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PLANNING COMMISSION

Meng Sun, Chair

  Susan Pitman  Shayan Salahuddin
 Eric Fulton        Jaime Espinosa

Jim Wasilak, Staff Liaison
Nicholas Dumais, Senior Assistant City Attorney

Rockville City Hall 111 Maryland Ave and
Virtually via WebEx

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

See page 2 for more information

1. Convene

2. Public Hearing and Work Session

Public Hearing and Work Session No. 1 on Zoning Text Amendment TXT2026-00271, 
the Draft Zoning Ordinance and Map Amendment MAP2026-00126, Comprehensive 
Map Amendment; Mayor and Council of Rockville, Applicants

3. Commission Items

A. Staff Liaison Report

B. Old Business

C. New Business

D. Minutes Approval

• November 12, 2025

• December 10, 2025

E. FYI/Correspondence

4. Adjourn
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        PLANNING COMMISSION

 HYBRID MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING PROCEDURE

The Planning Commission meets in person in the Mayor and Council Chambers at Rockville City Hall, 
111 Maryland Avenue. The public is invited to participate in person or virtually via Webex. Anyone 

wishing to participate virtually may do so per the instructions below.

 HYBRID MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING PROCEDURE

1. Pre-meeting Platform: Webex

A. Applicant Access: Provided by Community Planning and Development Services/IT
B. Access for Oral Testimony and Comment: Provided by CPDS/IT (see below)

2. Pre-Meeting Preparations/Requirements:

A. Written Testimony and Exhibits

Written testimony and exhibits may be submitted by email to Jim Wasilak, Staff
Liaison to the Planning Commission, at jwasilak@rockvillemd.gov or by regular mail to:

Meng Sun, Chair  
Rockville Planning Commission

 111 Maryland Avenue 
  Rockville, MD 20850

 Written testimony must be received no later than nine (9) days in advance of the hearing in
 order to be distributed with the Planning Commission briefing materials. Written testimony
 and exhibits received after this date, until 4:00 pm on the day before the hearing, will be 
 provided to the Planning Commission by email.

B. Webex Orientation for Applicants

i. Applicants must contact the planning case manager assigned to the Application no
later than five(5) days in advance of the hearing in order to schedule Webex orientation,
which must be completed prior to the hearing.

C. Oral Testimony by Applicants and the Public

i. Applicants – Applicants must provide to the planning case manager a list of presenters
and witnesses who will testify on behalf of the Application to the planning case manager
no later than five (5) days prior to the date of the hearing.

ii. Public Testimony/Comment on an Application – Any member of the public who wishes
to comment on an application must submit their name and email address to the Staff
Liaison Jim Wasilak (jwasilak@rockvillemd.gov) no later than 9:00 am on the day
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                       of the hearing to be placed on the testimony list.

                       Members of the public who seek technical assistance from City staff must submit their
                       name and email address to Jim Wasilak no later than two (2) days in advance of the 
                       hearing so that an orientation session may be scheduled.

                       If a member of the public is unable to meet the deadline to be placed on the testimony
                       list, they can submit written testimony to the Staff Liaison to the Planning Commission
                       by email to jwasilak@rockvillemd.gov.

3. Conduct of Online Meeting and Public Hearing

          A. Rules of Procedure

               The Meeting and Public Hearing will be held in accordance with the Planning Commission
               Rules of Procedure, including the order of testimony and applicable time limits on
               testimony. The Rules may be viewed here: https://www.rockvillemd.gov/DocumentCenter/
               View/2023/Planning-Commission---Rules-of-Procedure

          B. Oral Testimony

                During the hearing, the Chair will sequentially recognize each person on the testimony list
                and ask the host to allow the speaker to speak. Each speaker must wait to be specifically
                recognized by the Chair before speaking.

                If during the hearing a party wishes to speak, or a speaker wishes to request the opportunity
                to engage in cross-examination following specific testimony, the party must contact the 
                Staff Liaison/Host by email at jwasilak@rockvillemd.gov with the specific request. The 
                Host/Staff Liaison will inform the Commission. The Chair will determine if the party may be 
                heard.

          C. Continuance of Hearing

                The Planning Commission, at its discretion, reserves the right to continue the hearing until
                another date.

                                    HELPFUL INFORMATION FOR STAKEHOLDERS AND APPLICANTS

A. GENERAL ORDER OF SESSION FOR DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS

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

          The Commission may ask questions of any party at any time during the proceedings.
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B. PLANNING COMMISSION BROADCAST

          • Watch LIVE on Comcast Cable Rockville Channel 11 and online at: www.rockvillemd.gov
          • Replay on Comcast Cable Channel 11:
                     o      Wednesdays at 7:00 pm (if no live meeting)
                     o      Sundays at 7:00 pm
                     o      Mondays, Thursdays and Saturdays at 1:00 pm
                     o      Saturdays and Sundays at 12:00 am (midnight)
          • Video on Demand (within 48 hours of meeting) at: www.rockvillemd.gov/VideoOnDemand.

C. NEW DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS

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

D. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION RESOURCES

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

Maryland law and the Planning Commission's Rules of Procedure regarding ex parte (extra-record) 
communications require all discussion, review, and consideration of the Commission's business take 
place only during the Commission's consideration of the item at a scheduled meeting. Telephone calls 
and meetings with Commission members in advance of the meeting are not permitted. Written 
communications will be directed to appropriate staff members for response and included in briefing 
materials for all members of the Commission. Wednesdays at 7:00 pm (if no live meeting)
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Planning Commission Staff Report 
 
MEETING DATE:  January 14, 2026 
 
 
REPORT DATE: January 7, 2026 
 
 
RESPONSIBLE STAFF: Holly Simmons/Jim Wasilak 
 
 

SUBJECT: 
..title  

Public Hearing and Work Session No. 1 on Zoning Text Amendment TXT2026-00271, the Draft 
Zoning Ordinance and Map Amendment MAP2026-00126, the Comprehensive Map 
Amendment; Mayor and Council of Rockville, Applicants 
..end 

 

BACKGROUND: 
 
Project History  
In 2023, the city began a comprehensive rewrite of the city’s Zoning Ordinance. This project, 
known as the Zoning Ordinance Rewrite, kicked off shortly after the adoption of the Rockville 
2040 Comprehensive Plan.   
  
On December 1, the Rockville Mayor and Council voted to authorize staff to file Staff’s 
recommended draft of the zoning text amendment to revise and replace the city’s Zoning 
Ordinance; and to file Staff’s recommended draft of the comprehensive map amendment to 
revise and replace the city’s zoning map. Commonly called “authorization to file,” this action 
began the formal adoption process.  
  
In conjunction with the Zoning Ordinance Rewrite, the city’s zoning map will be updated through 
a Comprehensive Map Amendment that will implement the rezonings recommended in the 
Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan. The ZOR and CMA are undertaken concurrently but will be 
adopted separately, as a Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA) and Comprehensive Map Amendment 
(CMA), respectively.  
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 DISCUSSION: 
 

January 14 Work Session  
This work session is the first in a series of work sessions that the Planning Commission will 
hold during the adoption process prior to making a recommendation to Mayor and Council.   
  
The topics for the Planning Commission’s adoption work sessions are derived from three 
sources: Mayor and Council members, Planning Commission members, and staff. The January 14 
work session will cover the following topics:  
  
TABLE 1. JANUARY 14 WORK SESSION TOPICS  

Topic   Source  

Historic preservation (briefing)  Planning Commission  

Comprehensive Map Amendment: Planning Area 12 (Tower 
Oaks) and Planning Area 10 (Montrose and North Farm)  

Mayor and Council  

 RMD-25 development standards  Staff   

Parking and Loading  Planning Commission  

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Division  Planning Commission  

Amenity space  Planning Commission  

  

Ultimately, the Planning Commission will make a recommendation to the Mayor and Council.   
  
Brief Book Materials  
The following items are provided as attachments to this staff report:  

 Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance Public Comment Digest (Attachment 1)  
 Staff Draft Comprehensive Map Amendment Public Comment Digest (Attachment 2)  
 Visualizing Density: Example Site Plans and Elevations (Attachment 3)  

  
The following materials can be accessed via the project 
webpage, engagerockville.com/zoningrewrite:  

 Highlights: Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance   
 Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance Table of Contents   
 Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance (full text)  
 Staff Draft Comprehensive Map Amendment   

  

Historic Preservation  
In 2023, the Rockville Historic District Commission, and subsequently the Rockville Mayor and 
Council, endorsed the 2023-2033 Historic Preservation Work Plan (HPWP) as an internal 
document designed to update and modernize Rockville’s preservation program. This document 
laid out 40 work items across six different themes. Work Item A within the HPWP called for 
making updates to the Zoning Ordinance to address the following:  

 Streamline and clean up existing code;  
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 Prepare a zoning text amendment regarding the local designation process and local 
designation criteria;  
 Prepare a zoning text amendment regarding administrative Certificate of Approvals;  
 Develop a new section on delisting procedures;  
 Prepare a zoning text amendment on parties of interest and required owner consent; 
and  
 Prepare a zoning text amendment regarding demolition by neglect.  

  
Since the HPWP was endorsed two years ago, the Zoning Ordinance Rewrite project has been 
flagged as the primary vehicle to make these updates.  
  
The following bullet points outline the issues with our current code regarding historic 
preservation that have been flagged in the HPWP, followed by staff’s proposed revisions to solve 
these issues.  

 Issue: Historic preservation regulations are currently located across several different 
articles of Chapter 25. As a result, there are many cross references to different articles, 
and it can be difficult for the user to follow along and understand all 
regulations regarding historic preservation  
o Solution: Create a new article to house all regulations tied to historic preservation. 

This would make these regulations easy to find in one consolidated location.  
 Issue: The Historic District Commission (HDC) utilizes nine criteria when evaluating a 

property for local historic designation. For a site to be locally designated, the site must 
display at least one of these criteria, as agreed to by the HDC and the Mayor and Council. 
These criteria are not codified in our Zoning Ordinance; instead, the code references 
outside documents where these criteria can be located.  
o Solution: Create a new section codifying our nine designation criteria. This will be 

more user friendly and provide a stronger legal connection between the criteria and 
designation. Additionally, staff propose requiring that beyond meeting at least one of 
the designation criteria, the site must also display integrity to be designated. This 
would prevent a structure that may meet a designation criterion, but is in a severe 
state of disrepair, from being designated.  

 Issue: There is currently a restriction that a Certificate of Approval (COA) application may 
not be submitted within one year of an identical Certificate of Approval application 
being submitted and denied by the HDC. The intent behind this is to prevent applicants 
from consistently submitting the same application repeatedly, hoping that it may 
eventually get approved. There is no limit, however, on consecutive Evaluations of 
Significance. This means that if the HDC or Mayor and Council deny an application for 
historic designation, an applicant may immediately file a new application, starting that 
process over. Conversely, this also means that every time there is a proposed demolition 
of a structure, it must undergo a full Evaluation of Significance, even if one was recently 
completed for the property.  
o Solution: Add in a regulation that a site or structure may not be reviewed for potential 

historic designation if it was previously evaluated for historic significance in the 
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preceding five years. The one exception to this rule is that the property owner may 
file one application for an Evaluation of Significance within the five-year period.  

 Issue: Nearly any exterior alteration to a designated historic site is required to come 
before the Historic District Commission for review and approval prior to being 
implemented. There are very limited exceptions where staff can administratively approve 
work to historic properties; these exceptions are limited to fences, signs or 
diseased/hazardous trees. The requirement for all other alterations, even those that are 
minor in nature, to come before the HDC takes considerable staff time to review the 
application and write a staff report, and delays the property owner from making these 
enhancements to their property.  
o Solution: Create a process whereby staff may administratively approve a Certificate of 

Approval (COA) for certain work deemed to be minor or common. COA applications 
must still be submitted, but in certain instances, staff could sign off on the COA 
without bringing the case to the full HDC. Staff propose that the following work may 
be administratively approved:  
 Construction of an accessory structure, such as a shed;  
 A minor alteration to plans already approved by the HDC;  
 Replacement of an existing driveway with different materials;  
 Installation or replacement of minor landscaping features;  
 Installation or replacement of exterior light fixtures;  
 Minor paving work, such as walkways or sidewalks;  
 Installation of storm doors and windows; or  
 Installation of utility meters or devices.  

 Issue: There is no way to remove a property from the historic district overlay zone. As a 
result, structures that no longer exist and/or have lost all of their historic integrity must 
remain as designated historic sites, as there is no process to remove them.  
o Solution: Create a process for removal from the historic district overlay zone if a 

site/structure has lost the physical characteristics that justified its designation, known 
as “delisting.” Delisting would only be allowed in very specific circumstances, and only 
the Mayor and Council or the property owner may file an application to remove the 
historic designation. The process for removing a site/structure from the historic 
district overlay zone would be similar to the process for designating a site as historic: 
it would require a review and recommendation by the Historic District Commission, 
the filing of a sectional map amendment, and Mayor and Council approval.  

 Issue: Currently, anyone may file an application to nominate a property for historic 
designation. The applicant on the designation nomination does not need to be affiliated 
with the property in any way. In the past, third parties have filed applications for 
designation for properties they have no affiliation with.  
o Solution: Revise the code so that only the property owner, Historic District 

Commission or Mayor and Council may file an application nominating a property for 
historic designation. If a third party is interested in seeing a site be designated, they 
should appeal to one of the aforementioned parties and petition one of those groups 
to file a nomination.  
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 Issue: Property owners are not required to consent to the designation of their property 
as historic. As a result, there have been properties that are designated against the wishes 
of the owner. Furthermore, the lack of a requirement for owner consent has been flagged 
by the HDC, Planning Commission and Mayor and Council as problematic during recent 
nominations.  
o Solution: Revise the code to address property owner consent with historic 

designations. The initiation of a filing of a sectional map amendment will require the 
majority of the Historic District Commission to vote in the affirmative, unless the 
owner of the site or structure has opposed to the designation in writing, in which case 
the vote must be unanimous. This would establish a higher bar for those properties 
where the owner actively does not consent but would still allow designation to 
happen in a circumstance where a truly exceptional historic site/structure was at risk 
of being lost forever.  

 Issue: The term “demolition by neglect” is defined in the Zoning Ordinance, but there are 
no other references to the term, and it cannot be enforced. Demolition by neglect of 
historic properties is defined as, “failure to maintain property, or any component thereof, 
located within a designated Historic District Zone so as to jeopardize the historic integrity 
of the property.”  
o Solution: Revise the code to expressly prohibit demolition by neglect and allow a 

municipal infraction to be issued in cases of demolition by neglect.  
  

The changes outlined above address the six work items in the HPWP tied to the Zoning Ordinance 
and calls for updates to the code to enhance Rockville’s preservation program. While doing this 
review and drafting a new historic preservation article, staff have made several other 
recommendations that are not tied to the HPWP, but staff believe should be implemented.  
  

