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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 

5





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 

 

8





2

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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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



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 

 

42



43



44



45



46



47



48



49



50



51



52



53



54



55



56



57



58



59



60



Editorial Changes 

Edit the text for “plain english” and to make all sentences concise, precise, and decisive: 

TERMS to REVIEW and replace ….“thereof”, “be” “set forth” “commence” “in accordance 
with” “pursuant to” “provisions of” “prior to” “not” “shall” “and/or” “either or” “deemed to 
be” “so long as” “transmit” “including but not limited to” ”via” “vis a vie” “de novo” 
“not”  “no” “expiration” “deemed” thereof” “render” “thereto” “prescribed” “either/or” 
“and/or” “shall” “should” “pertains” “subsequent” “incidental” 

after the word “including”, delete “but not limited to” (it is defined that way) 

delete the plural after the singular ( all singular nouns include the plural ) 

Avoid negative requirements (using “no” or “not”) when it can be replaced with positive 
statements  

“not allowed” = prohibited 

“not greater than” = equal to or less than 

“not less than”= “at least” or “a minimum of” 

Avoid sentences in passive voice…the subject of a sentence should be stated first 

Remove double negatives (such as “not inconsistent”) and multiple exceptions in the same 
sentence. 

Use the same phrase when the intent is to say the same thing.  Eliminate words that 
say  the same thing in the same sentence.  

Put all defined term in the defined terms section instead of referencing other sections of 
the chapter 

In final text, put in hyper-links where there are references to code sections or defined terms 
are used 
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Non-policy Substantive changes 

 

1- Make the digital Zoning Map the official zoning map 

2 - Review all purpose statements  and at a minimum the use of the terms “aesthetic” and 
“high quality” are problems.  Under Article 8…there are purpose statements but it is  used 
only in one subsection for the purpose of allowing waivers. 

3 - Review requirements to comply with unspecified Maryland Law (it puts a burden on the 
reader to figure out want that means).  It is unnecessary some places were the  zoning code 
complies with Maryland Law 

4 - Add a definition of “subordinate” 

5 - Add a in “interpretation” a statement that whenever a law, regulation or guideline is 
referred to…it includes all amendments to those laws regulations and guidelines… then 
delete “as amended” after those references in the code  

6- Determine what terms defined in the zoning code are also defined in the building code 
and which defined term are more restrictive in the building code.  SOLVE THE  PROBLEM 
YOU ARE GIVING READERS. 

7- In the “Severability” section 25.1.1.7   

a) add ‘ultra vires’ as a reason  courts may strike provisions 

b) delete the hypothetical on a future amendment (if such an amendment happens, it 
could then amend the severability section)  
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These proposals all seem fantastic and would be very positive for housing affordibility in Rockville. What 
is stopping us from making these changes in the zoning ordinance regardless of what version of those 
bills (if any) the state ultimately passes? 
 
Thank you, 
Ryan P. Murphy 
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Patricia A.  Harris, Esq. 
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January 27, 2026 

Via Electronic Mail 

City of Rockville Planning Commission  
111 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville City Hall 
Rockville, MD 20850 
 
Re:  City of Rockville (the “City) Zoning Ordinance Rewrite 
 
Dear Commissioner Sun and Members of the Planning Commission:  
 
On behalf of several townhouse developers who are active in the City, we wanted to take this 
opportunity to identify several provisions of the Draft Zoning Ordinance that will have the 
unintended consequence of making townhouse development in the City more difficult and as 
such appear to be contrary to the City’s overall goal of encouraging the development of more 
residential units within the City.   
 
The first two comments below relate to the proposed restrictions on front-loaded townhouses. 
We understand the City’s preference for rear-loaded townhouses and in a number of recent cases, 
Applicants have reduced the number of front-loaded townhouses to respond to Staff’s comments.  
However, there will inevitably be townhouse projects where the provision of front-loaded units is 
appropriate and the requirements of the of the Zoning Ordinance should not impose restrictions 
that result in less desirable, less marketable units in these situations.   
 

1. Section 25.6.3.13 - Restricting Width of Front-Loaded Garages in Town Houses1 
 
The use standards for front-loaded townhouses set forth in Section 25.6.3.13 provides in part as 
follows:  
 

“The garage door must not constitute more than 50 percent of the ground-floor 
facade of the Townhouse.” 

 
Foremost, it is not clear whether this provision is intended to control the linear footage (e.g. in a 
24 foot wide townhouse the garage could not exceed 12 feet in width) or whether it pertains to 
total square footage of the façade of the ground floor.  This should be clarified.  In addition, it is 
not clear what objective is being served by this provision.  Section 25.6.3.13 provides that all 

 
1 To the extent that a three unit or four unit stick of units is considered a “multi-plex” use as opposed to a 
“townhouse” use, the concerns and comments provided extend to Section 25.6.3.11 which imposes the same front-
loaded restrictions for multi-plex units.  
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required site elements must be accommodated on the lot.  Thus, the requirement limiting the 
garage width is not serving any functional requirement and as shown by the attached images, 
front-loaded townhouses with two car garages can be designed in a tasteful and attractive 
manner, making the need for additional controls questionable.  
 
A visual inspection of almost any townhouse community containing front-loaded units reveals 
that it will be virtually impossible to meet this requirement, which has the practical effect of 
prohibiting front loaded townhouses.  Townhouses are constructed in a variety of widths with 16, 
20, 22 and 24 feet width being the most common.  Most townhouses, which are located in more 
suburban locations where transit options are more limited, include a two-car garage given the 
realty that the vast majority of households in townhouse communities own two cars.  The typical  
width of a two car garage door is 16 feet.  Thus, to meet this 50 percent requirement, the 
townhouse would have to be a minimum of 32 feet wide, which is simply unheard of – neither an 
efficient townhouse plan nor the economics would support such a townhouse configuration.   
Moreover, the alternative, which is to provide a single-width tandem garage is not practical given 
that it would require constant shuffling of cars which is undesirable from a market perspective.     
Even the smaller 16 foot wide townhouses that often only have a single car garage could not 
meet the requirements of this provision given that the width of a single car garage is at least eight 
feet.    
 
There are many reasons why front-loaded townhouses are desirable, including that they allow for 
an outdoor play area at the rear of the unit, which is a desirable feature, especially for young 
families, which presumably the City wants to attract and accommodate.  In addition, there are 
often site constraints and environmental features present which make rear loaded townhouses 
simply not feasible or significantly more expensive to provide.  For instance, the site could be 
located adjacent to a wooded area or adjacent to a steep terrain such that the construction of an 
alley to accommodate the rear loaded townhouses is not possible and/or results in the 
degradation of environmental features on the site.  In addition, rear loaded townhouses result in 
the construction of more impervious areas (in addition to the public road in front of the row of 
townhouse units, an alley behind the row must also be constructed).  Requiring rear loaded 
townhouses in these cases adds additional costs to townhouse construction.   
 
The City has made it clear that one of its objectives is to encourage the development of more 
housing at reasonable costs.  The proposed provision requiring that the garage door must not 
constitute more than 50 percent of the width of the ground floor facade is contrary to the City’s 
housing goals.  For these reasons, we strongly urge the Planning Commission to recommend that 
this provision be deleted.   
 

2. Section 25.6.3.13 – Width of Driveways 
 
Section 25.6.3.13 provides in part as follows:  
 
Within the first eight feet from the curb, driveways of front-loaded units may be no 
greater than 10 feet wide.  
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The typical driveway width for a two car garage is 16 feet. Limiting the width to 10 feet does not 
accommodate a maneuverable driveway.   In the event the City were to adopt the 50 percent 
garage width requirement discussed above thus forcing tandem garages, there is even more need 
for room to maneuver vehicles, given the amount of shuffling of vehicles that will occur given 
the restrictive parking area. 
 
 

3.  Sections 25.7.1.6-1 and 7.1.7-1-- RMD-10 and RMD-25 Rear Yard Requirements 
 
Section 25.7.1.6-1 requires a minimum of a 20 foot rear yard setback in the RMD-10 Zone and 
Section 25.7.1.7-1 requires a minimum of a 25 foot rear yard setback in the RMD-25 Zone.  Both 
of these zones are intended for medium density residential uses, including townhomes, multi-
plex and apartment buildings.  Especially as it relates to townhomes and multiplexes (which 
includes two over two units) a rear yard of 20 feet or 25 feet is excessive and unnecessary and is 
counter to the efficient layout intended by these medium density zones.  By way of comparison, 
the rear yard requirement in the R-60 and R-75 zones – zones that are intended for single family 
development and allowing for a maximum density of only 7.26 units per acre and 5.8 units per 
acre is 20 feet.   It is contrary to the intent of these medium density zones to require a 20-foot 
rear yard setback and it makes it difficult to achieve the intended densities of these zones.  
 
In the spirit of furthering the City’s housing objectives by encouraging the development of more 
needed housing, we suggest that the Planning Commission recommend reducing the rear yard 
setback to 15 feet, which is more in line with standard townhouse communities. 
 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to share these suggested recommendations with you and 
encourage your support of our recommendations.   
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
Patricia A.  Harris 
 
 
 
Attachment 
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3. Setbacks in the Mixed Use zones, abutting nonresidential land (Section 7.3) – The 
rear and sideyard setback standards for properties abutting nonresidential land is “none 
required. 10 foot minimum if provided.”  As you may recall, we ran into this issue on 
several recent townhouse projects as it related to the setbacks within the community.  It 
was determined based on how this issue was addressed on other previously approved 
projects, that if the Site Plan development table indicated a setback of 0 feet, the 
applicant had the flexibility to increase that setback and was not required to provide a 10-
foot setback.  However, during our discussions on these projects, Staff indicated that the 
new Zoning Ordinance would revise these development standards to eliminate this 
confusion and accordingly, we recommend that the language “10-foot minimum if 
provided” be eliminated.  
  

4. Setbacks in the Mixed Use zones, abutting residential property (Section 7.3) – All of 
the mixed use zones, except the MXT and MXC zones, require a 25-foot setback when a 
property abuts residential property.  While we understand the desire for a 25-foot setback 
when a more intensive residential use type (i.e. townhouses) abuts a single-family 
detached zone, the setback is not necessary when the residential use type abuts another 
residential use type of equal or greater intensity (e.g. a townhouse community abutting a 
townhouse community).   
 
 

5. Mixed Use Design Standards (Section 7.3.8(a)(1)A.1 and 2) – This Section requires a 
10-foot setback at the third floor for a building 50 feet in height or more and a 10-foot 
setback at 85 feet for a building 85 feet in height or more.  Requiring a 10-foot setback at 
the third floor of a 50-foot tall building is overly prescriptive and in many contexts, 
simply not necessary from an urban design standpoint, particularly if a 20 to 25 foot side 
and rear setbacks are already required to mixed-use zoned projects abutting residential 
zones.  There are numerous examples throughout the City of modestly sized four-story 
residential buildings constructed over one or two levels of parking (for an overall height 
of approximately 65-70 feet) that have no setbacks which are wholly compatible with the 
surrounding area.  Given the relatively small footprint of these buildings, the imposition 
of a 10-foot setback at 50 feet adversely affects the unit layout and size of the upper story 
units, not to mention the additional construction costs.   We recommend that the City 
consider increasing the height triggers to 70 feet and 95 feet. 
 

Thank you for the time and attention that you have committed to the Zoning Ordinance Rewrite 
process and we appreciate your consideration of these comments.  

 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Patricia A. Harris 
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Sincerely,  
Parke Nicholson 
15 Bowie Ct, Rockville 

78



79



80



81



2

Yours.  
 
Mark Pierzchala 
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Official Release 

My Response to Greater Greater Washington’s 
(GGW) 2023 Statements about Me in its 2023 
Endorsement Message 
Mark Pierzchala – February 3, 2026 

Summary  
In 2023, GGW endorsed Monique Ashton for Rockville Mayor over me. She won 
decisively. My complaint is with GGW, not Mayor Monique Ashton. The 
endorsement mostly revolved around the provision of an adequate supply of new 
housing and transit. GGW wrote several paragraphs about both of us. 

GGW substantially misrepresented my record on housing and transit. 

GGW has a right to endorse candidates according to its own criteria.  

However, this document explicitly calls into question GGW’s endorsement 
process. GGW must develop and follow stricter endorsement protocols. 

It also responds, at length, to GGW’s inaccurate and misleading statements about 
my record on housing and transit. As a Rockville Councilmember, I was a constant 
voting and vocal supporter of providing more housing and transit including the 
Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT). This was true in the face of frequent, vehement 
opposition to controversial projects. Starting with the 2013 election, my support of 
housing and the CCT hurt me greatly when running for Mayor or Council.  

I provide information about several large, controversial issues and projects that 
should have been considered by GGW. These omissions are egregious in any 
treatment of Rockville housing. These issues have been turning points in Rockville 
elections that have historically put anti-housing candidates in office (I am not 
referring to the present Rockville officeholders, the 2023-2027 term).  

GGW must stay away from candidates’ demographic characteristics and partisan 
references in its endorsements. It should focus on its main issues, accurate 
candidates’ histories, stances, and what the candidates want to do. GGW should 
refrain from detailed discussions of non-endorsed candidates.  

I acknowledge GGW’s role in turning around the conversation about housing, the 
past several years. It should recognize those, like me and others, who led the way. 
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Executive Summary  
Mark Pierzchala’s Response to 2023 GGW Criticism  

I respond to Greater Greater Washington’s (GGW) explicit and implicit criticism of me in the 
November 2023 election. This response corrects factual errors made in GGW’s description of me 
and my record. There were also errors of omission and contextual issues. Taken together, the 
GGW endorsement statements constituted a substantial misrepresentation of my record. 

Disclaimer on Release 
GGW received a pre-release on December 4 and 6, 2025 (the latter for a revised Appendix Z). 
Other than hired assistance (deliberately outside of Rockville) and my wife, no one else or other 
organization has seen a prior release of this document. I made a huge effort to be accurate and 
even handed. I apologize for any errors. 

The 2023 Election Result 
I lost the 2023 Rockville Mayoral election decisively to Mayor Ashton. This document does not 
dispute that. I congratulated the Mayor on her election win. I have moved on. My complaint is 
with GGW, not Monique Ashton. 

What I Want to Get from GGW Out of This Response 
GGW reform its endorsement process. There are explicit steps mentioned below.  

GGW post this response on its website next to its 2023 endorsement posting.  

At the top of the 2023 GGW endorsement posting, GGW place a short paragraph referring to this 
response and its posting (with a link to my statement). 

Additional Goals 
In addition to correcting statements about me and providing context, I wanted to (1) provide a 
thorough starting resource should anyone be interested in conducting further research on housing 
issues in Rockville in the 21st Century. Several interesting case studies could be written, and (2) 
start to point out, but not completely describe, how proposed 2026 revisions in the Adequate 
Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) would have made impossible some key changes in the 
Adequate Public Facilities Standards (APFS), that were made on 3-2 votes. This is due to the 
proposed requirement of a super majority. Search for 2026 ZOR. The Reed apartments near 
Shady Grove Metro would not have been built under a super majority requirement. 

Why Now 
I am contemplating returning to the public sector, either running for County or State office, or 
alternatively, applying for various County or State boards. (I am not planning any more to run for 
City of Rockville office.) The 2023 GGW candidate endorsements are still online. I cannot have 
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this description continue to misconstrue my record. A mere deletion of the link will not suffice. 
Someone has archived it, ready to rebroadcast it.  

Why I Did Not Respond Earlier 
Starting January 2021, I was suddenly thrust into constant and extensive caregiving for 4 older 
members of my family, and when 3 of them died, as executors of their estates. My heavy 
caregiving continued through the 2023 Mayoral campaign and beyond. An in-campaign rebuttal 
to the GGW write-up was not possible, especially given its length.  

The breadth and depth of the wrongful GGW criticisms of me were so great, covering so many 
years, meetings, and events, that the research needed to respond accurately was too extensive to 
take on until 2024 and 2025, and even in those years. it was difficult to make a sustained effort.  

About Monique Asthon 
Mayor Monique Ashton is an incredibly smart person. She is also a senior executive in a private 
company and in other ways has consistently shown her capabilities. She ran a great 2023 
campaign. It was a civil campaign. I took no shame in losing to her. She is doing a fine job as 
Mayor. I would also have done a fine job as Mayor but with different emphases.  

About the Current Mayor and Council (2023-2027 Term) 
This Mayor and Council adopted a credible Town Center Master Plan (that I made sure was on 
their plate in the previous term). They have just approved an affordable housing project in the 
heart of Rockville’s Town Center. The body’s majority is firmly against counterproductive rent-
control legislation that would dissuade developers from building in Rockville. From the 
standpoint of enabling legislation for the production of housing, I do not have any complaints. 
They are on track to revise the City’s zoning ordinance in 2026. We will see how they do, 
especially if they are willing to take on the negative effects of the Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance (APFO) when it comes to providing housing. 

The Effort it Took to Write This Response 
During my 12 years on the Council, I participated in 425 public Mayor and Council meetings 
with only one missed meeting due to a Sister Cities trip to China. A huge challenge was to sift 
through all these meetings for selected issues and verbal statements. The starting date was 
January 25, 2024. The ending date was February 2, 2026. This effort took more than 366 hours 
of my time (over 9  work weeks), over 25 months. I spent over $3,000 on paid assistance and 
software licenses. Further, I had to overcome great resentment to approach this task. 

How to Read This Document 
It is best to read this on a computer screen; there are many links to support documents.  
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The Appendices 
The appendices support statements in the substantive responses to GGW statements. They 
portray my votes through constructed issue timelines. Through these, I could:  

• Try to make sure that I didn’t miss important events. 
• Better connect one event to another in chronological order. 
• Better illustrate how these issues take several to many meetings, sometimes over different 

years and Councils terms.  
• Portray votes and other events within the correct context. 
• Make it easier for further case-study research on housing issues in Rockville. 

The appendices are dense. The timelines were tedious to construct. Most appendices contain a 
link to a Links Document that provides further links. These connect mostly to agenda packets 
and minutes. The agenda packets give the information that the Mayor and Council acted on. The 
minutes describe what the Mayor and Council did. 

The City’s website links to videos to each meeting. I did not duplicate these links.1  

My Persistent and Politically Costly Support for Housing 
Before and throughout my 12 years as a Rockville Councilmember, over a more than 14-year 
span, I was a prominent and consistent advocate and supporter of housing initiatives in 
Rockville. Because of my overall length of service, no one else can claim the number of 
initiatives that I supported. During that time, I was blessed to have had some great housing 
supporters as elected colleagues, enough to approve various projects, many times on narrow 
votes, and often despite vigorous community opposition.  

 
1 At the time of this writing, the City’s website is in transition. Links to meetings before 2022 have not yet been 
republished, though this will be done. 
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Figure 1: CM Mark Pierzchala Critiques Rockville and Montgomery County on Housing 

 

Captured from City of Rockville Video from the Meeting of September 9, 2019 

Mark Pierzchala on Market Rate Housing and APFO September 9, 2019 (3 minutes).  

My support for housing reform, through votes on specific projects, cost me heavily in my last 
several elections. For example, in 2013 when I lost to Bridget Newton for Mayor, there were 3 
key housing issues and one key transportation issue that contributed to my defeat.  

• Support for Silverwood (then Bainbridge, now The Reed) near King Farm 
o Achieved in great part through a modification of the APFS, see Appendix SW. 

• Support for Fireside Park apartments near New Mark Commons and the West End. 
o Ugly and extensive opposition.  
o 236 naturally affordable homes were saved, see Appendix FPA. 

• Support for Victory Court Senior Housing near the West End. 
o Ugly opposition. The Roman Catholic Archdiocese withdrew its request to 

Rockville’s Mayor and Council to write a letter of support for the project, and the 
Archdiocese had to win a court challenge to proceed. 

o See this link for a review of the courts case: Victory Court Groundbreaking, the 
legal struggle is from 0:40 to 1:05, the court case is briefly mentioned. See 
Appendix VC. 

• Support for the Corridor Cities Transitway through King Farm 
o I came to support this project through King Farm after extensive study, GGW got 

this one wrong too. See Appendix CCT. 

My support of housing developments resulted in accusations that I “was in the hands of 
developers.” This became such a persistent accusation that I have had to put disclaimers on my 
campaign materials truthfully stating that I have never taken money from developers.  
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In sum, the GGW statements about me turned reality on its head through its inaccurate 
statements about me and my record. 

My Personal Evolution on Housing 
As councilmember, I took the initiative to deeply explore the complex subject of housing, 
especially the provision of attainable and affordable housing. This issue was not one of my 
priorities in my first term as a councilmember starting in November 2009. But even before my 
first election, on December 15, 2018, I spoke in favor of a controversial affordable housing 
initiative, Bealls’s Grant II near the West End. (There were many comments made in a prior 
Planning Commission Meeting against, some derogatory. Such representations continued 
through other venues, positing increased crime, drug dealing, and other impacts.). The GGW 
description of my stance on that December evening was 180 degrees wrong, see GGW3 below.  

Through many developer proposals, initiatives by Rockville Housing Enterprises (RHE), 
Montgomery Housing Partnership (MHP), and others, and through the zoning ordinance and 
master plan amendments and adoptions, public statements, and campaign forums, I became one 
of the most reliable and outspoken advocates for the provision of housing.  

Big Things GGW Missed 
These include the APFO/APFS and large controversies.  

Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) and its Standards (APFS) 
An Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) seeks to ensure that applicable public 
infrastructure is in place to accommodate development. In Rockville, the ordinance’s numeric 
targets are stated in the associated Standards (APFS).  

It is not possible to understand the difficulties in providing housing in Rockville without 
explicitly considering the negative impact of the APFO and its implementing APFS. As 
demonstrated in the extensive Appendix APF below, the unintended impacts of the 
APFO/APFS have been seen in recurring issues resulting in several modifications to the 
APFO/APFS and ways to get around them. The APFO/APFS stopped one affordable housing 
project in its tracks, Beall’s Grant II, and had to be overcome for other projects. We don’t know 
when developers choose not to undertake a project because of the APFO/APFS. These 
regulations continue as a political hot-potato.  

I initially supported the APFO because it sounded reasonable, but then I studied its impacts, and 
witnessed its shortcomings as a councilmember through several proposals, and concluded that it 
not only got in the way of housing but had other negative impacts for Rockville. I have been one 
of the few who publicly identified that Rockville’s APFO/APFS are counterproductive, including 
for school construction, and have done so continuously. See Appendix APF. In the first part of 
this appendix, there is a link to the Mayor and Council meeting of September 9, 2019, where I 
publicly note how the APFO/APFS gets in the way of housing. The last part of Appendix APF 
has an extensive list of issues with the APFO/APFS.  
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Controversial Projects 
GGW portrayed me as not standing up to anti-housing constituents. Again, this is totally 
inaccurate. Some projects have sparked large protest, or if not protested before implementation, 
played a large role in elections after. On these projects, I stood firm and voted or otherwise 
supported them. The list below is not complete.  

1. Beall’s Grant II: It was going to add 5 to 8 students to Beall Elementary. “MHP estimated 
that the proposed development would add 5 students, if built as a mid-rise building, or 8 
students if built as a garden apartment complex.” (Anselmo, et al., November 1, 2010).  
The APFO stopped the project. GGW wrongly portrayed my support as opposition. See 
GGW3 below. See Appendix APF below. 

2. Fireside Park Apartments: There was a large, persistent, and nasty opposition to this 
project. I was one of 3 votes (3-2) that kept this an affordable neighborhood of 236 units. 
See Appendix FPA below. 

3. Silverwood (a. k. a. Bainbridge, Reed): This was allowed only after legislation changed 
the terms of the APFS for newly annexed land. Again, I was one of 3 votes (3-2). See 
Appendix SW below. 

4. Twinbrook Quarter: There was mass protest, even if not successful. This one did get an 
approval 4-0 vote, but protests were large, persistent, and based on the APFO and my 
very public efforts to eliminate the effects of the APFO on this project hurt me in the 
2023 election. See Appendix TQ below. 

GGW Reforms for its Endorsements 
As Maryland’s 2026 State and County elections approach, GWW must revise its endorsement 
policies and procedures regardless of my individual decision to run for County or State office. 

Reconsider Making Statements About Non-Endorsed Candidates 
Other endorsers usually do not write about non-endorsed candidates. If GGW continues to 
describe non-endorsed candidates, including a candidate’s perceived shortcomings, GGW should 
check facts, including contacting the candidate. GGW did not do this in Rockville’s 2023 
Mayoral race. It’s easiest just to not write about non-endorsees. 

Refinement of Protocol 
GGW uses the questionnaire and other publicly available information such as votes and social 
media posts in formulating its endorsements. This document shows that GGW did not evaluate 
all important housing votes in Rockville. The consideration of these votes should be improved.  

Truthfully, I just do not see how GGW has the staff resources to track all the meandering 
processes in all of the polities in the Greater Washington area. There is the District of Columbia, 
several counties, and numerous municipalities that act on these issues. Part of the reason that I 
included timelines in the Appendices is to demonstrate how involved these issues can be.  

The use of social media is problematic. These are highly biased self-reporting sources. GGW 
should reconsider using social media as a source.  
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GGW used some of its own articles covering Rockville as a source. But these articles did not 
always get things right and this led to a few of GGW’s misstatements about me.  

Questionnaire Issues 
I have issues with a partisan question and with questionnaire construction.  

Partisan Question  
Question 21 cited survey responses of members of the Democratic Party. I am an unaffiliated 
voter. The inclusion of this question was deeply offensive to me, and by itself, almost led to 
me not answering the questionnaire. City of Rockville elections are officially non-partisan. 
Further, an  issue-advocacy organization such as GGW should stay clear of any partisan 
references, even in partisan elections. While Montgomery County and Rockville have a high 
percentage of registered Democratic voters, there are numerous unaffiliated, Republican, and 
smaller party registrants.  

My answer accurately pointed to 2 faults. First, the survey sample did not include the entire 
electorate. Second, such questions do not always faithfully reflect political behavior. To quote 
myself from the questionnaire:  

“The question is in the abstract. When the project is a block away, the Democratic voters 
descend on City Hall.”  

This was my experience before and during my 12 years as council member (over a 14-year span) 
for several housing projects. Question 21 and my answers are displayed in Figure 2.  
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Figure 2: Question 21 from the GGW 2023 City of Rockville Questionnaire and My Response 

 

 

Questionnaire Construction Issues 
The housing issue cannot be adequately explored solely through a questionnaire that consists 
primarily of dropdown choices with little other possibility to explain a candidate’s position.  

GGW should hire a questionnaire development expert to revise its questionnaires.  

1. Some of the questions and response choices were not well formed. Especially, some 
specific listed response possibilities did not list all viable alternatives.  

2. ‘Other specify’ responses would have solved any issue with unlisted alternatives. 
3. ‘Please explain’ responses would also have improved the questionnaire.  
4. The questionnaire did not allow space for the candidate’s history on the issue.  
5. The questionnaire included questions specifically about GGW’s proposals and left little 

to no room for alternative measures to achieve the same outcome.  
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Substantive Responses to GGW’s Statements 
My direct responses to each GGW statement allow me to point out inaccuracies (and accuracies), 
omissions, and contextual issues as they arose in the endorsement. First, I address the statements 
about me, then the statements about Ashton. GGW text as pulled from its website are in boxes. 

GWW Statements about Mark Pierzchala (MMP) 
The GGW statements in boxes are followed by my responses.  

GGW1: Pierzchala does not Support Single-Family Rezoning 
What about Mark Pierzchala? 
 
We wanted to consider Pierzchala, who we endorsed over Ashton in 2019. His questionnaire said 
he’d like to build more than 20,000 homes in Rockville by 2040, twice the city’s current goal, by 
“zoning for denser housing.” 

But where? He supported building more homes near Metro and in community nodes, but not in 
areas zoned only for single-family homes.  

- MMP: Correct and GGW offers false hope with this solution.  
1. It is correct that I do not support rezoning the single-family homes zones. 
2. There is plenty of room for 20,000 new homes in Rockville2. The single-family zones are 

not necessary for this number and are an inefficient way to achieve housing3.  
3. I have supported maintaining or adding new housing next to and near single-family zones 

at great political cost. Major controversies are covered in the appendices. 
4. See a discussion on this issue in Appendix SF. 

GGW2: Pierzchala Sides With People Who Didn’t Want Things Near Them 
And during his five terms on the City Council, Pierzchala has sided with people who didn’t want 
things near them. 

- MMP: Totally and absolutely incorrect over several controversial issues. 
There are many examples where I supported housing in Rockville including on extraordinarily 
contested projects. Following are some of the most contested projects. Each is further explained 
in appendices below. 

1. Beall’s Grant II – see GGW 3 below. 
2. National Lutheran Home (Appendix NLH) 

 
2 There are many small-to-large shopping centers near our transit station to supply a huge number of units. 
Additionally, in Rockville, two long streets are ripe for redevelopment. These Research Boulevard and Piccard 
Drive. These contain a number of unused or underused last-century office buildings that will not ever be used this 
way again. Both of these streets carry County buses, the frequency of which can be increased.  
3 This is inefficient because of pace of changing over single-family plots to provide enough housing to make a 
difference. Also, this puts much new housing out of range of public transport. 
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3. Victory Court Senior Affordable Housing (Appendix VC) 
4. Fireside Park Apartments – over several years (Appendix FPA) 
5. Silverwood (then the Bainbridge, now The Reed) Apartments near Shady Grove Metro 

(Appendix SW) 
6. Twinbrook Quarter (Appendix TQ)  

While serving as the President of the College Gardens Civic Association from 2004 to 20084, 
I consulted internally with neighbors during several formal meetings, and the neighborhood 
agreed that College Plaza should be upzoned as a Mixed-Use Corridor District. See 
Appendix MPDU. 

1. I convinced the neighborhood that upzoning would be the best way to ensure that the 
plaza would redevelop. This is something the College Gardens neighborhood had wanted 
for many years.  

2. As a result of this advocacy, Mayor and Council upzoned College Plaza to a Mixed-Use 
Transit Corridor. 

3. I was in open agreement with Combined Properties, the corporate owner of College Plaza 
to achieve this upzoning.  

GGW3: Pierzchala Opposed Affordable Housing in an Affluent Neighborhood 
He won his first election in 20095 after opposing an affordable housing development in the city’s 
affluent, historic West End. 

- MMP: Totally incorrect – view: Meeting of December 15, 2008 at 1:04:58. 
 

1. I came out strongly in support of the original Beall’s Grant II. The GGW statement is 
factually wrong; the direct opposite of what I said. From the tape, I quote myself  
(1:04:58 start):  
 
“Mayor Hoffmann, Councilmembers Gajewski, Marcuccio, Robbins, and Britton. I find 
this whole episode very sad. This is now a political issue, not a policy issue. With 
members of Mayor and Council tripping over themselves [to] act as mediators, between 2 
sides, one notes that there is a City election in 2009. I’m sure that some people are taking 
down names and keeping scores, such is local democracy. There’s been a lot of 
posturing, [garbled], and going through the motions. My observation and my opinion is 
that there’s no middle ground where the 2 sides can come together and that a 9-month 
delay will not result in a compromise.  Thus, it is up to Mayor and Council to make a 
choice. I find 2 plausible objections to Beall’s Grant II. One is the application of the 
Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. This is a legal issue properly handled by the 
courts. I agree with Councilmember Britton that the law, . . ., that the written law can be 

 
4 On November 5, 2025, I was again elected to be the College Gardens Civic Association President.  
5 This GGW actually states that I supported mixed-used development. The preceding paragraph was loosely worded 
and indicates that I was an anti-change candidate, but then correctly states that I supported mixed-used development.  
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interpreted in various ways and that it’s anyone’s guess how this will turn out. If the 
APFO is not properly applied, then I agree that the project should not go ahead. The other 
reason is the size of the building. But yet, the building fits its zone, both in the current 
ordinance and the one you just adopted. What does it mean to have a zoning ordinance if 
it is not supported by City Staff, the Planning Commission, and the Mayor and Council? 
Montgomery Housing Partnership has done nothing wrong. Procedures were followed. 
WECA (West End Citizen Association) was involved. I urge approval of the letter now 
(emphasis added). There are many more positives than negatives to Beall’s Grant II. The 
City needs workforce housing, and it needs to accommodate a number of people. And 
Montgomery Housing Partnership is the kind of developer who wants to create this kind 
of housing. The best predictor of the kinds of residents that will reside in Beall’s Grant II 
are the residents that reside in Beall’s Grant I. There is no problem here. What will the 
neighborhood get besides an admittedly large building? Just more good neighbors.” 6 
 

2. It was West End residents that stopped this project with a lawsuit. The court disagreed 
with the City Staff interpretations of the APFO.  Maryland Court of Special Appeals, 
John Enselmo, et al.  
 

