the preliminary
exploratory research, respondent characteristics, and the instrument is also included in the
appendices.

Key Findings: Level of Support for Community Recreation Center in West
Rockville
The majority of respondents (66.7%) support a community recreation center in the City of Rockville
west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue, with over one-quarter (27.8%) expressing strong support.
Looking at the distribution of respondents, supporters are concentrated in the northwest region of the
c, specifically north of Falls Road. The one-third (33.4%) of respondents who oppose a community
recreation center mainly reside in the southwestern region of Rockville, between Falls Road and
Montrose Road. Less than one-fifth (19.1%) of respondents strongly oppose a recreation center in
west Rockville.
It is important to note that nearly half of the respondents (47.4%) rated additional community
recreation centers as a low priority. The two priorities that respondents indicated were most
important were more natural areas (e.g. green spaces) and improvement to existing park and
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recreation facilities. Nearly half (46.1%) rated more natural areas as a high priority. Likewise, a
greater proportion of respondents (38.9%) indicated that they support the center, compared to only
27.8% who indicated that they strongly support it. Thus, taken together, these results suggest
moderate support for a new recreation center, but more support for green spaces or improving
existing facilities. It is not clear, however, whether construction of a new recreation center would
create new members or pull from the membership of existing recreation centers.

Key Findings: Location Preferences
Questions about location and amenities were only asked of respondents who indicated their support
for a new community recreation center. The location selected by the largest proportion of
respondents was west I-270 where Wootton Parkway and Falls Road intersect. This area, selected
by 21.2% of respondents, includes Orchard Ridge Park. Other preferred locations for the potential
community center include the southwest region of the City of Rockville (chosen by 17.3% of
respondents), immediately west of I-270 and encompassing Potomac Woods Park, and the
northwest region of Rockville (chosen by 18.0% of respondents), immediately south of Hurley
Avenue and encompasses the Rockshire Pool and lower portion of Wootton’s Mill Park.
Approximately 11% of respondents had no preference on the location of a community recreation
center.

Key Findings: Type of Center and Amenity Preferences
Respondents prefer a large community center, with many amenities, to a smaller center. The top
desired amenities identified include a fitness/ wellness center, an indoor walking and jogging track,
and senior programs or a senior center, as well as a gymnasium and individual and group fitness
rooms. =

Key Findings: Perceived Benefits and Drawbacks in Top Preferred Zones
Across the top three locations, respondents generally perceive the top benefit of a community center
is a convenient location, particularly for taking classes. Traffic congestion and lack of parking are
mentioned as the biggest drawbacks to a community recreation center.

Conclusion
Moderate support exists for a new recreation center. However, a new center is not a high priority,
while access to more natural areas or improving existing facilities were indicated as higher priorities.
As one of the three potential sites identified by participants, the Potomac Woods Park area, has
been the focus of significant opposition, it is recommended to be removed from consideration.
Respondents indicated interest in amenities related to fitness as well as senior programs. If
exploration of the feasibility for a new recreation center is to be continued, recommended next steps
include an in-depth assessment of potential sites for feasibility of a new recreation center,
particularly with regard to traffic and parking.
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Introduction
EurekaFacts, LLC, in support of the City of Rockville Department of Recreation and Parks, aimed to
understand the attitudes and opinions of the city’s residents regarding development of a community
recreation center in Rockville west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue.
Community centers, built into a robust parks and recreation system, can provide valuable benefits to
the community. These benefits may include increasing economic value of the city, promoting health
and wellbeing, or serving an important social role by providing a dedicated space for engagement
and interaction for individuals of all ages and economic status. As there are currently no community
recreation centers operated by the City of Rockville west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue, it is
important to determine if the residents of the City of Rockville have a need or desire for a community
recreation center in this area.
To this end, EurekaFacts designed and implemented a comprehensive study to assess the level of
support from the community on constructing a community recreation center, and if supported,
identify its best location and amenities.
If supported, the proposed community recreation center would serve the residents primarily west of
I-270.

Methodology
The present study involved a robust community input process using quantitative and qualitative
methods to determine level of support for constructing a community recreation center in west
Rockville.
This study was executed in two phases: Information Needs Research and Initial Exploration, and
Survey Evaluation. The Information Needs Research and Initial Exploration phase involved hosting
community meetings and conducting text analysis of comments and feedback from city residents to
understand public opinions and viewpoints on this specific issue. Data gathered from these sources
were also used to inform development of the survey instrument administered during the Evaluation
phase. The research methods utilized in the first phase and the findings are presented in
Appendices A and B.

Phase 2: Survey Evaluation
Design
EurekaFacts designed a survey instrument to evaluate the following:
•
•
•
•

Level of City of Rockville residents’ support for development of a new community recreation
center within the city and west of I-270;
Types of amenities and services city residents would like to see in the community center;
City residents’ preferences for community center location; and
Benefits and drawbacks to having a community recreation center.

EurekaFacts, LLC
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Survey Strategy
All households in the targeted geographic area were invited to participate in this survey. Estimates of
the population and households within the survey boundary were calculated using the US Census
Bureau’s ACS and TIGER databases (ACS: American Community Surveys, TIGER: Topologically
Integrated Geographic Encoding and Referencing). The survey boundary partially covers the US
Census Tracts 7010.02, 7010.06, and 7012.10. Within those three Census tracts the total population
contains 4,400 households. The survey boundary, which includes only residents living in the City of
Rockville corporate limits, has around 2,000 households, and they all were asked to participate in
this survey.
Current city residents within these households were sent a postcard urging participation in an online
survey regarding interest in development of a community recreation center in the area. This postcard
contained links to both English- and Spanish-language versions of the online survey and QR codes
that directed to both language versions to allow taking the survey on a mobile device. Residents
were also given an option to contact a call center to allow survey participation via phone. In addition
to the postcards, residents were sent paper copies of the survey. As previously mentioned, the
survey was available in both English and Spanish to all participants across all platforms. To ensure
data validation, the post card included and paper surveys had customized login credentials so
individuals could only access and complete the survey once. The survey was fielded from January
8th to February 7th, 2018.
Upon invitation, online participants were screened based on age. Participants over the age of 18
proceeded to the main survey. The paper copy of the survey directed residents to have an adult in
the household over the age of 18 with the most recent birthday in the household complete the
survey. The final survey consisted of n = 645 participants with a response rate of 32.5%, resulting in
a 95% confidence level and 3.2% margin of error. Response rate by census block is shown in Figure
1 and respondent demographics are in Appendix C.
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Figure 1. Response rates, the proportion of the number of completed survey responses out of the
total number of surveys distributed within each census block of the survey area.

Sample recruitment details are shown in Table 1. It is important to note that, in compliance with
ethical standards, participants could skip questions they did not want to answer. As a result, not all
respondents answered each question which accounts for varying sample sizes (n) among questions.
Table 1. Respondent details by survey platform

Survey platform

Number of
respondents

Proportion of total
sample

English online survey

393

63.1%

Spanish online survey

2

0.3%

English paper survey

244

35.8%

Spanish paper survey

0

0.0%

Call center entries

6

0.8%

645

100%

Total number of respondents
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Participants invited to the survey were notified that participation was voluntary and responses would
be kept confidential.

Survey Instrument
The survey instrument measured the following content areas (see Appendix D for full instrument):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Use of existing community recreation centers in or near the City of Rockville;
Perceived level of priority of various items related to recreation spaces in Rockville west of I270 and south of Hurley Avenue;
Support and opposition of a community recreation center in the aforementioned area;
Location preferences;
Amenities of interest;
Benefits and drawbacks to having a community recreation center; and
Potential usage of a recreation center built west of 1-270 and south of Hurley Avenue.

EurekaFacts used Verint, an online survey management system, to program and generate the
survey.