 Issue: All structures, regardless of age or condition, must undergo an evaluation of 
significance before they can be demolished. The results in extensive staff time spent 
researching property history and drafting reports to the HDC chronicling the property’s 
history. Additionally, requiring all proposed demolitions to come before the HDC for a full 
Evaluation of Significance adds time and an additional barrier onto the redevelopment 
process. In many cases, it is clear to staff early on that the property does not meet any of 
the nine designation criteria, yet a full report and vote of the HDC is still required. For 
context, in Fiscal Year 2025 nearly 40% of the HDC’s cases were Evaluations of 
Significance for the purpose of demolition. In Fiscal Year 2024, 50% of the HDC’s cases 
were Evaluations of Significance for the purpose of demolition.  
o Solution: Evaluation of Significance applications will still be required to be submitted 

for all proposed demolitions but must only come to the HDC if the structure is located 
within a historic district, is identified in the Historic Building Catalog, or is determined 
by staff to potentially meet at least one of the designation criteria. In other cases, staff 
will review the application and property history and can administratively sign off on 
the Evaluation of Significance when it is clear that the property does not meet any of 
our designation criteria or does not display integrity.  
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 Issue: Certificates of Approval expire one year from the date that they were approved. It 
is not uncommon for COAs to expire before the applicant has completed the work, 
requiring them to stop and receive a new COA before continuing.  
o Solution: Extend the expiration date for Certificates of Approval from one year to five 

years. This would allow the applicant more time to make their improvements, 
especially amidst a changing economic climate, and put COA approval timeframes in 
line with other approvals issued by CPDS.  

 Issue: Rockville is a Certified Local Government (CLG) by the National Park Service. This 
means that we have committed to upholding certain standards and practices in our 
preservation program. Our CLG Agreement requires that HDC Commissioners hold certain 
qualifications to be eligible for their roles, but these qualifications are not listed anywhere 
in our code.  
o Solution: In the section of our code that authorizes and gives powers to Approving 

Authorities, add in the required qualifications for Historic District Commissioners per 
our CLG Agreement.  

 Issue: Our current code provides a list of reference documents that can be consulted for 
design review during the Certificate of Approval process by the HDC. One of these 
documents is from 1977, and as such is outdated and no longer reflects the diversity that 
exists within Rockville’s historic districts.  
o Solution: Remove Adopted Architectural Design Guidelines for the Exterior 

Rehabilitation of Buildings in Rockville’s Historic Districts (1977) from the list of 
documents to consider when reviewing design for Certificate of Approvals.  

  
The Historic District Commission reviewed all of these proposed changes and provided feedback 
to staff at their July 17, 2025, meeting. The Commission was overwhelmingly positive about these 
changes and endorsed them. The Mayor and Council were presented these proposed revisions 
at their meeting on October 6, 2025. Like the Historic District Commission, the Mayor and 
Council was largely in favor of these revisions. The only modification requested by the Mayor and 
Council was to alter staff’s original proposal for owner consent in the historic designation 
process.   
  
The proposal presented to the Mayor and Council in October stated that if the property owner 
consents, in writing, to the nomination, a majority vote of the HDC is required to file a sectional 
map amendment and a majority vote of the Mayor and Council is required to rezone the property 
to the Historic District Overlay Zone. If the property owner does not consent to designation, or is 
silent on the matter, a unanimous vote of the HDC and Mayor and Council would be required.   
  

The Mayor and Council did not feel that a property owner failing to provide comment on a 
proposed designation should carry the same weight as a circumstance where the property owner 
actively opposed designation. As a result, the staff draft of the Zoning Ordinance revises these 
requirements so that if the owner consents to or is silent on the proposed designation, a majority 
vote is required. If the owner does not consent to designation, a unanimous vote is required.   
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Comprehensive Map Amendment: Planning Area 12 (Tower Oaks) and Planning Area 10 
(Montrose and North Farm)  
The Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan includes recommendations to rezone certain properties 
that are intended to implement the goals and objectives for land use outlined in the Plan. These 
recommended rezonings underwent an extensive public engagement process during the 
Comprehensive Plan, and further targeted engagement has occurred with this project.  
  
During the development of the draft Zoning Ordinance and CMA, staff reviewed the 
recommendations for rezoning with the Mayor and Council and Planning Commission at work 
sessions. The Staff Draft Zoning Map reflects these discussions.   
  
It should be noted that Maryland courts have affirmed that the Land Use Article requires that 
zoning regulations, subdivision regulations, and similar statutes must “further, and not be 
contrary to” provisions of the jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan that implement visions set out 
in Land Use Article Section 1-201 as well as the elements of the plan addressing development 
regulations and sensitive areas. This includes the Plan’s zoning recommendations. As such, a 
significant effort of the ongoing project is to rezone properties as recommended by the 
Comprehensive Plan through a Comprehensive Map Amendment (CMA).  
  
At their December 1 meeting, Mayor and Council identified two recommended rezonings for 
further discussion during the adoption process. The sections below highlight these 
recommended rezonings. While elements of this information have been provided in past staff 
reports, some information is new or updated.  
  

Planning Area 12 (Tower Oaks)  
  

 
 
FIGURE 1. PROPERTY PROPOSED TO BE REZONED - PLANNING AREA 12  
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Background: Adjacent to the New Mark Commons neighborhood is a 9.75-acre property that is 
zoned R-90 and is currently undeveloped. The Comprehensive Plan recommends that the Mayor 
and Council “Rezone the northern parcel from R-90 (Single Unit Detached Dwelling, Restricted 
Residential) to RMD-25 (Residential Medium Density)” (Rockville 2040 Comprehensive 
Plan, 368). The current R-90 Zone permits single-unit detached dwellings on lots of 9,000 SF 
minimum. The RMD-25 Zone would permit additional residential unit types at a maximum 
density of 25 units per acre. Staff notes that the Plan recommendation affords maximum 
flexibility to achieve residential development of the property, although there are significant site 
constraints.  
  
Staff conducted outreach to New Mark Commons residents, who have expressed a number 
of concerns related to the potential development of the property, including that it may increase 
traffic, impact existing wetlands, or be out of character with the adjacent neighborhood; and an 
ad hoc residents group has formed and circulated a petition. The New Mark Commons Board of 
Directors also submitted comments stating that the board has discussed the rezoning proposal 
and established no position on the matter. Comments are located in Attachment 2 – Staff Draft 
Comprehensive Map Amendment Public Comment Digest.  
  
Conclusion: Mayor and Council have requested consideration of an alternate proposal for the 
property (e.g., rezoning to RMD-10, RMD-15, or the Mixed Use Transition (MXT) zones); 
however, the wording of this specific Comprehensive Plan recommendation does not provide 
flexibility for alternate interpretations or proposals. The proposed rezoning is consistent with 
adopted policy and the broader city goals of increasing housing opportunities. The RMD-25 Zone 
will also allow greater density and eliminate minimum lot size requirements, enabling 
development to be clustered in ways that can minimize environmental impacts and enhance the 
protection of sensitive natural features.  
  
The following table, which includes high-level information related to three recent 
development projects, is intended to assist in visualizing 25 dwelling unit per acre density. Site 
plans and elevations for each project are included in Attachment 3 – Visualizing Density: 
Example Site Plans and Elevations.  
  
TABLE . VISUALIZING DENSITY – 25 DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE (DU/ACRE)  

Development  Zone; Max Height  Density  Development Pattern  

Farmstead (King Buick)  MXCD; 75 feet  18.18 DU/acre  
Townhouses and   

2-over-2s  

5906 Halpine Rd   MXNC; 45 feet  23.84 DU/acre  2-over-2s  

Northside (Potomac 
Woods)  

MXCD; 75 feet  31.03 DU/acre  
Townhouses and 

multifamily  

  

Finally, as noted above, Maryland courts have affirmed that the Land Use Article requires that 
zoning regulations, subdivision regulations, and similar statutes must “further, and not be 
contrary to” provisions of the jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan that implement visions set out 
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in Land Use Article Section 1-201 as well as the elements of the plan addressing development 
regulations and sensitive areas.   
  

Recommendation: Staff recommends the Comprehensive Plan’s recommended zone 
(RMD-25) for the property. The Planning Commission may consider revisions to the RMD-
25 Zone development standards to address compatibility concerns (see page 10 of this 
staff report).  
  
Alternate option: The Planning Commission may recommend not adopting the 
Comprehensive Plan’s recommended zone (RMD-25) for the property at this time and the 
R-90 Zone would remain in place.  

  
Planning Area 10 (Montrose and North Farm)  

  
Background: The Plan also recommends rezoning a portion of Planning Area 10 (Montrose and 
North Farm). The area is currently zoned RMD-25 with one parcel zoned R-75 
and contains existing apartment communities known as the Rollins Park Apartments and 
Congressional Towers. The Plan recommends:  
  

“Rezone the strip of land along the west side of East Jefferson Street, designated as CRM 
in the Land Use Policy Map, from RMD-25 (Residential Medium Density) to MXCT (Mixed-
Use Corridor Transition), to allow for redevelopment with a mix of commercial and 
residential uses. […] A new, higher-density residential zone, limited to residential uses, is 
appropriate for the remainder of the site to permit new investment and upgrades, though 
it should not result in resident displacement (See also Policy 4 of the Land Use 
Element) [emphasis added]” (p. 356).  

  
While the Plan recommends MXCT for the strip of land along the west side of East Jefferson 
Street specifically, the recommendation of a “new, higher-density residential zone” for the bulk 
of the area offers more flexibility. Following community engagement and staff consideration, a 
new, high-density residential zone was developed for this location, to be known as the RHD 
(Residential High Density) Zone. This original proposal is included in the Staff Draft Zoning 
Ordinance.   
  
Written testimony provided by the property owner's attorney has indicated that the 
recommended residential density for the proposed RHD Zone would not be sufficient to spur 
redevelopment of the property in accordance with the Rockville 2040 Plan recommendations. 
Staff subsequently consulted with the owners as to what level of density would allow for 
redevelopment to be economically feasible and have outlined an alternate proposal that is 
intended to meet the Plan recommendations while taking into account feedback received from 
the community.   
  
The alternate proposal would entail changes to both the Staff Draft Comprehensive Map 
Amendment and the Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance. Maps showing the Staff Draft Zoning 
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Ordinance proposal for the RHD zone and the alternate proposal for the RHD zone are shown 
below. Tables comparing the development standards for the two proposals are also included.  
  
Staff has not yet conducted outreach to the Planning Area 10/Montrose community related to 
the alternate proposal. If supported during the January 14 work session, staff will engage with 
the community, so the Commission receives their input. .  
  

FIGURE 2. STAFF DRAFT CMA PROPOSAL  
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FIGURE 3. ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL  

  
  
TABLE . RHD DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS ALTERNATIVES  

Standard  Staff Draft Zoning 
Ordinance Proposal  

Alternative Proposal  

Density (Max.)   
50 dwelling units/acre  

100 dwelling units/acre  

Bonus Density (Max.)  
30% increase in allowable dwelling 
units per acre  

30% increase in allowable dwelling 
units per acre  

Lot Size (min)  
N/A  

N/A  

Lot Frontage (Min.)  
10 ft.  

10 ft.  

Front Setback (Min.)  

25 ft. when abutting or confronting 
a lot zoned for and developed with 
single-unit residential uses  
10 ft. in all other locations  

25 ft. when abutting or confronting 
a lot zoned for and developed with 
single-unit residential uses  
10 ft. in all other locations  

Side Setback   
10 ft.  

10 ft.  

Rear Setback (Min.)  
10 ft.  

10 ft.  

Building Height (Max.)  
75 ft.  
  

150 ft.   

Transition Height  

When abutting or confronting a 
lot zoned for and developed with 
single-unit residential uses, 
buildings are limited to a max. 
height of 45 ft. within 100 ft. of 
the property line.  

N/A  
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RMD-25 Zone Development Standards  
The RMD-25 Zone development standards are one final item for consideration in the discussion 
of both the Planning Area 12 and Planning Area 10 proposed rezonings. The Staff Draft Zoning 
Ordinance proposes to update and modernize the standards of the RMD-25 zone, including 
replacing antiquated setback requirements with height transitions consistent with those 
proposed for the mixed-use zones and reducing the minimum site area to address 
existing nonconformities. Please note that the RMD-25 Zone standards impact not only the 
subject properties, but all properties zoned RMD-25.   
  

Recommendation: Staff recommends all Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance standards, except 
that the front setback should be an amended version of the Current Zoning Ordinance 
standard, as follows:  

“Where the property abuts or confronts single-unit detached dwellings, 25 ft. 
from a public street or property boundary, plus 3 ft. for each 1 foot of building 
height above 45 ft.”  

Alternate option: Planning Commission may recommend retaining the development 
standards contained in the current Zoning Ordinance, in whole or in part. (This would not 
apply to the Staff Draft maximum bonus density, which is required by State law.)  

  
TABLE . RMD-25 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS  

Standard  Current Zoning Ordinance  Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance  

Density (Max.)   25 DU/acre  25 DU/acre  

Bonus Density (Max.)  N/A  

30% increase in allowable dwelling 
units per acre   
[Note: This applies only as outlined 
under the Maryland Housing 
Expansion and Affordability Act.]  

Site Area (Min.)   2 acres  0.75 acres  

Lot Frontage (Min.)  100 ft.  100 ft.  

Front Setback   
  

25 ft. from a public street or tract 
boundary, plus 3 ft. for each 1 foot 
of building height above 45 ft.  
  
Main buildings must be set back 
from each other ½ the height of 
the building, plus 3 feet for each 1 
foot of building height above 45 
feet.  

25 ft.   

Side Setback  

10 ft. or one-half the height of the 
building, whichever is greater.   8 ft. for townhouse, multiplex, 

small apartment buildings, and 
cottage courts  

16



 

 

10 ft. for apartments of seven or 
more units  

Rear Setback (Min.)  
15 ft. or one-half the height of the 
building, whichever is greater  

25 ft.  

I-270 Setback (Min.)  N/A  50 ft.  

Building Height (Max.)   75 ft.  75 ft.  

Transition Height  
See front, side, and rear setback 
standards, above  

Subject to the mixed use massing 
and height transitions of draft Sec. 
25.7.3.81  

  

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Division  
Planning Commission members identified the new Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Division 
(draft Division 8.3) as an area of interest. In the current Zoning Ordinance, bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities requirements are addressed in various locations in the Zoning Ordinance, most notably 
the Parking and Loading Article and the Mixed-Use Zones Article. The Staff Draft Zoning 
Ordinance relocates relevant requirements to one location for ease of use and transparency.   
  
To further Vision Zero, the Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance also includes the following changes to 
bicycle and pedestrian requirements:  

 Require bicycle parking for both principal and accessory uses. In the current Zoning 
Ordinance, bicycle parking requirements are calculated only for the principal use on a 
site, unlike vehicular parking requirements, which are calculated for all uses on a 
development site. The Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance requires bicycle parking for all 
uses on a site, principal and accessory.  

 Update and right-size minimum bicycle parking requirements for individual uses. The 
consultant team performed a comprehensive review and update to both the short- 
and long-term bicycle parking requirements to align with best practices.   