3. This is an example of GGW including information outside the questionnaire, which is 
according to its protocol. Not only did GGW get it wrong, but it was also a 15-year-old 
Citizen Forum (as it was called then) comment, almost 11 months before I first took 
office and 15 years before the 2023 Mayoral election. How far back should GGW go? 
 

GGW4: Pierzchala Opposed Building 7 Townhomes on the Site of Chestnut Lodge 
When neighbors opposed plans to turn a former mental hospital into housing before it 
mysteriously burned down, he opposed plans to build just seven townhouses on the site. 

- MMP: Correct but it lacks the historical context. 
1. The neighbors may have opposed the housing plans before the fire. I spoke after the fire. 

I had little to do with Chestnut Lodge before I was first elected except to participate twice 
in Peerless Rockville workgroups to clean up Frieda’s Cottage.  

2. I provided the motion and one of three votes to shut this proposal down. This vote 
surprised all of my elected colleagues. There would have been 7 high-end, and expensive, 
town homes with no affordable units. See Appendix CL.  

 
6 Subsequent to this testimony, during the period of time when the issue of the correct application of the APFO was 
with the courts, some residents of the West End (including eventual Councilmember and Mayor Bridget Donnell 
Newton) and MHP hashed out a redesign of the Beall’s Grant II building. It was a compromise: shorter, fewer units, 
and better looking. On one hand, I have heard it portrayed as a ‘Plan B’ that would take effect if the APFO challenge 
was rejected. Later, Newton now elected, in a Mayor and Council meeting (unknown date), referred to a document 
that MHP refused to sign; I have no idea what the contents of this document were. Nevertheless, the initial uprising, 
primarily from the West End, was vociferous. The court ruling against MHP would have worked against even the 
compromise. An online article (6/25/2012): Agreement reached over Beall's Grant II | Archives | somdnews.com   
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GGW5: Pierzchala Opposed the County’s 7 Locks Road Proposal 
He’s also sided with residents who don’t want a school bus parking lot and a county mental 
health facility near them. 

- MMP: Correct on the bus depot – incorrect on the ‘mental health facility’.  
I believe this refers to the County proposal for the County’s 7-Locks Road property. 

1. I did object to the  school bus depot. The proposal was not just a bus parking lot as GGW 
misstated; a bus depot is much more active and noisier than a bus parking lot. A bus 
depot at that location would have overwhelmed the road network with little or no ability 
to expand that network. This is in an area where there is ongoing residential development 
following the large Park Potomac development on 7-Locks Road. There is already a 
traffic mess in this area, and the school bus depot would have worsened it. 

2. I did not object to the ‘County Mental Health Facility’ which GGW mischaracterizes 
with that name. Montgomery County calls it a Diversion Center. During a meeting at the 
County Executive Building (July 20, 2023) with neighborhood residents present, I did not 
object to that facility. Instead, I encouraged the neighborhood to get what they could out 
of it. This did not go over well. 7 

GGW6: Pierzchala opposes Bus or Bike Lanes Taking Space from Cars  
His transportation platform was disappointing as well. “Every time I can take a trip by bike or by 
walking, I do so, without exception,” wrote Pierzchala, who’s biked every street in Rockville 
four times. But he doesn’t support building bus or bike lanes on city streets if it takes away space 
from cars. 

- MMP: This statement is inaccurate.  
1. My biking and walking in Rockville have been extensive. I keep track of these things. 

For example: From January 2011 through November 2025: 
a. I made over 4,500 biking trips, all but a handful in Rockville. 
b. I made over 4,500 walking trips, about 95% in Rockville. 

2. I have supported many projects to add bus lanes and sharrows to City roads.  I have been 
one of the most avid and knowledgeable advocates for realistic and far-reaching Bicycle 
Master Plans.  

3. I do not support sole use of car lanes by bicycles on state highways such as State 
Highway 355, which I believe is just asking for trouble. 

4. I voted for the traffic rerouting in Town Center that did indeed remove car lanes and add 
bike lanes. The same is true for Maryland Avenue. 

5. By the time GGW came out with their criticism of me, I had biked every street in 
Rockville 7 or 8 times; truthfully I have lost count. I did this every few years, including 
once since the 2023 election. 

 
7 I tried to find the tape of this public meeting but did not succeed. 
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6. I also walked every street in Rockville. See Appendix CW: CityWalk below.  
7. All my ‘all-Rockville’ trips, biking or walking, involved thorough documentation, 

planning, and record keeping. If I miss a street, I go back and get it. 

GGW7: Pierzchala Opposed the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) 
In 2011, he even voted to move the proposed Corridor Cities Transitway from a street in his 
neighborhood designed for the rapid transit line because neighbors complained. 

- MMP: Wrong; I supported the CCT through King Farm including a vote in 2021. 
1. This GGW statement has me living in King Farm. I have lived in College Gardens since 

1996 when we moved to Rockville from Virginia.  
2. It was Mayor Bridget Newton who convinced the County to move the route. This effort 

was without my knowledge; it had not been approved by the Council. 
3.  A straw vote taken on July 12, 2021 at 5:04:47 showed Mayor Newton and 

Councilmembers Feinberg and Ashton in support of the realignment of the CCT along 
Shady Grove Road with Councilmembers Pierzchala and Myles supporting the initial 
alignment along King Farm Boulevard through King Farm. 

4. In 2011, we voted to study the issue, not to move the proposed route. 
5. Over the years, I came to support the CCT through King Farm. I’m not sure why the 

endorsement writeup refers only to 2011. 
6. Possibly, as of October 18, 2021, the Corridor Forward Plan may replace the CCT, but 

retain aspects of it. 
7. Please see Appendix CCT below for a more complete response to this claim.  

GGW8: Who Pierzchala Listens to when Making Decisions 
When asked whose feedback he’d consider first when making a decision, Pierzchala said people 
at a civic association meeting, who are typically older and wealthier than the community as a 
whole, but he wouldn’t hear comments from door-knocking in an apartment complex. 

- MMP: I stand up to the influential on contested projects. I do speak with them. 
1. Like it or not, a few of the Civic Associations and Homeowners Associations are 

extremely influential in the City. This is true both for elections and the stances people 
take on controversial issues. If you want to change minds you have to deal with these 
associations. Their meetings do give a chance to debate the issues and to present other 
points of view, which I have done.  

2. As head of the College Gardens Civic Association, I convinced my neighborhood to have 
Mayor and Council upzone College Gardens Plaza. We (the neighborhood under my 
leadership) worked with Combined Properties to accomplish this. 

3. When James Hedrick, Chair of Rockville Housing Enterprises came to the College 
Gardens Civic Association (CGCA) to present on the RHE acquisition of Scarborough 
Square, part of the neighborhood (October 12, 2022), he made a short presentation. The 
reaction from the College Gardens Civic Association attendees was applause. Before the 
meeting, I made known to the CGCA that I was in support of this acquisition.  
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4. I don’t knock in apartment buildings because the apartment owners do not want me (or 
any candidate) to. They typically prohibit door knocking in the apartments, and this 
extends to dropping literature at the doors. The residents want their privacy and are 
startled and not happy when strangers knock on their doors.  

5. I lived in rental apartments for about 15 years total, including 9 years in Crystal City. 
(The fact that I lived in a Crystal City apartment for such a time has been held against me 
as a candidate.)  

6. From late 2022 to April 2024, I was a co-lessee with my mother in a Town Center 
apartment building (her primary residence, not mine). These 14 months gave me 
additional, more recent, insights into apartment living in Rockville, including dealing 
with rent increases and renewals.  

GGW9: Pierzchala Dismissed Poll Results of Democrats 
He dismissed poll results from Data for Progress that showed most Montgomery County 
Democrats support building more types of homes in their neighborhood. “These data mean 
nothing. I’m a survey statistician,” he replied. 

- MMP: GGW should not have had this question at all. 
See above: GGW Reform for its Endorsements | Questionnaire Issues | Partisan Question. To 
briefly reiterate, (1) it was a partisan question, (2) the polling universe did not reflect the entire 
electorate, and (3) the polling result does not reflect voter behavior for specific projects.  

GGW Statements about Monique Ashton 
I list the comments about Monique Ashton because of what they left unsaid about me. I do not 
question the veracity of the statements about Ashton. But if these are good statements to make 
about her, they should be good statements about me when they also apply to me.  

GGW10: 90 Percent of Housing Produced through Market-Rate Production 
“Approximately 90 percent of housing in Rockville was produced through market-rate 
production,” she wrote. “Therefore we need to continue to foster sufficient market-rate housing 
development and collaborations with affordable housing developers who can…provide housing 
affordable for the wide range of those who live in Rockville.” 

- MMP: I stated this from the dais several times often using ‘vast majority’. 
1. This statement from Ashton is absolutely correct. It also repeats what I have publicly said 

from the dais several times. See Table Z on the last page. 
2. Please see Appendix APF for a link to a meeting (and quoted text) where I mention that 

most housing is provided by the private sector, one of many such statements.  

GGW11: Where to Put New Homes 
What does that look like? Ashton supports building up to 15,000 homes by 2040, 50% more than 
the city’s current goal of 10,000. She would put those homes in a variety of places, including 
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near the Red Line and in “Community Nodes,” which is what the city’s Comprehensive 
Plan calls small-scale, neighborhood main streets (like Veirs Mill Road near Twinbrook 
Parkway, for example). 

- MMP: My similar response was negatively panned. 
As far as this statement goes, there is little or no difference between the 2 of us. But you’re not 
going to get many units from the Community Nodes.  

GGW12: Ashton Would Allow More Types of Homes 
She also supports the Comp Plan’s recommendation to allow more types of homes, like duplexes 
and small apartment buildings, in places where you can only build single-family homes today, a 
crucial opportunity to build more affordable homes in a city where the median home price is over 
$600,000. 

- MMP: I protected affordable homes from demolition and supported fourplexes. 
1. During the Master Plan process in 2019 – 2023, I was the one who ensured that the 

Dawson Avenue Apartments in the West End would remain as fourplexes instead of 
being rezoned to single-family zoning.  

Meeting of July 1, 2021, around 2:21:44. There was a back-and-forth discussion after I 
objected to rezoning these lots as single-family zoning. This rezoning to single-family 
housing did not take place.  

2. When the East Rockville Community Guidelines were formulated, I initially supported 
sixplexes, but moved fourplexes due to the required additional provision of parking on a 
constrained site, an issue brought up by Ashton. This was unanimous.  

3. I have been very supportive of building housing next to single family zones. This has cost 
me in election after election. Examples include Fireside Park Apartments (Appendix 
FPA), the Silverwood project (Appendix SW) and Beall’s Grant II (GGW 3 above). 

GGW13: Ashton was Liaison to Rockville Housing Enterprises (RHE) 
In her time on the Council, Ashton has taken an all-of-the-above approach to creating more 
permanently affordable homes. She’s the council’s liaison to Rockville Housing Enterprises, the 
city’s public housing authority, which has expanded its portfolio by 31 percent over the past four 
years. 

- MMP: I was RHE liaison before Ashton and widened its holdings 145% in 2012. 
I was liaison to RHE 2015-2019. In 2012, my support for Fireside Park Apartments expanded the 
RHE portfolio by 145% despite vociferous community opposition. See Appendix FPA.  

1. In 2012, I voted for Fireside Park Apartments retention as naturally affordable housing as 
a Councilmember. The vote was 3-2. This was a hot issue for several months. 

2. After serving as RHE liaison from 2015 to 2019, I turned it over to Monique Ashton. 
During my time as liaison, I supported the RHE efforts to refinance Fireside Park 
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Apartments. This refinancing had to occur during a long government shutdown which led 
to many bureaucratic delays. It also had to overcome a fire at the apartments and a 
subsequent plan to include fire sprinklers in the plan. 

3. The Mayor and Council vote to refinance Fireside Park Apartments was 4-1.  
4. The Mayor and Council vote to contribute to the refurbishment of Fireside Park 

Apartments was 3-2.  

GGW14: Ashton Increased the City’s Inclusionary Zoning (MPDUs for Multi-
family) 
Ashton also championed increasing the city’s inclusionary zoning requirements from 12.5 to 15 
percent. (She also politely let us know we’d gotten that wrong in our questionnaire!) 

- MMP: This was marginal, the Highway 355 transit corridor already had this.  
Many multifamily residential zones already had this, including all those near transit stations. 

1. The City’s zoning already included 15% for the vast majority of multifamily housing. It 
did not include this for zones far away from Metro or not along major corridors. 

2. Whether such an increase results in more units is debatable since there can be an 
offsetting reluctance for developers to build due to increased cost. 

3. See Appendix MPDU. 

GGW15: Ashton Supports Density Bonuses 
She’s also supported density bonuses for developers who provide public amenities, including 
building more permanently affordable units than required. 

- MMP: I led the way in previous terms especially for Twinbrook Quarter. 
1. The prime example in Rockville for this is Twinbrook Quarter, an initiative that I led. 
2. See Appendix TQ: Twinbrook Quarter.  
3. I led the effort to define and approve the concept of a Champion Project in the Rockville 

Pike Plan, which is the prime example in a master plan. 

GGW16: Ashton is Walking Across the City 
Ashton’s shown a commitment to sustainable transportation as well. “I walk all across the City to 
be able to be available to residents and to ensure that we are looking at equity across the City,” 
she wrote. 

- MMP: I walked every street in Rockville and more in 2014 – 2015.  
See Appendix RCS about my Rockville CityWalk. 

1. It is GGW that brought up this comparison. It is I who must set the record straight.  
2. Monique Ashton continues to walk City Streets. That’s a great and worthy endeavor for 

Rockville’s Mayor. Mayor Newton also walked many streets during her terms. However, 

103



Mark Pierzchala 
February 3, 2026 

22 
 

I walked every Rockville street in 2014 and 2015. As far as I know, no one else has done 
this. It’s an enormous effort and takes a great deal of record keeping to do so properly.  

GGW17: Ashton Supports Taking Car Space to Make Room for Bus and Bike 
Lanes 
She’d support taking space from cars to make room for bus and bike lanes, giving people safer, 
more reliable travel options. 

- MMP: Same here for me and over several terms. 
1. See my response above, GGW 6, points 2 through 4. 

GGW18: Ashton Supports More Automated Traffic Enforcement 
Ashton also supports more automated traffic enforcement, like red light cameras and speed 
cameras, to discourage reckless driving and reducing the need for police traffic stops, which can 
escalate into deadly confrontations, especially for people of color. 

- MMP: I brought this up several times to financially support Vision Zero. 
1. I agree with Ashton’s reasoning here, which broadened the discussion.  
2. I brought it up during budget sessions and so did Councilmember Feinberg. Throughout 

budget and Vision Zero discussions, all five of the elected vocally supported this one way 
or another. Here is a sample for me: 
 
Meeting of December 12, 2022 at 3:12:34 
“I'm all in favor of increasing the speed camera and red light cameras as a source of 
funding to the extent allowed by the state. And to the extent that is now allowed by our 
new contract. That wasn't possible a year or two ago, but, um, can't remember which one 
of those funds can only be used for public safety. But that's a good source for, uh, you 
know, vision Zero funding. I, I, uh, the thing about Vision Zero, it's, it, even though we 
often talk about infrastructure, it's not all infrastructure. It's, it's how people behave and 
how they act. A lot of it, um, you know, you know, I'm aware of, um, people don't like 
these cameras. On the other hand, they do modify behavior and they have in the past 
provided quite a bit of funding for capital projects and especially for some of the projects 
we already wanna see for Vision Zero.” 

3. See also, Appendix Z. 

GGW19: Conflating Race, Gender and POV – Hearing from a Wide Range of 
People 
If elected, Ashton would be the first person of color (her parents are Latinx and West Indian) to 
lead Rockville in its 200+ year history, and just one of four women. She brings a perspective 
that’s been missing in this majority-minority city, and is open to hearing from a wide range of its 
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residents, listing online surveys and door-knocking in apartment complexes as the kind of public 
input she’d weigh in making a decision. 

- MMP:  It is wrong to conflate demographic diversity with political diversity. 
Additionally, I co-chaired Rockville Summits 2011 and 2012. 
This statement demeans both Ashton and me. At the time this endorsement message was 
released, Ashton had 4 years of elected experience and I had 12 years. GGW should have 
accurately referred to our records in its endorsements. 

1. Monique Ashton and I are smart, capable, and professionally accomplished. The GGW 
endorsement should be based solely on: 

a. Our policy history including votes, stances, and initiatives.  
b. Our policy statements in a better-constructed questionnaire  
c. Who we have associated with politically including in our campaigns 

2. In a political climate that has not been supportive of housing, GGW should want political 
diversity. I have provided political diversity on the Council especially in support of 
providing adequate housing.  

3. In my first term, I co-chaired the Rockville Summits that brought together residents, 
business, non-profits, education, and governments to define a way forward for Rockville. 
This was a wonderful process that defined realistic ways forward.  This can be viewed as 
a diversity of sectors that you need to move things along in a City. See Appendix RS. 

4. Ashton is the sixth female Mayor of Rockville.  
5. See Appendix Demo for alternative ways to slice and dice (or cherry pick) the genders 

and years of service of the elected officials, including their neighborhoods. 
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Appendices I – Non-Project Topics  
These 4 appendices cover issues that are not about specific projects. These elaborate on items in 
the direct responses above Appendix APF, a long one, concerns the APFO/APFS. The 
APFO/APFS is a global issue that impacted several projects. 

Appendix CW: Mark Pierzchala’s Rockville CityWalk 
This appendix responds to GGW’s comparison of my biking with Ashton’s walking (GGW6).  

I walked every street in Rockville and more, from June 8, 2014, through April 6, 2015. This 
included 519 miles in 205 trips over 265 hours. I took over 31,500 photos. Figure RCW1 shows 
a hand-marked progress map of Rockville after I walked every Rockville Street.  

Figure RCW1: Map of Rockville Showing Phase I of Pierzchala’s Rockville CityWalk 

 
Picture by Mark Pierzchala, January 22, 2015 
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In addition to walking every street in Rockville, I walked every street in College Gardens and 
King Farm twice (March 2015, to get better pictures). I also walked some streets in Gaithersburg 
and County roadways near Rockville. Additionally, I walked every Rockville Park and recreation 
ground, and every public-school campus.  There is no reason that GGW would have known 
about this effort. Had GGW fact checked, they would have found out.  

An overall document that describes the effort is the link below. This was originally given to 
Peerless Rockville in 2015 or 2016. The link follows.  

2015 Article written to Peerless Rockville about Mark's CityWalk  

Further links to documents that supported Mark's CityWalk  

Appendix Demo: Gender and Neighborhood of Mayors 
This appendix is in response to the GGW use of demographic characteristics in its endorsement 
of Ashton (see GGW 19 above and immediately below).  

Any conclusions about the genders of Rockville elected officials should be qualified by terms 
and dates. Figure Demo1 below is of a display in the City Hall lobby. It gives names and years of 
service for the Council. I include the GGW text once more: 

GGW 19: If elected, Ashton would be the first person of color (her parents are Latinx and West 
Indian) to lead Rockville in its 200+ year history, and just one of four women. She brings a 
perspective that’s been missing in this majority-minority city, and is open to hearing from a wide 
range of its residents, listing online surveys and door-knocking in apartment complexes as the 
kind of public input she’d weigh in making a decision. 

GGW did not recognize that Ashton would be Rockville’s sixth female  Mayor. Further, from a 
policy perspective, GGW should have been looking for political diversity, and not conflate  race 
and gender with point of view.  

GGW fails to recognize my own efforts to listen to a wide range of opinions. For example, the 
Rockville Summits co-chaired by CM Britton and myself saw a wonderful representation of 
participants from sectors: Residents, Business, Government, Non-Profits, and Education. See 
Appendix RS for a summary of Rockville Summits I and II.  

Some Observations on Rockville Elected Demographics and Neighborhood 
- Phyllis B Fordham was the first woman councilmember serving 2 terms from 1976 to 1980. 

- Viola D Hovespian was the second woman, 1982 – 1984. 

- Viola D Hovespian was appointed Mayor in the 1984 to 1986 term. She was Rockville’s first 
woman Mayor. 

- About this point, Rockville went from spring to fall elections. 

- Viola D Hovespian returned as councilmember 1987 to 1989. 
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- Rose G Krasnow served 3 terms as councilmember from 1989 to 1995. 

- Nina A Weisbroth was elected for 1 term in 1993 and with Krasnow, formed the first body with 
2 women.   

 

Figure Demo1: Rockville Elected since 1948 Some Observations (continued) 

 
Picture by Mark Pierzchala, July 21 2025, 
Rockville City Hall Lobby 

- Rose G Krasnow was elected as the 
second female Mayor, serving 3 terms 
from 1995 to 2001. 
- Anne M Robbins election in 1999 
resulted in the second body with 2 
woman. 
- In 2001 Susan R Hoffmann was elected 
to the Council and served with Robbins 
for 3 terms; Larry Giammo was Mayor 
these 3 terms. 
- 2005 – 2007 was the first majority 
female elected body with Hoffman, 
Marcuccio, and Robbins as 
councilmembers.8 
- In 2007, Hoffmann was elected as the 
third female Mayor and Phyllis Marcuccio 
was elected as councilmember. With 
Anne M Robbins, this was the second 
Council that was majority female. 
 
- In 2009, Marcuccio was elected as the 
fourth female Mayor, with Bridget 
Donnell Newton in her first term. This 
body had 3 men and 2 women. This was 
also my first councilmember term.9 
 
- The 2011 – 2013 term saw Marcuccio 
return as Mayor and John F Hall, Jr. and 
Tom Moore replace John Britton and Piotr 
Gajewski. This body also had 3 men and 2 
women. 
 
 

 
8 The display contains an error. Bridget Donnell Newton was not elected as Councilmember until 2009.  
9 The display contains a second error. From 2009 – 2011 John Britton was on the Council, not John F Hall, Jr.  
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Some Observations (Continued) 
- The 2013 – 2015 term featured Bridget Donnel Newton as Rockville’s fifth female Mayor. I 
was off the body since I ran for Mayor and lost. This was the first body with 4 women and 1 
man. Councilmembers were Moore and Virginia D Onley, Beryl L Feinberg, and Julie Palkovich 
Carr. The 4 councilmembers ran on a Team Rockville slate with me running for Mayor. 

- The 2015 – 2019, the first 4-year term saw Newton return as Mayor. There was 4 women and 1 
man on the body. Councilmembers were me, Feinberg, Onley, and Palakovich Carr. In 2018 
Palakovich Carr won election as State Delegate, and the Rockville elected body continued with 4 
members with a 3-1 gender split. 

- The 2019 – 2023 term saw Newton in her third term as Mayor and 3 women and 2 men on 
Rockville’s elected body. The Councilmembers were me, Monique Ashton in her first term, 
David Myles in his first term, and Feinberg returning. Virginia D. Onley was the first woman of 
color to run for Mayor, on the Team Rockville Slate.   

- The current 2023 term sees Monique Ashton as Rockville’s sixth woman Mayor and 
Councilmembers Zola Shaw, Kate Fulton, Marissa Valerie, Adam Van Grack, Dr. David Myles, 
and Barry Jackson as councilmembers. The gender split is 4 – 3 female .  

Choice of Reference Date 
You can prove many things by choosing the reference date. For example, starting with 1995 as 
the reference point: 

- From 1995 through 2023, there were 4 female Mayors and 1 male Mayor. 

- From 1995 through 2023, 28 years total, 22 years featured female Mayors. The only exception 
was Larry Giammo for 6 years in three 2-year terms.  

- Ashton’s term, by 2027, 32 years from 1995, will give 26 years of women as Mayors.  

Mayor’s Neighborhood 
Since 1995, the Mayors’ neighborhoods have been: 

- New Mark Commons for Rose G Krasnow 

- West End for Larry Giammo 

- West End for Susan R Hoffmann  

- East Rockville for Phyllis Marcuccio 

- West End for Bridget Donnell Newton 

- West End for Monique Ashton 

Since at least 1995, the West End neighborhood has dominated the Mayoral elections as well as 
the political dialog. West End influential have been in the forefront of opposition to housing. 
Hoffmann was a housing supporter and lost her 2009 reelection bid.  
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Appendix RS: Rockville Summits 2011 and 2012  
This appendix is in response to GGW 19 above about bringing people together and looking for 
diverse viewpoints. I bring to GGW attention the Rockville Summits that I co-chaired with 
Councilmember Britton. In Rockville Summit 2012, Councilmember Newton also joined the 
organizing committee. The Rockville Summit was unique in that it explicitly brought together 5 
different sectors of Rockville (residents, business, schools, non-profit, and government) and tried 
to chart a path where these diverse sectors could work together. Its portfolio was broad; that was 
the intention. This is how you move a City forward.   

I hold this as a premier example of working with residents and other stakeholders. Its hallmark 
was to explicitly bring together people representing disparate interests and to do so productively. 

Councilmember John Britton (served 2005-2009) came up with the original idea in February 
2011. I had a related idea concerning economic competitiveness in May 2011. These 2 ideas 
were merged into Rockville Summit 2011. Britton and I were co-organizers. 

For Rockville Summit 2012, Britton and I were still co-coordinators. But since Britton was off 
the elected body, it was I who worked with City Staff in its high-level coordination. I also wrote 
the draft proposal for Rockville Summit 2012. 

Rockville Summits 2011 and 2012 were explicit efforts to bring together diverse stakeholders 
from throughout the City in order to bridge differences over a wide range of issues.  

Rockville Summit 2011 was a one-day affair. It was held in the Buchanan Room of VisArts in 
Rockville’s Town Square. It featured Dr Stephen S. Fuller of George Mason University as the 
lead speaker. He was the Director, Center for Regional Analysis in the School of Public Policy.10 
It was followed by a panel discussion of representatives from the following sectors: Residents, 
Government, Business, Non-Profits, and Education.  

In the next Mayor and Council term, Rockville Summit 2012 was authorized on March 5, 2012. 
This was a follow-up to Rockville 2011 panel. This summit was a multi-month effort featuring 
six resident and stakeholder committees.  

The six 2012 Committees: City Services and Budget, Education and School Capacity, Housing, 
Job Growth and Residential Workforce, Preserving Rockville’s Character, and Transportation 
and Traffic. The committees were self-organized and self-directed.  

There was a check-in workshop in August 2012 where the committees were brought together so 
that they would be aware of what each was doing. A final gathering of all volunteers was held 
November 3, 2012 at the F. Scott Fitzgerald Theatre. 

• Rockville Summits 2011 and 2012 Documents 

 
10 Dr Fuller, at the time of this writing is the head of the Stephen S. Fuller Institute for Research on the Washington 
Region’s Economic Future. This is part of the Center for Regional Analysis at the Schar School of Policy and 
Government at George Mason University Professor Emeritus Stephen Fuller | Schar School of Policy and 
Government at George Mason University (January 22, 2026).  
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The findings of these summits were among the source documents used in Rockville’s 2040 
Comprehensive Master Plan passed in August 2021. On page 3 we see (Figure RS1): 

Figure RS1: Results of Rockville Summits as Resource Documents for the 2040 Plan 

  

Source: Rockville Master Plan – Highlights are by Mark Pierzchala 

Appendix APF: Adequate Public Facilities 
Rockville’s APFO/APFS has hindered or stopped housing development primarily due to school 
capacity issues. To omit the successes in overcoming the APFO/APFS, the tribulations in trying 
to overcome its restrictions, and the failures that it has caused, is an egregious omission with 
respect to the production of housing in Rockville.  

To this day, Rockville residents strongly support the APFO/APFS. I have publicly tried to turn 
this around but with very limited success (Champion Projects I proposed being a stellar 
exception). I have been public in my criticism of the APFO/APFS. The link below shows this. 

Mark Pierzchala on Market Rate Housing and APFO September 9, 2019 (3 minutes). 
This snippet is quoted below.” 

Mark Pierzchala quoted from the snippet: 

“Well, um, you can have all the housing affordable programs you want, but the vast 
majority of housing is not provided by government programs or MPDU programs [it’s] 
provided by the private sector. And our county and our city has made it very difficult to 
provide enough numbers of units, period. Mm-hmm. The adequate public facilities 
ordinance and the standards that surround it, are counterproductive, they take away 
resources from building schools, but they really just diminish the number of housing units 
that are available. If you wanna make affordable housing, provide enough units, let the 
market solve that problem. And we have a couple places in the city that really could use 
that density. One being town center, the other Rockville Pike. We have community, we 
have neighborhoods that don't want development, residential development around them. 
That's fine. You know, support it where transit is near Twinbrook, near Rockville, Metro 
Stations, especially those, and if you really wanna, uh, make, you know, this place 

111



Mark Pierzchala 
February 3, 2026 

30 
 

attractive, for example, a satellite office of Amazon, for example, if they can't fit 
everybody into Crystal City, you know, Twinbrook would be a great place for them. 

So Rockville, city Town Center. But, you know, we just constrict what can be done. And, 
and it's not under our control. We have our, our, our APFS and then, um, all of a sudden 
the Board of Education makes a decision. It surprises us, and we're just about to go in 
moratorium. But then the County Council, uh, puts in a paper, uh, capacity and all of a 
sudden it's okay again. And that's just a very uncertain environment for those who 
provide residential housing. So, I think, um, you know, I think the jobs and the homes, 
thankfully, are coming together. It takes cars off the road, homes near transit helps take 
cars off the road. So I, I think, um, you know, we really, if you're gonna talk about 
housing prices, the governmental programs, MPDU or whatever, um, are not gonna solve 
it. They can be counterproductive in their own 15% of a building, having to be MPDU 
means their 85% is very high priced. 

And that's <laugh> talk about the missing middle. You know, you, you, you don't get 
those middle-priced apartments because the 85 has to subsidize the 15. So, so you, I, you 
know, I'd really love a study in a city about how those MPDU numbers, where they 
really, um, overall, uh, increase affordable housing. I'm not sure they do. I mean, I think 
that program to an extent does a good job. But if you, for example, don't allow building 
to go up, you don't get 15% of whatever that building will produce. But we have for years 
delayed building projects. We have discouraged building projects. I'm sure there's some 
building projects that were never realized because of, you know, either APFS or too high 
requirements for MPDU. So I think that whole housing affordability issue, uh, really 
needs to be looked at in this city and in the county.” 

GGW’s writeup for the 2023 Rockville elections totally sidestepped the role of Rockville’s 
APFO/APFS in stopping, delaying, or deflecting the building of new housing in the City. Yet, 
the APFO/APFS continually arise as concerns for many kinds of housing development.  