Data Analysis
Analysis was performed using SPSS version 23, R, and Microsoft Excel. Survey data across all
platforms were merged and prepared prior to analysis.
Analysis was performed to examine the influence of several factors, such as age, presence of
children under 18 in the household, and utilization of existing community centers, on support and
receptivity of constructing a community recreation center west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue.
Participants were asked to rank their top five desired amenities in order. Each rank was given points
equivalent to its rank and divided by 10 to create a weighted score for each of the amenities. This
score was also compared with raw top one (first place) and top two (first or second place) rankings
with all three methods resulting in similar rankings (results displayed in Appendix D, Figures D.1 and
D.2.).
Density maps were created by aggregating responses into census blocks to look for the presence of
geographic bias regarding the support or opposition for a community recreation center as well as the
location of the potential community center.
Sample sizes for each question are denoted in the charts with the notation “n (# responses)”. These
values vary due to questions not being required so some respondents may have skipped questions.
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Survey Evaluation Results
Use of Existing Community Recreation Centers in or Near the City of Rockville
Most respondents (88.1%) stated that they, or a member of their family, had visited a community
recreation center in or near the City of Rockville in the past (Figure 2).
Figure 2. Ever visited a community recreation center in or near the City of Rockville.

Ever Visited a Community Recreation Center
88.1%

10.6%
Yes

No

1.3%
I don't know

Q2. Have you or a member of your family ever visited a community recreation
center in or near the City of Rockville?
n(640)
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Of those who responded that they or a member of their family has visited a community center, nearly
two-thirds (63.1%) have previously utilized the Rockville Swim and Fitness Center (Figure 3).
Moreover, nearly half of respondents or their family members have visited the Thomas Farm
Community Recreation Center (46.7%), and over one-third have visited the Rockville Senior Center
(38.7%). The Lincoln Park Community Recreation Center is the least utilized facility, with only 13.7%
of respondents indicating that they or a family member previously visited this center. Other
commonly referenced existing community centers utilized by respondents are Potomac Community
Recreation Center, North Potomac Community Recreation Center, and Kennedy Shriver Aquatic
Center (see Appendix D, Figure D.4.)
Figure 3. Respondent utilization of existing community centers in or Near the City of Rockville.

Existing Community Center Usage
Rockville Swim and Fitness Center

63.1%

Thomas Farm Community Recreation
Center

46.7%

Rockville Senior Center

38.7%

Croydon Creek Nature Center

32.1%

Other

27.7%

Twinbrook Community Recreation Center

27.0%

Lincoln Park Community Recreation
Center

13.7%

Q3. Which community recreation center was it? (Check all that apply).
n(599)
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Respondents were also asked about the frequency of visits to existing community recreation centers
in or near the City of Rockville (Figure 4). More than one-third (36.9%) stated that the person in the
household who visits a community recreation center most frequently does so daily (17.4%) or weekly
(19.5%). Fewer than one-third (31.4%) frequent a center once or less than once per year.
Figure 4. Frequency of visiting existing community centers.

Frequency of Visiting Existing Centers

Daily
17.4%
Yearly
31.4%

Weekly
19.5%

Monthly
31.7%

Q4. Think of the person in your household who visits a community recreation center in or near the
City of Rockville most frequently, whether that is you or a member of your family. On average,
how frequent are those visits?
n(564)
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City Priorities Regarding Recreation Spaces in Rockville
Respondents were prompted to determine the level of priority of various issues relating to recreation
spaces in west Rockville for the city to address (Figure 5). Nearly half (46.1%) indicated that more
natural areas, such as green spaces, is a high priority for the City of Rockville. Of medium priority to
residents is improving existing park and recreation facilities (44.3%), with 30.0% of respondents
assigning it a high priority and 25.7% stating it is a low priority. Access to community gathering
places is a medium priority for 38.5% of respondents and a high priority for 23.6%. A large portion of
respondents consider greater access to organized youth and adult sport leagues (48.0 % and
59.0%, respectively) low priorities. More places for multicultural activities and celebrations (47.6%),
and additional community recreation centers (47.4%) were similarly noted as low priorities by many.
Other priorities mentioned were related to access to fitness and exercise spaces and classes
(Appendix D, Figure D.5.). Outdoor exercise options, such as hiking trails and parks, were also
mentioned as top interests.
Figure 5. Extent to which the following are a priority for the City to address.

Current Priorities
More natural areas (e.g., green spaces)

20.2%

Improvement to existing park and recreation
facilities

33.7%

25.7%

Greater access to facilities for outdoor sports
(e.g., soccer, baseball, basketball)

44.3%

41.2%

Additional community recreation centers

47.4%

Access to community gathering places

46.1%

37.9%

30.0%

32.9%

26.0%

27.9%
38.5%

24.7%
23.6%

Greater access to organized youth sports leagues

48.0%

31.8%

20.2%

More places for multicultural activities and
celebrations

47.6%

33.1%

19.2%

Greater access to organized adult sports leagues

Low

59.0%
Medium

29.0%

11.9%

High

Q5. Thinking specifically about recreation spaces in Rockville west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue, to what extent are the
following options a priority for the City to address?
n(603-614)
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Support and Opposition for a Community Recreation Center
When prompted to specify their level of support or opposition for a community recreation center in
the area of Rockville west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue, two-thirds (66.7%) of respondents
support (38.9%) or strongly support (27.8%) a community recreation center in this area (Figure 6).
Approximately one-fifth (19.1%) strongly oppose and 14.3% oppose a community center in this
location.
Figure 6. Level of opposition or support for a community recreation center in the area of Rockville
west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue.

Support for a New Community Recreation Center

Strongly Support
27.8%

Strongly Oppose
19.1%

Oppose
14.3%

Support
38.9%

Q7. Which of the following statements most closely matches your level of opposition or support for a community recreation
center in the area of Rockville west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue?
n(645)
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Looking at the distribution of responses, the majority of those who support development of a
community center live in northwest Rockville, specifically north of Falls Road (Figure 7). Opponents
of a community recreation center are mainly concentrated in the southwestern region of Rockville,
west of I-270 and north of Montrose Road.

EurekaFacts, LLC

February 2018

12

Exhibit 50a
Community Interest Survey

City of Rockville

Figure 7. A. Map of City of Rockville west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue.
B. Distribution of the number of respondents (a count of respondents) in each census block who
indicated that they support or strongly support development of a community recreation center.
C. Distribution of the number of respondents (a count of respondents) in each census block who
indicated that they oppose or strongly oppose development of a community recreation center.
A.

B.
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Preferred Locations
An area map of the City of Rockville divided into eight equal zones was provided (Figure 8) to
respondents.
Figure 8. Area map of City of Rockville divided into eight equal zones.
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Those who support or strongly support a community recreation center chose the zone in which they
prefer the center to be built (Figure 9). Location preference is predominantly in three zones, C2, B1,
and D2, as over half (56.5%) of respondents selected one of these areas as the potential location for
a community recreation center. Zone C2 is the most preferred area, as 21.2% prefer this zone.
Zones B1 and D2 are also highly preferred; 18.0% and 17.3%, respectively, indicated support for a
community recreation center located in these zones. The least favorably viewed zone is zone A1;
selected by only 4.4%. Notably, 11.1% of respondents who support or strongly support a community
recreation center in west Rockville have no preference (NP) on location.
Figure 9. Preferred location of community recreation center.

Preferred Location
C2

86, 21.2%

B1

73, 18.0%

D2

70, 17.3%

NP

45, 11.1%

C1
B2
D1
C3
A1

36, 8.9%
28, 6.9%
25, 6.2%
24, 5.9%
18, 4.4%

Q8. The area map has been divided into 8 zones enclosed in the dotted lines and labeled in the top left corner. Only the white or
green areas (indicating parks) are eligible for the location of the potential community recreation center. Please fill in the circle next
to the label corresponding to the zone you would prefer to have the potential community recreation center located.
n(405)
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When looking at the geographic distribution of respondents who selected one of the three most
favored zones (B1, C2, and D2), many live in close proximity to the zone that they chose (Figure 10).
This is particularly true for zones B1 and C2; respondents who prefer to have a community
recreation center located in these zones live close to, or within, their chosen zone. For zone D2,
many who prefer the potential community recreation center located in this area do not live within or
close to the zone. Supporters who do not live in proximity to zone D2 seem to be concentrated within
zones B2, C1 and C2.