 Clarify bicycle parking location requirements. Bicycle parking requirements are 
simplified, and location requirements no longer vary by different development 
patterns (e.g., “buildings having one entrance;” “buildings having more than one 
entrance;” “multiple buildings or entries within a campus setting;” and “sites with 
more than one primary building, with exception to an institutional campus”).  

 Add new design standards for short-term bicycle parking. Short-term bicycle parking 
design standards were developed in coordination with the City’s Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Coordinator. These include requirements for support, locking, and 
materials.  

 Ensure flexibility by allowing applicants to seek a waiver from requirements.   
  
Following the release of the Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance, staff identified potential 
enhancements for the long-term bicycle parking requirements, though no specific changes are 
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proposed at this time. If changes are identified after the January 14 work session, staff will 
update the Commission at a later work session.  
  

Parking and Loading  
The Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance modernizes parking and loading standards to align with transit 
accessibility, sustainability goals, and evolving mobility patterns. The updates generally introduce 
flexibility to encourage more efficient land use and multimodal access while introducing new 
provisions for electric vehicles, pedestrian safety, and sustainable infrastructure such as solar 
canopies. New/increased standards for pick-up/drop-off and commercial loading have also been 
added to address staff-identified issues. During the August 13 Planning Commission work session, 
greater detail on the regulatory context was provided and preliminary changes were discussed.  
  
Key changes are as follows:  

 Eliminate minimum parking requirements within ½ mile of Metro or ¼ mile of Bus 
Rapid transit. Eliminating parking minimums as described is anticipated to encourage 
transit use, reduce housing costs, allow for more density and associated walkability, 
and increase equity.2 The policy is also consistent with Montgomery County’s parking 
regulations and would expand citywide the application of the policy adopted by 
Mayor and Council through the Town Center Master Plan for areas within Town 
Center. Finally, it is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s housing, transportation, 
and climate goals. No additional ADA parking is proposed to be required.   

 Right-size minimum parking requirements for individual uses. The consultant team 
reviewed and updated the parking table to a) align with best practices, and b) base 
minimum requirements on objective unit measures that are knowable at the time of 
entitlement. Unit measures such as “number of employees” or “number of work 
vehicles” were generally replaced by gross floor area.  

 Update minimum parking requirements by:   
o Revising how/when minimum parking requirements apply, to increase 

flexibility. CPDS, DPW, and DHCD staff coordinated updates to the provisions that 
describe when the minimum parking standards apply, with the goal of introducing 
flexibility for redevelopment projects where minimum parking requirements are 
proposed to increase by a limited amount.  

o Providing by-right ‘adjustments’ to required parking ratios to support city goals 
and policies, similar to Montgomery County. To account for conditions not 
addressed through the minimum parking requirements and to align with city goals 
and policies related to EV parking, affordable housing, and Vision Zero, the Staff 
Draft Zoning Ordinance introduces by-right adjustments, as outlined 
below. Because the proposed adjustments are by-right, they will also reduce 
uncertainty and risk for developers to a certain degree.3  
 EV parking. The Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance proposes that each EV parking 

space would be equal to two required parking spaces, for up to 10% of the 
required parking spaces. This would align with recommendations of the EV 
Readiness Plan, allowing flexibility for the retrofit of existing parking spaces to 
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EV accessible spaces (which typically require the conversion of one parking 
space to an access aisle), and incentivizing the development of EV spaces.  

 MPDU apartments. The Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance allows the parking 
requirement for MPDU apartment dwelling units to be reduced by 50% to 
lessen the cost of developing MPDU units. This would be more consistent with 
Montgomery County’s requirements (which allow a 50% parking reduction for 
all MPDU units) but limit the reduction to products where parking is typically 
provided in a common area, resulting in an equitable outcome.   

 Bicycle commuter facilities. The Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance allows parking 
requirements to be reduced by 10% for developments that 
provide additional enclosed (indoor and locker) and secure bicycle parking 
spaces equal to at least five percent of the number of vehicle parking spaces 
provided; and shower and dressing areas for employees.  

 Pick-up/Drop-off (PUDO). The Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance allows one on-site 
PUDO space located near an entrance be equal to two required parking 
spaces. This is intended to assist with curbside management and pedestrian 
safety by encouraging the development of rideshare/delivery spaces in 
convenient locations, outside of the flow of traffic.  

o Outlining a new process for requesting reductions to the required parking 
ratios. Where a developer seeks to construct parking spaces below the minimum, 
the Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance allows the Approving Authority to permit such 
requests if they are justified by a parking demand analysis demonstrating that the 
minimum required parking for the proposed development exceeds the practical 
demand for the proposed uses. The Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance also 
proposes a de minimus reduction of up to 10% without a parking demand analysis. 
This proposal would allow a path for all projects to seek a parking reduction based 
on demand, or to make use of the low de minimus threshold and would be 
approved in conjunction with the development application.  

o Allowing greater flexibility in shared parking ratios, consistent with Montgomery 
County. The ZOR proposes to replace the Zoning Ordinance’s current shared 
parking model, which was developed for the 2009 update, with the Urban Land 
Institute’s (ULI) Shared Parking model.4 ULI’s model is updated periodically (most 
recently in 2020) and is considered an industry standard. It is also used by 
Montgomery County and is considered user-friendly by the applicants that CPDS 
staff consulted with.  

o Removing provisions allowing for the deferral of providing required parking. These 
requirements are underutilized even with the current minimum parking 
requirements.   

 Loosen maximum parking requirements, while expanding the zones in which they 
apply. Capping the number of parking spaces allowed on a lot promotes efficient land 
use and supports sustainable development patterns. Currently, the Zoning Ordinance 
includes parking maximums only for the MXTD and the MXCD; however, these 
maximum requirements are extremely inflexible, as the minimum required parking 
amounts also serve as the maximum allowed parking. The Staff Draft Zoning 
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Ordinance builds flexibility into the standard, raising the maximum to 125% of the 
minimum parking requirement, while also instituting maximum parking requirements 
for all MX zones, all I zones, and the RHD, RMD-25, RMD-15, and RMD-10. The 
proposed parking maximums work in conjunction with the proposed reduction in 
parking minimums. Reducing the minimum number of parking spaces required for a 
use will give developers the option to reduce the number of parking spaces on a lot; 
adding parking maximums will serve to control the overdevelopment of 
parking. Where a developer seeks to construct parking spaces above the maximum, 
the Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance allows the Approving Authority to permit such 
requests if they are justified by a parking demand analysis. This process provides 
flexibility while ensuring that large parking lots provide only the parking necessary for 
the reasonable operation of the use.  

  
The following table, prepared by the consultant team, compares the parking maximums 
in the proposed Zoning Ordinance to similar regulations in other cities.   

  
TABLE 5. COMPARISON OF MAXIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS  

City  Maximum Threshold  Adjustment Mechanism  Code Section  

Rockville, MD:  
Staff Draft Zoning 
Ordinance  

125 % of minimum  
Approving Authority approval of a 
parking demand study.  

Draft Sec. 25.8.2.6.  

Washington, D.C.  100,000 sq. ft.  
BZA approval of transportation 
demand plan and special 
exception.  

Subtitle C, Section 706  

Roanoke, VA  

150% of minimum if 
50 spaces or less  BZA approval subject to peak 

parking demand.  
Sec. 36.2-653.  

140% of minimum if 
more than 50 spaces  

Gaithersburg, MD  
110% of minimum for 
commercial uses  

Planning Commission approval 
subject to traffic demand.  

Sec.24-7.2.  

  
  

 Re-introduce compact parking spaces as an allowable parking space type.  These 
were previously eliminated with the 2009 update to the Zoning Ordinance.   

 Introduce new minimum requirements for pick-up/drop-off spaces and 
loading spaces, and clarify existing requirements for stacking spaces. DPW staff 
have identified an increasing demand for pick-up/drop-off (PUDO) activity associated 
with deliveries and rideshare services, particularly in multifamily developments. 
Addressing this demand is an emerging practice in zoning and street design, 
with jurisdictions taking varying approaches that place PUDO spaces either on-site, 
within the public right-of-way, or through a combination of both. DPW, DHCD, and 
CPDS staff coordinated to develop draft standards intended to proactively manage 
PUDO activity and reduce operational and safety impacts.  
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The Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance establishes minimum PUDO space requirements for 
developments with 20 or more apartment units, with higher ratios applied to projects 
with little or no on-site parking. The draft prioritizes on-site provision, allows limited off-
site options, and permits the use of the public right-of-way where other locations are 
not feasible. Design standards and signage requirements are included to ensure visibility, 
accessibility, and short-term use. The draft also provides flexibility by allowing the 
Approving Authority to reduce or waive PUDO requirements where an alternative design 
can demonstrate safe and efficient accommodation of pick-up and drop-off activity.  

Quantitative loading space requirements were also added, to clarify when one or more 
loading spaces are required for different uses.  

 Introduces new standards for electric vehicle parking spaces and EVSE to 
complement the requirements in the Building Code (Chapter 5).   

 Introduces new requirements for pedestrian visibility where sidewalks intersect 
driveways.   

 Allow solar canopies over parking spaces. Parking lot solar canopies are not 
addressed in the current Zoning Ordinance. The Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance 
creates a regulatory framework to allow parking lot solar canopies, including how 
these structures relate to landscaping requirements.  

  
Amenity space  
The current Zoning Ordinance requires private developments to provide a specific amount of 
open area or, in certain cases, “public use space.” Where public use space is required, it is treated 
as a subset of open space, with any public use space provided counting toward the open space 
requirement as well. Public use space is intended “to promote an appropriate balance between 
the built environment, public parks and other open spaces intended for respite from urban 
development, and to protect natural features and preserve the character of the City”; however, 
both requirements are currently defined very broadly, and the current Zoning Ordinance does 
not always ensure that the open space or public use space provided by developments in the City 
is high quality.  
  
As discussed during the October 8 Planning Commission work session, the Staff Draft Zoning 
Ordinance transitions from broadly defined “public use space” to “amenity space,” which is 
defined to include only high-quality space with amenities, including those for both passive and 
active uses.   
  
In addition to this restructuring, substantive changes are as follows:  

 

 Require amenity space for residential and mixed-use projects in the mixed-use zones, 
residential medium density zones, and Residential High Density zone, except when the 
project:  
o Consists of five or fewer dwelling units  
o Is a non-residential use with a gross floor area of 20,000 square feet or smaller  
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o Is on a site of one acre or less in the MXTD-235, MXTD-200, and MXTD-85 or 20,000 
square feet in any other zone. The MXTD zones are intended to be the city’s most 
walkable and transit-oriented zones.  

o Is a 100 percent affordable residential development located within ¼ mile of a 
public park or publicly accessible amenity space  

 
Community Planning and Development Services, Recreation, and Housing and Community 
Development staff reviewed and updated exemptions. The current Zoning Ordinance exempts 
all affordable housing projects, as well as projects that consist of Housing for Senior Adults and 
Persons with Disabilities. The Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance does not propose continuing 
these two exemptions, due to concerns regarding the equitable provision of recreation and 
amenity space for all Rockville residents.  

 Establish certain design and configuration requirements for amenity space, including 
continuing to require that the space be publicly accessible except in certain 
circumstances.   

 Allow flexibility in the MXTD for 50 percent of the required amenity space to be 
accessible only to residents of the development, such as on a rooftop. In these areas, 
the Plan prioritizes density, land is generally at a premium, and providing meaningful, 
contiguous, amenitized space may be difficult.  

 Allow amenity space requirements to be met through dedication of land to the city, 
fee-in-lieu, or alternative compliance.  

  

Next Steps  
Staff have developed a working schedule for the three Planning Commission work sessions. As 
noted earlier in this staff report, the schedule is comprised of topics identified by Mayor and 
Council members, Planning Commissioners, and staff.  
  
TABLE 6. PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSIONS WORKING SCHEDULE  

Planning 
Commission Meeting  

Topics  Source  

January 14, 2026  
Adoption work session #1  

Historic preservation (briefing)   Planning Commission  
Comprehensive Map Amendment: Planning Area 
12 (Tower Oaks) and Planning Area 10 (Montrose 
and North Farm)  

Mayor and Council  
  

 RMD-25 development 
standards  

Staff   

Parking, including minimums, maximums, by-
right adjustments  

Planning Commission  

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Division  Planning Commission  
Amenity space  Planning Commission  

January 28, 2026  
Adoption work session #2  

Fencing, including deer mesh  Mayor and Council  
Use standards  ---   

 Use-based gross floor area 
restrictions   

Mayor and Council  

 ADU standards   Mayor and Council  

 Group home standards  Staff  
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 Front loaded TH standards  Staff  

 Adult-oriented Establishment 
and Shoot Galleries location 
requirements  

Mayor and Council  

 EV and solar canopies  Mayor and Council  
Nonconformities  Mayor and Council  
Park Zone  Staff  

February 11, 2026 Adoption 
work session #3  

Development standards, specifically:  ---  
o Bonus density (specifically, how 
to achieve it)  

Planning Commission  

o Established setbacks  Staff  
o Accessory structure setbacks  Staff  

Development review processes, including:  ---  
o Zoning Ordinance/Development 
Review Manual relationship   

Staff  

o Notification requirements   Mayor and Council  
o Length of time 
for submitting appeals  

Mayor and Council  

o Public outreach for 
administrative decisions (how to make 
sure public is sufficiently informed)  

Planning Commission  

Signs  Staff  
Any necessary clean-up  ---  

  

 
 
 

Attachments 
Attachment 1_Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance Public Comment Digest, Attachment 2_Staff Draft 
Comprehensive Map Amendment Public Commen, Attachment 3: Visualizing Density: Sample 
Site Plans 
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Zoning Ordinance Rewrite 
Digest of Public Commentary 

January 7, 2026 
 

Comments Regarding the Zoning Ordinance Rewrite 

ID # Name / Organization Date of Comment Page Number 
Comments Received Prior to November 10, 2025 

ZOR-1 Bunny Miu 04/21/2025 1 
ZOR-2 Ryan Murphy 05/02/2025 3 
ZOR-3 Mike Stein 06/23/2025 5 
ZOR-4 Sean Cullinane 07/02/2025 6 
ZOR-5 Ryan Murphy 08/06/2025 7 
ZOR-6 Max van Balgooy 09/27/2025 9 
ZOR-7 Seth Denbo 10/04/2025 12 
ZOR-8 William Kominers & 

Steven VanGrack 
10/06/2025 15 

ZOR-9 William Kominers 10/27/2025 22 
Comments Received from November 10, 2025 – January 7, 2026 

ZOR-10 Max van Balgooy 11/24/2025 36 
ZOR-11 Mary van Balgooy 11/25/2025 39 
ZOR-12 Lauren Hanna 11/27/2025 43 
ZOR-13 Donna Sprague 11/28/2025 44 
ZOR-14 Ellen Gagnon 11/29/2025 46 
ZOR-15 Dawn Iype 11/29/2025 47 
ZOR-16 Douglas Lunenfeld 11/29/2025 48 
ZOR-17 Kate & David Beckerle 11/30/2025 50 
ZOR-18 Gary Cole 11/30/2025 51 
ZOR-19 Peter Cole 11/30/2025 52 
ZOR-20 Larry Giammo 11/30/2025 53 
ZOR-21 Erin Mahony & John 

Barker 
11/30/2025 54 

ZOR-22 Shannan Turner-Cole 11/30/2025 56 
ZOR-23 Todd Loy 12/01/2025 57 
ZOR-24 Rebecca Parlakian 12/01/2025 58 
ZOR-25 Jack & Catherine 

Thirolf 
12/01/2025 60 
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           Proposal of introduction a new policy bill to remove barriers and restrictions on 
the number of unrelated occupants permitted to live together in a single family house in 
Rental Properties in Rockville and Montgomery County  

 

Dear Sir/madam,  

We are writing to respectfully request that the City of Rockville and Montgomery county consider 
introducing a new policy bill of amending its residential occupancy regulations to remove 
barriers and restrictions on the number of unrelated occupants permitted to live together in a 
single family house in Rental Properties in Rockville and Montgomery County, and allow up to 
eight tenants (based on total sqft of the house) in a single rental property, as long as parking is 
not an issue.  