Between January 2009 and July 2019, there were 98 Mayor and Council meetings where the 
topic of APFO/APFS came up. This could be anything from a citizen comment to a hearing or a 
discussion or action by Mayor and Council. A large majority of these instances were about 
school capacity standards. Necessary adjustments were made to the APFO/APFS by then and the 
issue did not officially come up between July 2019 and December 2023. This means that the 
APFO/APFS was not an official item at all for Ashton’s 4-year term before her Mayoral 
election.11 This determination was made by text searches of all minutes between January 2009 
and December 2023.12 

 
11 In this 2019-2023 term, the Master Plan was discussed extensively and adopted (August 2, 2021). A text search 
found only 6 mentions of the APFO/APFS in the Master Plan document, about water and sewer.  
12 Minutes earlier in this time span were much more extensive than later. Until sometime in the 2013-2015 term, 
minutes were narrative minutes. Then they became summary minutes. Also, the minutes used to list people who 
spoke at Citizen Forum/Community Forum and at hearings, but later this practice was not always used. So, a text 
search of the minutes on an item tends to turn up more meetings earlier in the span. 
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In my later campaigns and terms in office, I continually tried to educate elected colleagues and 
the voters in general, that the APFO/APFS limited the amount of housing that would be built, 
and that this would eventually impact their own children. I mentioned this numerous times in my 
last 2 terms (8 years) in office, from 2015 through 2023. 

There are at least 3 examples where the APFO/APFS were the basis for community opposition to 
housing development.  

• Beall’s Grant II, a court challenge to this project, based on the APFO/APFS regulations 
and standards in 2008, stopped the project 

• Silverwood (then The Bainbridge and now The Reed) was completed only after a change 
was made to the APFO for newly annexed land 

• Strident and prolonged opposition to the Twinbrook Quarter project in 2018 and 2019 
was based on the APFO. 

The Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) and the implementing Adequate Public 
Facilities Standards (APFS) became effective November 1, 200513, prior to my first term in 
office14 starting in November 2009. The APFO can be amended by Mayor and Council after a 
public hearing. The APFS can be amended by Mayor and Council without a public hearing, but 
usually a hearing (or two) is nevertheless held. Links to the current APFO/APFS documents 
(September 16, 2025) are below: 

• (APFO) ARTICLE 20. - ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES | Code of Ordinances | 
Rockville, MD | Municode Library 15 

• (APFS) Adequate Public Facilities Standards as of July 8, 2019, adopted by resolution 
10-19. 16 

The idea of the APFO/APFS is that certain kinds of development should not be allowed until the 
public facilities exist to support them. Capacity standards were initially adopted for five criteria: 
(1) transportation, (2) school capacity, (3) fire/emergency response time, (4) water, and (5) 
sewer. Anyone of these can stop housing development, but it’s been the school capacity issue 
that has been most contentious in Rockville politics. The fire/emergency response time standard 
was eventually dropped, see below.  

In building the following timeline, I note that while most of the timeline concerns the school 
standards, there were several other issues that had to be cleaned up over time including 
establishing common-sense exceptions (senior housing does not generate students), standards 
should not apply to MCPS projects including portables, the timing of various tests (e.g., at time 

 
13 See Anselmo, page 9 of the opinion, for this date. 
14 While I was aware of the impending adoption of the APFO/APFS, I did not regularly attend Mayor and Council 
meetings until mid-December 2005 and thus was not a witness to most discussions. 
15 I cannot figure out how to follow changes to the APFO on the Municode Library. There used to be a more explicit 
feature that gave the history of changes to ordinances.  
16 It is impossible to get a record of changes to the APFS from the City’s website. As far as I know, the only way to 
try to determine this is to find brief book pages of meetings where changes to the APFS were contemplated. An 
email to the City’s Department of Planning and Community Development looking for a history of changes to the 
APFS was not answered.  
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of site plan approval, or at time of project plan approval, or at time of permitting), and whose 
application is in the queue first.  

APFO/APFS Timeline from 2009 – 2023  
Date Description 
11/30/2009 Minutes: Item 12. Review and Comment on Future Agendas. “Regarding the 

Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO), Councilmember Pierzchala 
asked for clarification as to why this was coming up for discussion. City 
Manager Ullery explained that there are some items throughout the APFO that 
need to be made consistent with the terminology in the zoning ordinance.” 

12/14/2009 Minutes: Citizen Forum – Giammo and Hall speak about the APFO. 
Item 16. Old/New Business – “There was also discussion about the need to 
discuss a review of the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) as well as 
some other revisions to the Zoning Ordinance. City Attorney Debra Daniel said 
she might want to discuss this with the Mayor and Council in closed session 
prior to any action. Mr. Ullery suggested coming back to the Mayor and 
Council in the New Year with a plan on how to agendize the issue.” 

1/11/2010 Minutes: Citizen Forum – Giammo speaks. 
Item 19. Old/New Business “Councilmember Newton asked if there could be 
some discussion about former mayor Larry Giammo and former 
councilmember John Hall's comments about the APFO. City Attorney Debra 
Daniel said that she had scheduled an Executive Session to discuss this matter 
with the Mayor and Council on February 22. Councilmember Newton asked if 
that was the earliest time it could take place, and Ms. Daniel said it was the 
earliest she was prepared to do it. Councilmember Pierzchala asked how this 
would correspond to the court schedule, and Ms. Daniel said that arguments not 
were not scheduled to take place until the summer.” 

2/22/2010 Minutes: Executive session on the APFO. – No summary given. 
4/19/2010 Minutes: Executive Session “The Mayor and Council discussed pending 

litigation related to the City’s Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO), 
the petition for legal review for Victory Court, and, and action brought by E&B 
Enterprises.” 

9/13/2010 Minutes: Mayor and Council decided not to appeal the Beall’s Grant II 
decision, a 5-0 Council decision. The clear court decision left no room for hope 
of success in an appeal. The City Attorney noted that it was in Mayor and 
Council’s purview to change the APFO and/or APFS.  

9/20/2010 Minutes:  Item 21. Old/New Business: Laura Berthiaume, Board of Education 
Member, spoke with Mayor and Council about overcrowded schools. In part: 
“Mayor Marcuccio asked how the APFO would be involved in this matter. Ms. 
Berthiaume indicated that although the APFO is Rockville’s business, it hinges 
on school capacity and that becomes a bit more sensitive. There needs to be an 
understanding that the school boundaries are not continguous (sp) from 
Rockville City boundaries and that it would be helpful to the Mayor and 
Council to understand the projections and development going forward around 
school boundaries.” 

9/27/2010 This was a town hall. The topic of the APFO came up about 15 times.  
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10/4/2010 Minutes: Citizen Forum: 32 speak on APFO. 
Item 13: Discussion – Amendment to the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 
(APFO) Regarding Affordable Housing. Extensive discussion. 
Agenda packet: Item 13.  

10/11/2010 Minutes: Worksession on the Draft Municipal Growth Element (MGE) of the 
City’s Comprehensive Master Plan – This is the first time that City Staff 
suggest deleting the Fire/Rescue part of the APFO “Since it is no longer true 
that no project has been affected by the APFO/Fire and Rescue portion of the 
APFO, Staff recommends deleting that part of the reference to the APFO/Fire 
and Rescue.” Note: Apparently this advice was not taken. This became an issue 
in late 2017 when the County recalibrated their response time because of the 
increased use of cell phones (it took longer to ascertain callers’ locations).  

11/1/2010 Beall’s Grant II decision is issued by the Court of Special Appeals of Maryland, 
case filed by John Enselmo et al, opinion issued November 1, 2010 Anselmo et 
al - Beall's Grant II . The court decided that the City’s approval of Beall’s Grant 
II violated its own APFS standards for school capacity.  
Note: This decision was apparently known in September 2010.  

1/10/2011 Item 4. City Manager’s Report: Confusion about Rockville’s APFO by 
Montgomery County and the Board of Education: In part – “Mr. Ullery 
indicated that the meeting with the City of Gaithersburg dealt with broader 
construction issues. Mr. Ullery reported that there was some apparent confusion 
on the part of the City of Gaithersburg (and possible misconceptions on the part 
of Montgomery County Public Schools) as it relates to the City’s [Rockville] 
building permit process or the APFO as the source of the problems with the 
portables and College Gardens Elementary School. Mr. Ullery reported that 
discussions have been going well with Mr. Song. Mayor Marcuccio asked if the 
Mayor and Council would have an opportunity to engage in those discussions. 
Mayor Marcuccio stated that she had received information that the 
[Montgomery County] Public Schools was adamant about MC-11-11. There 
was discussion between the Mayor and Council on misconceptions and 
misinformation by the Montgomery County Public Schools, the building code 
and the City’s APFO.” 

2/7/2011 Issues with the APFO/APFS come up with respect to new school construction 
and portables. Item 10. Motion approved 5-0.  

2/28/2011 Item 12A, revision of the APFO/APFS for school portables or for public 
schools, 12B revision of the APFO/APFS for the CTR for portables or for 
public schools. 

 

Silverwood Issue Related to the APFO/APFS 
7/19/2011 
to 
10/26/2011 

Adjustments to the APFS for the Silverwood (aka The Bainbridge aka The 
Reed) in the situation where there is a recent annexation into Rockville. Please 
see Appendix SW: Silverwood in 2010 – 2011.  
There are 17 rows in that timeline that represent actions by (1) Rockville’s 
Mayor and Council, (2) Rockville’s Planning Commission, and (3) 
Montgomery County Council.  
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Planning Commission Meetings and the APFO Review Committee of 2011-2012 
2/29/2012 Planning Commission – A Report by the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 

Review Committee, November 2011 – pages 3 to 159 (the end of the agenda 
packet) – including several minority reports. 
Note: I cannot find this report on the City’s website. As far as I know, this (PC 
brief book) is the only place where this report can be found. 

10/10/2012 Planning Commission – recommendations to Mayor and Council in response to 
the APFO Review Committee report– pages 27-29 
Note: The Planning Commission spent several meetings on this. 

Mayor and Council Meetings 
5/13/2013 Item 14: Discussion - Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) - 

Discussion of Planning Commission Recommendations 
The Planning Commission had appointed a 9-member Citizen Committee to 
review the APFO and APFS. This Mayor and Council Item was to review the 
ensuing Planning Commission recommendations.  

7/1/2013 Item 14: APFO discussion 
8/5/2013 Citizen’s Forum: Scott Wallace, Esquire – “Linowes & Blocher on behalf of 

EYA; wants to develop 40 acres in Tower Oaks. Unless APFO is changed or 
standards are clarified, the Richard Montgomery High School enrollment will 
keep the area in moratorium indefinitely. Would like to know when the Mayor 
and Council might reconsider the APFO and APFS.” 
During Old/New Business: “Regarding revisions to the APF Standards, 
Councilmember Pierzchala wondered if the Mayor and Council had the time to 
take this up before the end of this term even though there is not enough time to 
get through changes to the APFO. At the start of this term, he said that it was 
the desire of the Mayor and Council to modify the provisions of the APFS. 
There was discussion about holding a public hearing, possibly on September 
30, and the timeline in terms of legal notice requirements. Regarding proposed 
changes, staff will need to receive direction from the Mayor and Council on 
September 9, 2013 to allow enough time to properly notice the hearing.” 

9/16/2013 Item 16: Review and Comment Regarding Future Agendas – removal of 
tentative placeholders for the APFO/APFS from future agendas until Mayor and 
Council agree to place them there.  

9/30/2013 Item 10: Public Hearing to Consider Proposed Amendments to the Adequate 
Public Facilities Standards (APFS) 

10/14/2013 Item 15: Discussion of Modifications to the Adequate Public Facilities 
Standards  
Minutes: 
Motion: to instruct staff to come back with a resolution that would put into 
place the proposed changes discussed tonight (during the meeting of Monday, 
October 14, 2013) and for the item to come back for Mayor and Council for 
consideration at the meeting scheduled for Monday, October 28, 2013. 
Moved by CM Moore, seconded by CM Pierzchala, and passed with CM Hall, 
CM Moore, CM Newton, and CM Pierzchala voting for and Mayor Marcuccio 
voting against. (4-1) 
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10/28/2013 Item 16: Adoption of Resolution to Amend the Adequate Public Facilities 
Standards  
Minutes: There are extensive narrative minutes on this item, too much to 
summarize here. Refer to the minutes and the Agenda Packet to understand the 
complete revisions that were adopted this evening.  
Motion: to accept the recommended (amendments) changes to the Adequate 
Public Facilities Standards (APFS) as discussed by the Mayor and Council. 
Moved by CM Pierzchala, seconded by CM Newton, and passed with CM Hall, 
CM Moore, CM Newton, and CM Pierzchala voting for and Mayor Marcuccio 
abstaining. (4-0-1) 
Motion: to adopt a resolution to amend the Adequate Public Facilities 
Standards for the purpose of ensuring its consistency with the Adequate Public 
Facilities Ordinance, and to make certain technical amendments. 
Moved by CM Pierzchala, seconded by CM Newton, and passed with CM Hall, 
CM Moore, CM Newton, and CM Pierzchala voting for and Mayor Marcuccio 
abstaining. (4-0-1) 

 

11/18/2013 Pierzchala off the body – lost the Mayor’s race – First meeting of the new 
Mayor and Council. Mayor Bridget Donnell Newton, Councilmembers Beryl L 
Feinberg, Tom Moore, Virginia Onley, and Julie Palakovich Carr. 

 

Mayor and Council Meetings 
7/14/2014 Community Forum: Scott Wallace, Esquire Linowes & Blocher: Represents 

EYA on Tower Oaks. APFS as it relates to capacity in the Richard Montgomery 
High School Cluster 
Item 13 – Review and Comment Regarding Mayor and Council Action Report: 
“Councilmember Moore requested that a discussion on the APFS be added to a 
Fall agenda.” 

11/3/2014 Item 19: Review and Comment – Future Agendas “Councilmember Moore 
requested adding a few items to agendas coming up to include a  
discussion of the Adequate Public Facilities Standards on November 17, 2014; 
a Public Hearing on any changes made on January 5, 2015; and a vote added on 
January 26, 2015.  Councilmember Feinberg seconded the request.  A show of 
hands for adding this to the November 17 was 4-1.” 

11/17/2014 Item 15: Discussion of Adequate Public Facilities Standards (APFS) regarding 
School Capacity 
Community Forum: 2 speakers on the APFS 

1/5/2015 Item 9: Public Hearing on Proposed Amendments to the Adequate Public 
Facilities Standards (APFS), that would Align the Rockville School Standards 
with Montgomery County's School Standards.  
Minutes: There were 32 speakers, Pierzchala is speaker 30. 

1/26/2015 Item 9: Second Public Hearing on Proposed Amendments to the Adequate 
Public Facilities Standards (APFS) that would Align the Rockville School 
Standards and Adequacy Test with Montgomery County's School Standards and 
Adequacy Test. There were 61 speakers, Pierzchala is speaker 54 
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There was some Mayor and Council discussion after the hearing concerning 
timelines for this issue.  

2/2/2015 Community Forum: 4 people speak with respect to the APFS with Pierzchala as 
the fourth speaker on the APFS 
Item 14: Discussion of Proposed Amendments to the Adequate Public Facilities 
Standards (APFS) that would Align the Rockville School Standards and 
Adequacy Test with Montgomery County's School Standards and Adequacy 
Test 

2/9/2015 Item 13: Adoption of a Resolution Amending the Adequate Public Facilities 
Standards (APFS) to Align the City's School Standards With Montgomery 
County's School Standards Scheduled adoption of the new APFS standards. The 
vote is put off – County Councilmember Berliner has a forum on March 7. The 
brief book has a marked-up version of the revised APFS. 23 people speak at 
Community Forum on the APFS 

6/1/2015 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Key 3-2 
vote:   
 
 
2026 ZOR 
Alert:  
 

Community Forum: 8 speakers with respect to the APFS 
Item 10: Discussion, and Possible Adoption, of a Resolution Amending the 
Adequate Public Facilities Standards (APFS) to Align the City's School 
Standards With Montgomery County's School Standards 
Motion: move to adopt the resolution to amend the APFS to align with the City 
standards with Montgomery County school standards as amended in 
Attachment A with the date correction. Moved by Councilmember Onley, 
seconded by Councilmember Moore and passed with a vote of 3-2. 
Councilmember Feinberg and Mayor Newton opposed. Councilmembers 
Moore, Onley, and Palakovich Carr voted for. 
 
Under the rules of the 2026 draft APFO, this amendment would not have 
succeeded due to the requirement of a super majority. (Added 2/2/2026) 

 

11/16/2015 Pierzchala is back on the body – First meeting of the new Mayor and Council. 
Mayor Bridget Donnell Newton, Councilmembers Beryl L Feinberg, Virginia 
Onley, Julie Palakovich Carr, and Mark Pierzchala. 

The rows below in this table for 2017 represent further revisions to the APFS for (1) school 
capacity standards, and (2) to eliminate the standards for emergency response times. 

1/9/2017 Item 14: Presentation and Possible Discussion and Instructions to Staff on 
Modification to the Adequate Public Facilities Standard (APFS) for Fire and 
Emergency Service Protection – Staff will come back with more information 
and schedule a public hearing.  

2/13/2017 Item 11: Presentation on Recently Adopted Modifications to the Montgomery 
County Subdivision Staging Policy (SSP) for Public School Facilities and 
Transportation 
Item 12: Presentation and Discussion of Draft Resolution to amend the 
Adequate Public Facilities Standards (APFS) regarding Fire and Emergency 
Services 
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Minutes: Both topics will come back with further information. 
4/17/2017 Item 15: Consideration and Possible Adoption of a Resolution to Amend the 

Adequate Public Facilities Standards for the Purpose of Making Certain 
Technical Amendments to the Provisions for Fire and Emergency Service 
Protection – see Packet page 15b for the proposed revision. 
 
Minutes – Motion: to adopt the resolution to amend the Adequate Public 
Facilities Standards for the purpose of making certain technical amendments to 
the provisions for fire and emergency service protection Moved by 
Councilmember Pierzchala, seconded by Councilmember Onley and approved 
unanimously. Mr. Mellander will move forward with the Public Hearing. 

6/12/2017 Item 20: APFS on school standards and Fire and Rescue – Much information 
presented and there was discussion.  
Minutes: “Staff will bring a Text Amendment to the Mayor and Council on July 
10th and schedule a Public Hearing for September 18th.” 

7/10/2017 Item 18: Authorization to File a Zoning Text Amendment - to Amend Article 
20 to Delete References to the Fire and Emergency Service Protection 
Provision 
Minutes: “Motion: to authorize filing of zoning text amendment and set joint 
public hearing with Planning Commission on September 18, 2017 Moved by 
Councilmember Pierzchala, seconded by Councilmember Onley, and approved 
unanimously.” 

9/18/2017 Item 15: Public Hearing on Zoning Text Amendment TXT2018-00245 - 
Revisions to Zoning Ordinance Article 20, Adequate Public Facilities; Mayor 
and Council of Rockville, Applicants 
Minutes: “Mayor Newton announced that this Public Hearing was held jointly 
with the Public Hearing on Proposed Revisions to the Adequate Public 
Facilities Standards (APFS) Regarding Public School Capacity and Fire 
Emergency Services, Agenda Item 12.” (Note: that probably should be ‘Agenda 
Item 13’. Note: The minutes do not give a list of hearing speakers.) 
 
Note: Richard Montgomery Cluster Coordinators submitted a letter supporting 
Rockville’s alignment with the County standards. Monique Ashton was one of 
the signatories. See Figure APF1.  

These 2017 revisions to the school capacity standards, to align with the County Standards, were 
not controversial. The 2015 vote on this issue was extremely controversial.  
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Figure APF1: Letter from RM Cluster Coordinators Supporting APFS Alignment with 
Montgomery County (including Monique Ashton – signatory) 

 
Captured from the 10/9/2017 Council Agenda Packet September 17, 2025 

Mayor and Council Meetings 
10/9/2017 Item 11: Discussion and Instructions to Staff - Revisions to the Adequate Public 

Facilities Standards (APFS) 
 Minutes do not exist for this meeting.  

11/13/2017 
 

Item 15: Revisions to school standards to align with the County, and the 
elimination of response time standards for fire and emergency services. 
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Key 3-2 
vote:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2026 ZOR 
Alert:  
 

Minutes: It is not totally clear from the minutes what happened. There were 2 
unanimous votes to (1) “remove the seat deficit calculation”, and (2) “to add 
that program capacity does not include relocatable classrooms.”  
 
Motion: move that we adopt the Resolution as marked in the document with 
the amendments approved tonight Moved by Councilmember Pierzchala, 
seconded by Councilmember Palakovich Carr Councilmember Feinberg asked 
if the two items could be taken separately City Attorney Debra Daniel stated 
they could be split up and other changes might want to be considered as well.  
Councilmember Pierzchala stated he was not amenable to splitting it up; he has 
a motion on the floor.  
 
Motion: to amend by accepting everything as proposed except fire and rescue 
services Moved by Councilmember Feinberg; motion died due to a lack of 
second The Motion on the floor was restated: to move that we adopt the 
Resolution with the amendments marked in the document and approved tonight.  
 
Moved by Councilmember Pierzchala, seconded by Councilmember Palakovich 
Carr and approved 3-2 with Mayor Newton and Councilmember Feinberg 
voting no. 
 
RESULT: APPROVED AS AMENDED [3 TO 2]  
MOVER: Mark Pierzchala, Councilmember  
SECONDER: Julie Palakovich Carr, Councilmember  
IN FAVOR: Councilmember Onley, Councilmember Palakovich Carr, 
Councilmember Pierzchala  
OPPOSED: Mayor Newton, Councilmember Feinberg 
 
Under the rules of the 2026 draft APFO, this amendment would not have 
succeeded due to the requirement of a super majority. (Added 2/2/2026) 

Emergency Response Times 

The action on the emergency response time standards came about because the County 
recalculated its response time maps. The increased use of cell phones added an average of 90 
seconds to response time. (It was taking longer to determine the location of the caller.) In reality, 
no location in the City was at increased risk due to this recalculation.  

Figure APF2 shows areas in orange that would have been in moratorium without the elimination 
of emergency response time standards. As examples, Circle 1 points to The Village at Rockville 
and Circle 2 points to the Shady Grove Neighborhood Plan. The agenda packets contain a more 
complete discussion and justification.  
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Figure APF2: Orange Areas in Moratorium Due to Emergency Response Time Standards 

 
Captured from the 1/9/2017 Council Agenda Packet September 17, 2025 

Figure APF3 shows construction that was allowed because of the elimination of the emergency 
response time standards.  

122



Mark Pierzchala 
February 3, 2026 

41 
 

Figure APF3: The Villas at The Village at Rockville (National Lutheran Home) 

 
Picture by Mark Pierzchala, September 3, 2025 

11/13/2017 
continued 

Item 16: Introduction and Possible Adoption of an Ordinance to Grant Zoning 
Text Amendment TXT2018-00245, Revisions to Zoning Ordinance Article 20, 
Adequate Public Facilities; Mayor and Council of Rockville, Applicant 
Minutes: “Councilmember Pierzchala introduced Zoning Text Amendment 
TXT2018-00245, revisions to Zoning Ordinance Article 20, Adequate Public 
Facilities; Mayor and Council of Rockville, Applicant.” 

12/4/2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Key 3-2 
vote:  
 
 
 
 

Item 11: Adoption of Ordinance to Approve Zoning Text Amendment 
TXT2018-00245 - Adequate Public Facilities; Mayor and Council of Rockville, 
Applicant 
Note: This is a change to the APFO, the ordinance, to eliminate the emergency 
response time standards.  
 
Minutes:  
Motion: to adopt the Ordinance to approve Zoning Text Amendment 
TXT2018-00245 Adequate Public Facilities; Mayor and Council of Rockville, 
Applicant including to correct the date from November 13, 2017 to December 
4, 2017  
RESULT: APPROVED AS AMENDED [3-2]  
MOVER: Mark Pierzchala, Councilmember  
SECONDER: Virginia D. Onley, Councilmember  
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2026 ZOR 
Irony:  
 

Under the rules of the 2026 draft APFO, this amendment would have succeeded 
because changing the APFO (as opposed to the APFS) would not require a 
super majority. On the other hand, the proposed APFO does not mention 
specific items that should be governed by the APFS. (Added 2/2/2026) 
 
IN FAVOR: Councilmember Onley, Councilmember Palakovich Carr, 
Councilmember Pierzchala  
OPPOSED: Mayor Newton, Council Feinberg 

11/19/2018 Minutes: Future Agendas “Councilmember Pierzchala requested a hearing or 
discussion in December on the APFS in the RM cluster with a decision taken in 
January 2019. Councilmember Pierzchala stated the Mayor and Council should 
resolve the APFO school standard test for the Town Center Performance 
District and the South Pike raised 150% and that the reservation of capacity be 
changed at the time of site plan review instead of project plan review” 

 
Note: Appendix TQ: Twinbrook Quarter, covers most APFO/APFS items through 9/9/2019.  

4/30/2018 
to 9/9/2019 
 

See Appendix TQ: Twinbrook Quarter. That timeline of 19 rows covering 
(1) Mayor and Council actions, (2) Planning Commission actions, and (3) an 
ad-hoc APFO/APFS group that met twice in January 2019. One of the items for 
the Twinbrook Quarter approval was the adoption of the Developer’s Rights 
and Responsibilities Agreement (DRRA) that among other things, exempted the 
project from school capacity standards.  
 
Note: Other than the action on the DRRA mentioned immediately above, 
Mayor and Council did not have to adjust the APFS for this project. This issue 
was notable for resident and non-resident opposition to this project. The strident 
opposition was based on the APFO/APFS school capacity standards. 
 
See Appendix RP: Rockville Pike Neighborhood Plan, where the concept of 
a Champion Project was introduced by Pierzchala. This was used by BF Saul 
B.F. Saul Company | Real Estate Company in its Twinbrook Quarter Project 
Plan (along with the DRRA).  
 
Note: The APFO/APFS working group report can be found in the links 
document at the end of this appendix. 
 
Note: For a prior APFO/APFS working group formed by the Planning 
Commission, that reported out in 2012, please see a link to that report in the 
links document below. 

 

There were additional 2019 APFO/APFS items with respect to water and sewer standards.  

4/8/2019 Item 14: Presentation of Proposed Revisions to the Water and Sewer Provisions 
and Exemption and Waiver Provisions of the Adequate Public Facilities 
Standards (APFS) 
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Item 15: Authorization to File Zoning Text Amendment Application to Amend 
Article 20 of the Zoning Ordinance in Connection with Proposed Revisions to 
the Water and Sewer Provisions of the Adequate Public Facilities Standards 
(APFS) 
Minutes: This was covered in items 15, 16, and 17. There will be a public 
hearing on June 3, 2019. 

6/3/2019 Item 12. Public Hearing on Zoning Text Amendment Application TXT2019-
00252 - to Amend Article 20 of the Zoning Ordinance in Connection with 
Proposed Revisions to the Water and Sewer Provisions of the Adequate Public 
Facilities Standards (APFS) 
Item 13. Public Hearing - Proposed Revisions to the Water and Sewer 
Provisions and Exemption and Waiver Provisions of the Adequate Public 
Facilities Standards (APFS) 
Item 14. Public Hearing on the Ordinance to Amend Rockville City Code 
Chapter 24, Water, Sewer, and Sewage Disposal 
Minutes: There were no speakers at any of the 3 public hearings.  

7/8/2019 Item 16. Discussion and Instructions, Possible Introduction and Possible 
Adoption of an Ordinance to Grant Zoning Text Amendment TXT2019-00252 - 
Revisions to Article 20 of the Zoning Ordinance (Adequate Public Facilities) to 
Revise the Adequacy of Water Supply and Sewer Service Provisions for New 
Developments; Mayor and Council of Rockville, Applicant 
Item 17. Discussion, Instructions and Possible Adoption of a Resolution to 
Amend the Adequate Public Facilities Standards - Revisions to the Adequate 
Public Facilities Standards (APFS) for Water and Sewer Service 
Item 19. Discussion and Instructions and Possible Adoption of an Ordinance to 
Repeal in Its Entirety and Re-Enact Chapter 24 of the Rockville City Code 
Entitled "Water, Sewers and Sewage Disposal" So as to Revise the Title to 
"Water, Sewers and Wastewater Disposal," to Include New Administration 
Sections; to Comply with Federal and State Provisions; to Provide for Proper 
Maintenance of Private Water and Sewer Facilities; to Amend Requirements for 
Water Restrictions and Droughts; to Revise and Establish Requirements and 
Standards for Water and Sewer Authorization to Connect to City Water and 
Sewer Systems; to Establish Monetary Credit Towards Capital Contribution 
Charges When a Developer Constructs an Off-Site City Water or Sewer 
Improvement; and to Generally Reorganize and Revise the Chapter 
 
Minutes: All were adopted on a 4-0 vote. 

APF Links Document   

Rockville Politics vis-à-vis the APFO 

The political reality of Rockville politics is that many parents and their children do not like 
portables. I have heard this many times at doors, at coffees, at candidate forums, and Community 
Forums at Mayor and Council meetings, as well as through email as a Rockville Councilmember. 
The parents also do not like to have their County property tax rates raised and they do not like 
boundaries changed for elementary school catchment areas or for middle school or high school 
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cluster boundaries. So, the County muddles along both with many portables and an inadequate 
housing supply.  

A complication for Rockville is that Municipal Rockville does not provide public school 
facilities. Public school buildings are provided or renovated by a complicated mix of decisions 
and actions by both the Montgomery County Board of Education and the Montgomery County 
government (the County Council and the County Executive).  

But there is not enough money to at the same time (1) provide all the new school buildings 
caused by population increase, and (2) renovate buildings that need it, some of which are in 
terrible shape and have been for years.  

Since what Rockville controls is its own zoning (a.k.a. land-use laws), the City, through its 
APFO/APFS, has tried to control school capacity through development control. This has 
discouraged the production of new housing. 

Figure APF4: Portables at Richard Montgomery High School – Political Poison 

 
Picture by Mark Pierzchala, September 4, 2025 

Further, many people just do not like development, do not like developers, do not like traffic, and 
do not like people who either are renters or live in affordable housing or both. These people vote 
and influence many others in their votes.  

Why I Changed My Mind on the APFO/APFS  
I supported the idea of APFO/APFS when I first heard about it in the mid-2000s. However, even 
before my first year in office in 2009, I had investigated further, and came to recognize that: 

• It sets up an unnecessary conflict between public goods, for example: 
o Adequate classroom space versus adequate housing. Note: Under the 

APFO/APFS both these public goods lose out, see further. 
o Infill redevelopment, where a new development provides housing near transit and 

better storm water management, may be put off, even though its school impact 
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fees provide more resources for school construction than will be used by the 
development itself. 

• The way that County and City development fees work, a multifamily project usually  
provides more money for school capacity than it uses in actual students. The money is 
paid up-front. Stopping housing development reduces resources for classroom 
construction. 

• For those students who attend class in portables, this is a temporary situation. They will 
progress out of the portables to regular classrooms (I understand that in middle school 
and high school some students switch in and out of portables during the day). On the 
other hand, the lack of an adequate housing supply results in a lifelong financial disability 
that will impact quality of life for decades and for the vast majority of each age cohort. 

• Development moratoria distort where housing development can occur. These can lead to 
development in otherwise non-optimal locations, such as far from transit centers. They 
may hinder development in areas such as Town Center that need a larger customer base.  

• The majority of additional students to the City’s schools come from turnover of existing 
homes, not from new multi-unit construction.  