EurekaFacts, LLC

February 2018

16

Exhibit 50a
Community Interest Survey

City of Rockville

Figure 10. Distribution of the number of respondents (a count of respondents) in each census block
who indicated they prefer a community recreation center be built in zone C2 (Figure A), zone D2
(Figure B), or zone B1 (Figure C).

A.

B.

C.
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Type of Center and Amenities
For all zones, a greater proportion of respondents prefer a large community center, with many
amenities, such as a multi-purpose room that can be rented for events, activity areas such as indoor
game courts or playgrounds, exercise equipment, camps or classes for people of all ages, a
kitchenette, and / or green spaces (Figure 11).
Figure 11. Type of community recreation center most appropriate for each zone.

Appropriate Size
n(17) A1
n(72) B1
n(28) B2
n(36) C1
n(84) C2
n(23) C3
n(24) D1
n(69) D2
n(42) NP

82.4%
86.1%
78.6%
72.2%
81.0%
87.0%
87.5%
85.5%
83.3%
Large
Small

17.6%
13.9%
21.4%
27.8%
19.0%
13.0%
12.5%
14.5%
16.7%

Q9. What type of community recreation center do you think is most appropriate for the zone you selected in the
previous question?
n(395)

The number of respondents (n(xx)) who indicated that they prefer the community recreation center in a particular
zone and responded to the applicable survey question (Q9) is provided for each zone. The overall number of
respondents who answered this question is 395, which is shown as n(395).
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Respondents who indicated they support or strongly support a community recreation center in west
Rockville ranked the top five types of amenities and services they would like to see in the community
center. Scores were calculated as previously described to determine the overall most desirable
amenities (Figure 12). A fitness/ wellness center is the most desired amenity among respondents,
followed by an indoor walking and jogging track, and senior programs/ a senior center. Respondents
are also interested in a community recreation center with a gymnasium, multi-purpose rooms, and
individual and group fitness rooms. A swimming pool was also cited as a desired amenity among
respondents (Appendix D, Figure D.6.) Among the least favored amenities are preschool and youth
spaces, a teen center, arts and crafts rooms, and outdoor ballfields (Figure 12).
Figure 12. Types of amenities in a community recreation center that would personally interest the
respondent.

Amenities
Fitness/Wellness Center

95.6

Indoor Walking and Jogging Track

76

Senior Programs/Senior Center

53.4

Gymnasium

46.4

Multi-Purpose Rooms

46.1

Individual and group fitness rooms

44.2

Community meeting and gathering space

40.9

Adjacent green spaces such as jogging trails

39.9

“Makerspace” with tools for students to…

28.1

Indoor Turfed Area, such as for soccer

24.4

Playground

22.2

Cooking Classes/Teaching Kitchens

21.5

Afterschool activity center

20.6

Outdoor ballfields

18.4

Arts and Crafts rooms

17

Teen Center

16.6

Preschool and Youth Space

14.5
0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Q10. Which of the following types of amenities would personally interest you? Please rank your
top five choices from the following options by entering the corresponding letter into the fields
below.
n(414-461)
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Benefits to having a Community Recreation Center in the Preferred Zones
Respondents identified potential benefits to having a community recreation center in the zone of
their choice. Most respondents across all three zones agreed that the location is convenient,
particularly for taking classes. Respondents also mentioned that benefits include easy accessibility,
added value to the neighborhood, and space for exercise activities (Appendix D, Figure D.7.). Fewer
agreed that using the facility as a location to vote or place to meet with neighbors are benefits of
having a community recreation center in their preferred zone.
Of those who selected zone B1, nearly all (90.3%) respondents agree that the location is convenient
with only 9.7% selecting the neutral response (Figure 13). Other benefits highly agreed upon are that
zone B1 is a convenient location for taking classes (81.4%), creates access to locational recreational
options (75.7%), and allows respondents access via walking or a bicycle (76.1%). Conversely, fewer
respondents agree a center in zone B1 would be a community center for their neighborhood
(55.7%), a location to vote (58.0%), or would prevent children from having to cross a dangerous road
to access it (57.7%).
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Figure 13. Level of agreement among respondents who chose zone B1 that certain items are
benefits to having a community recreation center in the selected location.

B1: Benefits
This location is convenient

Convenient location for taking classes

I can walk or ride my bike there

Access to local recreational options

Access to senior activities

Access to summer and/or after school activities
for kids

Access to a meeting space

Place to meet my neighbors

Location to vote

Children do not have to cross a dangerous road
to access it

This is a community center for our neighborhood

Agree

Neutral

0.0%
0.0%

90.3%

9.7%

81.4%

15.7%

2.9%
0.0%

76.1%

12.7%

2.8%
8.5%

75.7%

22.9%

1.4%
0.0%

72.9%

21.4%

1.4%
4.3%

70.4%

16.9%

2.8%
9.9%

34.3%

2.9%
1.4%

4.3%
5.7%

11.6%
5.8%

4.2%
5.6%

5.7%
5.7%
Disagree

31.4%

24.6%

32.4%

32.9%

61.4%

58.6%

58.0%

57.7%

55.7%

N/A

Q12. How much do you agree that the following items are benefits to having a community recreation center in the
zone you selected?
n(69-72)
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Similar to those who chose zone B1, nearly all proponents of a community recreation center in zone
C2 agree that the location is convenient (92.9%), with only 1.2% disagreeing (Figure 14).
Respondents also agree that this zone would be a convenient location for taking classes (88.0%),
create access to a meeting spaces (75.6%), and allow residents to walk or ride their bike there
(77.1%). Fewer agree that it would be a location to vote (53.6%) or place to meet neighbors (56.8%).
Moreover, only 8.5% disagree that a benefit to having a community recreation center in this area
would be that children would not have to cross a dangerous road to access it. Only 6.2% of
respondents disagree that a center in this zone would be a community center for their neighborhood.
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Figure 14. Level of agreement among respondents who chose zone C2 that certain items are
benefits to having a community recreation center in the selected location.

C2: Benefits
This location is convenient

Convenient location for taking classes

I can walk or ride my bike there

Access to a meeting space

Access to local recreational options

This is a community center for our neighborhood

Children do not have to cross a dangerous road to
access it

Access to senior activities

Access to summer and/or after school activities for
kids

Place to meet my neighbors

Location to vote

Agree

Neutral

92.9%

6.0%
1.2%
0.0%

88.0%

10.8%

0.0%
1.2%

2.4%
3.6%

77.1%

16.9%

0.0%
2.4%

0.0%
2.4%

6.2%
0.0%

75.6%

22.0%

71.6%

22.2%

63.4%

18.3%
8.5%
9.8%
33.3%

1.2%
2.4%

1.2%
7.3%

29.3%

35.8%

2.5%
4.9%

35.7%

4.8%
6.0%
Disagree

73.8%

23.8%

63.1%

62.2%

56.8%

53.6%

N/A

Q12. How much do you agree that the following items are benefits to having a community recreation center in the zone you
selected?
n(81-84)
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Again, nearly all respondents who chose zone D2 agree that this location is convenient (92.6%)
(Figure 15). They also agree that a center in this zone would create access to local recreational
options (85.3%) and be a convenient location for taking classes (82.4%). Proponents of building in
zone D2 were less likely to agree that the benefits would include it being a location to vote (52.9%)
or that children would not have to cross a dangerous road to access it (58.8%).
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Figure 15. Level of agreement among respondents who chose zone D2 that certain items are
benefits to having a community recreation center in the selected location.

