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May 5, 2020 

 
Mr. Charles Littlefield,  
Rockville Planning Commission Chair 
111 Maryland Ave. 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 
	

 

Dear Mr. Littlefield: 

 

Thank you for forwarding the Draft 2020 Comprehensive Plan of the City of Rockville, Maryland 
Volume II: Planning Areas for 60-day state agency review. The Maryland Department of Planning 
(Planning) believes that good planning is important for efficient and structured development 
that successfully addresses resource protection, community character, and economic 
development. Planning is encouraged by the city’s dedication to enhancing Volume I of the 
comprehensive plan with a more detailed analysis of Rockville’s distinct neighborhoods. 

The department’s Planning Coordination and Planning Data and Research Divisions have 
reviewed the draft and prepared comments for Rockville planning staff and the Planning 
Commission. Planning also forwarded a copy of the draft plan to several state agencies for 
review. To date, we have received comments from the Departments of Transportation, 
Environment, Housing and Community Development, and the Maryland Historical Trust, which 
are attached at the end of this document. Any additional state agency comments will be 
forwarded upon receipt.  

Please consider that Planning’s comments reflect the agency’s recommendations and 
observations on ways to strengthen the city’s plan, as well as satisfy the requirements and intent 
of the Maryland Land Use Article. Please feel free to contact me at (410) 767-1401 
(chuck.boyd@maryland.gov) or Susan Llareus, Regional Planner for Maryland Capital Region, 
Planner Supervisor, at (410) 767-6087 (susan.llareus@maryland.gov). Planning appreciates 
your participation in the plan review process.  

Sincerely, 

 
 
Charles W. Boyd, AICP 
Director, Planning Coordination 
 
 
cc: Jeanine Harrington, La Plata Director of Planning   
 Joe Griffiths, Manager Local Assistance and Training 
 Susan Llareus, Regional Planner for Maryland Capital Region, Planner Supervisor
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Maryland Department of Planning Review Comments  

May 5, 2020 
2040 City of Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Volume II-Planning Areas 

 
The Maryland Department of Planning (Planning) has reviewed the draft 2040 City of Rockville 
Comprehensive Plan, Volume II (Volume II) and offers the following comments for your consideration. 
These comments are offered as suggestions to improve the draft Volume II and better address the 
statutory requirements of the Land Use Article. Other state agencies, as noted, have contributed 
comments. Still others may have comments submitted under separate cover. If comments from other 
agencies are subsequently received by Planning, they will be forwarded to the City of Rockville (City) in 
a timely manner. 
 
Minimum State Law Requirements for Non-Charter Counties/Municipalities 
Maryland’s Land Use Article sets forth the required components of a local comprehensive plan but does 
not mandate a specific format. As such, local governments have addressed these required elements in a 
manner that fits the needs of their community and the resources available to respond to the issues 
explored during the planning process. Please refer to the previous comment letter dated May 14, 2019 
provided by Planning relating to the 2040 City of Rockville Comprehensive Plan, Volume I (Volume I) 
and the required local plan elements identified in §3-102 of the Land Use Article of the Maryland 
Annotated Code. As was previously stated in Planning’s review comments, the city has routinely 
evaluated and updated its Comprehensive Plan with amendments to it over the years. Volume I 
incorporates updates of the adopted 2010 Municipal Growth Element, the 2010 Water Resources 
Element, and the Growth Tier Map. This review revisits only the Housing Element and concentrates on 
the latest submission identified as Comprehensive Plan Volume II: Planning Areas.  
 
The passage of HB-1045 in 2019 has resulted in the requirement of a Housing Element in all 
comprehensive plans adopted after June 1, 2020.  It should be noted the new law requires a housing needs 
analysis for low-income and workforce housing, using the definitions contained in §3–114 of the Land 
Use Article. Since it is anticipated that this Comprehensive Plan will be adopted after June 1, 2020, the 
housing element included in Volume I should be evaluated by the city for conformance to the 
requirements of HB-1045.  
 
Planning is in the process of developing a Housing Element Models & Guideline document to address 
recent legislation (HB 1045), which is expected to coincide with the legislative mandate of June 1, 2020. 
Staff appreciates the City of Rockville’s current and ongoing support of affordable housing within the 
community.
 