• The APFO/APFS give County elected bodies the implicit, but real, authority to decide 
where in Rockville development can occur. These elected bodies may base their 
decisions on non-related criteria and not even be aware of the development ramifications. 

o In late October 2025, Superintendent Taylor suggested the possibility that the new 
Crown High School be used as a holding school instead of relieving overcrowding 
at the RM and other clusters. In December 2025, Option H was put forth, shifting 
Wootton HS to the Crown HS building. Should either be adopted by the Board of 
Education, this could put the RM cluster in a housing development moratorium. 

New set of MCPS boundary options to include closure of Silver Spring 
International Middle, using Crown High as holding school. 

MCPS proposal to use new Crown High as holding school draws strong reactions. 

Wootton High could permanently move to upcoming Crown High in Gaithersburg 
under MCPS boundary option ‘H’ (accessed January 22, 2026) 

o MCPS school cluster boundaries do not match municipal boundaries. Moratoria 
can result in geographic restrictions that can impede worthy developments. 

• At least 95% of Rockville residents reside in developments. They like their homes and 
their neighborhoods. When they oppose development, they oppose the same things for 
others, including for their own children and grandchildren.  

• Rockville’s initial APFO/APFS had tighter school standards than the County standards. 
This created areas that could not be developed in Rockville where development should be 
prioritized, such as near transit stations. (Even though Rockville aligned its standards 
with the County in 2015 and 2017, the County may have undertaken subsequent revisions 
and I’m not sure the City matches the County anymore in this respect.) 
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• New housing takes years to develop. From initial conception to first rentals, a multi-
family building may be most of a decade in the making. 

• External factors, such as The Great Recession, may shift many students from private 
schools to public schools, by itself, resulting in a moratorium.  

o For this and other reasons, there is always uncertainty that a developer must factor 
in even when it appears the APFO/APFS will not interfere. See the point above 
about the sudden decision to consider using Crown High School as a holding 
school. 

• Rockville’s APFO/APFS does not provide more resources for school construction. It does 
not incent more resources. It can reduce resources.  

• Rockville’s APFO/APFS has been used in tremendously ugly ways, especially against 
affordable housing; descriptions of these renters have been horrific. 

• New people are seen as a problem. I prefer to see new people as friends to make, new 
talent and energy moving in, and more parents in the PTA helping out the school. 

• Traffic issues can boomerang. By prohibiting development based on traffic concerns, we 
push development further north, and then we spend much time and energy fighting off a 
widening of I-270.  

• Property tax increases from multifamily developments exceed their demand for City 
services. Rockville residents have a massive appetite for services, playgrounds, and 
recreational programs and new developments allow the City to provide these without 
raising property tax rates.  

• At the time of this writing (autumn 2025) with the Trump Administration’s massive 
federal employee reductions, and reduction of contracts leading to contractor layoffs, 
MCPS does not know, and cannot reliably predict, what their capacity demands will be in 
the short term or the long term. There may yet be a large number of agency relocations; a 
few are in the works already; we don’t know the eventual extent of agency moveouts.  

• Rockville has, in any case, been getting its fair share of new construction, including 
o College Gardens Elementary School totally rebuilt and enlarged. 
o Maryvale Elementary School rebuilt  
o Bayard Rustin, a new, fifth elementary school in the RM cluster is built. 
o Julius West Middle School enlarged 
o Rockville High School rebuilt 
o Richard Montgomery High School rebuilt 
o Crown High School and Woodward High Schools, taking Rockville students, are 

being built 
• On the other hand, significant, long-term deficits remain, for example 

o Wootton High School needs to be rebuilt 
o Twinbrook Elementary needs to be rebuilt 

The last 2 bullets illustrate the conundrum that badly needed renovations are often held up due to 
the need to build new school capacity. Much of this capacity already exists in the form of unused 
classrooms in other parts of the County, but redistricting for this purpose brings out the 
pitchforks.  
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I try to point out to parents that their 12-year old in the fifth-grade portable is only 10 years away 
from being a young adult searching for housing. Their children need an emerging housing 
market that grows as they proceed through school. Without that continuous development, their 
housing costs will be permanently high, impacting on their ability to provide for themselves and 
their own children. 

Our Own Family Experience 
Our oldest daughter attended the old Richard Montgomery High School during the new school 
building’s construction. During her first three years, she attended some classes in portables (her 
senior year was in the new RM). She did not complain about it and we, her parents, did not 
complain about it, but we did discuss it.  

Concern: Sometimes it was cold – Answer: Carry around a light jacket. 

Concern: Sometimes it rained – Answer: Run or put on the jacket. Be aware of the 
weather and plan ahead. 

Notice that her concerns were not with the education provided in the portables. 

We told her that the reason that Richard Montgomery (and MCPS) schools were so crowded was 
that she was fortunate to attend one of the world’s very best public-school systems. Parents 
moved into Montgomery County and into MCPS knowing full well that their children could or 
would be in portables. And, for all the bloat and bureaucracy of the MCPS system, one thing it 
does well is to put excellent teachers in the classroom and to weed out bad ones. 

We told her that, for the purpose of education, the walls do not matter. What matters most, in 
order of importance, was herself and her efforts, her teachers, her parents, and her classmates. 
Our expectations were clear: succeed anyway. 

School Security 
But that was 15 years ago. What about now, with more frequent school shootings and the 
perception that portables are less secure. I do not disagree with this conclusion. Yet, there are not 
enough money, MCPS bandwidth, construction companies, and school sites, for MCPS to build 
its way out of the capacity crunch in a timeframe that suits your children. A quicker, far less 
expensive solution would be to redistrict nearly all clusters, but there are those pitchforks again. 
Ironically, new schools create their own redistricting headaches. We saw this in Rockville when 
the new Bayard Rustin Elementary School came online. We are about to see it again through the 
massive redistricting necessary for the new Crown and Woodward high schools.  
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Appendices II –Specific Projects in 
Approximate Chronological Order 
This group of appendices deals with specific controversial housing development proposals that I 
dealt with as a Councilmember.  

This section also includes an appendix on the Rockville Pike Master Plan approval including the 
provision of the Pierzchala-proposed Champion Project concept that was therein included. This 
key tool was used in the BF Saul proposal for Twinbrook Quarter. 

Appendix VC: Victory Court Housing 2009 – 2010  
Victory Court Housing is affordable housing for seniors. The land is owned by the County. The 
County supported its use for senior housing with the Roman Catholic Archdiocese (RCA) 
Victory Housing. The approval was with the Rockville Board of Appeals, following a positive 
recommendation from the Planning Commission. The Rockville Mayor and Council was 
involved in (1) abandonment of a right-of-way between Maryland Avenue and Monroe Street, 
and (2) a request from the RCA for a letter of support to the State of Maryland for low-income 
tax credits.  

The abandonment was approved unanimously on October 26, 2009. On February 1, 2010 the 
request for a letter of endorsement for tax credits came to Mayor and Council. The body 
discussed then tabled the request (no vote was taken), and the Archdiocese pulled their request 
for endorsement on February 5, 2010 (before the February 8, 2010 meeting). I did not support 
Britton and Gajewski on this. However, as the controversy progressed, I became much more 
supportive of Victory Court.  

There was strident and sustained opposition to the project. A Board of Appeals hearing extended 
over 3 long meetings. 

After Board of Appeals approval, the RCA was sued by residents. RCA won its case and 
proceeded. In the groundbreaking ceremony the Archdiocese praised me as being supportive. 
The following link of the groundbreaking is from Rockville Channel 11. It does not include the 
RCA’s comments about me, but it does show my positive support.  

Victory Court Groundbreaking  

Date Description (Pierzchala not yet on the Council this part of the table) 
6/15/2009 - Citizen’s forum: 2 people spoke about the Victory Housing project 

- Agenda packet: nothing 
8/3/2009 - Citizen’s forum: 1 person spoke about the Victory Housing project 

- Agenda packet: nothing 
8/12/2009 
 
 
 

- Planning Commission item. Special Exception SPX2009-00378, Victory 
Housing, Inc. - for the construction of an 86-unit senior adult housing 
facility in the MXT Zone on property bounded by Maryland Avenue, 
Fleet Street and Monroe Street. 
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PC 
recommends 
approval by 
the BOA vote 
5-0 
 

- Many people testified 
- “Commissioner Johnson moved, seconded by Commissioner Pakulniewicz-
Chidiac, to recommend approval of Special Exception Application 
SPX2009-00378 to the Board of Appeals per staff conditions. Commissioner 
Hill offered a friendly amendment to the motion: to include the words "that 
the Commission believes this project is consistent with the Master Plan" 
including three additional recommendations: 1) That Rockville residents 
having preference should be considered; 2) That staff clarify site, height, and 
layback measurements; and, 3) That the parking situation be considered, 
shared-use, or not, and how much parking is on the site, as an issue that 
should be considered at the special exception stage. Commissioner Johnson 
stated that he is comfortable with two of the recommendations, but, he does 
not agree with the first recommendation; the Rockville residents preference. 
Commissioner Ostell suggested that, if it is at all possible, without violating 
any Fair Housing laws or discrimination laws, that it would be nice that 
Rockville residents could be preferred tenants in the senior housing facility. 
The motion passed on a vote of 5-0 with Commissioners Wiener and Tyner 
absent.” 

9/12/2009 - Board of Appeals item – a public hearing 
- Almost 11 pages of minutes, hearing continued to October 3. 
Note: The hearing was continued on November 7. 
Note: The hearing was continued again on December 5. 

9/14/2009 - Citizen’s forum: 1 person spoke about the Victory Housing project 
- Agenda packet 10: Application to Close and Abandon Unimproved 
Public Right-of-Way known as Mount Vernon Place, between Maryland 
Avenue and Monroe Street. 
- Item 10: “The Mayor and Council heard testimony from Cas Chasten, 
Planner III, and five other individuals. The testimony of the speakers can be 
found in the official public hearing file of the Mayor and Council in the City 
Clerk’s Office.” 

10/12/2009 - Citizen’s forum: 5 people spoke about the Victory Housing project 
- Item 20: Discussion & Instructions on SCA2006-00097 – Application to 
Close and Abandon Unimproved Public Right-of-Way known as Mount 
Vernon Place, between Maryland Avenue and Monroe Street 
- Item 20: CM Gajewski supported Option 3 for the abandonment and that it 
had the support of Victory Housing  

10/26/2009 
 
 
 
Approval of 
abandonment 
MC vote 5-0 
 
 
 

- MC Item 27: Introduction and Adoption of Ordinance to approve 
SCA2006-00097 - Application to Close and Abandon Unimproved Public 
Right-of-Way known as Mount Vernon Place, between Maryland Avenue 
and Monroe Street 
- “Councilmember Britton introduced the ordinance with the amendment. 
Motion moved by Councilmember John Britton, seconded by 
Councilmember Phyllis Marcuccio to approve the waiver of the layover 
period for an Ordinance to approve SCA2006-00097 - Application to Close 
and Abandon Unimproved Public Right-of-Way known as Mount Vernon 
Place, between Maryland Avenue and Monroe Street. Motion Passed: 5 
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The approved 
ordinance can 
be found in the 
brief book.  

approved - 0 opposed - 0 abstained Mayor Susan R. Hoffmann, 
Councilmember John Britton, Councilmember Piotr Gajewski, 
Councilmember Phyllis Marcuccio, and Councilmember Anne Robbins 
approved. None opposed. Motion moved by Councilmember John Britton, 
seconded by Councilmember Piotr Gajewski to approve Adoption of 
Ordinance No. 30-09 to approve SCA2006-00097 - Application to Close and 
Abandon Unimproved Public Right-of-Way known as Mount Vernon Place, 
between Maryland Avenue and Monroe Street 10:20 pm Councilmember 
Marcuccio asked why it was necessary to do this. Motion Passed: 5 approved 
- 0 opposed - 0 abstained Mayor Susan R. Hoffmann, Councilmember John 
Britton, Councilmember Piotr Gajewski, Councilmember Phyllis Marcuccio, 
and Councilmember Anne Robbins approved. None opposed.” 

11/7/2009 BOA Hearing continued 

The meetings above were before my first term. The 2010 meetings below were during my first 
term while the 2012 meeting was in my second term. 

12/5/2009 BOA Hearing continued 
1/9/2010 
 
 
BOA 
approves 
special 
exception 
vote 3-0 
 

- Approved by BOA 
- Minutes from BOA: “Special Exception SPX2009-00378, Victory Housing, 
Inc. – a request to construct and operate an 86-unit senior adult housing facility 
in the MXT Zone on property bounded by Maryland Avenue, Fleet Street and 
Monroe Street  
(Adoption of the Decision and Order approving the request).   Mr. Deitchman 
moved, seconded by Mr. Maravilla to adopt the Decision as drafted, approving 
Special Exception SPX2009- 00378,  
Victory Housing, Inc.  The motion passed unanimously.   
The members of the Board signed the  Decision. ” 

2/1/2010 - Agenda Packet Item 11: Approval of a letter to the State of Maryland, 
Community Development Administration in support of an application to 
be submitted by Victory Housing, Inc. for Low-Income Tax Credits to be 
used in financing the development of Victory Court. 
- Packet includes a letter of request to Mayor and Council 
- Packet includes a draft letter of support from the Mayor and Council 
- From the minutes: There was a long discussion, but no vote taken. 

2/5/2010 - From the minutes of 2/8/2010: “It was noted that, on February 5, Victory 
Housing had withdrawn its request for a letter of support from the Mayor and 
Council for State of Maryland Low Income Housing Tax Credits.”  

2/8/2010 - Minutes indicate there were many questions on process and how to fix it. 
3/15/2010 
 
 
 
 
City 
Attorney 
directed not 

- MC Minutes: “Motion moved by CM Bridget Donnell Newton, seconded by 
CM Piotr Gajewski to direct the City Attorney to not file a response in the 
Victory Housing petition for judicial review. In discussion, CM Pierzchala said 
that he would vote against the motion stating that it is too early to make a 
decision since the Mayor and Council do not yet know the basis upon which 
the appeal is being filed and it is premature to act on it. Echoing Mr. 
Pierzchala’s comments, CM Britton said that he too would vote against the 
motion. CM Gajewski said this matter involves two parties: Montgomery 
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to file a 
response in 
the Victory 
Housing 
petition for 
judicial 
review. 
 
Vote 3-2 

County and a group of citizens who questioned a decision of the Board of 
Appeals and the dispute is between those two entities. He said the City should 
not take a side, but should wait for a just result. He also cited the cost of 
mounting a legal defense. CM Gajewski noted that he did support the decision 
of the Board of Appeals. CM Newton said that she would vote for this motion 
because the process was flawed and the need for this action reflects what 
brought the City to this point. She will vote for the motion on behalf of the 
citizens who did not feel they were heard. Mayor Marcuccio agreed and said 
that she, too, would vote for the motion. 
Motion Passed: 3 approved - 2 opposed - 0 abstained 
Mayor Phyllis Marcuccio, CM Piotr Gajewski, and CM Bridget Donnell 
Newton approved. 
CM John Britton, and CM Mark Pierzchala opposed.” 

4/19/2010 - MC Minutes: Went into closed session. “The Mayor and Council discussed 
pending litigation related to the City’s Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 
(APFO), the petition for legal review for Victory Court, and, and action 
brought by E&B Enterprises.” 
Note: I’m not sure why the APFO/APFS would come up for this Senior 
Project, but it could have been the way the APFO/APFS were written. 

4/26/2010 - Citizen’s forum: 2 people spoke about the schedule and process for Level 2 
for Victory Court (apparently in reference to the Planning Commission process 
on Victory Court). 

6/23/2010 
 
 
 
 
PC vote 5-0 

Site Plan STP2010-00034, Victory Housing, Inc. – for approval of an 86-
unit housing facility for senior adults and the retention of 5 existing 
residences in the MXT Zone at 209 Monroe Street, 150 Maryland Avenue, 
and 101-107 Fleet Street.  
Find Planning Commission approval 
“Commissioner Tyner moved, seconded by Commissioner Trahan, to approve 
Site Plan STP2010 00034, Victory Housing, Inc. per staff recommendations 
and findings including al conditions as well as the revised language to 
Condition 2h. Also, a further suggestion that the HDC reconsider a lowing an 
8-foot wide sidewalk to partially encroach into the historic district. The motion 
passed on a vote of 5-0 with Commissioners Medearis and Pakulniewicz being 
absent.” 

1/9/2012 
 
 

- Item 18: Old/New Business: “Councilmember Moore congratulated City 
Attorney Daniel and her staff on the Victory Housing Ruling.” 
Note: This a note in the MC minutes that Victory Housing won its case. 
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Figure VC1: Victory Court 

 
Picture by Mark Pierzchala, September 3, 2025 

Victory Court Links Document  

Appendix SW: Silverwood in 2010 – 2011  
Silverwood was subsequently renamed The Bainbridge and is now The Reed 

The developer wanted to annex into the City of Rockville in order to overcome the County 
Master Plan issue that this particular site was not for residential. The developer could have 
pursued a County Master Plan amendment but County approval was unlikely, and they chose to 
come into Rockville. Because of the City’s Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) and its 
Adequate Public Facilities Standards (APFS), the APFS had to be amended to make this work.  

Overall approval of the Silverwood project required 3 major Rockville actions: (1) Mayor and 
Council annexation of the land into Rockville, (2) modification of the APFS with respect to 
school capacity, and (3) approval of the project by the Rockville Planning Commission. It also 
needed County Council approval for an immediate rezoning of the property that was different 
from the County zone. 

In 2011, the annexation and the enabling modification of the APFS for Silverwood was approved 
on multiple 3–2 Mayor and Council votes. The City’s Planning Commission vote was 4-1-2. In 
other words, the key Rockville votes were all approvals on 1 vote margins. The County Council 
voted 6-3 to approve Rockville’s immediate MXTD zoning designation.  

Silverwood Approval Timeline  
In the table, introductions, motions, resolutions, and votes are extracted. Brief explanation are 
sometimes provided. You can check the minutes themselves for the complete narratives in the 
minutes. See the links at the bottom of this section. 
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Date Description – usually extracted from the minutes17 
7/19/2010 Agenda item 10. This starts page 98 of the brief book. The project is introduced 

to the Mayor and Council. Newton and Marcuccio suggested adding 3-
bedroom apartments to the building. None had been planned, (page 3 of the 
minutes).  

4/25/2011 Agenda item 19: “CM Pierzchala requested that on May 9, 2011 a discussion 
be added to the agenda related to specific changes to the APFS relating to the 
"Annexation ANX2011-00139, a request to annex two parcels, Parcel A and 
Parcel 137, Derwood, Reeds Addition (15955 
Frederick Road); Silverwood/Shady Grove, LLC, applicant".  
CMs Gajewski and Britton supported the request.” 

5/9/2011 Agenda item 15: “CM Pierzchala introduced the Resolution to enlarge the 
City’s corporate boundaries, so as to annex two parcels, Parcel A and Parcel 
137, Derwood, Reeds Addition (15955 Frederick Road), pursuant to 
Annexation ANX2011-00139; Silverwood/Shady Grove, LLC, applicant.” (No 
vote needed.) 

5/9/2011 
 
 
 
 
Key 3-2 
vote:  

Agenda Item 17: “Motion moved by CM John Britton, seconded by CM Mark 
Pierzchala to instruct the City Attorney to return to the Mayor and Council 
with a resolution with the annexation modification language and any additional 
modifications that are required in the Adequate Public Facilities Standards 
(APFS) resulting from the proposed modification language.”  
“Motion Passed: 3 approved - 2 opposed - 0 abstained  
CM John Britton, CM Piotr Gajewski, and CM Mark Pierzchala approved.  
Mayor Phyllis Marcuccio, and CM Bridget Donnell Newton opposed.” 

 

The next 4 rows of this table are of Rockville Planning Commission or County body actions. 

6/8/2011 “The Planning Commission reviewed the annexation plan and proposed 
MXTD zoning on June 8, 2011, and recommended approval by a vote of 5 to 2, 
with Commissioners Ostell and Cook opposed.” (Begins page 119 of the 
Planning Commission agenda packet.) 

6/9/2011 “The Montgomery County Planning Board reviewed the annexation plan and 
zoning at its meeting of June 9, 2011, and voted 2-1 to recommend denial of 
both the residential use and the increase in density.” 

7/12/2011 “The County Council PHED Committee reviewed the annexation plan and 
zoning at its meeting of July 12, 2011, and voted 2-1 to recommend denial of 
both the residential use and the increase in density.” 

7/19/201118 
 
County 
Council 

“The full County Council approved the zoning change to MXTD with 
residential and increase in density by a vote of 6 to 3 on July 19, 2011. The 
County Council recommended to the Mayor and Council that the following 
conditions be included in the City's approval: 

 
17 In the quoted text from the minutes, the word ‘Councilmember’ is replaced with ‘CM’ to save space. 
18 The importance of this County Council vote cannot be understated. The City had the right to annex, but the 
sticking point was whether the County Council would allow the City to immediately substantially change the 
zoning from the County’s zoning. In this vote, the County Council explicitly allowed the City to change the zoning 
to its MXTD (Mixed used Transportation District) zone which allowed the density for the building.  
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Vote 6-3 1. adequate right-of-way for the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) on the 
property; 
2. providing streetscape to match the Shady Grove Sector Plan standards on the 
property; 
3. a means to achieve the goals of the Shady Grove Transportation 
Management District; and 
4. notice to all prospective tenants of the property that they are moving next to 
the County's Solid Waste Transfer Facility, and that the trash handling 
activities at the Facility may produce odors and increase its noise generation in 
the future. 
These conditions have been incorporated into the draft Annexation 
Agreement.” 

 

Return to Rockville Mayor and Council actions.  

6/20/2011 
 
 
Adopt 
annexation 
plan 
 
Key 3-2 
vote:  

Adoption of the annexation plan and determination that the City can provide 
the services needed and impact to the City would be minimal. This was a 
necessary step, but not a final step to the annexation. 
Agenda item 13 “Motion moved by CM Piotr Gajewski, seconded by CM 
Mark Pierzchala to adopt Annexation Plan for proposed Annexation 
ANX2010-00139, a request to annex two parcels, Parcel A and Parcel 137, 
Reeds Addition to Derwood (15955 Frederick 
Road); Silverwood/Shady Grove, LLC, applicant.” 
“Motion Passed: 3 approved - 2 opposed - 0 abstained 
CM John Britton, CM Piotr Gajewski, and CM Mark Pierzchala approved. 
Mayor Phyllis Marcuccio, and CM Bridget Donnell Newton opposed.” 

7/18/2011 Agenda item 16. Hearing date for the annexation of the 2 properties set for 
9/12/2011. 

8/15/2011 Agenda item 15. “The Mayor and Council instructed staff to proceed with 
processing Map Amendment MAP2011-00111.” 

9/12/201119 Agenda item 11. Public Hearing - Annexation AN X2010-00139, a request to 
annex two parcels, Parce l A and Parcel 137, Reeds Addition to Derwood, 
located at15955 Frederick Road; Silverwood/Shady Grove , LLC, applicant. 
“Mayor Marcuccio introduced  the item and called upon the list of speakers. 
After receiving testimony from six speakers, a complete transcript of which can 
be found in the Office of the City Clerk, the Mayor declared the public hearing 
closed and said the record would remain open until5 :00 p.m. on September 26, 
2011.” 

 
19 This hearing may be the one mentioned in the County Council Agenda Packet of 7/19/2011. In that packet, the 
Rockville hearing date was referenced as August 1, 2011. There is no record of an August 1 hearing on the City’s 
agenda web page.  
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9/26/2011 
 
Instruct staff 
to prepare 
resolutions 
 
Key 3-2 
vote:  

Agenda item 16. “Motion: to instruct staff to prepare: a resolution to enlarge 
the corporate boundaries of the City that includes language regarding the APFS 
finding from the Annexation 5 Agreement; a resolution to-approve the 
Annexation Agreement; and an Ordinance to place the property the MXTD 
Zone in order to approve Annexation Petition ANX 2010-00139. 
Moved by CM Mark Pierzchala and seconded by CM Piotr Gajewski. 
CM John Britton, CM Piotr Gajewski, and CM Mark Pierzchala approved.  
Mayor Phyllis Marcuccio, and CM Bridget Donnell Newton opposed.” 

10/10/2011 
 
Approve 
annexation 
with APFS 
changes 
 
Key 3-2 
vote:  
 
 
 
2026 ZOR 
Alert:  
 

Agenda item 1520. Adoption of resolution to enlarge the corporate boundaries 
of the City of Rockville to include 4.37372 acres of land of Reed Brothers, 
Inc., and Mary J. Gartner, Trustee for Annexation Petition ANX2010-00139, a 
request to annex two parcels, Parcel A and Parcel 137, Reeds Addition to 
Derwood, located at 15955 Frederick Road; Silverwood/Shady Grove, LLC, 
applicant  
“Motion: to adopt the resolution, as modified to include the changes to 
incorporate APFO standards. 21 
Moved by Pierzchala, seconded by CM Gajewski.  
The motion carried with CMs Pierzchala, Gajewski and Britton voting “aye,” 
and Mayor Marcuccio and CM Newton voting “nay.”” 
 
Under the rules of the 2026 draft APFO, this amendment would not have 
succeeded due to the requirement of a super majority. (Added 2/2/2026) 

10/10/2011 
 
 
Approve 
annexation 
agreement 
 
Key 3-2 
vote:  

Agenda item 1622. Adoption of resolution to approve the Annexation 
Agreement (see Attachment A) for Annexation Petition ANX2010-00139, a 
request to annex two parcels, Parcel A and Parcel 137, Reeds Addition to 
Derwood, located at 15955 Frederick Road; Silverwood/Shady Grove, LLC, 
applicant  
“Motion: to adopt a resolution to approve the Annexation Agreement (see 
Attachment A) for Annexation Petition ANX2010-00139, a request to annex 
two parcels, Parcel A and Parcel 137, Reeds Addition to Derwood, located at 
15955 Frederick Road; Silverwood/Shady Grove, LLC, applicant.  
Moved by CM Pierzchala, seconded by CM Gajewski. The motion carried with 
CMs Pierzchala, Gajewski and Britton voting “aye,” and Mayor Marcuccio and 
CM Newton voting “nay.”” 

10/10/2011 Agenda item 17. Introduction of Ordinance (see Attachment A) to amend the 
zoning map for Annexation Petition ANX2010-00139, a request to annex two 
parcels, Parcel A and Parcel 137, Reeds Addition to Derwood, located at 15955 
Frederick Road; Silverwood/Shady Grove, LLC, applicant 
“CM Mark Pierzchala introduced the ordinance.” 

 
20 Bolding removed from the resolution statement, for readability.  
21 The APFO Standards amendment appears below the table in Figure SW2.  
22 Bolding removed from the resolution statement, for readability. 
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10/24/201023 
 
 
Amend the 
zoning map 
 
Key 3-2 
vote:  

Agenda item 20. “Motion: to adopt Ordinance to amend the zoning map by 
adding 4 .3 7 acres of land, more or less, known as Parcel A and Parcel 137, 
Reeds Addition to Derwood, located at 15955 Frederick Road, and placing said 
property in the MXTD (Mixed Use Transit District), Zone related to 
Annexation petition AN X 2010-0013 9; Silverwood/Shady Grove, LLC, 
applicant  
Moved by CM Pierzchala, seconded by CM Gajewski with. 
CMs Britton, Gajewski, and  Pierzchala approving, and  
Mayor Marcuccio, and CM Newton opposing. 
Motion P assed: 3 approved -2 opposed -0 abstained” 

 

Rockville Planning Commission final approval.  

10/26/2011 
 
 
PC Vote  
4-1-2 

Rockville Planning Commission Approval 
“Commissioner Callistein moved, seconded by Commissioner Ostell, to 
approve the site plan STP2011-00091 for Silverwood including the updates to 
conditions and inserts made during this meeting, updates to the findings 
indicated in the staff report dated October 19, 2011, and the additional 
information about the APFS to be incorporated into the findings and the 
changes to conditions recorded this evening.  
The motion passed 4-1-2. (Commissioner Cook voted no and Commissioners 
Hill and Hadley abstained).” (Begins page 65 of the Planning Commission 
agenda packet. See 2 notes below.) 

The project then survived 2 petitions for judicial review.  

1/9/2012 

To defend 
the City’s 
Interest in 
Silverwood 

MC Vote 4-1 

- Item 12: Discussion and Instructions Silverwood Annexation and 
Proposed Development 

Motion: to instruct the City Attorney to fully participate in cases to defend the 
interest of the City.  

Moved by Councilmember Pierzchala, seconded by Councilmember Moore 
with Councilmembers Hall, Moore, Newton and Pierzchala approving and 
Mayor Marcuccio opposing. 

The building is now in place; 417 units within an 8-minute walk from the Shady Grove Metro 
platform (as timed by me 9/2/2025). 

 
23 October 24, 2011 was the last Mayor and Council meeting for CMs John Britton and Piotr Gajewski.  
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Figure SW1: The Reed Next to Shady Grove Metro 

 
Picture by Mark Pierzchala, September 2, 2025  

Modifications of the APFS 
The modifications of the APFS were narrowly tailored for situations where the land is annexed 
into Rockville and other conditions are met. The text in Figure SW2 is from the Mayor and 
Council Agenda Packet May 9, 2011, Page 139. 

Figure SW2: Proposed Modifications to the Adequate Public School Facilities Standards 
Minutes text copy (page 139): “For a property being annexed into the City and for all 
development identified in the respective annexation agreement, a determination of adequate 
school capacity made by the jurisdiction from which the property is being annexed shall be 
accepted by the City for purposes of satisfying the APFO, provided: 1) the schools are located 
outside the City; 2) less than 10 percent of the schools' population at the time of annexation is 
comprised of students residing within the City; and 3) the determination is made within one year 
of the effective date of the annexation. The Mayor and Council will confirm this determination 
as part of their approval of an annexation.” 

Planning Commission Agenda Packet Notes on Silverwood – October 26, 2011 
Note: Page 67 of the October 26, 2011 Planning Commission Agenda Packet includes a 
summary of the project. It notes that there would be 417 total apartments including 19 three-
bedroom apartments. At the July 19, 2010 meeting, the introduction to the Mayor and Council on 
this project, Councilmember Newton asked about the size of the apartments including the need 
for 3-bedroom apartments. The initial plan did not include 3-bedroom apartments. Apparently 
they were included in response to Newton’s question in this Mayor and Council session. Page 68 
notes that 15% of the units would be Moderately Price Dwelling Units. Page 69 notes that the 
Master Plan in force was from 2002. 
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Note: Page 98 of the October 26, 2011 Planning Commission Agenda Packet includes a letter 
from Bruce Crispell, the Director of Long-Range Planning for MCPS at that time. He noted that 
project would generate 18 elementary school students, 16 middle school students, and 14 high 
school students. The Washington Grove Elementary School at 105.6% utilization was under the 
County’s moratorium threshold, but over the threshold for a school facility payment. The Forest 
Oak Middle School and Gaithersburg High School were found to be under the 105% school 
payment threshold. 

• Link Document to SW Mayor and Council Agenda Packets and Meeting Minutes   

Appendix TMP: Twinbrook Metro Place 2011 – 2012  
This was like a smaller version of the eventual Twinbrook Quarter Project that is now started on 
the same site. This project was approved, but it never took root. It envisioned 4 buildings, a mix 
of uses including retail and a hotel, a Chapman Avenue extension, and 811 multifamily 
residential units.  

Twinbrook Metro Place Approval Timeline  
In the table, introductions, motions, resolutions, and votes are extracted. Some brief explanation 
is sometimes provided. You can check the minutes for the narratives they contain. See the links 
at the bottom of this section. 

Date Description 
9/19/2011 - Item 14: Presentation - Briefing for a Project Plan application (PJT2012-

00002, Twinbrook Partners) that has been filed for a mixed-use 
development at 1592 Rockville Pike 

The meeting above was during the Mayor and Council 2009-2011 term. The meetings below 
were during the 2011-2013 term when CMs Hall and Moore were now on the Council.  