D2: Benefits
This location is convenient

Access to local recreational options

1.5%
0.0%

Convenient location for taking classes

1.5%
0.0%

Access to a meeting space

Access to summer and/or after school activities for
kids

I can walk or ride my bike there

Access to senior activities

Place to meet my neighbors

This is a community center for our neighborhood

Children do not have to cross a dangerous road to
access it

Location to vote

Agree

Neutral

92.6%

7.4%
0.0%
0.0%

85.3%

13.2%

1.4%
2.9%

82.4%

16.2%

78.3%

17.4%

1.5%
2.9%

1.4%
5.8%

75.0%

20.6%

73.9%

18.8%

1.4%
4.3%

3.0%
1.5%

4.3%
2.9%

8.8%
2.9%

31.3%

30.4%

29.4%

36.8%

7.4%
2.9%
Disagree

68.1%

26.1%

64.2%

62.3%

58.8%

52.9%

N/A

Q12. How much do you agree that the following items are benefits to having a community recreation center in the zone you
selected?
n(67-69)
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Drawbacks to having a Community Recreation Center in Preferred Zones
Respondents were queried on their level of agreement that certain issues such as traffic, lack of
parking, noise, people from outside of the neighborhood coming to use the facility, and
environmental considerations, are drawbacks to having a community center in the zone they
selected. Among the top three zones, traffic and lack of parking are issues that respondents
generally agree are potential drawbacks to building in their chosen zone. Respondents across all
three zones also mentioned that cost and potential increase in taxes were drawbacks to building a
center (Appendix D, Figure D.8.). Additionally, respondents were generally split on whether they
agree that environmental considerations and people from outside the neighborhood coming to use
the facility are potential drawbacks; most respondents were neutral on these issues.
Of those who preferred a community recreation center in zone B1, many stated that they agree that
traffic (42.3%) is a drawback to building it in this zone (Figure 16). Lack of parking is split among
respondents as 37.5% agree that it is a drawback to this zone, 40.3% selected neutral responses,
and only 22.2% disagree that this issue is a potential drawback. However, they disagree that noise is
a potential drawback (41.4%) and neutral responses were selected by participants when asked
about environmental considerations (52.1%) and people coming from outside the neighborhood to
use the facility (43.1%).
Figure 16. Level of agreement among respondents who chose zone B1 that certain items are
drawbacks to having a community recreation center in the selected location.

Noise

Environmental
considerations

N/A

Neutral

Lack of parking

42.3%

0.0%

31.0%

26.8%

37.5%

40.3%

0.0%

People from
outside of the
neighborhood
coming to use the
facility
Disagree

22.2%

28.2%

0.0%

22.5%

29.6%

42.3%

52.1%
0.0%

0.0%

15.7%

25.4%

42.9%

41.4%

B1: Drawbacks

Traffic

Agree

Q14. How much do you agree that the following items are drawbacks to having a community recreation center in this zone?
Please select a response for each of the potential drawbacks.
n(70-72)
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Neutral responses were selected by 39.3% of zone C2 proponents concerning traffic being a
potential drawback to having a community recreation center this area; however, a greater proportion
agree (38.1%) that traffic is a potential issue than those who disagree (20.2%) (Figure 17). More
respondents also agree that lack of parking (36.1%) would be a potential issue than those who
disagree (19.3%). Slightly more respondents disagree (25.0%) that noise would be potential
drawback of having a community recreation center in this zone compared to those that agree
(19.0%). Responses were fairly evenly split on disagreement or agreement that environmental
considerations and people from outside of the neighborhood coming to use the facility are possible
drawbacks; most respondents are neutral on these issues.
Figure 17. Level of agreement among respondents who chose zone C2 that certain items are
drawbacks to having a community recreation center in the selected location.

Noise

N/A

People from
outside of the
neighborhood
coming to use the
facility
Disagree
Neutral

2.4%

4.8%
Lack of parking

38.1%

39.3%
20.2%

36.1%

39.8%

Environmental
considerations

19.3%

28.9%

26.5%

22.9%

19.3%

4.8%

6.0%

6.0%

19.0%

25.0%

39.8%

50.0%

51.8%

C2: Drawbacks

Traffic

Agree

Q14. How much do you agree that the following items are drawbacks to having a community recreation center in this zone? Please
select a response for each of the potential drawbacks.
n(83-84)
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A greater proportion of respondents who prefer zone D2 as the potential site of a community
recreation center agree that traffic (43.3%) and lack of parking (38.2%) are possible drawbacks of
building in this zone (Figure 18). Neutral responses were selected by over 40% of respondents when
asked about environmental considerations (47.1%) and noise (50.0%). Conversely, a slightly greater
proportion disagree (35.3%) that people from outside of the neighborhood coming to use the facility
is a potential drawback compared to those who agree (30.9%). A greater proportion also disagree
that noise (35.5%) and environmental considerations (29.4%) are drawbacks than agree.
Figure 18. Level of agreement among respondents who chose zone D2 that certain items are
drawbacks to having a community recreation center in the selected location.

Noise

Environmental
considerations

N/A

Neutral

43.3%

0.0%

19.4%

37.3%

38.2%

35.3%

0.0%

People from
outside of the
neighborhood
coming to use the
facility
Disagree

26.5%

30.9%

33.8%

35.3%
0.0%

0.0%

1.5%

13.2%

23.5%

29.4%

35.3%

47.1%

50.0%

D2: Drawbacks

Lack of parking

Traffic

Agree

Q14. How much do you agree that the following items are drawbacks to having a community recreation center in this zone? Please select a response
for each of the potential drawbacks.
n(67-68)
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Level of Support for a Community Recreation Center within Zones
Respondents identified their level of support for a community center in the zone they selected by
choosing whether they strongly support, support, or slightly support a center in their selected
location. For half of the zones (A1, B2, C3, D2), more residents expressed that they strongly support
a community center in the zone they chose (Figure 19). Most notably, over half (53.6%) of those who
chose zone B2 strongly support a community center there, with over one-quarter (28.6%) saying
they support it and less than 20% (17.9%) indicating they only slightly support it. Respondents who
chose the other zones (B1, C1, C2, D1) indicated moderate support for a community center in the
zone they chose. Respondents also expressed overall opposition to building a facility in west
Rockville (Appendix D, Figure D.9.).
When looking at the zones in which respondents indicated they most prefer a community recreation
center be built, zones B1, C2, and D2, the level of support varies (Figure 19). For zones B1 and C2,
most respondents indicate moderate support for a community recreation center in the zone selected,
43.7% and 48.8% respectively. Just over one-third indicated that they strongly support a center in
these zones (zone B1, 39.4%; zone C2, 37.8%). However, most respondents who selected zone D2
strongly support a center in this area (49.3%). Over 40% (40.6%) also support it and only 8.7%
slightly support a facility in zone D2.

10.5%
18.4%

1.4%
8.7%

16.0%

0.0%

4.2%

0.0%

40.6%
49.3%

56.0%
28.0%

50.0%
16.7%

29.2%

48.8%
37.8%
13.4%

22.9%
28.6%
0.0%

0.0%

48.6%

53.6%
17.9%
28.6%

15.5%
0

1.4%

0.0%

16.7%

33.3%

43.7%
39.4%

50.0%

Level of Zone Support

39.5%
31.6%

Figure 19. Support for community recreation center in the zone selected.

A1

B1

B2

C1

C2

C3

D1

D2

NP

n(18)

n(71)

n(28)

n(35)

n(82)

n(24)

n(25)

n(69)

n(38)

Other

Slight Support

Support

Strong Support

Q16. Which of the following statements most closely matches your level of support for a community recreation center in the
zone you selected?

The number of respondents (n(xx)) who indicated that they prefer the community recreation center in a particular
zone and responded to the applicable survey question (Q16) is provided for each zone. The overall number of
respondents who answered this question is 390, which is shown as n(390).
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Potential Use of a Community Recreation Center
Across the top three preferred zones, a greater proportion of proponents said it would be likely or
very likely that they themselves or a family member over the age of 18 would use a community
center in the zone they chose. Of those who chose zone B1, more respondents or their family
members between ages of 18 to 64, or age 65 or older, are very likely to use a recreation center in
that zone (36.2% and 40.6%, respectively) (Figure 20). Children most likely to use the facility are
aged between K to 8th grade with over one-quarter (28.0%) indicating that children aged 6th to 8th
grade are likely (5.9%) or very likely (22.1%) to use it. Less than 15% (14.3%) of children aged
preschool or younger are likely (9.5%) or very likely (4.8%) to use a center in zone B1.
Figure 20. Likelihood of respondents and respondent’s family members using a recreation center in
zone B1.