 

This change would reflect the evolving needs of our community. Many single 
residents—including students, and working professionals—are seeking more flexible and 
affordable housing options. Allowing up to eight tenants would help address housing affordability 
and availability without compromising neighborhood integrity. 

Importantly, Howard County and all the other counties in Maryland have already updated their 
regulations to allow up to eight unrelated tenants per property. This model demonstrates that 
such policies can be implemented responsibly, with appropriate oversight to ensure compliance 
with safety, zoning, and health codes. 

Rockville and housing in montgomery county has an opportunity to follow suit by modernizing its 
housing policies to: 

●​ Support diverse living arrangements 
●​ Increased housing availability: raising the occupancy limit could allow more people to 

live in existing housing units, potentially easing a shortage of available rental 
properties 

●​ Lower housing costs for the hard working professionals: If the demand for rental units 
is high and the supply is limited, higher occupancy limits could put downward pressure 
on rent prices.  

●​ Align with regional trends in housing policy 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss this 
further or support any efforts to review and update the current ordinance. 
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 The next 6 stories would have to be set back by 10 ft, for a lost potential space of 10 x 2,500 x 6 = 
150,000 sqft 

 The next 17 stories would have to be set back by 20 ft, for a lost potential space of 20 x 2,500 x 17 
=  850,000 sqft 

 The total lost potential from this block alone is 150,000 + 850,000 = 1,000,000 sqft.  
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Holly Simmons

From: Mike Stein 
Sent: Monday, June 23, 2025 9:01 PM
To: Holly Simmons; Katie Gerbes
Cc: Jim Wasilak; mayorcouncil
Subject: Thank you - Zoning Presentation

 WARNING - External email. Exercise cauƟon. 
 
Dear Holly and KaƟe, 
 
I wanted to reach out and thank you again for your excellent presentaƟon to the Twinbrook Community last week about 
Rockville’s zoning update project.  I thought you both did an excellent job highlighƟng the important changes and 
presenƟng in a clear and concise manner.  Your examples, in parƟcular, helped the community understand the proposals 
and alleviate many concerns.   Your interacƟons with the community were respecƞul, kind, and your experƟse came 
through.  Thank you again. 
 
Best, 
 
Mike Stein 
Twinbrook resident and Treasurer, Twinbrook Community AssociaƟon 
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From: Ryan Murphy   
Sent: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 9:05 AM 
To: Holly Simmons <hsimmons@rockvillemd.gov> 
Cc: Katie Gerbes <kgerbes@rockvillemd.gov> 
Subject: Re: Invitation: Join a Rockville Zoning Ordinance Focus Group 

 

 WARNING - External email. Exercise caution. 

Hi Holly and Katie, 

 

Apologies if this has been discussed and I missed it, but as part of the zoning ordinance 
rewrite, has there been any effort to revisit minimum lot sizes in the code? 

 

There has been a lot of literature regarding how having minimum lot sizes too high can drive 
housing unaffordability.  

https://open.substack.com/pub/populationnews/p/how-minimum-lot-sizes-shape-cities-
home-prices?r=dinhs&utm_medium=ios 

https://cayimby.org/blog/lot-sizes-when-the-bare-minimum-is-way-too-much/ 

https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2024/12/10/how-minimum-lot-size-requirements-
maximize-the-housing-crisis 

https://aier.org/article/want-starter-homes-cut-minimum-lot-sizes/ 

 

Some cities have been taking action on this. Austin, for example, reduced last year from 
5,750 to 1,800 feet.  

https://www.texastribune.org/2024/05/16/austin-lot-size-housing-affordability/ 

Houston lowered from 5,000 to 1,400 feet.  

https://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/reducing-minimum-lot-sizes-in-houston-texas/ 

Pittsburgh just did something similar: https://archive.ph/Y9d2c 
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I know any action on this front depends on there being an appetite for change from the 
mayor and council, but if this is something they'd be willing to consider, the ZOR process 
seems like the appropriate time to do it.  

 

Thanks, 

Ryan Murphy 
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Dear Mayor Ashton and Members of the Council, 

I’m writing regarding the Zoning Ordinance Rewrite (ZOR) work session on Sept. 29, which lists Historic 
Preservation among the discussion topics. I’m concerned about any change that would limit or 
condition historic‐designation nominations to property owners alone (or effectively give owners a 
veto). Please reject such a change and retain avenues for community-, staff-, and commission-
initiated nominations within the ordinance.  

Why this matters: 

 Neighborhood character is a public good. Historic resources shape the identity, cohesion, and 
economic appeal of our neighborhoods. If only owners can initiate, significant places may never 
be considered—especially under redevelopment pressure. 

 Equity and inclusion. Many stories—particularly of underrepresented communities—come to 
light through neighbors, historians, and civic groups. Closing off third-party nominations risks 
silencing those voices. 

 Proactive, not reactive. Allowing staff, HDC, and community nominations lets the City identify 
and evaluate resources before they’re altered or demolished—saving time, money, and heritage. 

 Consistency with Rockville’s goals. ZOR aims to align with Rockville 2040 and the City’s 
commitments to resilience and social equity. Preservation is a core tool for both.  

What I urge you to do: 

1. Continue to maintain multiple nomination paths (property owner, staff, HDC, community 
organizations, and residents). 

2. Continue to require a fair, evidence-based review for any properly filed nomination, 
irrespective of who files it. 

3. Continue to offer owners strong engagement and due process (notice, hearings, clear criteria) 
without granting a unilateral veto at the nomination stage. 

4. Continue to publish clear criteria and timelines so all parties understand the process and 
expectations. 

5. Continue to pair preservation with incentives (technical assistance, small grants, tax credits 
information) to help owners steward designated properties. 

This balanced approach respects property rights and preserves Rockville’s shared heritage. Please keep 
the door open for the community to help identify what is significant—once these places are gone, we 
can’t get them back. 

Thank you for your consideration and for your work on the ZOR. 

Sincerely, 

Max A. van Balgooy 

313 Twinbrook Parkway, Rockville 
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Reference: ZOR Work Session agenda lists “Historic Preservation” among remaining topics for Council 
direction.  

 
--  
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October 4, 2025 
 
Mayor and Council 
City of Rockville 
Via email 
 
Re: Zoning Ordinance Rewrite (Historic Preservation) 
 
Dear Mayor and Council,  
 
I am an appointed Historic District Commissioner for the City of Rockville, and while these 
comments arise from my knowledge of preservation issues and experience serving on the 
Historic District Commission (HDC) for the past three years, I am writing this letter as an 
individual and resident of the City of Rockville. The views expressed in this letter are entirely 
my own. 
 
I strongly support reviewing and updating the portions of the Zoning Ordinance that are 
related to historic preservation, the HDC, and the property review processes. I agree with 
most of the recommendations, but would like to explicitly provide my views on all of the 
suggested changes, and express concern about some of what has been put forward. I will 
address the changes in the order they are presented in the slides in the agenda book for the 
October 6th meeting (starting on page 161).  
 
Certificate.of.Approval.(COA) 
The recommendation to expedite COAs for work considered minor will streamline the 
process of approval. The definition of “minor” work must be clearly defined, and the 
process by which staff make such assessments needs to be transparent. The ordinance 
should require that staff report all administrative decisions to the HDC for review.  
 
The recommendation to extend the expiration period of a COA to 5 years is a much needed 
improvement that will reduce unnecessary work for property owners, city staff, and the 
HDC.  
 
Local.Designation¿.Process.and.Consent 
While on the surface this may look anti-democratic, limiting who is able to file a 
nomination application to the property owner, HDC, and Mayor and Council will be 
beneficial to the openness of the process. The current situation, in which anyone can file a 
nomination application, is potentially open to misuse. Even with such a restriction, there 
would be nothing to stop members of the public or organizations from recommending to 
the HDC that they initiate the process. So there would still be a route for members of the 
public to make recommendations.  
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I am very concerned, however, about the recommendation regarding owner consent for 
designation. There is significant debate nationally on this matter, and the rules on this vary 
by municipality. As far as I understand it from my research, there is no accepted 
widespread view that owners should have the ability to prevent designation of their 
property. It is an area of ongoing debate. In fact, the National Trust for Historic Preservation 
explicitly advises against requiring owner consent. While I am sympathetic to the concerns 
of not putting undue restrictions and financial burdens on property owners, in the case of 
historic preservation there is a lot of misinformation about the impact of designation.  
 
Allowing owners control over whether or not a property is designated would be a significant 
barrier to a coherent approach to historic preservation in our 250 year old city. The most 
recent example of a notable property that has been through this process in Rockville, the 
Farmer’s Banking and Trust Building at 4 Courthouse Square, would not have been 
designated because the owner did not consent to the designation, despite widespread 
interest in the community and agreement by the HDC, the planning commission, and 
Mayor and Council that it is one of the best remaining historic buildings in downtown 
Rockville.  
 
Instead of giving an owner the power of consent, a robust ordinance should provide a clear 
process and ensure the owner is an informed participant throughout the designation 
process. The ordinance should set out a process by which the owner is formally contacted 
by the city’s legal representatives, and then has a period in which to register their view. If an 
owner actively opposes the designation, this should be taken into account by the HDC and 
Mayor and Council when they make their recommendation and decision, but an individual 
owner should not be able to block historic designation. Giving individual owners veto 
power would shift the balance away from the community in ways that could potentially 
harm the city’s efforts to preserve historically significant properties.   
 
Delisting  
A process for delisting properties and structures will be beneficial for the coherence of the 
historic districts in our city, and is an important addition to the code. It should be made 
clear in the code that this process exists only to deal with structures that no longer 
contribute or retain their historic status, not as a means to remove resources that an owner 
has decided they do not want to be listed. Requiring that Mayor and Council initiate an 
application will prevent misuse of the procedure, but there should also be review by the 
HDC of all structures to be delisted.  
 
Demolition.by.neglect 
I strongly support this recommendation to add provisions expressly forbidding and 
providing a mechanism to enforce the violation of demolition by neglect. This will greatly 
improve the ability of the city to protect important historical structures.  
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Evaluation.of.Significance.(EOS) 
The HDC should continue to be asked to review all proposed demolitions of structures, 
regardless of age or historic status. Once a building is demolished there is no going back, 
and keeping this high level of scrutiny on all proposed demolitions is important to prevent 
anything from slipping through the cracks.  
 
Additionally asking the HDC to review all demolitions provides the commissioners with an 
overview of how the city is changing, which is a vital part of understanding the history of our 
neighborhoods and communities and thus doing the work that the commission is tasked 
with. While I have no doubt that the staff would exercise care in reviewing these 
applications and bring any that were potentially questionable to the commission, I don’t 
see the need to remove this work from the purview of the appointed body. 
 
In FY24 the HDC conducted 3 EOS reviews, so these represent only a small fraction of the 
work of the commission. From the point of view of a commissioner, there is little need to 
reduce the workload of HDC volunteers. The number of applications of all types in any 
given month is never so great as to create an undue burden on the commissioners.  
 
 
That concludes my comments on the proposed changes. I want to thank Mayor and 
Council for your time. I also want to thank the city staff that have put a lot of time and 
thought into getting us this far in the process. I look forward to the next steps in bringing 
this important facet of Rockville’s zoning ordinance up to date so that it continues to serve 
the needs of our city and helps the citizens of Rockville to preserve the history that we all 
value.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Seth Denbo 
1535 Baylor Avenue 
Rockville, MD 20850 

14 38



39



16 40



17 41



18 42



19 43



20 44



21 45



46



47



48



49



50



51



52



53



54



55



56



57



58



ZONING ORDINANCE § 25.21.02

development plan have been constructed, bonded, or payments for constniction have 

been made. Intel'Ilal infrastructure improvements required only to serve the 

unconstructed portions of the project do not need to be completed. 

c. Expiration. If the adequate public facility determination expires, the unconstructed

portion of the development must satisfy the relevant public facilities standards, with credit 

for provided facilities, prior to approval of subsequent detailed applications, use permits, or 

final record plats. 

d. Notwithstanding the above, the adequate public facilities determination for water and

sewer service is confirmed prior to the issuance of a building permit. 

(Ord. No. 16-19, 7-8-19) 

ARTICLE 21. PLATS AND SUBDMSI0N REGULATIONS* 

Sec. 25.21.01. Plats. 

a. There are two (2) types of plats:

I. Final record plats which are either:

(a) Subdivision plats (when there is an assemblage or division of land); or

(b) Recordation of an existing single unit detached residential lot; and

2. Ownership plats.

b. Recordation required for development.

1. Every structure must be erected and located on a record lot.

2. Except as provided in this chapter, there cannot be more than one (1) single unit

detached residential dwelling on one (1) lot.

(Ord. No. 8-14, § 1, 4-21-14) 

Sec. 25.21.02. Final record plats. 

a. Subdivision plats. Subdivision is the process of assembling or dividing land. Final

record plats are the illustrated system of mapping and identifying lots within densely 

populated areas into a single mapping system. 

*State law reference-Subdivision control, Anno. Code of Md. Art. 66B, § 5.01 et seq.

Supp. No. 10 2318.l 
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While I appreciate the City’s efforts to modernize its preservation ordinance, I am deeply 
concerned that the proposed restriction on who may nominate a property for historic designation 
will significantly weaken Rockville’s ability to recognize and protect meaningful places. Under the 
current ordinance, “any person may nominate” a property for designation. Eliminating this long-
standing avenue for community participation removes a key mechanism that has shaped 
Rockville’s preservation efforts for decades. 
  
Despite being directly affected, Twinbrook residents were never engaged in discussions about 
these proposed changes. 
  
City staff presented portions of the zoning rewrite to the Twinbrook Community Association twice 
at our meetings; however, the proposed changes to historic designation eligibility 
were not discussed. As a result, residents, many living in homes now more than fifty years old, 
were unaware that a major shift in preservation policy was under consideration. 
  