3/19/201224 
 
 
 
 
I protested 
the 1-story 
reduction as 
I recall. 

- Item 12: Discussion and Instructions - to Staff for Project Plan PJT2012-
00002, to allow redevelopment of an existing retail center into a mixed-use 
development to be known as Twinbrook Metro Place at 1592 Rockville 
Pike, Twinbrook Partners LLC, applicant. 
- “The Mayor and Council instructed staff to draft a resolution for approval 
with a reduction of one story in height for Building 5 which will result in the 
reduction of 19 multifamily units from the 811 units proposed in the original 
application, as well as 10 feet in building height for Building 5. The Mayor and 
Council also instructed staff that the proposed 1,278 parking spaces to be 
provided after the requested parking waiver should be retained. The Mayor and 
Council also instructed staff to provide an updated analysis for school capacity 
and traffic capacity per the City’s Adequate Public Facilities Standards 
(APFS).” 

4/16/2012 
 

- Item 12: Adoption of resolution to approve Project Plan PJT2012-00002, 
to allow redevelopment of an existing retail center into a mixed-use 

 
24 Text in this table, within the quotes were hand-typed from the scanned meeting minutes. 
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Key 3-2 
vote:  

development to be known as Twinbrook Metro Place at 1592 Rockville 
Pike; Twinbrook Partners LLC, applicant. 
- “Motion: to adopt resolution to approve Project Plan PFT2012-00002, to 
allow redevelopment of an existing retail center into a mixed-use development 
to be known as Twinbrook Metro Place at 1592 Rockville Pike; Twinbrook 
Partners LLC, applicant.” 
- “Moved by CM John F. Hall and seconded by CM Mark Pierzchala.”25 
- “Vote: CMs Hall, Moore, and Pierzchala approving and Mayor Marcuccio 
and CM Newton opposing. Motion carries 3-2” 

 

Note: There are interesting minutes from these 3 meetings, which give the rationale for each vote 
and decision. The video of these meetings may also be interesting to watch. 

Note: This project was approved before the Rockville Pike Plan was updated, and before the 
concept of Champion Project was introduced and made part of the Rockville Pike Plan.  

Link document to TMP Mayor and Council Agenda Packets and Meeting Minutes   

Appendix NLH: National Lutheran Home 2011- 2012  
Request for a City of Rockville Revenue Bond Approval 

National Lutheran Home & Village is now called The Village at Rockville. It is located in the 
very western part of Rockville. It was and remains a non-profit community. The meeting agenda 
materials from 2011 and 2012 cited it as a 501(c)(3) community.   

“The National Lutheran Home & Village at Rockville (the “Borrower”) asked the City Rockville 
to issue up to $25 million of its non-recourse economic development revenue bonds (the 
“Bonds”) and lend the proceeds of those Bonds to the Borrower.” (Text taken from the letter of 
James E Cumbie (a Venable Bond Attorney) to the City of Rockville.) 

A transaction like this is (1) highly technical, but (2) very common nationwide and takes 
advantage of national and state tax laws and provides a way for charitable entities to finance 
projects at a lower interest rate. In this case, the City of Rockville would be acting as an 
intermediary (my wording) for the National Lutheran Home.  

The timeline was less than 2 months. An initial unanimous support in December 2011 became a 
narrow final approval on January 9, 2012.  

There was abundant documentation provided to Mayor and Council in the agenda packets. This 
was supplemented by verbal presentations during the 3 Mayor and Council meetings.  

The Mayor and Council at this time: Mayor Phyllis Marcuccio, Councilmembers John Hall, Tom 
Moore, Bridget Newton (second term), and me (second term). This was one of the very first 
housing issues addressed by this Mayor and Council. 

 
25 In this and other places, in the quoted text, ‘Councilmember’ is replaced by ‘CM’ to save space. 
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National Lutheran Home Timeline 2011 – 2012  
Date Description 
12/5/2011 
 
 
MC vote 
5-0 

- Item 11: Approval of Proposed Economic Development Revenue Bond 
Financing for National Lutheran Home and Village at 9702 Veirs Drive, 
Rockville. 
- “Motion to approve the Proposed Economic Development Revenue Bond 
Financing for National Lutheran Home and Village at 9701 Veirs Drive, 
Rockville. 
Moved by CM Moore and seconded by CM Newton and unanimously 
approved.”26 

12/12/2011 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MC vote  
5-0  

- Item 11: Public Hearing – Economic Development Revenue Bond 
Financing for National Lutheran Home and Village at 9701 Veirs Drive, 
Rockville. 
- “Director of Finance Gavin Cohen, presented the background on this item, 
speaking about the public hearing process and the fact that an additional public 
hearing will be held on December 23rd. The Bond Council for Rockville, Jim 
Cumbie, Esquire, and Gavin Cohen will administer the public hearing. There 
being no speakers, the Mayor closed the public hearing and said the record 
would remain open until 10:30 a.m., Friday, December 23,2011. 
Note: This was to be held as an internal public Tax Equity and Fiscal 
Responsibility Act (TEFRA) hearing on Friday, December 23, 2011. 
 
- Adoption of Resolution to approve the Economic Development Revenue 
Bond Financing for National Lutheran Home and Village at 9701 Veirs 
Drive, Rockville. 
Motion: to adopt the Resolution to approve the Economic Development 
Revenue Bond Financing for National Lutheran Home and Village at 9701 
Veirs Drive, Rockville. Moved by CM Hall, seconded by CM Newton and 
unanimously approved. 

12/23/2011 An internal public hearing was held. This is documented on page 90 of the 
1/9/2012 Agenda packet. This was the TEFRA public hearing. This was not a 
Mayor and Council meeting. 2 people showed up. 

1/9/2012 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Final  
Key 3-2 
vote:  

- Citizen’s Forum: 8 people oppose the Lutheran Home Bond, one advises to 
hold off on the Lutheran Home Bond decision, 6 people support 
- Item 11: Approval - Proposed Economic Development Revenue Bond 
Financing for National Lutheran Home and Village at 9701 Veirs Drive, 
Rockville 
“Motion to approve proposed Economic Development Revenue Bond 
financing for National Lutheran Home and Village at 9701 Veirs Drive, 
Rockville.  
Moved by CM Tom Moore, seconded by CM Mark Pierzchala with CMs 
Moore, Pierzchala and Hall approving and Mayor Marcuccio and CM Newton 
opposing.  
Motion Passed: 3 approved - 2 opposed - 0 abstained” 

 
26 In this table, some quotes are typed from scanned meeting minutes. The word Councilmember is replaced by CM.  
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Note: Opposition from 2 people surfaced at the December 23, 2011 TEFRA hearing.  

Note: On January 9, 2012, 15 people spoke at Citizen’s Forum.  

• Link document to NLH Mayor and Council Agenda Packet and Meeting Minutes 

Figure NLH1: The Village at Rockville 

 
Picture by Mark Pierzchala, September 3, 2025 

Appendix FPA: Fireside Park Apartments, 2012 – 2018 
In April 2012, Rockville Housing Enterprises (RHE) learned that the privately owned, and 
naturally affordable, Fireside Park Apartments were sold to an out-of-state developer. RHE was 
concerned that with its proposed redevelopment, many naturally affordable units would be lost. 
The number lost would greatly exceed the number provided by the 15% MPDU requirement. 
The new owner was planning a complete tear down and rebuild.  

Montgomery County has a housing provision called “Right of First Refusal” whereby the 
acquiring property owner provides information to the County about the terms of sale, including 
purchase price. The Right of First Refusal law allows a housing authority such as RHE to 
intervene in the sale by purchasing the property for the same price as the just-established sales 
price. RHE asked the County to intervene on its behalf, and the County required the City to 
confirm its intervention for the right of first refusal. 

On August 6, 2012, this request came to Rockville’s Mayor and Council with less than a week’s 
notice. This was the last meeting before summer break, with very little background information 
available to Mayor and Council before the meeting. RHE made a presentation, and Mayor and 
Council unanimously approved the Right of First Refusal at this meeting. This started a several 
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weeks-long approval process that was highly controversial. On subsequent 3-2 votes, the Mayor 
and Council approved the sale of Fireside Park Apartments in 2012. The refinancing was 
approved in 2018 on a 4-1 vote. Table FPA1 gives the timeline for Fireside Park Apartments. 

Table FPA1: Community Comments about the Proposed RHE Acquisition 
Date Item 
8/6/2012 
 
Key 5-0 
vote  

- Item 10: The was the last meeting before the summer break. RHE asked for 
Mayor and Council approval to authorize the County’s Right of First Refusal to 
Purchase Fireside Park Apartments. This deadline for approval was August 27, 
2012, during the summer break. 
- Mayor and Council unanimously approved the authorization.   

9/10/2012 - Item 12: Work session on Fireside Park Apartments 
- Item 13: Technical correction to the 8/6/2012 authorization to correct 
language. Mayor and Council unanimously approved the correction.  

9/24/2012 - Item 12: Discussion on Fireside Park Apartments. Set a public hearing for 
October 8, 2012.  

10/8/2012 - Hearing held on Fireside Park Apartments. 39 people spoke.  
10/22/2012 - Item 13: Work session on Fireside Park Apartments 
11/5/2012 
 
Key 3-2 
vote:  
 
 
 
 
 
Key 3-2 
vote:  

- Item 17: “Motion: To authorize Rockville Hosing Enterprises to acquire 
Fireside Park Apartments and undertake related actions necessary to complete 
the acquisition, including borrowing and accepting money to undertake a house 
project, entering into a mortgage, and establishing a not-for-profit corporation 
to own Fireside Park Apartments. 
Moved by CM27 Moore, seconded by CM Pierzchala with CMs Hall, Moore 
and Pierzchala approving and Mayor Marcuccio and CM Newton opposed.” 
- Item 18: “Motion: To approve a grant in the amount of $200,000 and a loan 
in the amount of $1,800,000 to Rockville Housing Enterprises for the purchase 
of Fireside Park Apartments for the preservation of mixed-income, affordable 
housing in the City of Rockville and to require RHE to seek an annual PILOT 
waiver found in Attachment G, Tab 18 as amended by the City Attorney. 
Moved by CM Moore and seconded by CM Pierzchala. The motion passed with 
CM Hall, CM Pierzchala and CM Moore approving and with Mayor Marcuccio 
and CM Newton opposing.” 

11/19/2012 
 
Key 4-1 
vote:  

- Item 18: Approval of Montgomery County’s Offer to Advance the City’s $1.5 
million General Fund Loan to Rockville Housing Enterprises 
“Motion: to approve Montgomery County’s offer to advance the City’s $1.5 
million General Fund Loan to Rockville Housing Enterprises. 
Moved by CM Moore, seconded by CM Hall with CM Hall, CM Newton, CM 
Moore, and CM Pierzchala approving and Mayor Marcuccio opposed.” 

12/24/2012 Fireside Park Apartments acquired by Rockville Housing Enterprises 
2/25/2013 - Item 11: Update to Mayor and Council on the December 24, 2012 RHE 

acquisition of Fireside Park Apartments. 
9/8/2014 - Item 9: Presentation – Fireside Park Apartments Annual Report to Mayor and 

Council 

 
27 In this table, in the quoted material, the word ‘Councilmember’ was replaced by ‘CM’ to save space.  
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9/22/2014 - Item 13: “Councilmember Moore made a motion to have the following items 
added to the Action Report:  
Look at creating a Management Fee for Rockville Housing Enterprise to be 
compensated for managing Fireside Apartments Seconded by CM Onley” 

10/5/2015 - Item 13: Discussion, and Possible Approval, of Rockville Housing 
Enterprises’ Management Fee Request for Fireside Park Apartments 
- “Motion: to approve RHE’s request to receive a Partner Asset Management 
Fee from the Fireside property in the amount of $30 per month per unit  
Moved by CM Feinberg and seconded by CM Onley.  
Motion: to amend to $30 per month per unit with a cap not to exceed $84,960 
per year.  
Moved by CM Feinberg, seconded by CM Moore and unanimously  
approved.” 

Beginning 
of 2015 – 
2019 term 

Mark Pierzchala takes over the role of Mayor and Council liaison to Rockville 
Housing Enterprises. 

7/18/2016 - Item 14: Presentation of Annual Report for Fireside Apartments and Proposed 
Refinancing Plan 

5/1/2017 - Item 20 Future Agendas: “Regarding the RHE Fireside discussion, the 
Financial Advisory Board (FAB) will need information for review prior to this 
Agenda Item discussion.” 

9/11/2017 - Item 16: Presentation on Fireside Park Apartments Annual Report by 
Rockville Housing Enterprises (to the Mayor and Council) 

2/2/2018 3-alarm fire at Fireside Park Apartments 
 
Figure FPA1: Fireside Park Apartments Fire, Immediate Aftermath  

 

Picture by Mark Pierzchala, February 2, 2018 
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2/5/2018 - “City Manager Rob DiSpirito expressed the City’s concern about the tragic 
fire at Fireside Park Apartments and provided information regarding donations 
to help those in need, . . .” 
- Two individuals spoke at Community Forum about the fire. 

2/12/2018 - Item 3. A. Presentation and Work Session on RHE Fireside Park Apartments’ 
Plan to Refinance Its Existing Loans and Obtain Additional Financing for 
Modernizing the Property 

2/26/2018 - Item 10: Public Hearing on Rockville Housing Enterprise’s Plan to Refinance 
its Existing Loans and Obtain Additional Financing for Modernizing the 
Fireside Par Apartments Property 

3/19/2018 
 
 
Key 4-1 
vote:  

- Item 17: “Motion: to adopt the Resolution to authorize Rockville Housing 
Enterprises (RHE) to refinance the existing loans on Fireside Park Apartments 
and undertake related actions necessary to complete the refinance and obtain 
additional financing, including borrowing and accepting money, entering into a 
mortgage, and establishing a not-for-profit single purpose entity to own Fireside 
Park Apartments” 
- Mover: Mark Pierzchala 
- Seconder: Julie Palakovich Carr 
- In favor: Beryl L. Feinberg, Virginia D. Onley, Julie Palakovich Carr, and 
Mark Pierzchala 
- Opposed: Mayor Bridget Newton 

3/19/2018 
 
Key 3-2 
vote:  
(with note) 
 

- Item 18: “Motion: to adopt the Resolution to authorize financial support in 
the form of a grant in the amount of $500,000 to Rockville Housing Enterprises 
for the modernization of Fireside Park Apartments for the preservation of 
mixed-income, affordable housing in the City of Rockville” 
- Mover: Mark Pierzchala 
- Seconder: Virginia D. Onley 
- In Favor: Virginia D. Onley, Julie Palakovich Carr, Mark Pierzchala 
-Opposed: Mayor Bridget Donnell Newton, Beryl L. Feinberg 
Note: CM Feinberg indicated she would have voted for a loan. The agenda 
packet offered a choice between a grant and a loan.  
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Figure FPA2 Parkside Landing – Successor Name to Fireside Park Apartments 

 

Picture by Mark Pierzchala, September 4, 2025  

The buildings above are in the same buildings that were hit by the fire (see Figure FPA1).  

Increase in Size of the Owned RHE Portfolio  
The 2012 RHE request of Mayor and Council to acquire Fireside Park Apartments represented a 
large percentage increase in the RHE owned portfolio of 145%. This is shown from materials 
presented to Mayor and Council on September 24 by RHE to Mayor and Council. Figure FPA3 
is taken from the meeting’s Mayor and Council Agenda Packet, page 90. This is from the RHE 
prepared slide presentation.  

Figure FPA3: Number of Fireside Park Apartment Units to be Acquired 

 

Figure FPA4 is from the same Agenda Packet of September, page 99. It is from an information 
sheet prepared by RHE for the Mayor and Council. At the time of request, the RHE owned 
portfolio was 105 + 58 = 163 units. The proposal to purchase Fireside Park with its 236 units 
represented an 236 / 163 = 145% increase in owned RHE units. 
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Figure FPA4: First Part of a RHE Information Sheet for Mayor and Council 

 

Community Input Progressing Towards a November 5, 2012 Approval 
Table FPA2 shows the extensive community commentary about 2012 RHE acquisition of 
Fireside Park Apartments. There was vociferous opposition to the project. There were some 
supporters as well. 

Table FPA2: Community Comments about the Proposed RHE Acquisition 
Date and Venue Number 
August 6, 2012 – Citizen’s Forum 4 speak about Fireside Park 
September 24, 2012 – Citizen’s Forum 10 speak about Fireside Park 
October 1, 2012 – Citizen’s Forum 1 speaks about Fireside Park 
October 8, 2012 – Public Hearing 39 speak about Fireside Park 
October 15, 2012 – Citizen’s Forum 3 speak about Fireside Park 
October 22, 2012 – Citizen’s Forum 4 speak about Fireside Park 
November 5, 2012 – Citizen’s Forum 11 speak about Fireside Park 

 

This issue did not end in 2012. It was finally resolved in 2018 when the property was refinanced. 
A refinancing of the property had always been intended. 

Financing Rockville’s Contribution to the RHE Acquisition 
Rockville contributed $2,000,000 towards the acquisition. A small part of this was as a grant, the 
rest, $1,800,000 as a loan. However, since this issue came up suddenly, there was no provision in 

148



Mark Pierzchala 
February 3, 2026 

67 
 

the budget for most of this money. Montgomery County advanced Rockville $1,500,000 as a 
non-interest loan. This was paid back to the County over 3 years. 

I, as the Rockville Council liaison, made sure that RHE paid back Rockville’s Fireside Park loan 
as part of the refinancing. See the next paragraph.  

Pierzchala as Council Liaison to Rockville Housing Enterprises 
2015-2019 was the first 4-year Mayor and Council term. I asked CM Virginia Onley if I could 
take over as the Council liaison to RHE. Onley agreed but still attended RHE meetings. 

During this term, RHE worked on the refinancing of Fireside Park Apartments. This refinancing 
included badly needed building renovations that could not be incorporated into the 2012 
acquisition. RHE’s work was hampered by a government shutdown that slowed government 
agency and private lender approvals. In early 2018, there was a tragic fire involving one of the 
buildings at Fireside Park Apartments. This event caused RHE to incorporate fire suppression 
features into the refinancing and refurbishment of the structures. As the RHE liaison, I attended 
and participated in these RHE meetings and kept the Mayor and Council informed as to progress. 
This led to the March 19, 2018, meeting to reauthorize the refinancing of Fireside Park 
Apartments. 

Links to Supporting Documents 
The following link leads to a document with numerous other links to Mayor and Council minutes 
and agenda packets concerning Fireside Park Apartments. You can find links to meeting video 
on the City’s website28. 

Further links to FPA Mayor and Council Agenda Packets and Meeting Minutes  

Appendix CL: Chestnut Lodge 2015 – 2017  
Tragic Fire Leads to Public Park 

This appendix responds to GGW4 above, about my votes on Chestnut Lodge. I’m proud of the 
key role I played in denying the application for 7 town homes because of the historic nature of 
the site. The picture in Figure CL1 is how I remember the lodge. Peerless Rockville conducted a 
tour of the outside of the property that my wife and I took part in about that time. The application 
for 7 town homes was after this building burned down. 

 
28 At the time of this writing, the City’s is implementing a new website and videos prior to 2022 are not yet 
available. 
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Figure CL1: Chestnut Lodge in 2003 

 

Image from page 86 of the staff report for the HDC, captured June 18, 2015 29 

The following links give information about the history of Chestnut Lodge. A former, world-
renowned psychiatric hospital, it was destroyed in a fire on June 7, 2009. The question in 2015 
through 2017 was what to do with the land. The three links below give an overview of the 
history of the site. The third one is well worth the time to view the video.  

Chestnut Lodge - Peerless Rockville 

Chestnut Lodge - Wikipedia   

Chestnut Lodge fire adds to Rockville losses | Max for Rockville 

Paths to the Present 63 - Chestnut Lodge Video – produced by County Cable Montgomery. From 
the Montgomery History website: “Paths to the Present: Montgomery County Stories was a 
cable television show produced by County Cable Montgomery and Montgomery History from 
2000-2017. Produced by Emmy-winner Barbara Grunbaum and hosted by Gail Street, Paths to 

 
29 City materials are public documents. There is no attribution for this photo in the document so, I copied it. See the 
Links Document below for a link to this report.  
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the Present explores the often overlooked history found right in our own backyards.” It is an 
excellent video of 14:31 running time. 30 

Chestnut Lodge Timeline  
Date Description 
6/7/2009 Chestnut Lodge burns down 
6/22/2009 Commemoration of Chestnut Lodge precedes Mayor and Council meeting31 
6/18/2015 HDC Courtesy Review 
6/25/2015 Applicant files Project Plan Application PJT2015-0000532 
11/19/2015 HDC Courtesy Review 
11/23/2015 Mayor and Council are briefed on the plan by the developer 
3/9/2016 The Planning Commission recommends against approval and sends a 

subsequent letter to Mayor and Council on April 8, 2016 (these can be seen in 
the Agenda Packet to Mayor and Council on April 25, 2016). 

4/25/2016 Mayor and Council public hearing 
5/16/2016 
 
 
 
Pierzchala 
brought in a 
prepared 
motion to 
deny the 
application 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Key 3-2 
vote:  to 

Agenda item 20: Discussion and Instructions to Staff Regarding Project 
Plan PJT2015 00005, for the amendment of the Chestnut Lodge Planned 
Residential Unit (PRU2005-00022), to allow for seven (7) townhouse units 
instead of seven (7) multifamily units on the former Main Lodge property 
at 500 West Montgomery Avenue, and to allow for a maximum height of 
51.5 feet where 40 feet is allowed in the equivalent zone of RMD-15; JNP 
Chestnut Lodge LLC, applicant 
- “Motion: to deny Project Plan Application PJT2015-00005  
Councilmember Pierzchala made the following motion, “I move to deny Project 
Plan Application PJT2015-00005 and instruct staff to bring back a resolution 
denying the application based on the following findings:  

1. That the Project Plan Application is in conflict with the Master Plan  
2. That the historical environment of the City and surrounding area 
would be adversely affected  

Reasons for these findings to deny the application include:  
1. The PRU redevelopment plan was a carefully crafted compromise by 
the community and the developer taking great care to preserve the 
character of this nationally recognized historic site  
2. The Main Lodge was the centerpiece of the property both before and 
during the process that led to the PRU approval in 2006  
3. The original approval of residential development was expressly 
conditioned on the preservation of the Main Lodge. The proposed 
residential development is 35% larger than the original approval. Any 
development on this site would need to be more consistent with the 
originally approved plan than what is proposed.  

 
30 The latter part of this video shows pictures of Peerless Rockville’s work to rehabilitate Frieda’s Cottage. I was one 
of the volunteers for this cleanup.  
31 There is neither an agenda item nor minutes for this hour-long commemoration. There is a note from the June 15 
meeting, that this would take place at 6pm before the June 22 Mayor and Council meeting.  
32 Planning Commission Staff Report of March 9, 2016, page 1.  
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deny 
application 

The motion was seconded by Councilmember Feinberg and approved 3-2. 
Councilmembers Onley and Palakovich Carr opposed.” 

6/1/2016 The applicant files an amendment for 6 townhomes.33 
6/20/2016 Agenda item 18: From scanned minutes, the text is retyped below. 

- Discussion Regarding the Review Process for the Applicant’s 
Modification Filed on June 1, 2016 to Project Plan PJT2015-00005, an 
Amendment of the Chestnut Lodge Planned Residential Unit (PRU2005-
00022), to Allow for Six (6) Townhouse Units instead of Seven (7) Multi 
Family Units on the Former Main Lodge Property at 5000 West 
Montgomery Avenue, and to Allow for a Maximum Height of 51.5 Feet 
where 40 Feet is Allowed in the Equivalent Zone of RMD-15; JNP 
Chestnut Lodge LLC, Applicant 

9/19/2016 - Agenda item 13: From scanned minutes, the text is retyped below.  
- Presentation – Briefing on Project Plan PJT2015-00002, a modification to 
the proposed amendment of the Approved Planned Development (PD) for 
Chestnut Lodge that would allow for six townhouse dwellings in lieu of the 
seven as originally proposed, at 500 West Montgomery Avenue; JNP 
Chestnut Lodge, LLC, Applicant.  

12/5/2016 Agenda item 12: Public hearing 
1/9/2017 - Agenda item 6: Community Forum from scanned minutes. 

Chestnut Lodge Homeowners Association offers to give HOA open space to the 
City 

2/13/2017 Closed session about acquiring Chestnut Lodge property 
2/27/2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vote 4-1 to 
purchase 
land for a 
park 

- Agenda item 11.  
- Vote to establish Chestnut Lodge Park 
- 7 people spoke at Community Forum 
- From scanned minutes, the text is retyped below.  
- Authorization for the City Manager to Execute a Contract of Sale for the 
Purchase of Property at 500 W. Montgomery Avenue, Rockville, 
Maryland, for the Purpose of Creating a Passive Public Park 
- “Motion: move that, for the purpose of creating a public park of 
approximately 6.39 acres, the Mayor and Council authorize the City Manager to 
1) execute a contract of sale for 500 W. Montgomery Avenue from JNP 
Chestnut Lodge LLC, in a form acceptable to the City Attorney and 2) execute 
all documents, approved by the City Attorney necessary to effectuate the 
purchase of the property subject to the conditions that (a) the two adjacent 
parcels owned by the Chestnut Lodge Community Association, Inc., known as 
Parcels A and B, are transferred to the City of Rockville, and (b) no restrictions 
are placed on any of the land thus acquired by the City. 
Moved by Councilmember Pierzchala, seconded by Councilmember Feinberg 
and approved 4-1 with Councilmember Palakovich Carr voting no.” (The video 
for this item starts at 1:34:59.) 

 
33 From page 435 of the June 20, 2016 Mayor and Council Agenda Packet.  

152



Mark Pierzchala 
February 3, 2026 

71 
 

Note: City Manager Rob DiSpirito worked behind the scenes to come to an agreement with the 
property owner and the Chestnut Lodge HOA in order to assemble the land for a public park. 
This was with the knowledge of the Mayor and Council members. It was DiSpirito’s idea to try 
to construct this park, and he deserves credit for it.  

Note: The donation of land by the Chestnut Lodge HOA relieved the association of the cost of 
maintaining the land.  

Note: In the last line of the table, the heading mentions a passive public park, but the exact text 
of the motion does not use that word. I would love to see a playground put in that park. I 
reviewed the video of me making the motion. The text of the motion quoted above is correct. 
The motion does not mention the word ‘passive’. I was not trying to be clever. 

Note: In DiSpirito’s comments preceding this purchase, he notes that there should be historical 
interpretation of this site. This is in place now.  

Note: DiSpirito’s introduction to the item is excellent and gives the parameters of the deal. 

Note: As background, I worked for 2 weekend afternoons to help rehabilitate Freida’s Cottage 
on the site and knew of the history of Chestnut Lodge through reading the Fromm-Reichmann 
biography (Hornstein, G. A., 2000). The townhomes would have been an inappropriate use for 
the historic site. They would have been high-end and expensive.  

Chestnut Lodge Links Documents  

Appendix RP: Rockville Pike Neighborhood Plan – 2016  
An Important Predecessor to the Twinbrook Quarter Approval 

The Rockville Pike Neighborhood Plan concerns State Highway 355 from south of the Rockville 
Metro to the southern City border. An important provision is the concept of a Champion Project 
in the South Pike near Twinbrook Metro. The proposal for Champion Projects was made by me 
Pierzchala Proposal for Champion Projects in May 2016. This idea came from a conversation 
with former Councilmember Tom Moore.  

The placement of Champion Projects into the Rockville Pike Plan was not controversial. BF Saul 
then formulated the Twinbrook Quarter Project Plan as a Champion Project. It was the 
Twinbrook Quarter Project that was controversial 2 years later.  

The Champion Project definition, in conjunction with a related Developer’s Rights and 
Responsibilities Agreement (DRRA), gave BF Saul and the City of Rockville mutually binding 
advantages and guarantees that made the Twinbrook Quarter Project viable. See Appendix TQ. 

Rockville Pike Approval Timeline in mid-2016 
Date Description 
2006 – 2016 Consultant RFP approval by Mayor and Council on August 1, 2006.  
Subset dates: Champion Project Proposal Timeline in 2016 
5/9/2016 Mayor and Council Rockville Pike Work-session 
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5/16/2016 Public Hearing on the Rockville Pike Plan 
5/23/2016 Council discussion and instructions on the Rockville Pike Plan 
5/26/2016 Councilmember Pierzchala proposes a Champion Project definition, by 

document passed to Elected Colleagues and City Staff. 
6/6/2016 Further Mayor and Council Work-session on the Rockville Pike Plan. It was 

during this work session that the concept of Champion Project was approved 
with some modifications to the original Pierzchala proposal. 

6/13/2016 Further discussion and instruction on the Rockville Pike Plan 
7/18/2016 Introduction of the Rockville Pike Plan Ordinance 
8/1/2016 Rockville Pike Neighborhood Plan approved unanimously 

Additional note: It took a decade, from 2006 to 2016, from instructions to City Staff to start the 
process, to Mayor and Council adoption of the Rockville Pike Plan. This kind of delay is in itself 
an obstacle to housing development.  

Supporting Documents for the Idea and Adoption of a Champion Project 
• Rockville Pike Plan – Adopted Rockville Pike Plan 8-1-2016  

• Pierzchala proposal to define Champion Projects – Pierzchala Proposal for Champion 

Projects  

• Champion projects in the plan – Definition of Champion Projects in the Pike Plan  

• Mayor and Council work session where Champion Projects were included in the Rockville 

Pike Neighborhood Plan – Instructions to include Champion Projects   

• Link document to RP Mayor and Council Documents 
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Appendix TQ: Twinbrook Quarter 2018 – 2019 
Opposition, Support, and Approval 

Figure TQ1 – Voila! 

 

The Mayor and Council approval process ran from April 2018 through 
September 2019. There was vigorous community opposition, 
especially around the issue of the APFO/APFS school capacity 
standard. This concerned a proposal by BF Saul between State 
Highway 355 and the Metro tracks a few minutes’ walk to Twinbrook 
Metro (even closer to the Metro than the Silverwood site). The 
location is where the Twinbrook Metro Place was approved but never 
built.  
 
Twinbrook Quarter took advantage of the Champion Project concept 
proposed by me during the Rockville Pike Master Plan process and 
placed there by that Mayor and Council. During the approval process 
for Twinbrook Quarter, the concept of a Developer’s Rights and 
Responsibilities Agreement (DRRA) was approved. Twinbrook 
Quarter takes advantage of both the Champion Project and DRRA 
provisions.  
 
As a result of the Champion Project designation, Rockville achieved 
more apartments and Moderately Priced Dwelling Units (MPDUs) 
than otherwise allowed. The developer was freed from having to build 
an access lane along 355 and got higher buildings. The project itself, 
since it was starting to be built in the 2020s, achieves much better 
storm water management than before, and is a prime example of 
transit-oriented development. 

Picture by Mark Pierzchala, September 4, 2025 

BF Saul has designed an urban neighborhood which was one of the goals in my concept of a 
Champion Project. The first building was completed in 2025. This is an apartment building, The 
Milton, of 452 units with a Wegman’s Grocery on the bottom level. 