0.0%

18.8%
3.1%
1.6%

1.4%

0.0%
0.0%

0.0%

11.8%
17.6%
2.9%
2.9%

0.0%

2.9%
2.9%
5.9%

1.5%

1.5%
0.0%
6.2%

3.2%
0.0%
9.5%
4.8%
0.0%

18.5%

22.1%

31.9%
36.2%

40.6%

B1: Potential Usage

Children aged Children aged Children aged Children aged Adults age 18 Seniors age 65
pre-school or K through 5th 6th grade to 8th 9th grade to
to 64
and older
younger
grade
grade
12th grade

Very unlikely

Unlikely

Likely

Very likely

I don't know

Q17. If a recreation center were to be built west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue, how likely do you think members of your
household would be to use the facilities?
n(63-69)
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Similarly, over two-thirds (70.2%) of proponents of zone C2 indicated that they or an adult family
member between the ages of 18 and 64 are likely (31.2%) or very likely (39.0%) to use a community
recreation center in this zone, and over half (52.6%) believe that adults age 65 or older are likely
(17.1%) or very likely (35.5%) to use a facility (Figure 21). Respondents are fairly split on the
likelihood of preschool aged children or younger using a facility; 14.4% of respondents marked that
children of these ages are unlikely (4.3%) or very unlikely (10.1%) to use a recreation center in zone
C2 compared to 13.0% of those who chose likely (4.3%) or very likely (8.7%). A slightly greater
proportion of respondents stated that children between the ages of K through 12th grade are likely or
very likely to use a facility in this zone compared to those who chose unlikely or very unlikely.
Figure 21. Likelihood of respondents and respondent’s family members using a recreation center in
zone C2.

35.5%
3.9%

17.1%
5.3%
5.3%

1.3%

5.2%
3.9%

4.3%
7.2%
10.1%
13.0%
0.0%

7.4%
1.5%
8.8%
10.3%
1.5%

7.2%
2.9%
10.1%
11.6%
1.4%

10.1%
4.3%
4.3%
8.7%
1.4%

31.2%
39.0%

C2: Potential Usage

Children aged Children aged Children aged Children aged Adults age 18 Seniors age 65
pre-school or K through 5th 6th grade to 8th 9th grade to
to 64
and older
younger
grade
grade
12th grade

Very unlikely

Unlikely

Likely

Very likely

I don't know

Q17. If a recreation center were to be built west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue, how likely do you think members of your
household would be to use the facilities?
n(68-77)
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More than half (51.5%) of respondents who favor zone D2 as the site for a community recreation
center said that family members age 18 to 64 are very likely to use the center. Over one-third of
senior citizens (38.2%) are also very likely to use a facility in this area. The likelihood of children
using a center increases with age, with one-quarter (24.6%) aged 9th through 12th grade very likely to
use the center (Figure 22).
Figure 22. Likelihood of respondents and respondent’s family members using a recreation center in
zone D2.

38.2%
4.4%

17.6%
2.9%
1.5%

1.5%

0.0%
1.5%

0.0%

16.2%

16.9%
24.6%
3.1%
1.5%

3.0%
1.5%
10.6%
24.2%
0.0%

18.2%
0.0%

3.0%
3.0%
4.5%

3.0%
3.0%
4.5%
13.6%
0.0%

51.5%

D2: Potential Usage

Children aged Children aged Children aged Children aged Adults age 18 Seniors age 65
pre-school or K through 5th 6th grade to 8th 9th grade to
to 64
and older
younger
grade
grade
12th grade
Very unlikely

Unlikely

Likely

Very likely

I don't know

Q17. If a recreation center were to be built west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue, how likely do you think members of your
household would be to use the facilities?
n(65-68)

Discussion
Survey results indicate moderate support (28% strongly support, 39% support) for a new community
recreation center west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue. A new center is not a high priority,
however, as nearly half of respondents indicated that it was a low priority. Higher priorities include
more natural areas or green spaces, as indicated by nearly half of respondents, or improving
existing park and recreation facilities.
Of the three most popular zones selected by respondents, supporters generally lived close to their
selected zone. All three of these zones are considered highly convenient in general or convenient for
classes, suggesting that easy access to a potential new center was the driving factor. An important
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exception, however, is zone D2, location of Potomac Woods Park. Unlike the other two most popular
zones, supporters for building a center in this zone were largely spread throughout the area. Most
opposition to building a new community recreation center came from this zone, reflecting the views
shared at the two Community Meetings noted earlier.
The most popular zone, C2, is centrally located and supporters indicated moderate enthusiasm for
the potential new center. It is important to note that the former Giant grocery store in Rockshire
Village Center is located in C2. This specific structure was frequently named as a suitable site for a
community center during the Community Meetings. The second most popular zone, B1, had the
highest level of enthusiasm. The third most popular zone was D2, location of Potomac Woods Park.
Across all three of the most popular zones, respondents preferred a large community recreation
center, with many amenities. The most popular amenities involve supporting an active lifestyle,
specifically a fitness or wellness center, indoor tracks for walking or jogging, and a senior center. All
three shared the same perceived benefit of being very convenient, and likewise they shared the
same primary concerns: traffic and lack of parking.
Respondents indicated that the potential center would largely be utilized by adults, seniors, and to a
lesser extent, school-aged children. Given that the demographics of the sample indicated that nearly
two-thirds of respondents did not have a child under the age of 18 living in the household and that
the majority were of the Baby Boomer Generation, it makes sense that potential users of a new
center would be adults or seniors. Of the three zones, B1 had the greatest amount of school-aged
children as likely or very likely users. It is unclear whether a new community recreation center would
drive new members, or whether it would pull members from existing centers.

Conclusions
Generally, residents living west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue support the development of a
community center in this area. Spatial benefits, such as convenience, associated with having a
facility in west Rockville appear to be strong drivers of support. Residents identified in particular the
central region of west Rockville as a possible location, including where Wootton Parkway and Falls
Road intersect and encompassing Orchard Ridge Park. Other possible regions to consider are
northwest and southeast areas of the survey region; however, given the strong opposition to a new
center from residents in the southeast area, it is suggested that, if the city decides to proceed, the
other two locations should be considered. However, it is also worth noting that many respondents
indicated that, when compared against a limited number of other concerns relating to recreation
spaces in west Rockville, the development of additional community recreation centers is not a high
priority for the City of Rockville.
The perspectives presented herein only consider those of residents. It is important to note that
many other factors may determine or impact the decision on whether to build a community
recreation center, its location, and amenities. The next steps of research should further explore
potential sites within these preferred regions, including an in-depth investigation to evaluate the
feasibility of building within these zones. Special attention should be given to traffic and parking
considerations when determining a location’s feasibility . Additional research as to whether a new
center would convert community members who did not use recreation centers into users can also be
explored to determine likely return on investment. As this research shows that the likelihood of using
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a facility is seemingly location-dependent and varies across age groups, future studies should more
thoroughly assess community needs and desired amenities.
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Appendix A. Methodology of Phase 1: Information Needs Research
and Initial Exploration
The Information Needs Research/ Initial Exploration phase involved hosting community meetings
and conducting text analysis of comments from city residents to understand public opinions and
viewpoints on this specific issue. Data gathered from these sources were also used to inform
development of the survey instrument administered during the Evaluation phase.

Community Meetings
As a key part of this initial exploration, EurekaFacts worked with the City of Rockville to hold two
community meetings. The first was held at Richie Park Elementary School on Wednesday, October
18th, 2017, from 6:30 – 8:30 pm. The second was held at Fallsmead Elementary School on
Thursday, October 19th, 2017, from 6:30 – 8:30 pm. Residents and businesses located in the
affected neighborhoods were informed and invited through channels such as the Rockville Report
and Rockville Listserv.