This lack of engagement is particularly concerning because Twinbrook is one of Rockville’s most 
historically significant neighborhoods and would be directly impacted by these revisions. More 
broadly, these proposed changes do not appear to have been presented to other neighborhood 
associations or resident groups. A decision that fundamentally alters how the City evaluates and 
protects historic resources should not emerge from such a narrow set of conversations. 
  
Twinbrook’s origins underscore why community involvement is essential. Platted on October 18, 
1946, the neighborhood was developed by four builders on nearly 200 acres of former farmland to 
provide modest, affordable housing for returning World War II veterans. The early Cape Cod–style 
homes—many with unfinished upper levels designed for future expansion—reflect the aspirations 
and challenges of the postwar era. Twinbrook was annexed into the City in 1949, making it one of 
Rockville’s earliest and most influential postwar subdivisions. 
  
Peerless Rockville has studied and interpreted Twinbrook’s history extensively, including through 
its Twinbrook Tours brochures, which highlight: 
  

 Three original model homes on Twinbrook Parkway, still largely unaltered on the exterior;  
 The former Twinbrook sales office and the “Anniversary Home” on Veirs Mill Road that are tied 

directly to the development’s creation; 
 Historic plans, marketing materials, and building documents preserved in Peerless Rockville’s 

collections. 
  
These resources demonstrate the architectural, cultural, and social significance of Twinbrook. Yet 
under the proposed ordinance, Peerless Rockville, TCA, and residents would have no ability to 
initiate preservation review for any of these properties. 
  
Residents increasingly value history, not just architecture. 
  
Many Twinbrook residents have expressed interest in nominating homes not because they were 
designed by notable architects, but because of their association with the neighborhood’s origins and 

40 64



3

with the families who shaped this community. The social history of a home—its stories, its long-
term residents, its role in the neighborhood—is often as important as its architectural integrity. 
  
Community-initiated nominations have been essential in surfacing these values. A recent example 
on Scott Avenue where neighbors sought guidance from me on how to preserve a house with deep 
cultural associations demonstrates this. Under the proposed ordinance, those residents would have 
no path to bring that forward. 
  
Restricting nominations contradicts the City’s stated goal of proactive preservation. 
  
During my years at Peerless Rockville, I frequently heard the same refrain from those opposing 
designation: 

“It’s not architect-designed,” “It’s too modest,” “It’s not historically significant enough.” 
  
These assumptions often discouraged owners from considering designation and overshadowed the 
truth that everyday buildings collectively tell Rockville’s story. 
  
Even today, many residents who might pursue designation simply do not know how. My own 
neighbor across the street has asked about the process because they could not find clear 
information. Meanwhile, the City’s messaging tends to emphasize tax credits. These are important, 
but far from the main reason people choose to preserve their homes. The pride of stewardship, the 
sense of contributing to community identity, and the responsibility of protecting history for future 
generations rarely receive equal emphasis. 
  
Restricting nominations sends a message that the City prefers fewer opportunities and not more to 
evaluate its historic assets. 
 
Creating a delisting process introduces a troubling precedent. 
  
Introducing a delisting mechanism risks destabilizing the City’s preservation framework. Once 
properties can be removed from the register, preservation decisions can become more vulnerable to 
redevelopment pressures rather than grounded in genuine reassessment of significance. Rockville 
must move cautiously before adopting any process that weakens the stability of existing districts or 
landmarks. 
  
Recommendation 
  
Therefore, I respectfully urge the Mayor and Council to restore the ability of Rockville residents, 
community organizations, and neighborhood associations to nominate properties for historic 
designation. Maintaining this long-standing pathway does not predetermine outcomes—the 
ordinance already provides clear criteria, public hearings, and multiple layers of review. But 
without a public nomination option, many historically important properties will simply never come 
before the City. 
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Rockville’s heritage belongs to everyone who lives here. Preserving an open nomination process 
supports civic engagement, encourages early identification of significant places, and strengthens 
our shared investment in the City’s character and history. 
  
Thank you. 
 
Mary A. van Balgooy 
313 Twinbrook Pkwy, Rockville, MD 
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Comprehensive Map Amendment 
Digest of Public Commentary 

January 7, 2026 
 

Comments Regarding the Comprehensive Map Amendment 

ID # Name / Organization Date of Comment Page Number 
Comments Received Prior to November 10, 2025. 

Included in the Dec. 1, 2025, Authorization to File brief book 
CMA-1 Lisa Yim 04/11/2025 1 
CMA-2 Karlton Jackson 04/12/2025 2 
CMA-3 Jeanne Paderofsky 04/25/2025 3 
CMA-4 William Meyer 04/26/2025 4 
CMA-5 Phyllis and Samuel 

Blum 
04/25/2025 5 

CMA-6 William Meyer 05/02/2025 6 
CMA-7 Susan Hoffman 05/04/2025 7 
CMA-8 Mark Wetterhahn 05/04/2025 10 
CMA-9 Michael Dutka 05/05/2025 13 

CMA-10 Zachary and Jacqueline 
Kohn 

06/24/2025 16 

CMA-11 Kyle Browning 07/03/2025 18 
CMA-12 Patricia Harris 07/24/2025 19 
CMA-13 Anne Lucas 07/27/2025 25 
CMA-14 Shellhorn Rockville, LLC 

via Matthew Gordon 
07/31/2025 26 

CMA-15 Jesse Chou 08/13/2025 30 
CMA-16 Montrose Civic 

Association 
08/19/2025 40 

CMA-17 Alex Belida 09/10/2025 46 
CMA-18 Susan Klein 09/10/2025 47 
CMA-19 Daniel Solomon 09/11/2025 48 
CMA-20 Zari Karimian 09/15/2025 49 
CMA-21 Amanda Innes 09/16/2025 50 
CMA-22 Wing Pokrywka 09/16/2025 51 
CMA-23 Natalie Lotuaco 09/17/2025 53 
CMA-24 Pat Reber 09/19/2025 55 
CMA-25 Julia Binder 09/21/2025 57 
CMA-26 Aileen Goldstein 09/21/2025 58 
CMA-27 Peter and Laurie Krug 09/21/2025 59 
CMA-28 Vladimir Gurevich 09/24/2025 61 
CMA-29 Deborah Mesmer and 

Henrik Olsen 
09/26/2025 63 
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CMA-30 Natalie Nelson 09/27/2025 66 
CMA-31 Ron Tipton and Rita 

Molyneaux 
09/30/2025 67 

CMA-32 Julia Binder 10/03/2025 68 
CMA-33 Maria Sol Pikielny 10/08/2025 69 
CMA-34 Pat Reber 10/11/2025 71 
CMA-35 Bill Holdsworth 10/13/2025 76 
CMA-36 Helene Dubov 10/19/2025 77 
CMA-37 Martin Reiss 10/22/2025 79 
CMA-38 Jonathan Ferguson 10/23/2025 80 
CMA-39 Adam Schuster 10/27/2025 81 
CMA-40 Mikaela Ober Schuster 10/27/2025 82 
CMA-41 Ann Reiss 10/31/2025 84 
CMA-42 Ann Reiss 11/02/2025 85 
CMA-43 Pat Reber 11/03/2025 86 
CMA-44 Phyllis and Samuel 

Blum 
11/04/2025 87 

CMA-45 Jeanne and Daniel 
Paderofsky 

11/04/2025 88 

CMA-46 Maryam Pishdad 11/04/2025 89 
CMA-47 Katherine Pishdad 11/04/2025 90 
CMA-48 Samuel L. Scheib 11/06/2025 91 
CMA-49 Kyle Browning 11/07/2025 92 
CMA-50 Ansalan Stewart 11/07/2025 93 

Comments Received November 10, 2025 – January 6, 2026 
CMA-51 Joseph Jordan 11/13/2025 95 
CMA-52 Vincent Russo 11/14/2025 97 
CMA-53 Marsha Douma 11/17/2025 98 
CMA-54 Pat Reber 11/17/2025 101 
CMA-55 New Mark Commons 

Residents Group, c/o 
Pat Reber 

11/17/2025 102 

CMA-56 Pat Reber 11/17/2025 127 
CMA-57 Natalya Teterina 11/17/2025 130 
CMA-58 Michelle Tongratanasiri 11/20/2025 132 
CMA-59 Rose G. Krasnow 11/21/2025 133 
CMA-60 Rose G. Krasnow 11/21/2025 135 
CMA-61 Steven Bernstein 11/22/2025 137 
CMA-62 James Nations 11/25/2025 138 
CMA-63 New Mark Commons 

Board of Directors 
11/28/2025 141 

CMA-64 Alex Belida 12/01/2025 143 
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CMA-65 Margaret Chao, read 
by Susan Knowles  

12/01/2025 144 

CMA-66 Pat Reber 12/01/2025 148 
CMA-67 New Mark Commons 

Residents Group, c/o 
Pat Reber 

12/08/2025 150 

CMA-68 Martin Reiss 12/10/2025 181 
CMA-69 Alex Belida 01/04/2026 182 
CMA-70 Pat Reber 01/04/2026 183 
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Sincerely, 
 
Zachary and Jacqueline Kohn 
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northern boundary of the Property.  A 5.3-acre portion of the Property currently improved with 
the Rollins-Congressional clubhouse and pool is zoned R-75.   The Comprehensive Plan Land 
Use Policy Map (Attachment A) recommends the following for the Property: 

 CRM (Commercial and Residential Mix) for the East Jefferson frontage of the Property 
 RM (Residential Multiple Unit) for the balance of the Property. 

In designating the majority of the Property RM, the Comprehensive Plan notes: “A new 
higher-density residential zone, limited to residential uses, is appropriate for the 
remainder of the site to permit new investment and upgrades, though it should not result 
in residential displacement.” (Emphasis added).  

In connection with the Zoning Rewrite, Planning Staff is recommending the new RHD Zone for 
the Property that would allow 50 units per acre and a maximum height of 75 feet, except that 
those portions of the Property within 100 feet of single unit housing are limited to a maximum 
height of 45 feet.  As noted, we are concerned that these recommendations will not foster the 
desired redevelopment of the Property and as explained below, believe that an increase in 
allowable density and heights (in selected areas) is appropriate for the proposed RHD Zone. 
Critically, the Property is the only site in the City with an RM land use designation and a 
recommendation for a higher density residential zone and as a result, the Property is the only site 
in the City recommended for the proposed RHD Zone.   

II. Considerations for Increased Density and Height 

In addition to being the only site in the City subject to the RHD Zone, we believe that the 
following features associated with the Property justify consideration of an increase in the density 
and height: 

 The Property is located less than 2,000 feet from the Twinbrook Metro Station and is 
within the “walkshed” of the Metro Station, as well as along RideOn Routes 5 and 26.  
As the City evaluates where additional needed housing should be located, it is locations 
such as the Property, that are served by existing infrastructure and adjacent to substantial 
commercial services, that are most logical.  

 The northern portion of the Property where the multi-family buildings are located abut 
the 457-acre Woodmont County Club.  The distance between the multi-family buildings 
on the Property and the closest single-family homes (located north of Wooton Parkway) 
is more than 3,800 feet.  Between the buildings and these homes is the wide, undeveloped 
expanse of the County Club property. 

 The Rollins Park community was constructed in 1962 and 1963 and is very well 
maintained.  Nonetheless, given the age of the improvements, the Owner’s anticipate that 
within the next ten to twenty years, decisions will need to be made as to whether to 
commence a phased redevelopment of the Property or instead make significant 
investments into the maintenance and upkeep of the existing improvements.1  By way of 

 
1 Within the past five years, the Owner’s invested more than $15 million to improve the HVAC Central Plants, door 
and lock replacements, elevator renovations, corridor and lobby renovations and apartment renovations throughout 
the Property. 
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example, because this development was built before current requirements for stormwater 
management, any redevelopment will entail significant costs that cannot be absorbed by a 
moderate replacement of density.  Thus, anticipated redevelopment will only be pursued 
with the appropriate height and density incentives. 

As it relates to the proposed heights for the RHD Zone, it is important to first emphasize that we 
agree with the proposed development standard that limits the height on the Property to 45 feet 
within 100 feet of the single-family residents.  The Rollins Park community and the nearby 
single-family residences have co-existed in a compatible manner since the development of both 
communities in the early 1960’s, and the 45-foot height limit ensures that any future 
development of the Property will continue to be compatible with the adjacent uses. 

At the same time however, the Property is generously sized at 52 acres and significant portions 
of the Property are located more than 100 feet away from single unit housing.  With these 
characteristics, we believe that there are areas of the Property where heights above 75 feet are 
appropriate and can be provided without adversely impacting the surrounding area.  More 
specifically, it is one-third of a mile (1,620 feet) from the Property’s southern boundary (which is 
across Rollins Avenue from the single-family homes) to the northern boundary adjacent to the 
Woodmont County Club.  This is a significant distance, and the RHD Zone could be drafted to 
allow the opportunity to selectively increase allowable heights above the proposed 75 feet as one 
moves further away from single unit housing, with the greatest heights being allowed in the most 
northern portions of the Property adjacent to the Country Club.  The RHD Zone could also be 
drafted to incorporate design requirements such as upper story setbacks, to the extent necessary 
to ensure that increased building heights are less perceptible from the ground plane.  Importantly, 
allowing additional height above 75 feet provides the opportunity to increase the number of 
housing units and can be accomplished in a manner that does not create any additional impacts 
on the  area surrounding the Property than would heights of 75 feet.  Further, increased heights 
allow for smaller building footprints such that redevelopment can proceed with minimal 
displacement.  The result is a gradual phased development wherein new units are created to 
supplement the existing residences. 

As it relates to the proposed density, the RHD Zone proposes a maximum density of 50 units per 
acre.  While this density represents a doubling of the density that was approved when the 
Property was developed more than 60 years ago, it nonetheless, based on the Owner’s economic 
analysis, does not provide enough additional density to make the redevelopment of the Property, 
as recommended by the Comprehensive Plan, financially feasible.  Consultation with current 
active developers and land planners has confirmed our view that at 50 units per acre, the highest 
and best use for the property would be the development of for-sale townhouses.  This is not 
consistent with the Owners long term objectives, nor those set forth under the Rockville 2040 
Comprehensive Plan. Nor does it advance that Plan’s stated goal of concentrating additional 
density within Metro transportation nodes. Without sufficient allowable density (in the 100 unit 
an acre range2) to support the redevelopment of the Property, the existing status quo of the 
Property will continue for the foreseeable future. Multi-family podium, courtyard, and hybrid 
residential buildings range in density but typically provide well over 50 units per acre thereby 

 
2 By way of comparison, the six-story multi-family building at 1900 Chapman Avenue has a density of 110 units per 
acre.  
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providing flexibility and diversity of housing between the highest density Rockville Pike 
Corridor and the lower density missing middle housing across from the detached-house 
neighborhoods to the south and west.  The proposed development standards represent a 
significant missed future opportunity, given that the Property is ideally located to support 
additional housing, including affordable housing, in furtherance of the City’s goals. 

