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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 
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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 
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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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