Twinbrook Quarter Approval Timeline  
Date Description 
4/30/2018 
 
First mention 
of 
Twinbrook 
Quarter for 
Mayor and 
Council 

Twinbrook Quarter first comes to Mayor and Council in a briefing. BF Saul 
presenting. 
- Item 6 of the brief book: Briefing and Determination of Champion Project 
Status for Project Plan PJT2018-00011, for Approval of a Mixed-Use 
Development Known as Twinbrook Quarter Consisting of Up to 1,865 
Multi-Unit Dwellings, 431,440 Square Feet of Office Space, a Maximum of 
472,950 Square Feet of Retail Uses and 9,000 Square Feet of 
Entertainment Venue; Saul Holdings Limited Partnership, Applicant 
- Note: As of 9/1/2025, there are no minutes posted for this meeting.  
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9/24/2018 
 
First mention 
of a DRRA 

- There is 1 comment at Community Forum about Twinbrook. 
- Item 21: Development Rights and Responsibilities Agreement (DRRA) 
Enabling Legislation 
“City Attorney Debra Daniel provided an overview of the draft ordinance for 
the development rights and responsibilities agreement. Councilmember 
Pierzchala introduced the development rights and responsibilities agreement 
(DRRA) enabling legislation. Councilmember Palakovich Carr requested staff 
provide move information on the enhanced public benefits definition.” 

12/10/2018 
 
Public 
hearing on 
the concept 
of DRRA 

- 1 Community Forum comment about the APFS. 
- Item 12: Public Hearing on an Ordinance to Enact a New Chapter 7.5 in 
the Rockville City Code Entitled "Development Rights and 
Responsibilities Agreements" There were 3 speakers. 
- Future Agendas: “There was a discussion about staff being ready to bring 
back the APFS discussion on December 17, 2018. City Manager DiSpirito 
responded that staff was working hard to compile information and to be 
responsive to the Mayor and Council and the public. City Manager DiSpirito 
stated that representatives from MCPS were committed to attend the meeting 
on December 17, 2018.”  

12/17/2018 - 16 Community Forum comments about APFS/APFO.  
- Mayor and Council form an APFO/APFS working group 
- Item 10: Work Session on Potential Amendments to the Public Schools 
Test of the Adequate Public Facilities Standards (APFS) and 
Comprehensive Transportation Review (CTR) 
- Mayor and Council agreed to come back to this on January 28, 2019. This 
was an added meeting for the Mayor and Council. 
- A public hearing was scheduled for January 14, 2019. 
- Note: There was no meeting on January 14, 2019. There was a meeting on 
January 22, 2019, solely for a public hearing.  

 

The next 3 rows in this table concern the APFO/APFS Working Group and its conclusions. 
1/2/2019 APFO Working Group meets – meeting 1 of 2 

Note: Packet Page 159 of the January 15, 2019 brief book has a one-page draft 
summary of the breakout groups from this first meeting. 

1/4/2019 APFO Working Group meets – meeting 2 of 2 
Notes on the APFO/APFS working group conclusions.  
- I could not find a definitive report on the conclusions of the working group on the City’s 
website.  
- I found a draft summary in the January 15, 2019 brief book (see below in this table), 
apparently drafted by the Department of Community Planning and Development Services 
(CPDS).  
- This draft summary is from Packet Page 252 through 257. 
- The draft summary is then followed by extensive comments from various members of the 
working group. 

 

156



Mark Pierzchala 
February 3, 2026 

75 
 

1/7/2019 
 
Last meeting 
for 
Palakovich 
Carr 
 

- Note: This was the last meeting for Councilmember Julie Palakovich Carr. 
She was elected as a District 17 Delegate to the State Legislature.  
 
For the remaining meetings on the Twinbrook Quarter and related items, 
this was handled by a 4-member Mayor and Council. 
 
“Councilmember Julie Palakovich Carr wanted to publicly state that her 
resignation takes place on Tuesday, January 8, 2019 during a Closed Session. 
Councilmember Mark Pierzchala thanked Councilmember Julie Palakovich 
Carr publicly for all of her excellent years of service.” 
- Note: There were no items about Twinbrook Quarter at this meeting.  

 

1/15/2019 
 
APFS report 

- 4 Community Forum comments on APFS/APFO 
- Item 11: Report from Adequate Public Facilities Standards (APFS) 
Work Group on Schools Regarding Options to Address a Potential 
Residential Moratorium 
- This was a report by Dr. Kelly of Montgomery College, Chair of the APFS 
Work Group. Among the things noted (from the minutes): 

• “Work Group unable to reach consensus on recommendations” 
- “The Mayor and Council proceeded to engage in a lengthy discussion with 
questions of clarification being addressed by staff and the APFS Work Group 
members. A Public Hearing will be held on January 22, 2019 on potential 
changes to the APFS Schools test with a possible decision to be made on 
January 28, 2019.” 

1/22/2019 - Item 3A: Public Hearing on Proposed Amendments to the Public School 
Capacity Test of the Adequate Public Facilities Standards 
- Note: As of 9/1/2025, there are no minutes for this meeting on the City’s 
website. 
- The entire meeting was for this public hearing.   

1/28/2019 - 9 Community Forum comments on the APFS and 1 on BF Saul  
- Item 11: Discussion, Instructions and Possible Adoption of a Resolution 
to Amend the Adequate Public Facilities Standards to Revise the Public 
Schools Test 
Tabled until February 4, 2019 

2/4/2019 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- 32 Community Forum comments on the APFS 
- Item 12: Discussion, Instructions and Possible Adoption of a Resolution 
to Amend the Adequate Public Facilities Standards to Revise the Public 
Schools Test 
- “Councilmember Mark Pierzchala made a motion that the Mayor and 
Council amend the Adequate Public Facilities Standards for the purpose of 
aligning the Rockville School Standard with Montgomery County Planning 
Boards Annual Schools Test and provide for an exemption from the School 
Adequacy Test for certain development applications based on certain criteria 
restricted to Champion Projects in the South Pike.” 
MOVER: Councilmember Mark Pierzchala 
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Vote 3-134 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2026 ZOR 
Alert:  
 

SECONDER: Councilmember Virginia D. Onley 
IN FAVOR: Mayor Bridget Donnel Newton, CM Virginia D. Onley, CM 
Mark Pierzchala 
OPPOSED: Councilmember Beryl L. Feinberg 
Note: Here is a MoCo 360 report. MoCo 360 Report on Schools and 
Development Decision. This shows me refuting the idea that there is a tradeoff 
between schools and development. 
 
This shows that a ‘super majority’ needs to be defined in the situation where 
there is less than a full body.  

2/25/2019 Community Forum comments on Twinbrook Quarter 
- One Community Forum speaker on the APFS. 

3/4/2019 - Community Forum with 1 person speaking respect to the DRRA and another 
on the APFS/APFO 
- Item 15: Discussion, Instructions, and Possible Adoption of an Ordinance 
to Enact a New Chapter 7.5 in the Rockville City Code Entitled 
"Development Rights and Responsibilities Agreements" 
“The Mayor and Council instructed staff to clean up the document with the 
Mayor and Council’s recommendations, submit it to the Planning Commission 
for their review and return to the Mayor and Council at a future agenda 
meeting with the Planning Commission’s approval.” 

3/25/2019 - Item 11: Public Hearing on Project Plan PJT2018-00011, Twinbrook 
Quarter, for a Proposed Mixed-Use Development Consisting of 
Commercial, Office and Residential Uses in the MXTD Zone at 1500-1616 
Rockville Pike; Saul Holdings, LP, Applicants 
- There were 10 speakers. Another person spoke at Community Form 

4/1/2019 - One comment at Community Forum about Twinbrook Quarter 
4/8/2019 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vote 4-0  

- Discussion, Instructions, and Possible Adoption of an Ordinance to 
Enact a New Chapter 7.5 in the Rockville City Code Entitled 
"Development Rights and Responsibilities Agreements" 
- “Councilmember Mark Pierzchala moved to amend the Ordinance introduced 
in September. 2018 with amendments included in attachment 10B.” 
MOVER: Mark Pierzchala, Councilmember 
SECONDER: Virginia D. Onley, Councilmember 
IN FAVOR: Mayor Newton, CM Feinberg, CM Onley, CM Pierzchala 
- “Councilmember Mark Pierzchala moved to adopt the Ordinance.” 
MOVER: Mark Pierzchala Councilmember 
SECONDER: Beryl L. Feinberg, Councilmember 
IN FAVOR: Mayor Newton, CM Feinberg, CM Onley, CM Pierzchala 

4/29/2019 
 
 

- Item 14: Discussion and Instructions to Staff, and Possible Adoption of a 
Resolution, on Project Plan PJT2018-00011, Twinbrook Quarter, for a 
Proposed Mixed-Use Development with Multi-Unit Residential, Retail and 

 
34 The 3-1 vote was a 2-vote margin. But since it was a 4-member body at the time, it was still a 1-vote margin in the 
sense that a 1-vote switch would have led to a 2-2 disapproval.  

158



Mark Pierzchala 
February 3, 2026 

77 
 

Series of 
straw votes; 
each a key 
decision 
included in 
the final vote 
 
 
Twinbrook 
Quarter 
Project final 
approval: 
Vote 4-0 
 

Office Uses in the MXTD Zone at 1500-1616 Rockville Pike; Saul Partners 
LP, Applicants. 
- The Mayor and Council unanimously determined this was a Champion 
Project. 
- The Mayor and Council unanimously agreed to a 30-year timeframe for 
Development. 
- Councilmember Mark Pierzchala supported the Parking Wavier along with 
Councilmember Virginia D. Onley and Mayor Bridget Donnell Newton. 
Councilmember Beryl L. Feinberg did not support the Parking Waiver for the 
whole project and had concerns about parking near Wegman’s and the bus 
lane. 
- The Mayor and Council unanimously agreed to approve the recommendation 
of bike sharrows over bike lanes for this project. 
- Councilmember Beryl L. Feinberg moved the adoption of the Resolution 
found in the Agenda Packet as 16A with bike sharrows. 
MOVER: Beryl L. Feinberg, Councilmember 
SECONDER: Virginia D. Onley, Councilmember 
IN FAVOR: Mayor Newton, CM Feinberg, CM Onley, CM Pierzchala 
Note: There was a very good discussion starting at 4:04 of the meeting. I 
spoke extensively in favor of this Champion Project.  

5/13/2019 Consent Agenda Item A to Revise the fee schedule for “Filing a Petition to 
Enter into a Development Rights and Responsibilities Agreement” is pulled 
and tabled to a future meeting, date unspecified. 

9/9/2019 
 
 
 
 
 
Vote 4-0  

- Item 11: Public Hearing on Development Rights and Responsibilities 
Agreement DRA2020-00001 
- There were 2 speakers. 
- Item 12: Discussion and Instruction and Possible Adoption of a 
Resolution to Approve, enter into and Authorize the Execution of a 
Development Rights and Responsibilities Agreement with 1500 Rockville 
Pike LLC, Rockville Pike Holdings LLC, 1592 Rockville Pike LLC and 
Avissar-Diener, LLC, Petitioners 
MOVER: Mark Pierzchala, Councilmember 
SECONDER: Virginia D. Onley Councilmember 
IN FAVOR: Mayor Newton, CM Feinberg, CM Onley, CM Pierzchala 

 

While this project was eventually approved on a 4 – 0 vote, the application was heavily opposed 
by residents and non-residents who tried to rely on the APFO to deny it. I was the continual 
champion of this Champion Project. 

• The link to the current City’s APFO – ARTICLE 20. - ADEQUATE PUBLIC 
FACILITIES | Code of Ordinances | Rockville, MD | Municode Library 

• The link to the City’s current APFS – Adequate Public Facilities Standards 
• Links document to TQ Mayor and Council Agenda Packets and Meeting Minutes 
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Figure TQ2: The Milton of Twinbrook Quarter 

 

Picture by Mark Pierzchala, September 3, 2025  

Appendix CH: Choice Hotels International and Town Center 
Housing 
The Mayor and Council actions concerning the attraction of Choice Hotels International to 
Rockville’s Town Center/Town Square, and the subsequent large positive impact on providing 
housing in Rockville’s Town Center, played out largely behind the scenes.  

Choice Hotels International had been a long time corporate resident of Montgomery County. 
When it became known that Choice was looking to relocate, they were wooed by other states. 
The State of Maryland, Montgomery County and Rockville, formed a three-way alliance to 
attract Choice to Rockville. This attraction to Rockville in 2011 was successful.  

Rockville Mayor and Council agreed to participate in this attraction with 3 votes in a closed 
session (March 14, 2011). Councilmembers Britton, Gajewski, and I voted for it. 
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Figure CH1: Choice Hotels Building 

 
Picture by Mark Pierzchala, August 27, 2023 

  

Choice Hotels Attraction Votes  
Date Description 
3/14/2011 
 
Vote to 
attract 
3-1-1  

Agenda Item 17: Executive Session pursuant to Section 10-508(a)(4) of the 
State Government Article, Annotated Code of Maryland, to consider a 
matter that concerns the proposal for a business or industrial 
organization to locate, expand, or remain in the City.  
“The topic of discussion was the possibility of a corporate headquarters 
relocating to Rockville and potential monetary and non-monetary incentives. 
The Mayor and Council agreed to approve the recommendations three to one, 
with one member abstaining.” 
[Britton, Gajewski, and Pierzchala for, Marcuccio against, Newton abstaining, 
see below after the table.] 
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8/15/2011 
 
Vote to 
release the 
minutes of 
3/14/2011 
and other 
closed 
sessions 
3-2  

Agenda Item 16: Discussion and Instructions - Closed Session Minutes 
“Motion moved by Councilmember Piotr Gajewski, seconded by 
Councilmember Mark Pierzchala to release Closed Session Minutes of the 
Mayor and Council meetings held on: March 1, 2010, September 20, 2010, 
October 4, 2010, pre and post December 13, 2010 and March 14, 2011. 
Motion Passed: 3 approved - 2 opposed - 0 abstained  
 
Councilmember Piotr Gajewski, Councilmember Mark Pierzchala, and 
Councilmember John Britton approved.  
 
Mayor Phyllis Marcuccio, and Councilmember Bridget Donnell Newton 
opposed.” 

Note: In the official Mayor and Council minutes for March 14, 2011 (accessed 9/6/2025 from 
the City’s website), the names of the members voting for, against, and abstaining are not listed. 
This is contrary to state law and to the vote on August 15, 2011 to release the minutes. After the 
August 15,2011 meeting, the names of each of the Mayor and Council voters, and how they 
voted, were listed in the posted minutes.  

Note: You need 3 votes to approve. An abstention works as a no vote. 

Note: Business attraction incentives are approved in closed sessions. This is in accordance with 
State Law and is necessary in a competitive situation where other states are vying for the same 
opportunity. It is necessary to keep the details of the attraction secret so that other states cannot 
overbid.  

Note: In 2023, Choice Hotels International moved to North Bethesda as part of the Pike and 
Rose development. They had fulfilled their obligations to Rockville. They remained within 
Montgomery County and the State of Maryland. This was a signal loss to Rockville and its Town 
Center.  

Note: I cannot reveal the details of the attraction from Rockville’s perspective, however, I have 
said publicly that the State and the County paid the big money and that Rockville almost 
certainly has come out ahead on the deal, financially speaking, even before accounting for the 
boost in property and income tax for that site, and without accounting for the knock-on effects 
from BLVD 44 and BLVD Ansel (housing and their property taxes, see below).  

Upton Building (now BLVD 44) 
Known to the Mayor and Council during the March 14, 2011 closed session vote, a benefit of the 
Choice attraction was that the Upton building could now be built. The reason is because Choice 
Hotels would develop its own hotel in that new building, the Cambria Suites Hotel (thus shoring 
up the financing of the building). This was a coup because this was during the Great Recession 
when few new hotels were being financed. With the Upton’s (now BLVD 4435) construction, 

 
35 From December 2022 to April 2024, my mother was an apartment resident of BLVD 44. I was a co-lessee to 
guarantee the rent and stayed overnight occasionally . 
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263 apartments came online in Rockville’s Town Center. The attraction of a hotel to Town 
Center had long been a goal of Rockville.  

Figure CH2: BLVD 44 

 

Picture by Mark Pierzchala, September 3, 2025  

BLVD Ansel 

Town Center’s BLVD Ansel, owned by the same company, would not have been constructed had 
BLVD 44 not been successful. But it was, and so BLVD Ansel added 250 apartments to Town 
Center.  

This building also houses the “Residences on the Lane”, senior affordable housing. 
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Figure CH3: BLVD Ansel 

 

Picture by Mark Pierzchala, September 3, 2025  

The website of the Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County (accessed 
9/6/2025) Residences On The Lane Voted Best Affordable Apartment Community – Housing 
Opportunities Commission  says the following about the Residences on the Lane: 

“Kensington, MD, March 27, 2024 – The Housing Opportunities Commission of 
Montgomery County (HOC) is honored to announce that Residences on the Lane, its 
mixed-use, mixed-income affordable senior apartment complex in downtown Rockville, 
Md., was voted “Best Affordable Apartment Community” by the National Association of 
Home Builders (NAHB).” 

. . . (later in the web page) . . . 
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“Located in highly sought after Rockville Town Center, Residences on the Lane 
(formerly Upton II) includes 150 age-restricted residential apartment homes that serve a 
range of incomes. The complex, which includes a fitness center and yoga room, 24-hour 
package service, a maker/craft room, conference space, lounge area with cyber cafe, and 
Club Room, opened in 2021.”  

The first residents of the “Residences on the Lane” were from the nearby Town Center 
Apartment building, a building that needed renovation.  

Figure CH4: Residences on the Lane on Helen Hennigan Way 

 
Picture by Mark Pierzchala, September 4, 2025 
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Mainstreet Rockville 
This Rockville jewel, not subject to Mayor and Council action, was controversial in a way that 
impacted a Rockville election. 36 

Figure Mn1: Main Street 

 
By Mark Pierzchala, September 4, 2025 

Here is how Main Street describes itself 
on its website (9/6/2025) Main Street | 
Inclusive Apartments and Community in 
Rockville, MD: “Located in Rockville, 
Maryland, Main Street is an affordable, 
accessible, inclusive apartment building 
and a membership-based community 
center for adults of all abilities. Main 
Street empowers people with and 
without disabilities to lead happier, 
healthier and more fulfilling lives.” 

Within Americana, the next-door 
community, there was significant 
opposition to this building’s 
construction. The objection was to the 
building itself, not to the people who 
would live there. For some apartments 
in Americana, this building would 
replace an empty space (where a former 
IBM office building had been). So, its 
presence would obstruct the view of 
some Americana residents.  

Virginia Onley, an Americana resident 
and candidate for Mayor, supported the 
Main Street construction and that led to 
a loss of support from her own 
Americana community. 

Note: CM Onley and I were always supportive of this project. 

Note: Main Street provides 70 apartments to residents of varying abilities. 

 

 
36 This building did not depend on the construction of the Choice Hotels International Building. 
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Appendices III – A Brief Review of Other 
Related Issues 
These appendices treat related issues.  

Appendix MP: Master Plan Discussions – A Few Selected Items 
There are a few aspects of these discussions I highlight here. 

Preserving Existing Naturally Affordable Housing 
During discussions on preserving existing affordable housing, the Rollins Park Apartments in the 
City’s south near the Montrose neighborhood and Congressional Towers was discussed. Mayor 
and Council decided to protect Rollins Park in its present form.  

Figure MP1: Rollins Park Apartments  

Picture by Mark Pierzchala, September 4, 2025 

Later in the Master Plan process, the status of Woodmont Park Apartments, on State Highway 
355 and West Edmonston, was discussed. The property was similarly protected. This was 
referred to as “The Rollins Park treatment”.  
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Figure MP2: Woodmont Park Apartments – Picture Taken from West Edmonston 

 
Picture by Mark Pierzchala, September 6, 2025 

During the Master Plan session on the West End, the Dawson Park Apartments on Dawson 
Avenue, were slated to be rezoned as single-family. This would not have threatened their 
existence as long as the property was maintained as apartments, but would have impacted 
redevelopment opportunities. I demanded, and got, that these apartments would receive the 
“Rollins Park Apartments” treatment. Thus, these properties were not rezoned as single-family. 
See GGW12 above.  

Figure MP3: Dawson Avenue Apartments 

 

Picture by Mark Pierzchala, September 4, 2025 
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Special Treatment for the West End 
The City’s current master plan “Comprehensive Plan of the City of Rockville, Maryland: 
Elements + Planning Areas: 2040 Rockville” was adopted August 2, 2021. The West End and 
Woodley Gardens East and West, Planning Area 4, received 30 pages of treatment (pages 284-
313). This included address-level prescriptions both in text and in table.  

During the 2040 Master Plan process I noted that the West End received special treatment. I also 
noted that if any one area of the City needed special treatment, it was either Town Center or 
King Farm. I view King Farm as the neighborhood facing the most challenges due to 
development pressures to their north and east, and due to Shady Grove Road and State Highway 
355 on their borders. (January 30, 2023 at 02:45:31) 

During the master plan process I repeatedly advocated for a Town Center Master Plan process 
(see Table Z). This agenda item was approved during my final term. The current Mayor and 
Council (2023 – 2027) adopted a new Town Center Master Plan. I repeatedly noted that the 2040 
Master Plan failed the Town Center.  

Appendix SF: Single Family Zones 
GGW advocates that single family zones allow other kinds of units, for example, duplexes and 
quadplexes. I came out against broad single-family rezoning during the campaign. Here’s why: 

• We don’t need single-family space to create housing. There is plenty of space along our 
main traffic and transportation corridors. There is much idle commercial land that could 
be redeveloped into housing including defunct shopping plazas near Metros and along 
Research Boulevard and Piccard Avenue. 

• Many of Rockville’s single-family zones are protected by Home-Owner Associations. 
Any rezoning of single-family zones will not impact these neighborhoods. These HOAs 
tend to be the more affluent neighborhoods.  

• There are 2 neighborhoods covered by design guidelines East Rockville (2021) and 
Lincoln Park (2025) The West End has also considered design guidelines. It is unclear 
how the current guidelines would impact alternate housing types, but if they don’t 
prohibit these already, they can be amended to do so. 

• There is no realistic pace of redevelopment of single-family plots that would measurably 
improve housing attainability.  

• A better alternative within single-family zones is already available. That is, allowing 
renters within existing homes.  

• The group of people who have some wealth but are closest economically speaking to 
renters (because they have been there themselves), are the owners of single-family 
homes, townhomes, and condominiums. It’s been extremely difficult to get people in 
these communities to agree to housing near, not in, their neighborhoods. I have suffered 
politically because of these efforts. I want homeowners to be allies in creating housing, 
not adversaries in fighting off new housing types next door.  
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• I do not worry about the renters in such housing; I have been one myself. I was a renter 
until age 44. I do worry about large numbers of remote landlords of small properties and 
the effort the City would incur to regulate and monitor them. 

Appendix CCT: Corridor Cities Transitway 
I first became acquainted with the concept of Bus Rapid Transit from a 2009 Scientific American 
article Bus Rapid Transit | Scientific American. It described a successful implementation of BRT 
in Bogatá, Columbia, dating from 2001.  

I was also present at a Mayor and Council meeting, before my first term, when then County 
Councilmember Marc Elrich made a presentation to the Rockville City Council about a possible 
BRT system in Montgomery County. He made a great, well-researched presentation.37 

The Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) is a desired transitway route from Shady Grove Metro to 
North Montgomery County. The initial plan, as I recall, was to put it through the new King Farm 
community as light rail. Today, the project currently is in hiatus with no funding plan. Some 
websites I was able to find on the CCT (November 29, 2025): 

• A State of Maryland website: https://www.cctmaryland.com.  
• A Montgomery County website: Montgomery Planning: Transportation - Corridor Cities 

Transitway Project last updated (it says) December 3, 2012.  

The CCT always had 2 difficult roadway issues. The first was a posited ‘fly-over’, a dedicated 
bridge, continuing King Farm Boulevard over I-270. The second was the crossing across 
Highway 355 from the Shady Grove Metro to within King Farm which was initially planned to 
be a tunnel under the highway. Both of these options introduced huge costs issues. The initial 
mode was for light rail. This was another costly option and it would have required tearing up the 
King Farm Boulevard median. I supported Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) to avoid the cost of 
constructing a railway. There were other changes the County made to the CCT plan, including 
introducing additional stops west of King Farm. 

The Corridor Cities Transitway, my evolution: 

• Skeptical, but study alternative alignments. 
o Considered, but some alternative alignments were not possible 

• Supportive, with some key amendments 
o Use electric buses – quieter options 
o Do not tear up the King Farm Boulevard median, not necessary  
o Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) special bus platforms are not necessary 

• I noted during a public meeting that the Mayor and Council voted alignment (in my 
2009-2011 term) was through King Farm and that that stance had not changed. 

o I noted this on July 16, 2018, starting about minute 55. 

 
37 Since the City’s website transition is ongoing, it is not possible at the time of this writing to determine the date. 
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•  A straw vote taken on July 12, 2021 showed Mayor Newton and Councilmembers 
Feinberg and Ashton in support of the realignment of the CCT along Shady Grove Road 
with Councilmembers Pierzchala and Myles keeping it on King Farm Boulevard.  

• Subsequently, at a Mayor and Council meeting on October 18, 2021, a County 
representative noted how the CCT was being reenvisioned and how a BRT on State 
Highway 355 may replace part of the CCT. 

o I had noted how the CCT and the Highway 355 BRT may conflict. 
o I also noted during that meeting, that unless BRT lanes are dedicated, you really 

do not have the ‘rapid’ in rapid transit. I based this on my experience of watching 
BRT operate on State Highway 29 during the lessened traffic of the pandemic.  

o I also noted how the rise of remote working could reduce the need for more 
roadways, based on the results of the pandemic usage. 

Figure CCT1: Corridor Forward vis-à-vis the CCT 

 

Captured from the Meeting Video of October 18, 2021 – See Table Z below 

• I have concluded that dedicated BRT lanes, on the edges of King Farm, on Shady Grove 
Road and State Highway 355 would channel much through traffic into King Farm. 

o This was my conclusion based on walking the streets, observing traffic, and 
looking at the County developments to the north, west, and east of King Farm. 

o I also noted how King Farm provides several easy-to-access shortcuts including 
Gaither Road, Choke Cherry Road/Piccard Drive, Redland Road, and Watkins 
Pond Boulevard. 

The State of Maryland eventually decided that Montgomery County should fund the CCT itself 
as the entire length of the transitway was inside the County.  

171



Mark Pierzchala 
February 3, 2026 

90 
 

I am skeptical of BRT success given its poor time performance unless all lanes are dedicated and 
given how difficult it would be to dedicate BRT lanes in existing travel lanes. I have also 
concluded that unless there is a funding plan in place from the start, the prospects of a BRT or 
other retrofit transit system, are tremendously diminished. I think there should be a reanalysis of 
the viability for the CCT, especially if the County goes with a BRT on State Highway 355.  

Nevertheless, Montgomery County is proceeding with a version of BRT called the Flash BRT 
network. There are plans for 7 routes. Flash Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project Page (November 
29, 2025, some of the embedded links do not work).  

The following timeline gives key discussions and votes. 

CCT Timeline in 2009 Before My First Term 
Date Links 
3/9/2009 Agenda Item 11. Presentation of the Public Draft of the Gaithersburg West 

Master Plan, by Montgomery County staff from the Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission 
Minutes: Mention the CCT as central to this plan. 

6/15/2009 Minutes: Item 12. District 17 Presentation – Senator Forehand mentions the 
CCT and her advocacy 

 

CCT Timeline From Pierzchala’s First Term 
3/1/2010 Agenda Item 4. Joint Meeting with Members of the Montgomery County 

Council and the Mayor and Council of Gaithersburg regarding the 
Gaithersburg West Master Plan.  
Minutes: Item 4 Summary. 
Note: The acronym CCT is not mentioned in the agenda or minutes. 

3/8/2010 Agenda Item 15. Adoption of a Resolution regarding the Montgomery County 
Planning Board's Draft of the Gaithersburg West Master Plan. This follows 
from the  

3/9/2010 Note: This meeting is a follow-up to the meeting the day before to approve 
the resolution as discussed. The only action item. 
Agenda Item 3: Adoption of a Resolution regarding the Montgomery County 
Planning Board's Draft of the Gaithersburg West 
Master Plan. 
Minutes: Item 3 – Resolution adopted 3-0.  

11/8/2010 Minutes: Item 4 – City Manager’s Report: A slide presentation on the CCT.  
Note: This presentation was not agendized. 

12/13/2010 Minutes: Item 4 – City Manager’s Report: A note on an upcoming public 
hearing on the CCT by the Maryland Transit Administration.  
Note: This issue was not agendized. 

1/18/2011 Agenda Item 10: Discussion & Instructions - Corridor Cities Transitway 
(CCT) 
Minutes: Item 6 – Citizen’s Forum, 8 speakers about the CCT. 
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Minutes: Item 10 – Extensive discussion – This is an item that GGW 
specifically mentioned, a motion to study alternate alignments (not oppose 
them as mentioned by GGW). 
Mayor and Council specifically silent on mode. 

5/16/2011 Minutes Item 4 – City Manager’s Report: Mr. Craig Simoneau provides a 
status report on the City Staff’s meeting with the MTA about the alternate 
alignment study. 

10/1/2012 Minutes: Item 16 – Review and Comment Regarding Future Agendas, “CM 
Pierzchala requesting adding an item to the end of October meetings which is 
a discussion as to where the City stands as a body on the following items that 
could be accurately related to the County: Tax Duplication, Stormwater 
Management, MCPS issues, CCT issues, . . .” and others.  

8/5/2013 Agenda Item 12: Discussion and Instructions-Request to Increase the Total 
Number of Dwelling Units from 3,200 Units to3,344 Units and to Allow 144 
Additional Townhouse Dwelling Units in the Irvington Center Section of 
King Farm the Intersection of King Farm Boulevard and Piccard Drive 
Note: The CCT is mentioned as an item in the overall report.  Much of the 
staff report is scanned and not searchable.  
Minutes Item 12: The placement of the CCT was mentioned. 

10/21/2013 Minutes Item 4 – City Manager’s Report – mentions an upcoming CCT 
Community Open House on October 30, at the Universities of Shady Grove 

6/16/2014 Minutes – Item 8 Mayor and Council Reports – Mayor Marcuccio mentions 
the CCT as relates to King Farm. 

12/3/2015 
Rockville / 
Gaithersburg 
/ County 

The meeting convened in the Executive office Building Auditorium at 7:00 
p.m. on Thursday, December 3, 2015, in the County Executive Building, 101 
Monroe Street, Rockville, Maryland 20850. 

2/13/2017 Agenda Item 13: Discussion -Preparation for March 9 Interagency BRT 
Meeting with Gaithersburg, Montgomery County and the State 
Minutes Item 13 – in part: “. . . and how the CCT relates to the MD355BRT.” 

3/9/2017 
Rockville / 
Gaithersburg 
/ County 

Minutes – a bare summary: “The Mayor and Council of Rockville participated 
in a multi-jurisdictional meeting with the Montgomery County Council and 
the Gaithersburg City Council to discuss the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) System 
and the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT). 
The meeting was an interjurisdictional meeting with Rockville, Gaithersburg 
and Montgomery County Council on the planning for Bus Rapid Transit in the 
Rockville/Gaithersburg Area.” 

3/27/2017 Agenda Item 16. Presentation of the Shady Grove Neighborhood Center 
Application-Project Plan Briefing-PJT2017-00007 
Minutes: Item 16 – CCT proximity mentioned for the proposal. 
Minutes: Item 20 – BRT, “CM Pierzchala suggested a discussion on Bus 
Rapid Transit to formulate a position and to be better prepared for the next 
BRT jurisdictional meeting. The Mayor and Council agreed.” 

10/16/2017 Minutes Item 20: Review and Comment – Future Agendas “Councilmember 
Pierzchala believes the Mayor and Council should take a position on the 
proposed CCT for the King Farm Community.” 
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2/5/2018 Minutes Item 21 A. Future Agendas “Councilmember Pierzchala requested a 
further discussion regarding the CCT and indicated that he would discuss this 
topic further with Mayor Newton and provide an update to the full Body.” 