Design and Instrument
The community meetings followed a semi-structured approach using a facilitator guide to explore
general opinions, barriers, concerns, and positive aspects regarding the potential community center.
The facilitator guide explored the following topics:
•
•
•
•
•

Defining the community;
Examination of existing community recreation centers;
Benefits and drawbacks to having a recreation center in the community;
Possible locations for the new community recreation center; and
Preferences regarding amenities in the recreation center.

Due to unique circumstances, the Ritchie Park Elementary School meeting on Wednesday used an
abridged version of the instrument. Modifications to the facilitator guide were made in response to
the first meeting and implemented during the second meeting. The modifications included a redesign
of the area map that eliminated any suggestion regarding the possible location of the community
recreation center.
Participants were asked to form groups to facilitate smaller conversations in response to facilitator
topic questions rather than engage in one large group discussion. The facilitator prompted questions
pertaining to the aforementioned topic areas and instructed the groups to write down ideas or
responses on a notecard. The notecards from each discussion group were collected at the end of
the meeting. The EurekaFacts research team also took notes on general discussions during the
meetings.

Sample
The first community meeting had an estimated 100 residents, while the second community meeting
had fewer than 25 .

Analysis
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Group discussion notecards and EurekaFacts’ notes were combined to complete the analysis of
resident responses and opinions. Comments were thoroughly reviewed and summarized.

Text Analysis of Comments and Feedback
To ensure that the opinions of as many community members as possible were captured, comments
regarding the community center also were collected from the Rockville Listserv and Potomac Woods
Citizen Association group on the BigTent Listserv and analyzed. There was also an email address
provided in all City of Rockville communications pertaining to the community center for community
members to send comments and concerns. These comments were included in the analysis.

Design and Sample
Comments referencing a community recreation center and the City of Rockville were pulled from the
PWCA BigTent Listserv and the Rockville Listserv from October 2017 to January 2018. Email
communications between Rockville residents and the City of Rockville Department of Recreation
and Parks that reference the community center were also collected. Approximately seven separate
email communications and four discussions on the listservs were included in the text analysis.

Analysis
Similar to the analysis conducted on the data obtained from community meetings, listserv comments
and email communication were compiled and aggregated to create a summary of respondent
opinions and concerns.
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Appendix B. Results of Phase 1: Information Needs Research and
Initial Exploration
Findings from Community Meetings
The findings highlight the views of the City of Rockville's residents who attended the two community
meetings on October 18th and 19th. Residents shared their opinions regarding development of a
new community recreation center, as well as potential locations of the center and desired
amenities/features.
The views and opinions of residents at each meeting were similar. Overall, opposition to placement
of a community recreation center in Potomac Woods Park was prevalent. Specifically, residents
voiced concern over the lack of infrastructure at the Potomac Woods Park location to support the
increase in traffic, the potential for unknown persons from outside the community coming into the
neighborhood, increased noise, the loss of walking paths, and possible environmental and aesthetic
consequences. Also of note was the sentiment that existing facilities sufficiently meet the
community’s needs and that building a new community recreation center was not a high enough
priority for the city, particularly considering the financial costs.
Conversely, some participants were favorable of a new community center, citing access to spaces
for the community in their neighborhood, as opposed to using facilities meant for other
neighborhoods. Participants also noted the benefits of having greater access to activities which
would be easier and safer for children to travel to by foot or bicycle, as they would not have to cross
any major roads.
Of those who favored a new community recreation center west of I-270, preferred amenities included
community spaces such as meeting rooms, cooking classes, and craft spaces; indoor recreational
activities, such as exercise equipment, indoor gyms, turfed areas, pools or saunas, and a climbing
wall; specialty programs and activities geared to residents of all ages; and green spaces with
walking paths, wooded areas, and places designed to preserve native species. There was also
expressed interest in a community recreation center built in a way that leads to zero emissions, zero
run-off, and could be solar-platinum LEED certified.
Attendees of both meetings focused on the same primary area for a potential new community
recreation center: the Wootton’s Park area, potentially off Wootton Parkway or Hurley Avenue.
Participants noted that this area is accessible by a main road and thus would not have the same
negative impacts from increased traffic or parking challenges that a new facility in the Potomac
Woods Park area may bring. Specifically, within this area, many participants suggested the old Giant
grocery store in Rockshire Village Center as a new center. Should Potomac Woods Park be
considered for a new facility, a few participants strongly recommended that the facility should be
accessible from Seven Locks Road.
The information gleaned from these meetings was extremely useful for development of the
subsequent survey instrument. For one, the community meeting discussions illustrated the need for
the survey instrument to clearly differentiate between general support or opposition to a community
recreation center west of I-270 versus community sentiment toward a facility in a specific location.
As such, any maps to facilitate decisions regarding placement of a new facility must be as neutral as
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possible in presentation and not suggest specific locations. The results also showed that certain
concerns may be location-dependent. For instance, there may be opposition to a large multifunction
facility in a location, but it may be more appropriate to develop a smaller community recreation
center in that area. Thus, the survey instrument aimed to clearly define the type of facility and
measure the appropriateness of a particular type of facility at possible locations. The results from the
community discussion also helped identify crucial topics to include in the instrument that may affect
community opinion of a new community recreation center, such as individual use and perception of
existing facilities, and opinion on city funding priorities.

Text Analysis of Comments and Feedback
Many opinions and concerns highlighted in the community meetings were echoed in
communications with the City of Rockville and on the Rockville and BigTent Listservs.
The majority of discussions and communications centered around development of a community
recreation center in the Potomac Woods Park neighborhood, with most participants voicing
opposition to building there. Traffic concerns were a commonly cited concern; most notably,
residents feared danger from increased traffic and potential for speeding. Additionally, participants
referenced traffic congestion and accessibility issues due to a lack of major roads for entry and exit
points. In the same vein, others commented that accessibility determined their level of support for a
rec center. While they oppose a recreation center in Potomac Woods Park if it was accessible from
Stratton Drive, they would support a center if it was accessible from a major thoroughfare such as
Seven Locks Road. Reference was also made to the location of the Potomac Woods Park
neighborhood. One resident mentioned that, as it would be located on the southern edge of the City,
the center would not be readily accessible to or utilized by City of Rockville residents. The potential
negative impact on the environment and native species, noise, and degradation of historic value
were also cited as concerns of building a community recreation center in the Potomac Woods Park
location.
Comments and communication on this topic also revealed general opposition to building a
community recreation center in west Rockville. Residents noted that existing infrastructure, such as
other community centers, meeting halls, and local churches, already sufficiently meet the
community’s needs. Furthermore, building a new recreation center is a low priority for city spending.
In the minority were those who supported the addition of a community recreation center. As
previously mentioned, some residents were open to a community center depending on traffic
considerations. It was also mentioned that the addition would be justified if the demand for a center
warrants it.
There were suggestions on location and type of community center, if it were determined that one
should be built. Residents shared that any community center should be close to and accessible from
a major road to accommodate traffic flow. Additionally, it was voiced that a center should be more
centralized to be accessible to and utilized by Rockville residents and to discourage people from
outside of the City to use it. The area around Rockville Town Square was also mentioned as a
potential site for a full-service community recreation center as this area is underserved and not near
any existing larger community centers.
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Appendix C. Participant Profile and Characteristics
Table C1. Demographic information
Count
How long have you lived in the City of
Rockville?

Less than one year

13

2.1%

1 to 5 years

59

9.4%

6 to 10 years

What is your gender?

73

11.7%

11 or more years

481

76.8%

Total

626

100.0%

Female

279

44.9%

Male

313

50.4%

1

.2%

Other
Prefer not to answer

28

4.5%

621

100.0%

6

.9%

Silent

114

18.0%

Boomers

280

44.3%

X

209

33.1%

23

3.6%

0

0.0%

Total

632

100.0%

Yes

232

37.2%

No

373

59.9%

18

2.9%

Total
Generational Cohort

Greatest

Millennials
Z
Please tell us about your household
composition. Do you have children
under 18 living with you?

Prefer not to answer
Total
What is the highest level of education
that you have completed?