 
Summary of Draft Comprehensive Plan Volume II (Volume II) 
The draft Volume II is well organized, outlining each of the proposed planning areas in the table of 
contents, making it easy for the reader to focus attention on specific areas of the city, gaining a 
perspective of the characteristics of the area and specific issues raised by the community. This will act as 
an informative document for future planning purposes. 
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The cover of this document includes the following notation: 
 

NOTE: This draft of Volume II of the Rockville Comprehensive Plan update is provided for 
public review and comment to the Rockville Planning Commission. It will ultimately be 
combined with the citywide plan elements in Volume I of the Planning Commission’s 
Comprehensive Plan Draft prior to the Commission’s recommendation of approval to the 
Rockville Mayor and Council...(emphasis added) 
 

This document identifies 17 planning areas of the city (down from 18 planning areas identified in the 
2002 Comprehensive Plan), focusing on each area in detail. Rockville staff analyzed and evaluated each 
planning area with input from the residents, business owners, and other stakeholders. This process 
resulted in a comprehensive and detailed report featuring characteristics, history, key issues, focus area 
recommendations, recommended city projects, and other policies for each planning area. Overall, Volume 
II excels in its inclusion of community engagement and methodically lays out topics and 
recommendations in an accessible manner.  
 
General Discussion  
Volume II defines each planning area as an administrative boundary reflecting “common characteristics 
within each area and the location of practical delineations, such as major roads, railways, natural features, 
and established neighborhoods.”(page 4) The city also combined two planning areas in this update. Some 
planning areas are also master plans, previously adopted and incorporated by reference in Volume II 
(page 4), although Volume II also updates a few of them to address key issues. Other planning areas 
contain small area neighborhood or corridor plans within the boundary, intended to address efforts of 
revitalization or to increase density.  
 
However, in reading the document it is not always clear what authority the planning areas will have in the 
decision making process, such as those for development review, including zoning and subdivision, if the 
planning area is not a master plan, neighborhood plan, or similar. To facilitate the understanding of the 
information provided, it would be helpful to the reader to clarify the relationship of each of the planning 
areas to the comprehensive plan up-date. To Planning, it appears that the information within each 
chapter/planning area is either: 
 

 A study to be considered in the future to guide public or private investment; 
 Information to be incorporated into a future small area master plan;  
 Amendment to a previously approved master plan, in regard to boundaries, policies, goals and/or 

recommendations; or  
 An entirely new master plan created in this update to the comprehensive plan. 

 
For the purpose of this review, Planning is using the definitions as established in the zoning ordinance, 
Section 7.5-1 Definitions for the terminology included herein:  
 

“Plan means the policies, statements, goals, and interrelated plans for private and public land use, 
transportation, and community facilities documented in texts and maps which constitute the guide 
for the City's future development. For the purposes of this definition, the word "plan" shall 
include general plan, master plan, neighborhood plans, and the like as adopted in accordance with 
the applicable provisions of State law. "Plan" does not include the term "project plan" as defined 
elsewhere in this article.” (emphasis added) 

 
Planning recommends enhanced clarity in Volume II to emphasize the intent of each chapter. This will 
assist the reader, whether it is a citizen, planner, developer or other interested party, in understanding the 
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plan’s authority. Planning recommends the city consider setting forth declarative statements such as “This 
chapter amends the previously approved plan in its entirety” or “This chapter provides a basis for the 
future development of a long-range plan”. This will directly address how these planning areas will be 
incorporated into Volume I, and elevate the reader’s understanding of the relationship between the two 
volumes, their connection to development regulations, and ultimately inform the Planning Commission in 
the review of development applications. Another suggestion is to establish a process of incorporating any 
revision of a neighborhood plan or small area plan into Volume I and/or create an appendix to the larger 
comprehensive plan for planning area studies informing future small area plans or amendments to the 
existing neighborhood plans that will be processed in accordance with the requirements for amendments 
per the Land Use Article, Sections § 3-201 through § 3-206. 
 
Detailed Review Comments 
The following is a series of detailed comments relating to the Introduction Section and the Neighborhood 
Plan Section, found on pages 3 and 4, with comments following the above stated concerns relating to 
Volume II that the city may want to consider addressing: 
 
Introduction-The first paragraph sets forth the purpose and intent of the document: 
 

“This volume of the Comprehensive Plan recognizes the neighborhoods and districts that make 
up the city, provides a summary of their distinctive characteristics and key issues, and identifies 
area-specific policy changes and topics for additional study. Focusing on smaller parts of the city 
in this way allows a finer grained examination of topics than is possible in the Element Chapters 
of Volume I, which focuses primarily on citywide issues. Recommendations in these planning 
areas are aligned with broader city policies and all citywide policies and all citywide policies in 
Volume I also apply to all planning areas.” (emphasis added) 