7/16/2018 Agenda Item 5A. Worksession on the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and the 
Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) 
Minutes Item 5A – This was mostly a presentation on the MD 355 BRT. With 
respect to the CCT: “The Mayor and Council requested a future discussion on 
the proposed Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT). Director of Public Works 
Craig Simoneau noted that the City would need to engage with the State, as 
the project was not funded and placed on hold.” 

2/25/2019 Agenda Item 14 – starts packet page 209. The CCT is mentioned as in 
proximity to this proposal.  
Note: This is a project that was possible to discuss because of the removal of 
the fire/emergency response time provision of the APFO. 
Minutes Item 14: “Future alignment of the CCT” is mentioned as a concern 

7/12/2021 
3-2 vote  

Straw vote whereby Mayor and Council support the realignment of the CCT 
along Shady Grove Road. In favor of the Shady Grove CCT realignment: 
Newton, Feinberg, Ashton. Against: Myles, Pierzchala. 

CCT Links Document  

Appendix MPDU: Moderately Priced Dwelling Units 
This appendix concerns the percentage of MPDUs required in residential zones (GGW 14 
above). GGW stated: “Ashton also championed increasing the city’s inclusionary zoning 
requirements from 12.5 to 15 percent.” However, MXCD and MCTD zones were already at 15% 
MPDU. These zones hold a majority of the land that has already been developed, or is most 
desirable for development, for multi-family since these areas are Metro and bus accessible.  

Figure MPDU1 shows zoning areas, marked by arrows, which were revised from a 12.5% to a 
15% MPDU requirement and where that impact is most likely to be effected38. The legend in the 
upper right corner indicates areas unlikely to be redeveloped. That is because they are already 
developed or have a zone that does not allow multi-family development. The 2 black outlined 
rectangles in MPDU1 refer to purple areas in Figure MPDU2 that were already at 15%.  

 
38 My annotations reflect 12 years in office and as a Civic Association President engaged in the 2009 rezoning.  
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Figure MPDU1: Rockville’s Zoning Map – October 12, 2025 

 

The black arrow in both Figures points to College Gardens Plaza. This Plaza was successfully 
upzoned to MXCD under my leadership and initiative as the President of the College Gardens 
Civic Association (CGCA) (GGW2 above). This was after neighborhood meetings to explicitly 
discuss the desired zoning for the plaza. We wanted the plaza to be redeveloped. The CGCA was 
one of the few civic associations to participate in the zoning revision that took effect in 2009.  

Discussion 
The areas in Figure MPDU1 that are marked as 1 and 2 are the ones that I would most like to see 
redeveloped into housing. These consist mainly of underused office parks.  
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Areas 1: 
These are along Shady Grove Road, Research Boulevard, Pickard Drive, and Gude Drive. These 
could be residential corridors. I-270 is proximate but connects only at Shady Grove Road. 39 

Area 2: 
This 2-part area is at State Highway 355 and Gude Drive, straddling Gude Drive.  

Why Areas 1 and Area 2 are Not Yet Developed – My Opinion 
These areas are not readily walkable to Metro stations. For example, Area 2 is halfway between 
Shady Grove and Rockville Metro Stations. These are 20-minute, not very pleasant walks.  

Why Only MXCD and MXTD were Placed at 15% MPDU in 2009 
My recollection of the reasoning was that the 15% requirement would be too onerous for these 
non-transit areas. These are the judgement calls local bodies must typically grapple with. 

Important Note: 
This appendix was written as the Mayor and Council were rewriting the zoning ordinance based 
on the 2040 Master Plan. The maps and the MPDU requirements reflect this current time frame. 
The Zoning Ordinance revision should be completed in 2026. 

The Spine of Transit Oriented Development 
Figure MPDU2 shows where the 2009 zoning ordinance placed a 15% MPDU requirement. This 
was primarily along State Highway 355, Rockville’s primary public transportation spine. There 
are 3 Metro Stations along this highway. This is where transit-oriented development is most 
fruitful, and where the majority of multifamily development has occurred.  

The black arrow points to College Plaza next to my neighborhood of College Gardens. The 
College Gardens Civic Association, under my leadership at the time as President, had this plaza 
upzoned to MXCD to incent its redevelopment.  

Area 3 is the new Farmstead District approved since the City published this map in 2021.  

 

 
39 I recall an Urban Land Institute study of Research Boulevard and Piccard Drive but I cannot locate it on the City’s 
new website.  
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Figure MPDU2: Rockville Zones Already at 15% MPDU Requirement40 

 

Annotations, black arrow, and box 3, are by Mark Pierzchala. 

 
40 This map was created before the Farmstead District was annexed. It was annexed as an MC-CD zone. This is on 
355 at the very top of this map at number 3.   
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Methodology 
I served as Rockville Councilmember from November 2009 through November 2013, then from 
November 2015 through November 2023. This included 425 meetings over 12 years of service in 
4 terms41 over 14 years. I missed one meeting for a Sisters Cities trip to China.  

To capture a more complete context of my 4 terms, I researched Rockville’s legislative history 
from January 2009 through 2023 (including 23 meetings before I was seated, 1 meeting after I 
left the body, and the entire 2013-2015 term when I was also off the body). This was for selected 
controversial or illustrative development projects, and for other important topics. This included 
538 meetings overall. I use the more global term ‘item’ to refer to both projects and topics. To 
conduct this research, I had to (1) search for items, (2) assess them for relevance, (3) construct a 
timeline of important dates, (4) identify important dates, votes, and other events, (5) summarize 
what happened and when, and (6) create an accessible archive for source documents (mostly 
minutes and agenda packets). 

Searching for Items 
Identifying the meetings for specific items was a huge challenge. There is no overall published 
index of items over this time period. I searched through all minutes to identify applicable 
meetings. I usually also searched through the agenda packets.  

• Agenda packets give the information that the Council was considering 
• Minutes tell what actions were taken. 

It wasn’t that easy. This is an enormous task for 538 meetings. There were large logistical issues 
that had to be solved, including: 

• Most minutes were machine-readable but 65 were scans of paper documents and thus not 
searchable. For the latter, I used character-recognition software to render text. This gave 
mixed results, but for searching for short strings, such as ‘CCT’ it was acceptable. 

• A handful of minutes are missing from the City’s website. To solve this, I generated 
transcripts of these meetings. For these missing minutes, I substituted the generated 
summaries to execute the searches. 

• In the term running from November 2013 through November 2015, the minutes switched 
from detailed narrative minutes to summary minutes. Searching the minutes for content 
was more successful for the earlier meetings.  

This search method found about 90% of meetings for specific items, but there were other 
meetings found by other techniques such as reading through agenda packets.  

Sometimes there were meetings where there was a single Community Forum comment or an 
affirmation that Staff were working on an item. These dates were weeded from the timelines. 

 
41 With the start of the 2019 term, Rockville went from 2-year terms to 4-year terms. 
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Constructing Timelines in the Appendices 
Several of the timelines extend over several pages. These are constructed as Word tables. There 
are parallel Word tables accessible through so-called ‘Links Document’ where the reader can 
easily and directly access a meeting minute of a meeting agenda packet.  

The timeline on the APFO was challenging to construct since it covers all the years over multiple 
projects. For this timeline, I twice referenced other timelines to avoid repeating information.  

The timelines establish the chronology of an item. Most issues extended over several months or 
years or terms. When an issue extends over two or more terms, the composition of the Council 
changes, and this can impact the outcome of an item. 

Identifying Important Dates, Votes, and Other Events 
The resolution of most items comes down to a vote or a series of votes. There can be a court case 
involved, as for Victory Housing or for Beall’s Grant II (covered in the appendix on the APFO). 
For the Silverwood project a few County actions were necessary. For other issues Planning 
Commission actions were key. I tried to point out the most important dates in the timetables. 

Relevant minutes documents and agenda packets are accessible through links in the electronic 
document. This makes it easier for other researchers to identify useful documents and spend 
more time on their analyses.  

There are times when there is an important statement or a discussion on a non-agendized item. 
This is a more difficult challenge to find these because important statements about particular 
issues, projects, or laws can occur at any time within any meeting. I identified a subset of 
meetings and transcribed the tapes of selected meetings in order to find important statements.  

Quality Assurance 
In all aspects of this research, I constantly checked and rechecked dates and votes and made an 
enormous effort to include all essential information. I also spent a huge amount of time making 
sure the dates, statements, quotes, construction of the timetables, and the links were accurate. 

There are probably minor errors given the amount of data involved. But I tried much harder than 
GGW to get things right.  

Additional Goal – Establish a Research Resource on Housing 
As this project progressed, an additional goal emerged; to provide a starting point for anyone 
(e.g., academics or students) who want to conduct empirical research for the issue of housing for 
a specific City in a specific time. This took extra effort.  
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Additional References 
Most entries above are self-referenced. Further, links are provided to almost all documents. A 
few additional special references are included here. I have read all of them. 

APFO/APFS Court Case – Beall’s Grant II 
Anselmo, John, et al. v. MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF ROCKVILLE, et al. No. 1006, 
September Term, 2009, Meredith, Graeff, Thiem, Raymond D., Jr (Retired, Specially Assigned), 
JJ. Opinion by Thiem, J. Filed: November 1, 2010. Anselmo et al - Beall's Grant II  

In reading this document, you can understand why Councilmember John Britton 
remarked that the APFO/APFS decision could go either way in this appeal. Yet the 
decision was clear, and Beall’s Grant II as proposed was stopped.  

Depending on exact design details, Beall’s Grant II was going to add from 5 to 8 students 
to Beall Elementary. This invoked the APFO on school capacity grounds, stopping the 
project as proposed. 

Rockville Master Plans and Design Guidelines 
City of Rockville. “Comprehensive Plan of the City of Rockville, Maryland: Elements + 
Planning Areas: 2040 Rockville”. Adopted August 2, 2021, found at Rockville-2040-
Comprehensive-Plan.pdf.  

City of Rockville. “2025 Rockville Town Center Master Plan: An Amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan of the City of Rockville”. Adopted January 27, 2025, found at 2025 
Rockville TCMP Adopted Final Updated.pdf  

City of Rockville. “Adopted Lincoln Park Neighborhood Conservation District Plan 
Amendment: An Amendment to the previously adopted 2007 Lincoln Park Neighborhood 
Conservation District Plan”. Adopted January 27, 2025. Lincoln-Park-Neighborhood-
Conservation-District-Plan-Amendment.pdf . The original Lincoln Park Neighborhood Plan. 
Adopted February 26, 2007. 2007 Lincoln Park Neighborhood Plan  

City of Rockville. “East Rockville Design Guidelines”. February 1, 2021. East Rockville Design 
Guidelines | City of Rockville  

Background Reading 
Hanson, Royce. Suburb: Planning Politics and the Public Interest. Cornell University Press 
(2017).  

This book gives a great deal of information about Montgomery County development 
issues and its politics. This treatment extends to the recent past. For me, it explained a lot 
about some of the personalities I either dealt with or heard about. Hanson is the originator 
of the County’s Ag Reserve. He reflects on its pros and cons. In some ways, the book fills 
in history where “A Grateful Remembrance” (below) leaves off in 1976. 
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Hornstein, Gail A. To Redeem One Person is to Redeem the World: The Life of Frieda Fromm-
Reichmann, © Hornstein, Gail A. 2000, Other Press LLC, To Redeem One Person is to Redeem 
the World The Life of Freida Fromm-Reichmann.   

This is a riveting, densely written book. It relates to the Chestnut Lodge issue: GGW4. 

MacMaster, Richard K. & Hiebert, Ray Eldon. A Grateful Remembrance: The Story of 
Montgomery County, Maryland 1776 – 1976. © 1976 and 1996 by the Montgomery County 
Government, Montgomery County Historical Society.  

A gem of a historical treatment of Montgomery County, giving the background of 
development during different eras, including, for example, the creation of the Washington 
Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC). It also covers the resistance of Montgomery 
County residents to apartment buildings. 

McGuckian, Eileen S. Rockville, Portrait of a City. © 2001 by the Mayor and Council of 
Rockville. Hillsboro Press 

This covers Rockville’s pre-history to 2000. Its historical extent is greater than the 
County book, but it is similar in many ways. It also covers development issues over the 
years including water and sewer issues. This is a remarkable book by the founder of 
Rockville’s Peerless Rockville, its historic preservation agency.  

Technical Notes 
1. This document is best read from an on-line computer screen. There are links to thousands 

of pages of City brief book pages and minutes and links to pages I generated. 
2. If anyone wishes to write a scholarly piece on the difficulty of producing housing in 

Rockville from 2008 through 2023, the timelines and their links would be a good place to 
start. This would be especially useful for case studies. 

3. Sources include City Staff Agenda Packets (a.k.a. brief books), minutes, budget 
documents, my own images, viewings of videos, and transcripts of selected meetings.  

4. I spent hundreds of hours on research. It was tedious to sift through other source 
documents. Usually, I looked at meeting minutes as a guide to other documents.  

5. I found that there are a handful of missing meeting minutes. I replaced these with 
generated meeting transcripts and notified the City Clerk.  

6. Most of the meeting minutes are text-searchable and can be text-copied. However, there 
are 65 minutes postings that are scans of paper documents. For the latter, I hand-typed in 
the motions, votes, and important notes into the various timelines. This is to preserve the 
searchability of this document.  

7. In November 2025, the City transitioned to a new website. As of this writing, the new 
website does not include references to Mayor and Council meetings before 2022. Also, 
some links to documents were broken. I have tried to identify these. 
a. The provided links to brief books and minutes remain valid because I downloaded 

these into my own repository. 
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List of Selected Videos by Topic 
The following table lists supporting video clips. These are not scripted speeches. They are 
extemporaneously spoken remarks made at Mayor and Council meetings. The symbol  
indicates the clips to view if you have time constraints.  

Table Z: List of Video Dates and Times 
Provision of Housing – Role of the Private sector – Responds to GGW 10 
February 3, 2020, On the provision of housing (1:45) 
July 20, 2020, On the provision of housing (1:14) 
 April 19, 2021, On the provision of housing (3:49) 
July 6, 2021, On the provision of housing (1:16) 
February 6, 2023, On the supply and demand of housing (1:21) 
 June 5, 2023, Providing housing and experience renting in Rockville (5:03) 
Speed and Red-Light Cameras to Automate Traffic Enforcement – Responds to GGW 18 
December 16, 2019, What Speed and Red Light Cameras Should Do (2:00) 
 March 2, 2020, a, What Speed and Red Light Cameras Should Do (2:19) Fund Vision Zero 
March 2, 2020, b, What Speed and Red Light Cameras Should Do (1:18) Fund Vision Zero 
December 14, 2020, What Speed and Red Light Cameras Should Do (1:16) Change behavior 
August 1, 2022, What Speed and Red Light Cameras Should Do (1:24) Increase cameras  
December 12, 2022, What Speed and Red Light Cameras Should Do (1:44) Funding, behavior 
March 20, 2023, a, What Speed and Red Light Cameras Should Do (0:47) Funding, behavior 
March 20, 2023, b, What Speed and Red Light Cameras Should Do (0:39) Funding, behavior 
May 8, 2023, What Speed and Red Light Cameras Should Do (1:23) Funding, behavior 
CCT – Miscellaneous – Responds to GGW 7 
 July 12, 2021, 3-2 Straw Vote for CCT Shady Grove Realignment, Pierzchala Opposed 
(3:26) CCT on Shady Grove Rd and Hwy 355 would jam King Farm with cut-through traffic   
October 18, 2021, MCDOT Presents Corridor Forward vis-à-vis CCT (1:18), vis-à-vis 
Corridor Forward – Jesse McGowan, Transportation Planner, of MoCo Planning Department, 
CF rethinks the CCT – eliminates costly I-270 crossings. 
Town Center Master Plan – Getting it on the Workplan for the 2023-2027 Term  
2026 ZOR Alert:  Impending Board of Education decisions on the use of the new Crown 
High School could throw Town Center into moratorium.  
February 7, 2022, a, Placing the Town Center Master Plan on Next Term's Agenda (0:15)  
February 7, 2022, b, Placing the Town Center Master Plan on Next Term's Agenda (0:5)  
February 7, 2022, c,  Thumbs Up (Why did this not stick?) to Place the Town Center Master 
Plan on Next Term's Agenda (0:52)  
 April 18, 2022,  Placing the Town Center Master Plan on Next Term's Agenda (5:17)  
May 16, 2022,  Placing the Town Center Master Plan on Next Term's Agenda (3:16)  
 January 30, 2023,  Placing the Town Center Master Plan on Next Term's Agenda (5:03) 
Finally put on the next term’s agenda, uncertainty is a barrier, investor thinking, West End got 
special treatment, the Master Plan failed Town Center.   
Fireside Park Apartments – Responds to GGW 2 in part, also Appendix FPA 
March 19, 2018, Fireside Park Apartments - 4-1 Vote to Refinance (1:11)  
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February 9, 2026 

 
Mayor Ashton and Members of the City Council 
City of Rockville 

My name is Marji Graf, and I am the President and CEO of the Greater Rockville Chamber of 
Commerce. We represent hundreds of local businesses, associations, nonprofits, property 
owners, and community stakeholders. 

I am here today to express serious concern regarding the proposed sign ordinance language in 
Article 10 of the Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance for the City of Rockville, dated December 1, 
2025. Specifically, the proposed prohibition of internally illuminated freestanding signs¹ and 
electronic message centers² visible from the public right-of-way would significantly 
disadvantage Rockville’s small and mid-sized businesses at a time when they are competing 
harder than ever for visibility and customers in a challenging regional economy. 

From the Chamber’s perspective, freestanding internally illuminated signs and electronic 
message centers—often referred to as EMCs—are not cosmetic extras. They are essential 
business tools. 

Internally illuminated freestanding signs, including monument, pole, and pylon signs, are 
frequently more effective and attractive than externally illuminated signs. They provide greater 
visibility, contrast, and legibility at night and during inclement weather. For many storefronts—
particularly those set back from the road, located in multi-tenant centers, or lacking prominent 
building frontage—these signs are often the primary way motorists and pedestrians know a 
business exists, what it offers, and where to turn. 

The proposed ban would disadvantage not only new businesses considering Rockville, but also 
existing businesses that currently rely on these signs. While such signs would be grandfathered, 
any change of copy would eliminate their nonconforming status. This means that a new tenant at 
an existing location—or an existing business updating its logo or name—would be required to 
replace an effective internally illuminated sign with an externally downlit one. Even without 
changes, the sign must be removed after eight years, forcing businesses to incur the real costs of 
purchasing a new sign, as well as the intangible costs of reduced nighttime visibility and 
attractiveness. 
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The categorical prohibition of any electronic message center visible from the public right-of-way 
is equally concerning. To clarify, these are on-premises digital signs—not billboards. Under the 
proposed definition, EMCs would include gas station digital price displays, fast food drive-
through menu boards, and bank drive-through signs. Rockville currently has many businesses 
using signage that would fall under this definition and would be swept into this prohibition. 

While we appreciate that the City would still allow EMCs visible to pedestrians, the proposal 
prevents businesses from using a communications technology that is already responsibly 
regulated in many jurisdictions through brightness limits, automatic dimming, and reasonable 
message change intervals. Rather than modernizing the code, this approach freezes Rockville in 
the past and undercuts its competitiveness. 

Eliminating these modern and effective signage options will disproportionately harm 
independent retailers, local restaurants, and service providers—businesses that do not have large 
marketing budgets, brand-name recognition, or prime locations. It sends a message that 
Rockville is a harder place to do business than neighboring jurisdictions. Montgomery County 
and the City of Gaithersburg, for example, both allow internally illuminated freestanding signs 
and EMCs visible from the public right-of-way, subject to reasonable regulatory controls. 

These restrictions would also place Rockville at a disadvantage when attracting new investment. 
Regional and national businesses routinely consider signage visibility as part of their site-
selection criteria. A zoning code that bans internally illuminated freestanding signs and prohibits 
EMCs visible from the public right-of-way will push some prospective tenants to nearby 
communities with more balanced standards. The result is fewer leases signed, fewer jobs created, 
and less tax revenue to support the services Rockville residents value. 

By allowing internally illuminated freestanding signs and electronic message centers visible 
from the public right-of-way, Rockville has the opportunity to align its zoning update with 
current signage best practices and business realities. The Greater Rockville Chamber of 
Commerce urges the City to reconsider these provisions and to work collaboratively with the 
business community to adopt sign regulations that protect community character while still 
allowing Rockville businesses to be seen, found, and supported. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
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that it is difficult for the College Gardens Civic Association to effectively review and 
make substantive comments on the proposed zoning ordinance. 
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attachments to it. If you have received this message in error, please immediately notify us by return e-mail or fax or by telephone and 
delete or destroy this message. 
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Shellhorn Rockville LLC 
1460 and 1488 Rockville Pike 

Comments to Draft City of Rockville Zoning Ordinance Rewrite (the “Draft ZOR”) 
 

1. Existing Automotive Repair Establishments in the MXTD Zones  

• The automotive repair facility at 1460 Rockville Pike was constructed to pursuant to a 
Use Permit (Use 79-00148) approved in 1979. 

• The Draft ZOR prohibits automotive repair facilities in the MXTD Zones. This creates 
challenges and complications for property owners that need to obtain financing or 
otherwise deal with lenders and other capital sources. 

• Request: We ask that City staff consider making automotive repair establishments a 
conditional use in the MXTD zone where the use was established by a Use Permit prior 
to the effective date of the ZOR. If staff has concerns about these uses expanding, the 
ZOR can limit expansion to the requirements in Section 25.9.1.2 (see below). 

 

2. Car Wash uses in the MXTD Zones  

• The Draft ZOR will continue to prohibit car wash uses in the MXTD Zones. While we 
acknowledge that car wash uses do not fit with the spirit and intent of vertical, mixed-use 
development contemplated by the MXTD zone, there are many sites that contain retail 
uses that will continue to operate in that fashion until the market will support the 
investment needed for compact, infill mixed-use development. A car wash use can be 
complementary to these older retail centers and responsive to current market demands.  
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• Request: We ask that City staff make a car wash a conditional use for sites that contain a 
minimum of 20,000 square feet of commercial uses constructed prior to the effective date 
of the Draft ZOR.  

3. Amendments to Project Plans, Site Plans, and Planned Developments (Divisions 4.2) 

• Section 25.4.2.1(a) states “An application to amend any previously approved Project 
Plan, Planned Development, Level 2 Site Plan, Level 1 Site Plan, or equivalent approval 
must be filed with the Chief of Zoning in accordance with this Division.”  

• Equivalent approval is not defined. It is unclear if properties that were developed prior to 
the creation of Project Plan and Site Plans can use the minor amendment process where 
the changes to an existing development otherwise meet the standards.  

• Request: We ask that City staff clarify that equivalent approval includes a Use Permit or 
Building Permit so that these sites can use the minor amendment process to make 
incremental changes. 

 

4. Drive-Through Windows in the MXTD Zone  

• The staff report from the January 28th Planning Commission work session states that 
“based on input from Mayor and Councilmembers, the Staff Draft include grandfathering 
language (referenced in the Uses and Use Standards section above) that would treat any 
existing gas stations or drive-through windows in the MXTD zones as permitted uses, 
while prohibiting new MXTD gas stations or drive-throughs.”  

• The Draft ZOR does not contain clear grandfathering language in the use table or use 
standards for drive-through uses. In addition to the need for a specific provision on 
drive-through uses in the MXTD zones, we would encourage staff to consider allowing 
properties being rezoned to the MXTD zone through the ZMA process a limited 
expansion opportunity to include drive-through windows. By way of example, 1460 and 
1488 Rockville Pike are currently zoned MXCD which permits a drive-through window. 
While the long-term vision for redevelopment of these properties under the MXTD zone 
would not include a drive-through, the MXTD should allow for near-term opportunities 
that include a drive-through window.  

• Request: We ask that the City allow drive-through windows to be added to sites where 
the zoning prior to adoption of the ZMA and Draft ZOR permitted such uses as long as 
the use can be added through the minor amendment process or as a Level 1 Site Plan 
application.  
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5. Elimination of parking minimum for sites near transit  

• Section 25.8.2.4.(c) provides that uses are exempt from the parking minimums if they are 
located within ½ mile of a Metro Station. Based upon our previous review of the distance 
between the Shellhorn properties and Twinbrook Metro Station, it is likely that the 
property will qualify. However, it is unclear how the ½ mile distance is measured. In 
order to ensure property owners, have certainty on this standard as they explore 
opportunities for vertical, mixed-use development, it would be helpful to understand how 
this distance is measured.  

• Request: We ask that City clarify if this distance is measured as the crow flies or through 
some other metric as part of revisions to the Draft ZOR. 

 

6. Updates to the Sign Ordinance  

• The Highlights document that staff prepared states that the Draft ZOR will – 
o Ensures regulations are content-neutral (i.e., regulating sign size, location, design, 

rather than the text, color, or images on a sign). 
o Eliminates sign concept plans (which regulate content) and optional sign packages 

(which have only been used once) while requiring a new comprehensive sign plan 
be submitted prior to permit where two or more signs are proposed on a site. 

• However, the Draft ZOR does not contain a clear provision on the treatment of existing 
sign concept plans moving forward. 

• Request: We ask that the City add a provision to Section 25.4.4.4 (sign permits) 
addressing the treatment of sites with sign concept plans. The provision should indicate 
that property owners may abandon the sign concept plan upon submission of a new sign 
permit to the City, and that any text, color, or image limitations by the sign concept plan 
are no longer applicable.  
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1. Thanks to a few PC members who inquired about the ZOR approval schedule. This also led to
a discussion about the role of the Planning Commission in the revised zoning ordinance
(ZOR).

The City Staff response was bracing in my opinion. It became clear that the PC has a minimal
role in reviewing the proposed ZOR. Mostly your role is to answer specific Mayor and Council
(MC) questions to the PC. And it’s on their set schedule. Your role is to make selected
recommendations, not to review ZOR text.

This proposed ZOR was described as a text amendment. In effect, it is a complete repealing 
and reenactment of the existing zoning ordinance. And the PCs role is to answer some 
questions from the MC? Sad. 

While your proposed response is in the staff packet, don’t be afraid to add in some extra 
paragraphs. I find that it is best to have these typed out in advance and not constructed on 
the fly. You can point out policy differences or concerns even if they were not included as 
issues for the PC.  

You can, for example, recommend that Mayor and Council see a redline version of the 
differences between the texts of the zoning ordinance.  

2. I mentioned that you should all be able to see a redline change of the zoning ordinance.

The reason is that it is the zoning ordinance that is used when there are court challenges. In
my write-up, I refer to several court cases. A leading example from my document (Agenda
Packet Page (APP) 123-124) is from a court case that stopped the Beall’s Grant II affordable
housing project. The circuit court decided one way and the appeals court decided the other
way. Words matter, definitions matter, and phrasing matters in these court cases and the
Zoning Ordinance is the primary document because it is law.

There are other court cases mentioned in my document.

One of the PC member Pitman mentioned that it would be nice to see a crosswalk from the
Master Plan. I don’t think that is as necessary, but after the Master Plan was finished, City
Staff constructed a gigantic spread sheet of the Master Plan action items, including zoning
ordinance items. That would be a good starting point for a such a crosswalk.

The present zoning ordinance is 253 pages. The proposed ordinance is 290 pages. Members of 
the public are supposed to make sense of their respective differences?

3. It was mentioned by City Staff that the highlights document was meant to take the place of a
red-line version.

Counter example: The overview document briefly describes APFO/APFS changes. The PC
was asked to opine on one or a few aspects of APFO validity issues. The overview document
does not mention that (1) the new APFO takes out any mention of which items are under the
purview of the APFO. This is all now relegated to the APFS. (2) To change the standards in the
APFS, a super-majority of the MC would now be required.
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These are huge changes that are not mentioned in the highlights document. 

The super-majority requirement to change the APFS seems to be a reaction to several APFS 
changes on 3-2 votes in previous MC terms. These were votes that increased the housing 
supply. 

To give one example, the Reed, a large apartment building a short walk from the Shady Grove 
Metro, would not have been approved had there been a super-majority requirement for APFS 
changes (see APP 163). There are other examples. Look for red texts, usually containing the 
text ‘2026 ZOR’. See also (for example) APPs 144, 147, 150, 163, 184, and 208 (about the 
unintended consequences of the APFO/APFS based on Board of Education decisions). 

Ironically, the MC can repeal the entire APFO on a majority vote, but it can change the APFS 
only on a super-majority vote. Odd.  

The APFO/APFS have distorted, delayed, and stopped housing development in Rockville. There 
are huge policy issues involved. And the PC role is merely to weigh in on some APF validity 
issues?  

4. Champion projects:
I was the originator of Champion Projects during the Rockville Pike Plan adoption. You can see
this documented on APP 150 and other pages. This was a result of a conversation I had with a
previous Councilmember Tom Moore.

Champion projects were created for several reasons, but a huge one was to encourage the
aggregation of property into neighborhoods in the Twinbrook area. This was done
spectacularly well by B.F. Saul’s Twinbrook Quarter project, and its associated Developer’s
Rights and Responsibilities Agreement (DRRA).

The chair asked if champion projects could be defined for other places, e.g., Shady Grove
Metro Area. The answer is yes, and this would be a great idea. An even better place to declare
a champion project area would be Rockville’s Town Square/Town Center. These champion
areas could be used to overcome the negatives of the APFO/APFS for example.

Each champion project area would need its own set of justifications and findings to suit its
circumstances. But the concept remains valid.

Each would need its own version of a DRRA.

5. The electronic version of the zoning map:

What is there now is really slick for seeing differences between the current and the proposed.
But once the map is adopted, another nice feature would be to be able to click on a property
and have information pop-ups relating to both the Master Plan and the ZOR. I’m not sure
those are in place at the moment. There needs to be some reference to the text of the ZOR
when you click on the property in the electronic map. With the City’s new website, I’m not
sure all this is still in place, and it’s very hard to find the interactive map.
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I was a constant user of the City’s previous website. Klutzy as it was, you could find what you 
wanted, and going back many years. The current website is not nearly as generous with 
historic information.  
 

6. Plain language: I recall staff stating that they are reviewing the plain language aspect of the 
proposed ZOR. PC Commissioner Zyontz supplied his own version of this. 

 
The practical implication for an outside reviewer is that it won’t be until March 13 until we see 
what is in front of the Mayor and Council, text-wise. Changes in wording matter. Changes 
made for plain-language purposes may have unintended consequences. 

 
Mark Pierzchala 
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February 25, 2026 
TO: Mayor and Council 
FROM:  
SUBJECT: Zoning Text Amendment Application TXT2026-00271, the Draft Zoning 
Ordinance; 
Mayor and Council of Rockville, Applicants 
______________________________________________________________________
________ 
SUMMARY OF PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 
This memorandum summarizes the recommendations made by the Planning 
Commission on topics of interest contained in the Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA) 
Application TXT2026-00271, the Draft Zoning Ordinance. Note that the Planning 
Commission did not endeavor to review all aspects of the Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance. 
Instead, topics for work sessions were identified by Planning Commissioners, the Mayor 
and Council, and staff. The Planning Commission considered identified topics across 
during four work sessions held on January 14, January 28, February 4, and 
February 11, 2026. A full list of discussion topics and the dates on which they were 
discussed are included as Attachment 1 – Planning Commission Schedule. 
The Planning Commission’s recommendations as contained in this memo are based 
solely on the Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance authorized for filing on December 1, 2025. 
The Commission has not reviewed and is not making recommendations on the 
forthcoming  the Revised Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance, which will be prepared by City 
staff for the Mayor and Council’s review after the date of this memo. The Commission 
expects the Revised Staff Draft to be based on the Commission’s recommendations. 
 