623

100.0%

Less than High school

1

.2%

High school graduate (includes
equivalency)
Some college

6

1.0%

19

3.1%

Associate's Degree

15

2.4%

Bachelor's Degree

134

21.6%

Graduate or Professional Degree

432

69.7%

13

2.1%

Total

620

100.0%

Yes

24

3.9%

No

544

87.5%

Prefer not to answer
Do you consider yourself of Hispanic,
Latino, or Spanish origin?

Prefer not to answer
Which of the following best describes
your race? Check all that apply.

54

8.7%

Total

622

100.0%

White

422

68.1%

11

1.8%

Black or African American
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Asian
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0

0.0%

82

13.2%

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islander
Other

4

.6%

14

2.3%

Prefer not to answer

87

14.0%

Total
Please estimate your household
income (income earned by all
members living at this address):

City of Rockville

620

100.0%

Under $50,000

5

.8%

$50,000 - $59,999

7

1.1%

$60,000 - $74,999

10

1.6%

$75,000 - $99,999

24

3.9%

$100,000 - $124,999

44

7.1%

$125,000 - $149,999

37

6.0%

$150,000 - $199,999

72

11.6%

$200,000 or more

168

27.1%

Prefer not to answer

252

40.7%

Total

619

100.0%
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Appendix D. Supplemental Data
Figure D.1. The number of times the following items were ranked as the top most desired amenity
that respondents would like to see in a community center.

Amenities: Top 1
Fitness/Wellness Center

100

Indoor Walking and Jogging Track

85

Gymnasium

45

Senior Programs/Senior Center

34

Multi-Purpose Rooms

28

Individual and group fitness rooms

22

Adjacent green spaces such as jogging trails

19

Community meeting and gathering space

19

Indoor Turfed Area, such as for soccer

18

“Makerspace” with tools for students to work…

15

Preschool and Youth Space

14

Playground

8

Outdoor ballfields

7

Teen Center

4

Afterschool activity center

4

Cooking Classes/Teaching Kitchens

3

Arts and Crafts rooms

2
0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Q10. Which of the following types of amenities would personally interest you? Please rank your top five choices from the
following options by entering the corresponding letter into the fields below.
n(386-427)
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Figure D.2. The number of times the following items were ranked as first or second most preferred
amenity that respondents would like to see in a community center.

Amenities: Top 2
Fitness/Wellness Center

176

Indoor Walking and Jogging Track

128

Gymnasium

74

Senior Programs/Senior Center

67

Individual and group fitness rooms

53

Multi-Purpose Rooms

52

Community meeting and gathering space

48

Adjacent green spaces such as jogging trails

47

Indoor Turfed Area, such as for soccer

40

“Makerspace” with tools for students to…

31

Outdoor ballfields

24

Afterschool activity center

23

Playground

22

Cooking Classes/Teaching Kitchens

17

Arts and Crafts rooms

17

Preschool and Youth Space

17

Teen Center

14
0

50

100

150

200

Q10. Which of the following types of amenities would personally interest you? Please rank your top five choices from the following
options by entering the corresponding letter into the fields below.
n(386-427)
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Figure D.3. Frequency of respondents visiting existing community centers in or near the City of
Rockville.

Frequency of Visiting Existing Centers
Less than once a year
About once a year
Several times a year
About once a month
Several times a month
About once a week
Several times a week
Everyday

20.0%
11.3%
25.4%
6.4%
10.8%
8.7%
16.1%
1.2%

Q4. Think of the person in your household who visits a community recreation center in or near the
City of Rockville most frequently, whether that is you or a member of your family. On average,
how frequent are those visits?
n(564)

When asked which community center in or near the City of Rockville residents or a member of their
family had ever visited, respondents specified that community centers other than those listed among
the survey options include public facilities such as the Potomac Community Recreation Center and
private fitness facilities like LifeTime Fitness. The Potomac Community Recreation Center is located
southwest of and outside the designated area where the potential community recreation center
considered in this research would be located (Figure D.4).
Figure D.4. Other community recreation centers utilized by respondents or their family members,
n(185).
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Respondents said that access to general fitness and exercise facilities as well as sporting activities
were other interests that the City of Rockville should address when specifically focusing on
recreation spaces west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue. Some of the responses indicated
desire for indoor facilities specifically (Figure D.5). Outdoor exercise options, such as hiking trails
and parks, were also mentioned as top interests among respondents.
Figure D.5. Other interest options that are a priority for the city to address, n(186).
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When asked to list other types of amenities that would personally interest them but were not listed in
the survey, many respondents mentioned a swimming pool, with some specifying an indoor
swimming pool (Figure D.6).
Figure D.6. Other types of amenities that would personally interest respondents n(137).
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Respondents specified other primary benefits to having a community recreation center at the
location they picked that were not listed as options on the survey. Other primary benefits mentioned
include convenience, added value to the neighborhood, and space for exercise activities (Figure
D.7). Others took this opportunity to suggest possible sites within their chosen zone, such as the
former Giant grocery store in Rockshire Village Center within zone B1.
Figure D.7. Other primary benefits to having a community recreation center at the preferred zone,
n(78).
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When asked to list other primary drawbacks to having a community recreation center in the zone
they chose that were not listed as survey options, respondents commented that cost, taxes, parking ,
and loss of green space in the area were of concern (Figure D.8).
Figure D.8. Other primary drawbacks to having a community recreation center at the preferred zone,
n(65).
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Some respondents took the opportunity to write statements about their level of support for a
community recreation center in the zone they chose (Figure D.9). Common statements expressed
respondents’ opposition to a new community recreation center or their interest in improving existing
community centers.
Figure D.9. Other statements regarding support for a community recreation center in the zone
selected, n(16).
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Appendix E. Survey Instrument

City of Rockville, Maryland

YOUR OPINION
IS NEEDED!

RESIDENT SURVEY

You recently received an invitation
to participate in a community survey
on behalf of the City of Rockville on
whether to develop a new
community recreation center in your
area. Completing this survey will
help us determine if there is support
from the community for such a
center, and if so, the types of
amenities residents would like to
have included.

You may complete this survey on paper, online, or
through our call center:

This questionnaire should be
completed by an adult (age 18 or
older) having the most recent
birthday in the household. Your
responses will be maintained strictly
confidential and will be reported in
group form only. Your participation
in this survey is voluntary and you
may withdraw at any time.

To complete this survey through our call center, or to
request a copy of this survey in Spanish, please contact [1240-609-3025] during regular business hours (Monday to
Friday from 9 a.m.- 6 p.m.).

•

Fill in your answer bubble completely.

•

Unless otherwise noted, please choose only one
answer for each item.

•

Please make every effort to respond to all of the
questions in the survey.

•

Send the survey back in the pre-addressed, prepaid
envelope that has been provided.

If you would prefer to complete the survey online, instead of
on paper, please go to: http://bit.ly/WestRVRec and enter
your unique ID number [abc123].

The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to
complete. Please complete this survey by January 30, 2018.
If you have questions or need more information, please visit
www.eurekafacts.com/rec-center.

Thank you!
Please disregard if you have already completed this survey.

Note: No decision has been made yet on whether to build a center. This survey serves as an opportunity for residents
to provide input on whether there is interest in a community recreation center, and if so, where it should be located
and what amenities to include.
EurekaFacts, LLC
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Throughout this survey, you will see references to community recreation centers. These centers may be:
•

•

Large, with many amenities, such as a multi-purpose room that can be rented for events,
activity areas such as indoor game courts or playgrounds, exercise equipment, camps or classes
for people of all ages, a kitchenette, and / or green spaces.
Small, with one to two rooms that can be rented for events, or as space for camps or classes for
people of all ages.

1.

In what year were you born?
_________

2.

Have you or a member of your family ever visited a community recreation center in or near the
City of Rockville?

 Yes (Continue to next question)
 No (Skip to question 5 on page 3)
 I don’t know (Skip to question 5 on page 3)
3.

Which community recreation center was it? (Check all that apply).