In considering this increased density it is important to emphasize that the Property, at 52 acres, 
has the benefit of being able to support increased density in a flexible and varied manner.  The 
allowable maximum density will be averaged across the entire Property, with some areas, such as 
the northern portions of the Property where the multi-family buildings are currently located, 
having a considerably higher density per acre than the southern areas of the Property near the 
existing single-family homes.  Moreover, increasing the allowable height above 75 feet (in those 
areas located away from the single-family residences), will increase the yield of desperately 
needed housing and provide the development flexibility needed to incentivize redevelopment.  In 
addition, while it is unknown what building materials and technologies will be available in the 
upcoming decades, even current strategies for urban design and architecture show that higher-
density, walkable, transit-oriented neighborhoods have a reduced environmental footprint per 
unit.  The proposed higher density and height will allow pursuit of these options through a full 
public entitlement process, thus ensuring that compatibility and sustainability are incorporated in 
the design. 

III. Conclusion  

This Property’s ownership is local in nature and committed to the community and market they 
have served since the acquisition and development of the Property in 1959, when Rockville Pike 
was just two lanes wide and the area was largely undeveloped.  Looking ahead, all future 
improvements associated with the Property must remain relevant and reflective of community 
and market needs, just as the Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan envisions.  the Owner 
demonstrated its commitment to this approach when it redeveloped the existing standard 
swimming pool on the Property into a complex of pools and a community center in 2007, at a 
cost of $7,000,000.  The Owner expects that there will come a time when phased redevelopment 
will be the only economically feasible approach to ensure that the Property remains relevant to 
the evolving market and an asset to the surrounding community.   Thus, the Owner continues to 
take the long view in terms of the Property’s future enhancement.  As such, the zoning, use and 
density will be key to that evolution, as reflected in the Comprehensive Plan.  Recognizing that 
the Comprehensive Plan has a horizon of approximately 20 years, it is essential that the 
appropriate zoning development standards are in place to accommodate the phased 
redevelopment of the Property so that it never loses its position as an asset to the community and 
its residents.  

We appreciate the opportunity to share with you our concerns regarding the proposed RHD 
Zone.  It is our hope that based on our explanation you will request that Planning Staff reanalyze 
the proposed height and density development standards of the Zone with the intent of ensuring 
that they align with the recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan and the City’s housing 
goals.  
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Thank you for your consideration of this matter.  

Sincerely, 

 

Patricia A. Harris 
 
cc:   Ms. Holly Simmons 

Mr. Jim Wasilak 
Mr. Kenneth Becker 
Mr. Arnold Polinger 
Mr. Anthony Rakusin  
Mr. Josh Sloan 

 
Encl.  
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July 31, 2025   

 

VIA Email  
Mr. James Wasilak 
Chief of Zoning 
City of Rockville 
111 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 

Re: City of Rockville Comprehensive Map Amendment (the “CMA”); Shellhorn Rockville 
LLC’s written comments regarding 1460 and 1488 Rockville Pike  

Dear Mr. Wasilak: 

On behalf of Shellhorn Rockville LLC, an affiliate of Quantum Companies (“Quantum”), the 
owner of the shopping center (1488 Rockville Pike) and neighboring auto repair facility (1460 
Rockville Pike) located approximately 1/10th of a mile to the north of the intersection of 
Rockville Pike and Congressional Lane (the “Property”) in the South Pike area, please accept 
these written comments to the City of Rockville’s (the “City”) recommended rezoning of 
properties in the vicinity of Twinbrook Metro Station. 

By way of background, the Property is improved with approximately 29,874 square feet of retail 
uses and ancillary surface parking spaces and is located approximately 0.40 miles to the 
northwest of the Twinbrook Metro Station entrance. An aerial image showing the Property’s 
proximity to Twinbrook Metro Station is attached as Exhibit “A”. The Property is presently 
zoned MXCD and located immediately to the south of the Twinbrook Quarter mixed-use 
redevelopment. In this respect, the Property is appropriately positioned for redevelopment with 
additional density, height and a mix of uses. To this end, we respectfully request that the City 
rezone additional properties in the South Pike area to further the approved Rockville 2040: 
Comprehensive Plan Update (the “Comprehensive Plan”) recommendations, including to 
“continue to develop the Twinbrook Metro Station area and the south Rockville Pike area as a 
major activity and growth center.” See page 32, land use element.  

Quantum supports the City’s recommendations to rezone many of the properties to the south of 
the Property, on the east side of Rockville Pike, to a new MXTD-235 Zone. However, Quantum 
respectfully requests that the City also recommend that the Property and surrounding sites to the 
north and west that are within ¾ mile of Twinbrook Metro Station be rezoned to the MXTD-200 
Zone. These properties are transit-oriented with strong pedestrian access to both the Twinbrook 
Metro Station and planned BRT on Rockville Pike. Many of these properties are developed with 
low-rise commercial buildings and an abundance of surface parking, which do not represent their 
highest and best use.   
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The CMA designates areas to the south of the Property for MXTD-255 zoning based upon a 
framework developed as part of Rockville Town Center Plan (the “Town Center Plan”). The 
Town Center Plan designated properties as MD-355 Corridor Character Areas (MXTD-255 
zoning), Core Character Areas (MXTD-200 zoning), and Edge Character Areas (MXTD-85 
zoning). Significantly, properties evaluated as part of the Town Center Plan that are more than 
0.80 miles from the Rockville Metro Station were designated as Core Character Areas and 
recommended for rezoning to MXTD-200 as part of the CMA. Map 19 from the Town Center 
Plan is attached as Exhibit “B” for context. In this respect, the City should use the same 
methodology in the South Pike area to recommend properties that are located within ¾ mile of 
Twinbrook Metro Station, but outside the limits of properties recommended for MXTD-255 
zoning, be rezoned to MXTD-200 through the CMA. 

Quantum’s request that the City expand the limits of properties recommended for rezoning is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s recognition that “thousands of people walk or bike 
from Twinbrook Metro Station to residences, offices and shops,” and “the land use plan provides 
flexibility for the future, allowing a mix of high intensity office, residential, and commercial uses 
through the Office Commercial Residential Mix (OCRM) land use designation for the majority 
of land in the south Pike area.” See page 32, land use element. As a result, we respectfully 
request that the City expand on its initial recommendations for the South Pike area in the CMA 
to include additional properties to the north and west, which will ensure that market-responsive 
zoning is in place for the continued revitalization of this important section of Rockville Pike.  

We thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments on the CMA and look forward to 
continuing to work with staff and other interested stakeholders to achieve the Comprehensive 
Plan’s vision along this important corridor in the City. 
 

 

Very truly yours, 

 
 
Matthew Gordon  

 
cc: Ms. Holly Simmons  
 Mr. Alex Forbes 
 Mr. David Sullivan 
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Exhibit “A” 
1488 Rockville Pike Aerial & Vicinity  
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Exhibit “B”  

 

29 116



117



2

31 118



3

32 119



4

 
 

 
3. Traffic and Pedestrian Safety Risk: 
 
Duball 3 has requested a parking waiver, meaning no on-site parking for its 147 units. Residents will 
depend on nearby public garages, increasing the number of pedestrians and cyclists crossing already 
congested, single-lane streets. This raises the risk of accidents involving vehicles, especially for 
seniors, children, and people with limited mobility. 
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4: Sinkhole and Construction Concerns: 
 
ABC News with David Muir, KTLA, and LA Times reported a dramatic incident occurred in Ventura, 
California on May 30, 2025, where a 25-feet sinkhole abruptly opened beside a construction site for a new 
apartment complex . Vehicles were swallowed whole, structures adjacent to the site were damaged, and at 
least one commercial and one residential property were officially red-tagged by city authorities . The city 
later confirmed the cause was a failure of temporary shoring systems, possibly aggravated by excessive 
groundwater pumping and soil disruption . Despite zoning approval, oversight at the construction phase 
was evidently inadequate—shoring and drainage safeguards were ignored or under-reviewed, resulting in 
catastrophic ground collapse. 
 
Relevance to Rockville 
 
Both Victoria Condominium and the proposed development share limited underground infrastructure (water 
mains, drainage, sewage) buried under decades-old soil. Our building was constructed in 1992; the 
subsurface soil structure and pipe integrity may now be fragile. Excavation or construction stress nearby 
could accelerate soil collapse or flooding, raising structural stability risk akin to human-induced sinkhole 
phenomena. If the developer constructs deep foundations or reroutes utilities without independent 
geotechnical review, we face elevated risk of soil destabilization, pipe failure, and potential structural 
collapse. Shared infrastructure issues further amplify legal liability for both structures.  
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The risks from this proposed construction include: 
 
Airborne dust known to cause lung cancer, COPD, and cardiovascular issues; 
 
High-decibel construction noise, a source of mental stress, insomnia, and hypertension; 
 
Long-term exposure to dust and noise can be fatal or severely reduce quality of life for medically fragile 
individuals. 
 
These health hazards, over such a prolonged period, could result in legal liability to developers and 
the City should residents experience worsening conditions. 
 
 
Approving this rezoning would bring more density and hazard to an area that is already operating at 
capacity. It risks both the safety of Victoria residents and the long-term livability of Rockville Town 
Center. I respectfully urge the City of Rockville to carefully review, and reject this rezoning to preserve 
our current zoning protections. 
 
 
Thank you for your attention to these concerns. I look forward to speaking at the public hearing when 
it is scheduled. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jesse Chou 
 
Mei Chi Fan 
 
Resident, Victoria Condominium 
24 Courthouse SQ, #809 
Rockville, MD 20850 
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The Mayor and several City Council members have visited the Montrose neighborhood to gain a better 
understanding of how this parcel is part of our single family home neighborhood and distinctly different from the 
parcels shown in brown on this map. The area in brown is currently zoned as RMD-25. Currently, the orange 
parcel houses the Rollins Congressional Clubhouse with community rooms for party rentals and recreational 
classes, a fitness center, a community swimming pool and two parking lots of the facilities. This community 
facility is open to the residents of the Rollins Congressional rental community, the neighborhood and the pool 
is accessible to anyone for a daily fee of $10.  
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While it is challenging to understand from this map, the area is not appropriate for the increased zoning that is 
proposed for the brown areas. It is distinctly separate from the high-rise apartments that line the northwest 
edge of the brown area on the left. Those high-rise apartments are not visible from inside the Montrose 
neighborhood. The residents who live there use streets that empty onto East Jefferson Street and 
Congressional Lane. Both East Jefferson and Congressional Lane are wide streets capable of accommodating 
this volume of traffic. Martha Terrace is a narrow, neighborhood street that is not capable of accommodating 
increased traffic.  
 
The parcel on Martha Terrace is bordered by Montrose Park and another parcel of City of Rockville land.  
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We want to convey that this parcel on Martha Terrace is distinctly different from the other parcels that are 
proposed for changes. The Montrose neighborhood wants the zoning on this parcel to remain unchanged at R-
75. The proposed new zoning for the parcel would have it zoned RHD zone. This is the same zone proposed 
for the other dark brown parcels. The whole area would be one zone - RHD zone, a new high density 
residential zone. It is not appropriate for this parcel to be zoned RHD zone.  
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44 131



6

 
 
In summary, we have several concerns.  
 
As mentioned, the parcel on Martha Terrace currently houses a community center that has a gym and party 
space in addition to an Olympic size swimming pool, lazy pool and toddler splash pool and parking 
space.  Should this parcel be developed, the community would lose an affordable space to rent for weddings, 
religious gatherings, birthdays, and other events that need more space than their apartments or houses can 
accommodate.  The rents for these are well below those that would be charged in a local hotel. The gym is 
also at a rate that is competitive and is walking distance from the apartments and homes.  The pool is a well 
used facility that brings together both the home owners and apartment dwellers a unique opportunity for 
individuals to interact and children to be with their school mates. A loss of any one of these would be sad to 
lose all to development would be tragic. 
  
The streets that are in the Montrose neighborhood are narrow and cannot support two-way traffic without one 
car or the other pulling to the side to accommodate the other.  Development of this parcel would most likely 
have cars emptying onto Martha and then Evelyn which currently are burdened beyond their original 
design.  The infrastructure will more than likely not accommodate the influx created by higher density 
development. The current infrastructure of Martha Terrace and the roads that Martha Terrace empties onto, 
Evelyn drive, cannot support increased traffic. They are residential, narrow streets designed to be mostly only 
neighborhood traffic. 

  
We believe that the upper portion of zone 10 has plenty of space for high density development and would be 
closer to the Metro and Rockville Pike and roads leading to 270 that can accommodate traffic in two directions 
easily. 
 
Thank you for considering our feedback as you make this challenging decision regarding our neighborhood. 
 
The Montrose Civic Association 
Represented by Neighborhood Leads: 
Natasha Hurwitz, 1708 Lorre Drive 
Susan Zemsky, 1622 Martha Terrace 
Monica Saavos, 1723 Evelyn Drive 
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Holly Simmons

From: Amanda Innes 
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2025 11:06 AM
To: zoning
Subject: Concerns about Rezoning in NMC area

 WARNING - External email. Exercise cauƟon. 
 
Good morning, 
 
I am wriƟng to express concerns about the draŌ zoning change that would increase by more than five-fold the current 
permiƩed density of the 10-acre wooded property that borders the New Mark Commons Scandia Way neighborhood 
and Don Mills Court. The property is currently zoned R-90 (similar to Markwood along Potomac Valley), which allows 
about 4.5 single detached homes per acre. The proposed new zone RM-25 would allow 25 dwelling units per acre, 
possibly in the form of mulƟ-story buildngs up to 75 feet high and as close as 40 feet to the property line. 
  
The proposed zoning change for the 10-acre site should NOT be adopted into the city’s master plan. While development 
plans have not been filed for the property, the proposed change could in the future allow a significant increase in traffic 
through our community, impacƟng safety for the many pedestrians that walk in this neighborhood and along Maryland 
Avenue, and INCREASE THE DANGER of the already congested and crowded Falls Road and NME intersecƟon at 270 Exit. 
In addiƟon the added density is not consistent with the rest of the community, and increases burden on natural spaces 
and exisƟng water management issues. 
 
I am raising my voice strongly against a zoning change that makes no sense. I appreciate and value the work to increase 
housing density where appropriate in Rockville—this is NOT an appropriate locaƟon for this change and there are many 
others that are MORE appropriate.  
 
Thank you for the space to provide input, 
 
Amanda Innes 
Rockville Resident 
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Beyond these issues, the proposed rezoning fails to meet key planning requirements. It is incompatible with 
the city’s master plan, lacks adequate infrastructure and traffic studies, and poses significant environmental 
risks. 

While I recognize the need to expand housing opportunities, this site is too constrained and environmentally 
sensitive. On behalf of my household, I urge the Mayor and Council to reject this zoning change, preserve the 
current designation in the master plan, and explore more balanced approaches to Rockville’s housing needs. 

Above all, this is about protecting pedestrian safety—especially for children—while also addressing the very 
real risks of increased traffic and environmental harm. 