Generally 
Language in the Staff Draft 
 
One of the goals of the Zoning Ordinance Rewrite is to ensure that the ordinance is 
clearly written, well-organized, accessible, and easy to use. During the project’s drafting 
phase, Staff drafted new provisions and revised many old provisions with this goal in 
mind. During the Planning Commission review, two Commissioners have provided 
comments related to the language used in the ordinance, expressing a desire to see 
greater use of plain English/plain language, deleting superfluous provisions, putting 
requirements in active tense, and to eliminate the use of certain terms. 
 
On January 14, staff updated informed the Commission that they were developing a will 
revised Staff Draft ordinance to respond to these concerns, with the intention of making. 
Staff intends to make the language clearer while keeping policy intact except where 
substantive changes are recommended by the Commission in this memorandum. At 
that meeting, Commissioners agreed to defer to staff to revise the draft ordinance to 
address plain language concerns, based on city precedent, staff’s best judgement, and 
legal considerations, while not altering the meaning of the text being revised. This was 
again discussed on On February 4, and the Commission affirmed their position, 
requesting that any substantive changes resulting from Planning Commission 
recommendations be included in the Commission’s recommendation memo. 
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Article 1: General Provisions 
The Planning Commission addressed the following topics: the purpose statement and 
transitional provisions. 
 
Purpose Statement 
 
The Zoning Ordinance contains a general purpose statement in Article 1, which . In 
Staff’s opinion, the statement connects the zoning regulations to legitimate public 
interests while clarifying and clarifies the broad and aspirational policy goals of the 
ordinance. Commissioners noted that the purpose statement is different than the 
purpose of zoning stated in State law. Staff advised that the draft purpose statement is 
legally sufficient and intentionally aspirational in nature and did not recommend 
substantive revisions. Commissioners expressed a desire for increased objectivity, 
specificity, and inclusivity in the purpose statement. 
 
The Planning Commission recommended the following revisions to the draft purpose 
statement, specifically Sec. 25.1.1.2(a)(4), (8), (13), and (14): 
 
(4) Promotes alternative all modes of transportation by providing convenient, safe,  
   and connected accessibility to public transportation, pedestrian and 
bicycle                                                  
facilities, inviting streetscapes, and a mixture of uses; 
(8) Protects and enhances the aesthetic and visual character of the City and its 
residential neighborhoods; 
(13) Provides attractive, high quality development and design that enhances the 
community's quality of life; and 
(14) Protects and promotes the health, safety, comfort, convenience, and welfare, and 
happiness of the Rockville community through the comprehensive regulation of the use 
and development of land and structures. 
 
Transitional Provisions 
 
The Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance includes transitional provisions allowing certain 
pending applications to proceed under the existing ordinance at the applicant’s option. 
 
After further evaluating applications actively advancing under the current Zoning 
Ordinance, Staff recommended expanding the eligibility criteria in the Staff Draft to: 
 
• Include Project Plans in addition to Site Plans; 
• Extend eligibility to complete applications submitted within 18 months prior to adoption 
of the new ordinance (rather than 12 months); and 
• Require eligible applications to obtain approval within two years of the new ordinance’s 
adoption. 
 
The Planning Commission supported staff’s recommended revision to the Staff Draft. 
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Commissioner Zyontz noted that implementation would require staff to administer two 
versions of the Zoning Ordinance for up to two years following adoption. 
 
Article 3: Administration 
 
The Planning Commission addressed the following topics: Planned Development APF 
extensions, the Development Review Manual, and notice requirements. 
 
Extension of Planned Development (PD) Adequate Public Facilities (APF) Expiration 
 
In the current Zoning Ordinance, where a PD approval does not specify an expiration 
date for APF determinations, APF approval expires on November 1, 2030. The Staff 
Draft retains the existing PD APF expiration dates but modifies the extension process to 
align with broader policy changes proposed in the Staff Draft, allowing . The draft would 
allow two consecutive two-year extensions approved by the Chief of Zoning instead of a 
single five-year extension approved by the Mayor and Council. 
 
The Planning Commission supported this provision as presented in the Staff Draft. 
 
Development Review Manual 
 
The Development Review Manual is a supplement to the Zoning Ordinance, providing . 
It provides guidance for the submission and review of development applications to 
residents, developers, and staff. The Development Review Manual is currently being 
updated in two phases, the second of which is planned to coincide with the adoption of 
when the new Zoning Ordinance is adopted. While the Manual is updated and 
maintained by City staff, the The current Zoning Ordinance and the Staff Draft are silent 
on how updates are authorized and published. 
For increased To increase transparency and clarity, Staff recommended adding a 
provision to the Staff Draft formalizing and clarifying the City’s existing practice, as 
follows: 
 
• Update the Chief of Zoning’s powers and duties to include publishing and amending 

the Development Review Manual, subject to approval by the City Manager. 
 
The Planning Commission supported staff’s recommended revision to the Staff Draft. 
 
Notice Requirements 
 
Staff provided Commissioners with an overview of both internal policies (outside the 
Zoning Ordinance) and regulatory requirements associated with development 
application notice. 
 
The Planning Commission supported the notice requirements as presented in the Staff 
Draft. 
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Article 4: Development Applications, Permits, & Procedures 
 
The Planning Commission addressed the following topics: development approval 
findings and administrative decision appeals timelines. 
 
Approval Findings 
 
To approve Project Plans, Site Plans, and Preliminary Plans of Subdivision, Approving 
Authorities must make several findings. Reflecting guidance from the Mayor and 
Council on October 6, 2025, the Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance reworks and simplifies 
simplified these discretionary findings to the following: 
 
1. The application is consistent with the Plan; 
2. The application is supported by adequate existing and programmed public facilities in 
accordance with Article 8, Division 8.11 and as provided in the adopted Adequate Public 
Facilities Standards; and 
3. The application conforms to the requirements of this Chapter and other applicable 
law governing health, safety, natural resources, and the environment of the City. 
 
The Commission’s discussed approval findings during their work session on January 
28, and again on February 11, following testimony related to the proposed rezoning in 
Planning Area 12. Both discussions largely focused on whether to recommend adding a 
fourth finding to ensure a development application is compatible with the surrounding 
area. Staff recommended that the finding, if pursued by the Planning Commission, apply 
only at the Project Plan and Level 2 Site Plan stage to reduce entitlement risk. 
 
By a 4–2 vote, the Planning Commission recommended adding a compatibility finding 
for Project Plans and Level 2 Site Plans, as follows: 
 
• The application is compatible with the surrounding area. 
 
A majority of the Commission supported a separate compatibility finding would provide 
for a distinct analysis and added  It would provide the same emphasis, similar to that 
given to the APF finding. Both requirements are already a requirement of Chapter 25. 
Commissioners who voted in the minority expressed concern that the proposed finding 
would be subjective and redundant of existing findings. 
 
Administrative Decision Appeals Timelines 
 
The Staff Draft includes a provision that individuals wishing for a public hearing on an 
administrative decision may request the hearing within 15 days of the decision. This 
process, which was inserted early in drafting, . It conflicts with the general 30-day 
appeal period for Chief of Zoning decisions. To avoid internal inconsistency, Staff 
recommended: 
 
• Deleting all references to a 15-day period for requesting a public hearing on Chief of 
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Zoning decisions, and 
• Replacing these references with references to the 30-day appeal period established in 
draft Article 3. 
 
The Planning Commission supported staff’s recommended revision to the Staff Draft. 
 
Article 5: Zones & Zoning Map 
 
The Planning Commission addressed the following topics: floating zones and , zoning 
map amendments and the official zoning map. 
 
Floating Zones 
 
Comprehensive Plan floating zones were added to the current Zoning Ordinance in 
2023, providing a path for development that is consistent with the recommendations of 
the Comprehensive Plan, prior to before the citywide rezoning that will be accomplished 
through the CMA. Because the CMA Comprehensive Map Amendment (CMA) 
implements the Comprehensive Plan’s land use and zoning recommendations, the 
Comprehensive Plan floating zones are no longer necessary and were carried forward 
Staff did not include them in the Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance. 
 
The Commission discussed whether new floating zones should be included in the 
Zoning Ordinance, with multiple . Several Commissioners noting noted that floating 
zones could provide flexibility to address circumstances not anticipated by a master 
plan. Staff noted that new floating zones are not currently called for in the 
Comprehensive Plan and advised considering . Staff recommended considering new 
floating zones through a separate planning effort following adoption of the ZOR and 
CMA, to allow time for policy development consistent with the Plan’s policy framework. 
 
The Planning Commission recommended that the Mayor and Council consider 
establishing policy guidance.  That guidance may come from zoning text amendment 
introduced by the Mayor and Council or through the next Comprehensive Plan update 
that would create a framework for the implementation of floating zones. 
 
Zoning Map Amendments 
 
Currently, the Zoning Ordinance does not require the Mayor and Council to make 
findings when approving zoning map amendments, and this approach is retained in the 
Staff Draft. However, additional research Research conducted in response to a 
commissioner’s question revealed that it is typical for the grant of local map 
amendments (which are generally initiated by a property owner and 
result from a change or mistake in the zoning applied to a property) to be based on 
certain common law required  findings. 
 
Staff recommended including the following findings for local map amendments, adapted 
from those required for local map amendments in Montgomery County: 
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1. Substantial change in the character of the neighborhood since the original zoning or 
comprehensive rezoning, or a mistake was made when the existing zoning was applied; 
and 
2. The requested zone is compatible with the surrounding area. 
 
The Planning Commission supported staff’s recommended revision to the Staff Draft. 
 
The Commission also discussed whether owner consent should be required for a local 
map amendment. Staff noted that requiring owner consent for zoning map amendments 
would limit the Mayor and Council’s ability to implement adopted plans and policies 
intended to advance city objectives. 
 
By a vote of 5-1, the Commission recommended not requiring owner consent for map 
amendments. Voting in the minority, Commissioner Zyontz noted that owner consent is 
not typically required for map amendments, but opined that, as a matter of principle, the 
Staff Draft should treat local and sectional map amendments in the same manner as 
historic district designations map amendment to place a property in the Historic 
Preservation Overlay zone.  Under the proposed text, the absence of owner’s consent 
in those instances would require a unanimous vote by the Mayor and Council to make 
the zoning change. 
 
Official zoning map 
 
The current zoning code and the Staff Draft designates PDF maps as the City’s official 
zoning map.  The creates properties split between two or more PDF sheets.  Other 
jurisdiction have adopted their Geographic Information System (GIS) on-line map as 
their official map.  The Planning Commission would like to bring this to the Mayor and 
Council’s consideration. 
 
 
Article 6: Uses & Use Standards 
 
The Planning Commission addressed the following topics: Accessory Dwelling Units 
(ADUs), Large Group Homes, Front-loaded Townhouses, Adult-Oriented 
Establishments and Shooting Gallery location requirements, Electric Vehicle Charging, 
and Use-Based Gross Floor Area (GFA)restrictions. Key changes to the Uses and Use 
Standards Article were also presented. 
 
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) 
 
The Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance simplifies ADU standards, applying a common 
framework to both attached and detached units. It removes owner-occupancy and 
addressing requirements, clarifies legacy provisions, maintains size limits for detached 
ADUs, and relies on underlying development standards to regulate the scale and 
compatibility of attached ADUs. 
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The Planning Commission supported ADU provisions as presented in the Staff Draft. 
 
Large Group Homes (9 to 16 residents) 
 
In alignment with FAST 2 recommendations, the Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance 
transitions Large Group Homes to conditional uses and introduces new use standards 
aimed at retaining the intent of the Special Exception while reduce process. 
 
The Planning Commission supported Large Group Homes provisions as presented in 
the Staff Draft. 
 
Front-loaded Townhouses 
 
Front-loaded townhouses are townhouses where garages face the street instead of an 
interior alley. Front-loaded townhouse sites can be constrained, as they typically 
dedicate space for driveways and curb cuts, causing conflicts with required site 
elements, including utilities, street trees, stormwater management facilities, storm 
drains, etc. In addition to requiring that front-loaded townhouses must be designed to 
accommodate these site elements, the Staff Draft requires required that garage doors 
may only take up 50 percent of the ground-floor façade, and that  driveways may be no 
greater than 10 feet wide within the first eight feet of the curb.  The Planning 
Commission received testimony that the proposed standards would make developing 
front-loaded townhouses difficult or infeasible. 
 
Commissioners expressed a desire to address the city’s housing needs, including 
encouraging a mix of front-loaded and rear-loaded townhomes, while balancing the 
need to accommodate required site elements. The Commission also noted that the 
standards related to garages and driveways appear to be unnecessary and overly 
restrictive and discussed that development applications are reviewed by staff to ensure 
that site elements are accommodated. 
 
The Planning Commission recommended the Staff Draft be revised as follows:  
 
• Retain the requirement that front-loaded townhouses must be designed in a manner to 
accommodate all required site elements. 
 
• Delete the following requirements: 
o The garage door must not constitute more than 50 percent of the ground-floor 

facade of the townhouse. 
o Within the first eight feet from the curb, driveways of front-loaded units may be 

no greater than 10 feet wide. 
 
COMMISSIONS SHOULD ADDRESS OTHER REGULATIONS THAT MAY LIMIT 
TOWNHOUSES RAISED BY PAT HARRIS 
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1) PARKING OF 1.5 SPACES PER UNIT SHOULD BE ALLOWED ON COUNTED 
WITHIN THE SUBDIVISION NOT THE TOWN HOUSE LOT 

2) WHY SHOULD OF STRING OF 4 OR FEWER TOWN HOUSES BE CONSIDERED 
A MULTIPLEX? 

3) WHY SHOULD A 10 FOOT SETBACK MINIMUM BE REQUIRED WHEN THERE IS 
THE OPYION FOR NO SETBACK? 

4) IS A 25 FOOT SETBACK NECESSARY WHENEVER A RESIDENTIAL USE USE 
ABBUTS ANOTHER RESIDENTIAL USE? 

 
Adult-Oriented Establishments and Shooting Galleries (indoor only): Location 
Requirements 
 
Under the current Zoning Ordinance, Adult-Oriented Establishment and Shooting 
Galleries are limited in potential location. They are permitted only in Industrial zones 
through the Special Exception process, which requires Board of Appeals approval 
based on findings that the use will not be detrimental to surrounding properties. The 
Staff Draft retains these limitations. 
 
In addition, the current ordinance prohibits Adult-Oriented Establishments within 1,000 
feet of the nearest property line of any residence, school, church, library, public facility, 
or public building, and the Staff Draft proposes a new restriction prohibiting indoor 
Shooting Galleries within 200 feet of a residential zone; outdoor shooting galleries are 
not permitted. In response to questions from the Mayor and Council about why these 
setbacks differ, the project’s consultant team found that jurisdictions typically apply 
different setback requirements to these two uses to address different impacts. Adult-
Oriented Establishment setbacks are generally aimed at addressing concerns related to 
crime, property value impacts, and exposure to minors, while . Shooting Gallery 
setbacks are intended to mitigate noise and safety concerns. 
 
By a 4-2 vote, the Planning Commission recommended eliminating the proposed 200-
foot setback between Shooting Galleries and residential zones. The majority stated that 
the additional setback was not clearly justified and . Commissioners also expressed 
concerns that adding such a setback to the Zoning Ordinance could create legal risk; 
that standards In the opinion of Commissioners, the standards for Shooting Galleries 
need not mirror those for Adult-Oriented Establishments, due to differing impacts; and 
that adequately Well designed facilities prevent stray bullets from leaving the site, 
making a 200-foot setback unnecessary. The Commission also discussed that Shooting 
Galleries are already limited to Industrial zones and permitted only by Special 
Exception.  
 
Commissioners who voted in the minority expressed a desire to include a 200-foot 
separation between Shooting Galleries and residential zones. Commissioner Pitman 
expressed concern about not including such a setback and suggested that a setback 
greater than 200 feet may be warranted. 
 
Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging 
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The Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance adds Electric Vehicle Charging as a new use, defined 
as “a lot or portion thereof containing one or more electric vehicle (EV) parking spaces 
and associated electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE).” The Staff Draft identifies use 
permissions to would allow EV charging in all zones, while directing sole-purpose EV 
charging hubs to auto-oriented and industrial areas. The use permissions are as 
follows: 
 
• Principal use: I-L, I-H, MXCD, MXCT, and MXB zone 
• Accessory use: All Residential zones, all MXTD zones, MXNC, MXC, MXT, MXE, and 

Park zone 
 
In response to concerns expressed by members of the Mayor and Council, Staff 
recommended revising the use permissions the Staff Draft to allow EV Charging as a 
principal use in the MXE, MXNC, and MXTD zones, where the use is converting from a 
gas station. Commissioners noted this will allow flexibility for existing gasoline stations 
to transition over time to sole-purpose EV charging facilities. 
 
The Planning Commission supported staff’s recommended revision to the Staff Draft. 
 
Use-Based Gross Floor Area (GFA) Requirements, Generally 
 
The current Zoning Ordinance includes floor area restrictions for certain uses in certain 
zones, which are . These restrictions were intended to control a use’s intensity, in 
addition to any height and setback requirements of the zone. The Staff Draft Zoning 
Ordinance retains many of the current ordinance’s floor area restrictions in principal 
while updating the specific limits. 
 
This topic was initially discussed by the Planning Commission on January 28, and again 
on February 11. On January 28, Commissioners expressed a general desire to 
eliminate the GFA restrictions from the Staff Draft, noting that the restrictions pose an 
impediment to economic development, do not seem to result in their intended 
outcomes, and the zones themselves provide limits through setbacks and height 
restrictions. Prior to Before making a final recommendation, the Commission requested 
a complete list of uses in the Staff Draft to which use-based GFA 
restrictions apply, along with and a comparison of treatment in the current and Staff 
Draft ordinances. Staff provided the requested information on February 11, as well as 
specific recommendations regarding which GFA restrictions to retain or consider 
eliminating. 
 
The Planning Commission ultimately recommended revising the Staff Draft to eliminate 
GFA restrictions for the following uses in all zones where they apply: 
• Instructional Facility 
• Wholesale Establishment 
• Alcoholic Beverage Retail Establishment 
• Health and Fitness Establishment 
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• Event Space, Club, or Lodge 
• Hotel 
• Medical or Dental Laboratory 
• Veterinary Service 
• Charitable or Philanthropic Institution 
•  
The Planning Commission also recommended retaining the Staff Draft’s GFA 
restrictions for the following uses in all zones where they apply: 
• ADUs 
• Cottage Courts 
• Home-Based Business 
• Accessory Structures 
• Office 
• Retail Establishment 
• Eating and Drinking Establishment 
• Hospital 
• Single-Tenant Commercial Use 
 
On January 28, Commissioner Pitman also expressed some concern about eliminating 
the restrictions for neighborhood shopping centers. On February 11, Commissioner 
Fulton expressed a desire to more broadly permit facilities that brew and bottle alcoholic 
beverages and have an accessory taproom, while acknowledging this use is not 
impacted by use-based GFA restrictions. 
 
Article 7: Zone Standards 
 
The Planning Commission addressed the following topics: established setbacks, front 
yard coverage, bonus height, transition heights; and certain standards in the RMD-Infill 
zone, RMD-25 zone, and RHD zone. 
 
Established Setbacks 
 
Established setbacks (the average distance from the front lot line of all buildings on a 
block face) are applied in the City’s residential zones. They were historically intended to 
preserve existing development patterns; however, they can perpetuate past inequities 
and create less predictability for homeowners and builders because they are more 
complex difficult to calculate than fixed numerical standards. 
 
Upon further consideration, staff Staff recommended removing established setbacks 
from the Staff Draft. 
 
The Planning Commission supported this recommended revision to the Staff Draft. 
 
Front Yard Coverage 
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At the meeting, a representative of the Montrose Civic Association and the property 
owner expressed support for staff’s proposal. The Commission discussed the 
alternative, requested a minor zone boundary adjustment, and concluded by requesting 
that staff coordinate further with the Montrose community and return with a final 
recommendation.  
 
On February 4, staff reported that representatives of the Montrose community had 
reached consensus in support of the alternative proposal. Although the property owner 
requested additional zone boundary modifications at both work sessions, those 
modifications were not supported by staff or the Montrose community. 
 
Noting the Montrose community’s support, the Planning Commission supported staff’s 
recommendations, as follows: 
The proposed rezoning as depicted in Figure 1; and  
Revising the RHD zone standards through the Zoning Ordinance Rewrite, as follows: 
Increase the height maximum to 150 feet. 
Increase the maximum density to 100 dwelling units per acre. 
 
 
Article 8: General Development Requirements 
 
The Planning Commission addressed the following topics: fencing (specifically deer 
fences), parking and loading, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and amenity space 
requirements. 
 
Fencing 
 
The current Zoning Ordinance and the Staff Draft Zoning Ordinance regulate fencing in 
general by limiting the height of fences located in the front, side, and rear yards of 
residential property. The maximum height of fences in side and rear yards is eight feet, 
while the maximum height of fences in front yards is four feet. For corner lots, the Staff 
Draft specifies that the yards adjacent to both street frontages are front yards, with 
fence height limited accordingly. In response to resident testimony expressing concerns 
related to protecting yards from deer incursions, staff provided options for regulating 
deer fences. 
 
The Planning Commission recommended the following: 
 
• Define “deer fence,” as “A fence that is up to 8 feet high and constructed of an open 
mesh ranging in size from 1.5 x 1.5 inches to 2 x 2.75 inches made of heavy weight, 
plastic or similar material that allows a clear view through the fence and may be 
constructed with wood, metal, or fiberglass posts.” 
• Continue to permit deer fences in all side and rear yards. 
• Retain the prohibition on deer fences in the front yard, except as follows: 
o On corner lots and through lots, allow deer fences in the front yard behind the front 
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façade of the principal dwelling. 
 
Commissioners also expressed a desire for the City to pursue a comprehensive urban 
wildlife management plan, including deer management, in an effort outside of the ZOR 
and CMA. 
 
Parking and Loading 
 
The Commission initially discussed the Parking and Loading Division on January 14. In 
the first meeting, all key changes were presented. The Division was addressed again on 
February 4, during the Commission’s discussion of purpose statements. In that 
conversation, in response to Commissioner questions, staff noted that the purpose 
statement included in this Division is not strictly necessary, as it It does not perform a 
regulatory function and the In any event, the aspirational framework for this division is 
established with the purpose statement in Article 1. 
 
The Planning Commission supported the Division as presented in the Staff Draft, with 
the following revision: 
 
• Eliminate the Parking and Loading Division purpose statement. 
 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 
 
The Commission initially discussed the Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Division on 
January 14. In the first meeting, all key changes were presented. The Division was 
addressed again on February 4, during the Commission’s discussion of purpose 
statements. In that conversation, in response to commissioner questions, staff noted 
that the purpose statement included in this Division is not strictly necessary, as it It does 
not perform a regulatory function and the . In any event, the aspirational 
framework for this division is established with the purpose statement in Article 1. 
 
The Planning Commission supported the Division as presented in the Staff Draft, with 
the following revision: 
• Eliminate the Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Division purpose statement. 
Amenity Space 
 
The Commission discussed the Amenity Space Division on January 14, with follow-up 
on February 4. In the first meeting, all key changes were presented. In initial 
discussions, two Commissioners expressed concerns related to the exception from 
amenity space requirements for 100% affordable housing projects located within ¼ mile 
of a public park or publicly accessible amenity space. Although this is less permissive 
than the exception in the current Zoning Ordinance, two commissioners expressing 
concerns that this exception may lead to inequitable outcomes. The Commission 
requested that staff provide additional information. 
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Staff provided additional information that the exception is anticipated to improve 
affordable housing project feasibility without materially reducing resident access to 
amenities, and encourages the placement of affordable housing in walkable, amenity-
rich locations, aligning housing policy with broader goals related to walkability and 
public health. 
 
Following discussion, the The Planning Commission supported the Amenity Space 
Division as presented in the Staff Draft. 
 
Article 9: Nonconformities 
 
This article addresses uses and structures that were lawful when established but which 
no longer conform to the requirements of the zone in which they are located. All key 
changes to the article were presented, along with the proposal to grandfather all uses 
that are conforming at the time of ordinance adoption, which is contained in the Uses 
and Use Standards Article (Article 6).  
 
The Commission’s discussion focused on three policies proposed in the Staff Draft: 
• Grandfathering all uses which were conforming prior to before adoption. 
• Allowing nonconforming uses to expand by up to 20%. 
• Allow nonconforming uses and structures to be replaced or repaired in kind. 
 
Commissioners were split in their positions on the three topics. Those in support of the 
proposals considered the policies to be a pragmatic approach to allow businesses to 
improve their facilities and continue operating in the City, or to rebuild in the event of a 
disaster. Those opposed expressed that the policies are misaligned with the general 
zoning doctrine, which intends for nonconformities to expire over time, and that . The 
intent is for nonconforming uses should have to come into conformity with the code.  
 
During the discussion, staff stated that the city does not have 
many nonconforming uses, as it has been standard practice with each zoning text 
amendment to grandfather all uses that would become nonconforming. 
 
Straw polls were taken on two of the three topics, as follows: 
 
By a 4-2 vote, the Planning Commission supported the Staff Draft’s proposal to allow 
nonconforming uses and structures to be replaced or repaired in kind. 
 
By a 4-2 vote, the Planning Commission supported the Staff Draft’s proposal to allow 
nonconforming uses to expand by 20%. Commissioner Pitman expressed that, 
understanding nonconforming uses are something the City wants to see sunset, 
nonconformities should not be allowed to expand. 
 
Article 10: Signs 
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All key changes to the article were presented. The Commission’s discussion focused 
primarily on illuminated signs and electronic message centers (also known as “EMCs,” 
these are digital signs that use LED lights to display dynamic, programmable messages, 
graphics, animations, and videos), in response to testimony received. The current 
Zoning Ordinance effectively prohibits EMCs, and the Staff Draft retains this prohibition, 
making it more transparent.  Testimony indicated that the Staff Draft would go so far as 
to prohibit electronic signs at gas stations showing current prices. 
 
Initially, Commissioners expressed a desire to permit electronic gas station signs and 
electronic menu boards serving drive-through uses. Staff provided the option that the 
Commission could consider recommending the Staff Draft be revised to allow electronic 
message centers, along with controlling regulations. A majority of Commissioners 
expressed interest in exploring regulations on EMCs but had varying levels of comfort 
with making such a recommendation without seeing the specific language that would 
regulate the EMCs. 
 
A straw poll was taken, as follows: 
 
• 3 Commissioners (Chair Sun; Commissioners Espinosa and Salahuddin) supported 
including regulations for EMCs, and voted to provide staff with general direction to draft 
such regulations outside of the Planning Commission process. 
 
• 2 Commissioners (Commissioners Fulton and Zyontz) generally supported including 
regulations for EMCs but were not comfortable making a recommendation without 
reviewing specific language. 
 
Montgomery County Code has the following regulation: 
 
 A sign that has characters [or images] that are changed electronically must not be 
changed more than once every 30 seconds. This change must be an entire sign change 
and not fade or pixelate in and out. This includes a sign that gives the appearance or 
illusion of movement for a written or printed message. A sign that displays the number 
of available parking spaces is exempt from this requirement. 
 
• 1 Commissioner (Commissioner Pitman) voted to retain the prohibition on electronic 
message centers as presented in the Staff Draft. 
 
Article 11: Historic Preservation 
 
Article 11 consists of several proposed changes to historic preservation regulations, all 
of which were presented to and reviewed by the Planning Commission at their meetings 
on January 14 and February 4. 
 
The Planning Commission supported the provisions related to Certificates of Approval, 
Evaluations of Significance, and demolition by neglect as presented in the Staff Draft.  
Generally, the Commission was satisfied with the demolition by neglect provisions but 
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noted that State law did not allow the regulation of all demolitions to be regulated under 
the historic preservation provisions.  Staff indicated that necessary changes would be 
made. 
 
Owner Consent 
The Staff Draft outlines two paths to recommend designation of a historic property, 
depending on whether the property owner consents to the designation. If the property 
owner consents to the designation or is silent on the matter, a simple majority of the 
approving body would be required. In cases where the owner opposes designation, a 
unanimous vote would be required. 
 
The Planning Commission was split 3-3 on this provision. Chair Sun and 
Commissioners Espinosa and Zyontz supported the provision as presented in the Staff 
Draft;  Commissioners Fulton, Pitman, and Salahuddin proposed that if an owner was 
silent on the designation of their property, a unanimous vote should be required. 
 
Delisting 
 
The Planning Commission discussed the delisting protocol in the Staff Draft. The 
Commission unanimously agreed that a delisting procedure is necessary but requested 
additional clarification of limitations on delisting for “other good cause” in Sec. 
25.11.1.3(a) to prevent frequent delistings. 
 
Based on this discussion, the Commission recommended revising the provision in the 
Staff Draft, as follows: 
 
• The Mayor and Council may remove a property from the Historic District Overlay Zone 
if a majority finds that the site or structure has lost the characteristics for which it was 
originally placed in the zone, but only by unanimous vote for “other good cause.” 
 
Adaptive Reuse of Historic Buildings & Tax Credits 
 
The Commission also discussed whether to provide recommendations intended to 
incentivize historic property owners to convert their single-family homes into small 
multifamily housing projects, such as turning a large single-family home into a duplex or 
triplex. Commissioner Pitman stated that another pathway to preservation is needed 
to balance the new delisting process, citing that historic properties are difficult 
and expensive to maintain. By allowing small multifamily units within the historic 
footprint, property owners would have a means of affording to maintain the 
property rather than pursue delisting. She also expressed that such a policy would 
support housing unit production in the city and address historic inequities, and other 
Commissioners agreed. 
 
Staff advised that this policy is not anticipated in the Rockville 2040 Comprehensive 
Plan, and as such, would best be pursued through the next update of the 
Comprehensive Plan or relevant neighborhood master plan. 
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The Commission also expressed an interest in providing a tax credit or similar incentive 
to historic property owners who make these alterations, above the existing tax credit for 
maintenance expenses available to historic property owners offered by Montgomery 
County.  
 
Staff noted that tax credits are not codified in the Zoning Ordinance and are outside of 
scope for the ZOR and CMA project. 
 
The Planning Commission recommended that the Mayor and Council consider adoption 
of a new policy for the adaptive reuse of historic residential buildings into smaller, 
multifamily housing units in order to improve equity and grow the number of housing 
units within Rockville while assisting in the preservation of such historic structures. The 
Commission finds that Rockville 2040 Plan does specifically encourage adaptive reuse 
(Action 4.5 “Encourage the adaptive re-use of historic properties when the original use 
is no longer practical).  To that end the Commission recommends revising the Staff 
Draft to allow multi-family uses structures located in a historic preservation overlay that 
has a residential Euclidian zone. 
 
The Commission is also interested in seeing dedicated funding provided as an incentive 
for these types of adaptive reuse projects. 
 
 
 
Recommendation 
On a motion by Commissioner _________________, seconded by Commissioner 
__________________, the Commission voted to recommend approval of Zoning Text 
Amendment TXT2026-00271, based on the recommendations in this memo. 
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There is the current 253 page zoning ordinance (the size of the pdf when I downloaded it), a 290 
page proposed ordinance, a 53 page overview document that is very high level. Additionally, the 
proposed Mayor and Council schedule is very tight; not really sufficient to do this document justice.  
  
You all don’t make it easy for neighborhoods to understand how these changes may impact them.  
  
Thank you. 
 
Mark Pierzchala 
President, College Gardens Civic Association 
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