 Croydon Creek Nature Center
 Lincoln Park Community Recreation Center
 Rockville Senior Center
 Rockville Swim and Fitness Center
 Thomas Farm Community Recreation Center
 Twinbrook Community Recreation Center
 Other community recreation center (e.g. Montgomery County recreation center, private
fitness facility, etc.), please specify: ____________

4.

Think of the person in your household who visits a community recreation center in or near the
City of Rockville most frequently, whether that is you or a member of your family. On average,
how frequent are those visits?

 Everyday
 Several times a week
 About once a week
 Several times a month
 About once a month
 Several times a year
 About once a year
 Less than once a year
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Thinking specifically about recreation spaces in Rockville west of I-270 and south of Hurley
Avenue, to what extent are the following options a priority for the City to address?

A. Improvement to existing park
and recreation facilities

 Low

 Medium

 High

B. Additional community
recreation centers

 Low

 Medium

 High

C. Greater access to facilities for
outdoor sports (e.g., soccer,
baseball, basketball)

 Low

 Medium

 High

D. Greater access to organized
youth sports leagues

 Low

 Medium

 High

E. Greater access to organized
adult sports leagues

 Low

 Medium

 High

F. More natural areas (e.g., green
spaces)

 Low

 Medium

 High

G. Access to community
gathering places

 Low

 Medium

 High

H. More places for multicultural
activities and celebrations

 Low

 Medium

 High

6.

Please list any other interests you have that were not options in the previous question.
__________________________________________________________________

7.

Which of the following statements most closely matches your level of opposition or support
for a community recreation center in the area of Rockville west of I-270 and south of Hurley
Avenue?

 I strongly support a community recreation center in this area (Continue to page 4)
 I support a community recreation center in this area (Continue to page 4)
 I oppose a community recreation center in this area (Skip to page 9)
 I strongly oppose a community recreation center in this area (Skip to page 9)
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City of Rockville

The area map has been divided into 8 zones enclosed in the dotted lines and labeled in the
top left corner. Only the white or green areas (indicating parks) are eligible for the location of
the potential community recreation center. Please fill in the circle next to the label
corresponding to the zone you would prefer to have the potential community recreation
center located.
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 A1

9.

 B1
 B2

 C1
 C2
 C3

City of Rockville

 D1
 D2
 No preference

What type of community recreation center do you think is most appropriate for the zone you
selected in the previous question?
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Large, with many amenities, such as a multi-purpose room that can be rented for
events, activity areas such as indoor game courts or playgrounds, exercise equipment,
camps or classes for people of all ages, a kitchenette, and / or green spaces.
Small, with one to two rooms that can be rented for events, such as for camps or classes
for people of all ages.

10. Which of the following types of amenities would personally interest you?
Please choose your top five choices from the following options by writing the letter
corresponding to the desired amenity into the lined spaces on the right.
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.
J.
K.
L.
M.
N.
O.
P.

Indoor Walking and Jogging Track
Gymnasium
Fitness/Wellness Center
Individual and group fitness rooms
Multi-Purpose Rooms
Indoor Turfed Area, such as for soccer
Outdoor ballfields
Community meeting and gathering space
Playground
Senior Programs/Senior Center
Preschool and Youth Space
Afterschool activity center
Teen Center
Arts and Crafts rooms
Cooking Classes/Teaching Kitchens
“Makerspace” with tools for students to
work on robotics, crafts, or other skills
Q. Adjacent green spaces such as jogging
trails

____
____
____
____
____

11. Please list any other types of amenities that would personally interest you but were not listed in
the previous question.
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13.

City of Rockville

How much do you agree that the following items are benefits to having a community
recreation center in the zone you selected? Please select a response for each of the potential
benefits.
This location is convenient

 N/A

 Disagree  Neutral  Agree

I can walk or ride my bike there

 N/A

 Disagree  Neutral  Agree

This is a community recreation center
for our neighborhood

 N/A

 Disagree  Neutral  Agree

Children do not have to cross a
dangerous road to access it

 N/A

 Disagree  Neutral  Agree

Access to summer and/or afterschool
activities for kids

 N/A

 Disagree  Neutral  Agree

Convenient location for taking classes

 N/A

 Disagree  Neutral  Agree

Access to a meeting space

 N/A

 Disagree  Neutral  Agree

Access to local recreational options

 N/A

 Disagree  Neutral  Agree

Place to meet my neighbors

 N/A

 Disagree  Neutral  Agree

Access to senior activities

 N/A

 Disagree  Neutral  Agree

Location to vote

 N/A

 Disagree  Neutral  Agree

Is there another primary benefit to having a community recreation center at this location that
was not listed as an option in the previous question? If so, please list it here.
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How much do you agree that the following items are drawbacks to having a community
recreation center in this zone? Please select a response for each of the potential drawbacks.
Traffic

 N/A  Disagree

 Neutral  Agree

Lack of parking

 N/A  Disagree

 Neutral  Agree

Noise

 N/A  Disagree

 Neutral  Agree

People from outside of the
neighborhood coming to use facility

 N/A  Disagree

 Neutral  Agree

Environmental considerations

 N/A  Disagree

 Neutral  Agree

Is there another primary drawback to having a community recreation center at this location
that was not listed as an option in the previous question? If so, please list it here.
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16. Which of the following statements most closely matches your level of support for a community
recreation center in the zone you selected?

 I slightly support a community recreation center in this zone
 I support a community recreation center in this zone
 I strongly support a community recreation center in this zone
 Other, please specify ________________________________

17. If a recreation center were to be built west of I-270 and south of Hurley Avenue, how likely do
you think members of your household would be to use the facilities?
Children aged preschool or younger

 N/A  Very

Children aged K through
5th grade

 N/A  Very

Children aged 6th grade
to 8th grade

 N/A  Very

Children aged 9th grade
to 12th grade

 N/A  Very

Adults aged 18 to 64

 N/A  Very

 Unlikely  Likely  Very  I don’t

unlikely

Likely

 Unlikely  Likely  Very  I don’t

unlikely

Likely

Likely

EurekaFacts, LLC
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 Unlikely  Likely  Very  I don’t

unlikely

 N/A  Very

know

 Unlikely  Likely  Very  I don’t

unlikely

Likely

know

 Unlikely  Likely  Very  I don’t

unlikely
Seniors aged 65 and
older

know

Likely

know

 Unlikely  Likely  Very  I don’t

unlikely
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The following questions are optional, and the information will be deleted after the results have
been finalized, but the information would be helpful for the purposes of data analysis.
18.
How long you have lived in the City of Rockville?

 Less than one year
 1 to 5 years
 6 to 10 years
 11 or more years
19.

What is your gender?

 Female
 Male
 Other
 Prefer not to answer
20.

Please tell us about your household composition. Do you have children under 18 living with
you?

 Yes (Continue to next question)
 No (Skip to question 22.)
 Prefer not to answer (Skip to question 22)
21.

22.

How many children under 18 in each of the age categories live in your household?

͟

Pre-school or younger

͟

Elementary school (k through 5th grade)

͟

Middle school (6th grade to 8th grade)

͟

High school (9th grade to 12th grade)

How many adults (including yourself) in each of the age categories live in your household?

͟

19-24

͟

25-34

͟

35-44

͟

45-54

͟

55-64

͟

65+
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23.

City of Rockville

What is the highest level of education that you have completed?

 Less than High School
 High School graduate (includes equivalency)
 Some college
 Associate’s Degree
 Bachelor’s Degree
 Graduate or professional degree
 Prefer not to answer
24.

Do you consider yourself of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?

 Yes
 No
 Prefer not to answer
25.

Which of the following best describes your race? Check all that apply.

 White
 Black or African American
 American Indian or Alaska Native
 Asian
 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
 Other
 Prefer not to answer
26.

Please estimate your annual household income before taxes for 2017 (income earned by all
members living at this address):

 Under $50,000
 $50,000 - $59,999
 $60,000 - $74,999
 $75,000 - $99,999
 $100,000 - $124,999
 $125,000 - $149,999
 $150,000 - $199,999
 $200,000 or more
 Prefer not to answer
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