Sincerely, 
Wing Pokrywka 
9 Vallingby Circle 
Rockville, MD 20850 
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 School Overcrowding: Our local school, Bayard Rustin Elementary, is already overcrowded. 
Adding hundreds of new students would place an unbearable strain on our school system.  

 Long-Term Impact: We are also concerned about the precedent this sets for the other 20 
acres of land owned by the same developers, which could lead to an even larger, high-density 
development in the future. I live directly next to the next parcel that I fear is next for more 
rezoning and more redevelopment. I am scared for the beautiful and untouched land that is 
directly behind my backyard.  

The proposed rezoning is simply too aggressive for this specific location. We ask that you listen to the 
concerns of your residents and reject this proposal. Let’s find a path forward that provides for future 
growth while protecting the natural beauty and character of our existing neighborhoods. Please 
consider my message and the concerns of my fellow neighbors in New Mark Commons.  

Thank you for your consideration. 

 
--  
Natalie K. Lotuaco 
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dense development could mean for our neighborhood, its streets and its surroundings – 
and we offer to lead you on a walking tour of the area one of these fine days! 
 
Thank You, Pat Reber 
705 New Mark Esplanade 
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Peter and Laurie Krug 
322 New Mark Esplanade 
Rockville, MD 20850 
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My primary concern is the anticipated increase in traffic volume, particularly during peak hours and 
school pick-up and drop-off times. As you may recall, the recent changes to the Maryland Avenue traffic 
pattern were implemented to accommodate bicycle traffic. While this has benefited those of us who rely 
on bicycles as a primary mode of transportation, it has also introduced significant traffic challenges for 
the broader community. 

The city addressed the Maryland Avenue situation by simply redrawing traffic lines, and while that may 
have technically improved bicycle access, it did not address the larger infrastructure or traffic flow 
issues. If a similar approach is taken with the proposed zoning changes—implementing surface-level 
solutions without meaningful planning—I would be deeply concerned. 

Should these changes be approved without a comprehensive traffic impact analysis and appropriate 
mitigation measures, I would find it unacceptable. 

I respectfully urge the Mayor and Council to consider the long-term implications of these changes and to 
engage in thoughtful, community-focused planning that prioritizes safety, accessibility, and the quality of 
life for all residents. 

Sincerely, 
Vladimir Gurevich 
Resident, New Mark Commons 
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of its structures but also the layout of the community and tree preservation. There are other infill 
approaches available for Rockville zoning that would be more compatible with our neighborhood. 

 New Mark Commons is fortunate to have common amenities as part of the original PRU (planned 
residential unit) approved by the City which are maintained by NMC homeowners through our 
HOA dues. We have a Clubhouse and pool which are maintained as locked for use by Association 
membership. By contrast we have many amenities that are open to pedestrian traƯic. These 
public-facing, yet privately maintained, amenities include Lake New Mark and its bridge, dam, and 
two piers, the asphalt paths around the lake and through the community, pickleball/tennis courts, 
a basketball court, a recreational lot for young children, and some private roads and parking lots. 
These amenities of limited capacity were designed in the context of our neighborhood of 384 
homes. New Mark Commons has been historically welcoming to pedestrian traƯic through the 
neighborhood amenities. Notable is the asphalt path we maintain around the lake that also 
provides a short-cut to school and bus stops for people living in the neighboring community, 
especially for Julius West students. Nonetheless, Rockville police records show that we do 
experience visitors who do not abide the posted Association safety rules- especially regarding the 
lake and no fishing or entering upon the ice. Some visitors mistake the NMC common areas for a 
public park. 

We have concern about creating so much additional pedestrian as well as vehicular traƯic in the 
neighborhood as could result from an RMD-25 zoning category right across the street from New 
Mark Commons. We anticipate some amenities becoming less available to NMC homeowners 
and experiencing more wear and tear at the Association’s expense. While public recreational 
facilities are available at Dogwood Park and the playground across Maryland Avenue, NMC 
amenities will be those of closest proximity to the subject land parcel. We don’t have an 
understanding whether the proposed zoning change could also impact the Association’s costs for 
liability insurance on our open common property. 

 Maryland Avenue was recently narrowed to provide for bike lanes. There is already an egress 
bottleneck accessing NMC at the intersection of New Mark Esplanade and Maryland Avenue. 
While the loss of a traƯic lane slowed traƯic, a desirable end, now through drivers on Maryland 
Ave try to pass NMC homeowners outside the single lane either on the left or even the right while 
homeowners make the right turn onto New Mark Esplanade. Additional vehicles using this 
intersection will only make it less safe.  

To provide some relief at this intersection in anticipation of more vehicles, it is not hard to imagine 
a proposal to open the closed access from New Mark Esplanade to Monroe Street. That would 
also provide direct vehicular access from NMC to Dogwood Park. Imagine the impact on traƯic 
volume/safety in NMC if New Mark Esplanade thus became an access road to I-270. 

 The cross-walk at Maryland Avenue and Potomac Valley/Great Falls Road is an important safety 
access for students walking to Julius West School. Bringing additional vehicular traƯic to Potomac 
Valley Road at the cross-walk would be a significant safety consideration. 
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We understand that the City’s goal is to provide additional residential opportunities in Rockville by 
increasing density through the rezoning of specific areas; however, we ask that the City not be wed to a 
proposed zoning plan that appears to consider Rockville residents living in potential future housing more 
than residents who are currently living in existing housing and currently paying property taxes in 
Rockville. 

We are proud residents of Rockville and thank you for your work on our behalf. Thank you for your kind 
attention to this letter. 

 

Sincerely, 

Deborah Mesmer and Henrik Olsen 

170 New Mark Esplanade 

Rockville, MD 20850 
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Holly Simmons

From: natalie nelson 
Sent: Saturday, September 27, 2025 2:53 PM
To: mayorcouncil
Subject: !!!! A five fold increase in permitted density allowing units as close to 40 feet bordering 

Scandia Way and Don Mills Court, and NME !!!!!!!!!!

 WARNING - External email. Exercise cauƟon. 
 
DEAR Mayor Monique Ashton and Council, 
 
Is this vast increase ( a 5 fold increase) really in line with the city?( A five-fold increase In Rockville in  ten acres that is 
being considered? There could be serious problems from  increased and unsafe traffic, and  environmental impact, AND 
COMMUNITY CONFLICTS. 
 
 
Developers may profit but other ciƟzens in the exisƟng developments and future housing ciƟzens may suffer. There are 
higher profit margins for developers  on larger mulƟfamily buildings, that needs to be considered..Present values of 
homes might go down. 
 
 
Is this change of density in line with Rockville ’s overall plan for the city? Has there  been sufficient interacƟon will the 
neighbors that will bear the impact of such a major change? 
 
I LIVE at 518 NEW MARK ESPLANADE AND I OPPOSE  THIS PROJECT. 
 
Natalie J Nelson 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

66 153



Proposed City of Rockville Zoning Change Next to New Mark 
Commons 

 
Here are our comments on the potential zoning changes by the City of 
Rockville that would directly impact the New Mark Commons 
community. 
 
We have lived together for the past 20 years in New Mark Commons 
and really enjoy the neighborhood and its status as designated on the 
National Register of Historic Places. The current City of Rockville zoning 
rules recognize the value of New Mark Commons by limiting 
development in the 10 acres adjacent to Scandia Way & Don Mills 
Court to no more than 4.5 homes.  
 
The proposed new City Master Plan for that area includes an option to 
increase potential development of the equivalent up to 25 new homes 
which could include buildings of up to 75 feet in height. That would 
significantly degrade the character of New Mark Commons life of those 
living in the 384 town homes and detached homes within NMC. 
 
To be clear we are NOT opposed to all new potential development on 
these 10 acres. We recognize the great need to provide Rockville and 
Montgomery County with more affordable housing. At the same time 
we very much want to preserve the character of New Mark Commons 
and the quality of life for its residents. 
 
Ron Tipton & Rita Molyneaux 
218 New Mark Esplanade 
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While I recognize the need to expand housing opportunities, this site is too constrained and 
environmentally sensitive. On behalf of my family and my community as a whole, I urge the Mayor and 
Council to reject this zoning change, preserve the current designation in the master plan, and explore 
more balanced approaches to Rockville’s housing needs. 

Above all, this is about protecting pedestrian safety—especially for children—while also addressing the 
very real risks of increased traffic and environmental harm. 

I want to express my appreciation for your time and consideration while asking that my email be added 
into the public record. 

Maria Sol Pikielny from New Mark Commons.  
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The Key Issues section states "a desire for future development that is better connected to the 
surrounding community." 
 
The Area 1 section notes that various agreements limit the density of development on this specific 
property: "Until such agreements expire and, unless the City approves an appropriate development on 
this site that retains the stormwater management facility and is compatible with the adjacent 
neighborhood, this parcel is likely to remain undeveloped." 
 
Is a  RMD-25 zone compatible with New Mark Commons underlying R-90 zone? 
 
3. We have met with Rockville zoning staff.  During one meeting, I asked staff if they had ever considered 
a less dense designation for the property. I was told that the level of development being sought by Mayor 
and Council "would not be achieved" by other zoning categories on this small plot of land. 
 
4. In its briefing to the New Mark Community on September 4, zoning staff reassured residents that  the 
parcel will likely remain undeveloped. Why, then, is the RMD-25 being proposed? For residents, it did not 
offer much reassurance, but rather seemed like a request that we accept the RMD-25 without further 
question. 
 
5. An additional factor about this property is its lack of access to public transport and lack of access by 
any roads, other than those going down Potomac Valley and through New Mark Commons. 
 
We have invited Mayor and Council to come for a walk through our neighborhood and include that 
invitation to zoning staff, so you can see our concerns first hand. 
 
Thank you for your service to our community, 
 
Pat Reber 

 
705 New Mark Esplanade 
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Pat Reber, 705 New Mark Esplanade, Rockville;  

Comments before Mayor and Council 

Sept 15, 2025  

 

Hi! I’m Pat Reber, and I thank you for the opportunity to speak. I have lived  
New Mark Commons off Maryland Avenue since 1985. I and many of my 
neighbors are alarmed by a proposed zoning change for a 10-acre wooded 
plot adjacent to us that would allow residential density more than five times 
that of our community .  New Mark’s underlying zoning is R-90, which comes 
out to about 4.5 dwelling units per acre.  This is also the current zoning of the 
adjacent undeveloped property. The proposal for new zoning for the 10-acre 
plot is RMD-25, which would allow 25 units per acre.  It would encourage 
multi-unit buildings up to 75 feet high, property setbacks of only 40 feet and a 
drastic increase of traffic through our community.  We appreciate  the need to 
provide more residential housing in Rockville, but we are asking Mayor and 
Council to PLEASE take another look at this proposal before you act on the 
city wide draft in December.  Rockville has other zone possibilities that would 
not present such a drastic change – R-75, R-60, R-40 and so on. Please 
consider them for this property instead of RM-25!  Your zoning experts have 
tried to reassure our community that the property is likely never to be 
developed because it is difficult terrain, steep slopes and wetlands. If that is 
the case, why is it being rezoned at such a dense level?  It seems to us that the 
RM-25 zone would actually INVITE! dense development, in order to support 
the Mayor and Council’s goal of increasing residential opportunities. We 
welcome you to come walk our neighborhood and the adjacent land to get a 
clearer picture of what such dense development could mean for our 
neighborhood, its streets and its surroundings – and we offer to lead you on a 
walking tour of the area one of these fine days! 
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Council Remarks Sept 29, 2025  

Pat Reber, 705 New Mark Esplanade, Rockville   

 

I’m Pat Reber, resident of New Mark Commons since 1985. 
There are also others here tonight from New Mark  – can you 
wave your hands?  We’re here tonight to invite you all to gather 
in our neighborhood before December 1 so you can see why we 
are worried about the city-wide rezoning proposal you are 
preparing to adopt that day. If developed at the proposed 
zoning level, it would drastically affect life in our historic 
community. Change is a constant of the human condition. It 
can be good for us, or it can provoke anxiety. Right now Mayor 
and Council are poised to adopt a plan that UNFORTUNATELY 
would do the latter. The genius of governance in Rockville and 
the work you do as Mayor and Council is the protection and 
nourishment of the integrity of communities like ours around 
the city. It’s what our city is known for – nationally!  At issue for 
us is the 9.75-acre plot adjacent to New Mark. Since the 1980s, 
we have been reassured through various agreements involving 
the property owners, residents of Don Mills Court, our HOA 
AND this very city that any development on this property  
would be “compatible with the adjacent neighborhood.”  This is 
even stated in the 2040 Rockville Comprehensive Plan.  Yet 
now we find a proposed zoning change that would INVITE more 
than five times the density of New Mark and would likely result 
in 75-foot high apartment buildings and minimal setbacks. We 
can’t see how that would be COMPATIBLE! In 2027, New Mark 
will celebrate its 60th anniversary. On our 50th, our city’s 
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Historic Commission and Mayor and Council backed our listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places, recognized for its 
mid-20th-century architecture and planning. We understand 
the city’s need for more housing. But we hope you will continue 
to support the integrity of our community by keeping the 
current zoning of the adjacent property. And we hope we can 
organize a visit to our community so you can see our concerns 
first hand. Thank you for listening. Come visit!!!  
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impersonal, unsafe, more vulnerable place to live is 
objectionable,  And I object. . If there is a 
political motivation to "look" good in the eyes of the State and 
Federal, all I can say  is "shame on you" for being part of the problem 
that plagues us as a nation. Leave the zoning as it, and let New Mark 
remain as the City of Rockville's hidden gem. 
 
Sincerely, 
Helene Dubov 
4 Stevenage Circle 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 
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Holly Simmons

From: Martin Reiss 
Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2025 12:24 PM
To: zoning
Subject: RE: ZOR ID 17

 WARNING - External email. Exercise cauƟon. 
 
 
October 22, 2025 
 
Dear Mayor and Council and zoning staff, 
 
I am wriƟng to request that the mayor and counsel decide that the 9.7 acre undeveloped area (Parcel ZOR ID 17 in Area 
12) bordering New Mark Commons NOT have its zoning changed from R90 to RMD25. 
 
The Rockville 2040 comprehensive plan indicates that the acreage cannot be successfully developed unless there is: 1)an 
acceptable soluƟon to the access problem, 2) an acceptable soluƟon to the wetlands problem, and 3) an acceptable 
soluƟon that is COMPATIBLE with bordering neighborhood (New Mark Commons). 
 
In order to achieve this the Rockville Mayor and Counsel should require that the acreage remain zoned R90.   This then 
would not create a potenƟal non compaƟble high rise development with environmental problems (noise and air quality) 
from excess traffic through the extant community.  It will then permit desperately need housing to be added to the area 
in a harmonious manner.  
 
MarƟn Reiss 
9 Don Mills Court 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Holly Simmons

From: Martin Reiss 
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2025 12:07 PM
To: mayorcouncil; zoning
Subject: RE: ZOR ID 17

 WARNING - External email. Exercise cauƟon. 
 
October 31, 2025 
 
Dear Mayor and Council and Zoning staff, 
 
I am wriƟng regarding the proposed rezoning of the 9.75 acre property next to New Mark Commons.  It is presently 
zoned RMD90 (4 houses per acre).  The city is now considering changing it to RMD25 (25 dwelling units per acre). 
 
Due to Wetlands problems and access problems the builder would be limited to using a smaller porƟon of the acreage 
which  could result in densely populated high rise buildings. I understand the need for housing in Rockville, but if 
developed, this change would result in a massive increase in traffic throughout our community streets endangering our 
families and children 
 
In the 2040 Rockville Comprehensive Plan it is stated that any development on this property would be compaƟble with 
the adjacent neighborhood.  This recommended change would not be compaƟble with our historic community. 
 
Our community would appreciate keeping the zoning as it is now..  But if this is not possible, a lower density that does 
not endanger the safety of our community would be preferable. 
 
Thank you for your consideraƟon of these issues. 
 
Ann Reiss 
9 Don Mills Court 
Rockville, MD. 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Ansalan Stewart 
New Mark Commons Resident  
Rockville, MD 20850  
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Joseph Jordan 
328 New Mark Esplanade 
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206 New Mark Esplanade 
Rockville MD 20850 
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Holly Simmons

From: michelle tongratanasiri 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2025 8:59 PM
To: Jim Wasilak; Planning Commission
Subject: You’ve been identified as a key decision maker on my petition

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 WARNING - External email. Exercise cauƟon. 
 
Dear Mr. Wasilak and the Rockville Planning Commission, 
 
I'm wriƟng to you because I started a peƟƟon Ɵtled 'Deny Proposed RMD-25 High Density Zoning for Parcel ZORID17 
(Adjacent to New Mark Commons),' which has garnered widespread support from our community, with 535 signatures 
and counƟng. As a key decision maker, your involvement is pivotal in making change happen on this criƟcal issue. 
 
Click here to learn more about this peƟƟon: hƩps://www.change.org/p/deny-proposed-rmd-25-high-density-zoning-for-
parcel-zorid17-adjacent-to-new-mark-commons?utm_source=starter_emails_dm 
 
This peƟƟon maƩers deeply to me, and I’d really appreciate any Ɵme you can give me. 
 
I look forward to hearing from you soon. 
 
Best, 
 
Michelle Tongratanasiri 
New Mark Commons Homeowner 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Rose G. Krasnow 
594 Woodbury 

Fearrington Village, NC 27312 
 

November 21, 2025 

Dear Mayor Ashton and Councilmembers, 

I am writing to you regarding the R-25 zoning which is being proposed for the 9.75 acres in 
Area 3 that abut the New Mark Commons community, which was my home for 39 years.  
Many of you know that I am a past Mayor of the City, but I am also a professional planner 
who worked, before retiring, as the Deputy Director at Montgomery Planning.  In both 
positions, I recommended approval of many developments that raised concern among the 
community at large, because I recognized the ever-growing need for more housing. 

Nevertheless, before you vote on this particular upzoning, I ask you to consider the 
following.  New Mark Commons is almost sixty years old, and, in 2017, the neighborhood 
received historic designation.  Changing the character of such a neighborhood is against 
the very intent of the Rockville 2040 plan.  When the Tower Oaks development adjacent to 
New Mark was proposed, the residents worked diligently to ensure that proper buffers were 
put in place to protect New Mark.  At the time, an agreement was signed that said that no 
more than nine houses could be built on the land in question and that they could not be 
built as long as any of the residents of Don Mills Court who had signed the agreement still 
lived on the street.  Currently, two such residents still reside there.  (Note:  I should mention 
that I lived on Don Mills Court and was one of the original signers.) 

The real problem is not actually the density that has been proposed.  The problem is that 
the site is landlocked.  As far as I know, the only point of access to the site is from Don Mills 
Court.  This small cul-de-sac cannot possibly handle the traffic that would be generated by 
up to 250 new housing units.  There is a significant curve on Don Mills Court where cars 
would have to enter and exit.  There is another significant curve where Don Mills Court 
intersects with New Mark Esplanade.   Two of the key issues  identified in Area 3 in the 2040 
plan were as follows: 

• Support for controlling traffic volumes and speeds on neighborhoods streets 
through limited internal and external road connections, speed limits, and traffic 
calming 

• Need to mitigate traffic and safety issues at the Falls Road / Maryland Avenue / I-270 
interchange for all travel modes 

Adding this many cars to the roads in New Mark Commons would not only cause increased 
traffic volumes and speeds within the community but also would create new traffic and 
safety issues at the Falls Road/Maryland Avenue/I-270 interchange because the additional  
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vehicles would exit the Esplanade using Potomac Valley Road, exacerbating an already 
dangerous intersection and one where neighborhood children have to cross on foot to get 
to Julius West Middle School.   

I have heard it said that the upzoning would not really matter because no one was likely to 
develop the 9.75 acres anyway.    I strongly disagree with that statement.  If you zone it, they 
will build.  Someone will almost undoubtedly see the money-making potential of the site 
and will not have the least concern for New Mark’s historic designation or for its unique 
neighborhood character and pedestrian friendly nature.   

I know that members of the Mayor and Council, as well as members of the Planning Board, 
came out to see the land in question.  I greatly appreciate that effort.  I hope that you agree 
with me that the R-25 zoning is not appropriate for this particular site. 

Thank you for taking my concerns into consideration. 

Sincerely, 

   Rose 

Rose Krasnow   
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Rose G. Krasnow 
594 Woodbury 

Fearrington Village, NC 27312 
 

November 21, 2025 

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

I am writing to you regarding the R-25 zoning which is being proposed for the 9.75 acres in 
Area 3 that abut the New Mark Commons community, which was my home for 39 years.  
Many of you know that I am a past Mayor of the City, but I am also a professional planner 
who worked, before retiring, as the Deputy Director at Montgomery Planning.  In both 
positions, I recommended approval of many developments that raised concern among the 
community at large, because I recognized the ever-growing need for more housing. 

Nevertheless, before you vote on this particular upzoning, I ask you to consider the 
following.  New Mark Commons is almost sixty years old, and, in 2017, the neighborhood 
received historic designation.  Changing the character of such a neighborhood is against 
the very intent of the Rockville 2040 plan.  When the Tower Oaks development adjacent to 
New Mark was proposed, the residents worked diligently to ensure that proper buffers were 
put in place to protect New Mark.  At the time, an agreement was signed that said that no 
more than nine houses could be built on the land in question and that they could not be 
built as long as any of the residents of Don Mills Court who had signed the agreement still 
lived on the street.  Currently, two such residents still reside there.  (Note:  I should mention 
that I lived on Don Mills Court and was one of the original signers.) 

The real problem is not actually the density that has been proposed.  The problem is that 
the site is landlocked.  As far as I know, the only point of access to the site is from Don Mills 
Court.  This small cul-de-sac cannot possibly handle the traffic that would be generated by 
up to 250 new housing units.  There is a significant curve on Don Mills Court where cars 
would have to enter and exit.  There is another significant curve where Don Mills Court 
intersects with New Mark Esplanade.   Two of the key issues  identified in Area 3 in the 2040 
plan were as follows: 

• Support for controlling traffic volumes and speeds on neighborhoods streets 
through limited internal and external road connections, speed limits, and traffic 
calming 

• Need to mitigate traffic and safety issues at the Falls Road / Maryland Avenue / I-270 
interchange for all travel modes 

Adding this many cars to the roads in New Mark Commons would not only cause increased 
traffic volumes and speeds within the community but also would create new traffic and 
safety issues at the Falls Road/Maryland Avenue/I-270 interchange because the additional  
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vehicles would exit the Esplanade using Potomac Valley Road, exacerbating an already 
dangerous intersection and one where neighborhood children have to cross on foot to get 
to Julius West Middle School.   

I have heard it said that the upzoning would not really matter because no one was likely to 
develop the 9.75 acres anyway.    I strongly disagree with that statement.  If you zone it, they 
will build.  Someone will almost undoubtedly see the money-making potential of the site 
and will not have the least concern for New Mark’s historic designation or for its unique 
neighborhood character and pedestrian friendly nature.   

I know that members of the Mayor and Council, as well as members of the Planning Board, 
came out to see the land in question.  I greatly appreciate that effort.  I hope that you agree 
with me that the R-25 zoning is not appropriate for this particular site. 

Thank you for taking my concerns into consideration. 

Sincerely, 

   Rose 

Rose Krasnow   
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New Mark is a primary walking path for students from Julius West Middle School and Richard 

Montgomery High School.  And New Mark’s half-dozen cross walks are crowded every school day with 

elementary school kids stepping down from school buses.   

The proposed rezoning of the parcel would increase vehicle traffic in and around New Mark Commons 

and present serious challenges for our residents and for the students who walk through the neighborhood on the 

way to and from school.     

More than half of the 10-acre parcel already serves as part of a Rockville water infiltration basin and as 

a wetland mitigation zone for buildings previous constructed by Tower-Dawson LLC, which owns the 10-acre 

parcel in question.  The parcel’s five designated wetland mitigation areas cover more than half the area 

proposed for rezoning.   

By means of this letter, I respectfully ask that you maintain the area’s current zoning of R-90 as a 

location for future single-family homes.  I ask you to maintain the parcel’s compatibility with its adjoining 

neighborhoods and to help us protect the safety, property values, and environmental integrity of our 

neighborhood.   

Thank you for your wise consideration.   

Your sincerely, 

  

James D. Nations, Ph.D. 

2 Tegner Court 

Rockville, MD  20850 
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--  
James D. Nations 
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Holly Simmons

From: Jim Wasilak
Sent: Friday, November 28, 2025 2:03 PM
To: Craig Simoneau; Holly Simmons; Katie Gerbes
Subject: Fw: New Mark Commons Board of Directors thank you and no position statement 

regarding 2040 rezoning proposal

FYI 
 
Get Outlook for Android 
 

From:  
Sent: Friday, November 28, 2025 11:42:09 AM 
To: mayorcouncil <mayorcouncil@rockvillemd.gov> 
Cc: Jim Wasilak <jwasilak@rockvillemd.gov>;  
'Kaitlyn Ambush'  
Subject: New Mark Commons Board of Directors thank you and no position statement regarding 2040 rezoning 
proposal 
 
 WARNING - External email. Exercise caution. 
November 28, 2025 
  
Mayor and Council 
City of Rockville 
111 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville MD 20850 
  
Dear Mayor and Council, 
  
The New Mark Commons Board of Directors is writing to thank you for the City’s 
engagement with our community regarding the Rockville 2040 Comprehensive Plan and 
specifically its proposed rezoning for the ten-acre parcel abutting Don Mills Court and 
homes on streets off Scandia Way (in Planning Area 12). 
  
Chief of Zoning Jim Wasilak facilitated a very educational session at our September 
4th NMC Board of Directors virtual meeting.  Approximately 54 NMC residents were in 
attendance. Mr. Wasilak explained that the goal of the Mayor and Council is to increase 
opportunities for more housing. Wasilak also explained the proposed increase in density 
for potential homes in the ten-acre parcel near NMC. 
  
Since that September meeting, the NMC Board of Directors has encouraged community 
members to communicate their comments on the proposed rezoning to the City.  
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The NMC Board of Directors discussed the rezoning proposal at our October 3 and 
November 6 meetings. Both discussions resulted in no board position being established 
in the matter. 
  
Here in November, the NMC Board of Directors has learned that independent of board 
involvement, NMC residents have: 

 Spoken at Mayor and Council meetings 
 Written emails 
 Met on site with Mayor and Council members 
 Circulated a petition and reported results to the Mayor and Council on November 

17 
  
What the final zoning criteria should be in the 2040 Comprehensive plan is understood to 
be the responsibility of the Mayor and Council. The NMC Board of Directors thanks you for 
your thoughtful and ongoing leadership to listen to residents, consider options, and act to 
support a vision for a future that maintains a quality of life for all current and future homes 
in Rockville. 
  
Sincerely, 
New Mark Commons Board of Directors 
  
cc. Jim Wasilak, Chief of Zoning 
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Pat Reber, 705 New Mark Esplanade, Rockville  

 Prepared Testimony before Rockville Planning Commission Public Hearing,  
January 14, 2026 

Re: Proposed rezoning of Parcel ZOR ID 17 in Planning Area 12 From R-90 to 
RMD-25 

 

Mr. Jaime Espinosa, Chair, Rockville Planning Commission and colleagues on 
the Planning Commission:  
 
My name is Pat Reber. I have lived in New Mark Commons, a historic  
community  of 384 homes adjacent to this parcel, since 1985. We have nearly 
700 signatures on a petition opposing this zoning change. They represent 
about two-thirds of all homes in the community. 
 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment under your consideration 
calls for the rezoning of this 9.75-acre plot that abuts our community from the 
current R-90 to RMD-25. If developed at this proposed zoning level, housing 
density would increase five-fold and traffic would double on New Mark’s 
streets to use the most likely access point at a bend in Don Mills Court.  
 
This change would contradict the stated policy and guidelines of the 2040 
Rockville Comprehensive Plan. On  Page 367, this specific parcel is described 
as being subject to agreements that would require any development to be 
“compatible with the adjacent neighborhood.” We do not think a five-fold 
increase in density next to us is “compatible” with our neighborhood.  
 
The Comprehensive Plan also states that this specific parcel is “likely to 
remain undeveloped” for other reasons - including difficult terrain and the 
presence of a stormwater management facility and wetlands mitigation. City 
staff have offered this assurance to our community in several encounters, in a 
sense telling us there’s no point in opposing this dense zoning because it is 
“likely to remain undeveloped.” 
 
In fact, we do worry.  I quote the words of  past Rockville mayor, former New 
Mark resident and one-time Deputy Director at the Montgomery Planning  
Board– Rose Krasnow. Last year, she wrote the following to Rockville Mayor 
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and Council: “If you zone it, they will build. Someone will almost undoubtedly 
see the money-making potential of the site and will not have the least concern 
for New Mark’s historic designation or for its unique neighborhood character 
and pedestrian friendly nature.”  
 
After listening to our concerns for months, Mayor and Council on December 1 
questioned the suitability of  the RMD-25 zone for this parcel and directed 
staff to add a note to the plan that they need further discussion about this 
parcel.   
 
In its oral briefing to the Planning Commission on December 10, zoning staff 
noted this request, which is also noted on page 13 of the Highlights of the City 
of Rockville Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance. 
 
We ask that the Planning Commission consider alternative proposals for this 
parcel which would make sure eventual development there be “compatible” 
with our community. We invite each of you to come tour the property with us 
so you can see the situation firsthand. Please contact us to make 
arrangements. We will organize a group to meet you there and answer 
questions. 
 
Thank You,  
Pat Reber   
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Visualizing Density: Example Site Plans 
 

 

 

 

 

Farmstead (King Buick)  
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Northside (Potomac Woods) 
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5906 Halpine Road 
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