 
Planning appreciates the commitment to long-range planning the city is taking through the detailed 
guidance included in Volume II.  While many jurisdictions prepare neighborhood and master plans, they 
will often not incorporate these plans into their comprehensive plan.  (This can create public confusion 
and mixed messaging.)  Most jurisdictions are reluctant to make the commitment to tie their sub-
area/neighborhood/master plans to the same level of consistency and legislative review procedures as 
their comprehensive plan.  But, in the case of Rockville, this planning commitment is crystal clear with 
the third paragraph, which states the following:  

 
“These planning areas and their boundaries, shown in Figure 1, may be changed only by Planning 
Commission recommendation of a Comprehensive Plan amendment to the Mayor and Council for 
adoption, consistent with state law.” 
 

Planning commends Rockville for this clarity in planning purpose, but does caution the city in holding its 
planning area plans to this higher level of legislative review and expectation of plan consistency.  By 
providing this level of detail in the comprehensive plan, there may be instances where desirable 
development proposals may not be consistent with the planning area policies and cause the city to amend 
the planning area (which would likely require a 60-day state review) before taking action on the desired 
development proposal.  This is a local decision, but one that the jurisdiction needs to be comfortable with. 
 
The Role of the Neighborhood Plan - This Section could be improved by clearly indicating that the 
neighborhood plan is a small area master plan and refinement of the comprehensive plan, and with an 
explanation of the local adoption process. The second paragraph, at the top of page 4, seems to indicate 
that through this update to the comprehensive plan, the neighborhood plans for the three areas listed 
therein are superseded by the new information contained in the corresponding chapters, which is clear 
until the I-270 chapter is noted (page number 4), and the reader does not find the corresponding title listed 



 

5 
 

in the planning areas. Planning recommends more discussion to make it clear that the Towers Oaks 
neighborhood plan supersedes the I-270 planning area, and whether the boundary corresponds to the 
previous plan.  
 
The third paragraph sets forth that each of the five listed neighborhood plans are being updated through 
the current process. It only mentions that these policies supersede previous policies; however, there is 
other valuable information including goals, strategies, and recommendations that could be carried 
forward. Perhaps the language should be closer to that in the fourth paragraph, relating to the West End-
Woodley Gardens East/West Neighborhood Plan? Is the idea to only change the policies or does all the 
information in the above referenced planning area chapters fully replace the previous neighborhood plan? 
This document provides a great opportunity to clarify the master plans to make them user friendly without 
making the reader have to go back to previously adopted plans for the full picture.   
 
Referral Comments 
Planning’s Infrastructure and Development Division provided the following information:   
  

 Planning is pleased to see the city developed land use, zoning, urban design, and transportation 
policies and recommendations for the seventeen planning areas. Detailed transportation policies 
and recommendations in Volume II will help guide ongoing and future coordination with the state 
and Montgomery county to improve multimodal transportation in the city.  

  
 Planning is pleased that the city recommended detailed land use and transportation policies and 

strategies to support transit-oriented development (TOD) and improve walkability and multi-
modal transportation in the Rockville and Twinbrook station areas and the vicinities around the 
potential bus stops/stations for the MD 355 and MD 586 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) corridors. To 
showcase these TOD strategic locations on maps, Planning staff suggests labeling the metro 
stations, the designated BRT stops, and the Corridor Cities Transitway stops on the Land Use 
Policy Maps for the planning areas 1, 7, 8, 9, and 16.   

  
 Volume II includes a series of specific area recommendations, city projects, and other policy 

recommendations for all seventeen planning areas. To help guide the plan implementation, the 
city may want to specify timeframes, priorities, and responsible entities or funding sources for 
these recommendations.  

 
 Planning suggests the city consider and enhance affordable housing recommendations for all 

TOD areas.  
 
 Refer to Planning Area 1 – Rockville Town Center: The Area is serviced by extensive rail and 

bus transit. Planning suggests the plan include a transit wayfinding recommendation to depict 
transit routes/stops and nearby popular destinations in the town center area. For instance, 
residents or visitors may not be aware or able to find the Amtrak service/stop at the Rockville 
Station.  

 
 Refer to Planning Area 5: This section of Volume II should also include the recommendation of 

studying a new interchange at I-270/West Gude Drive to be consistent with the recommendation 
for the Planning Area 4, 15, and 16.   

 
 Refer to Planning Area 8 and 9: Volume II identifies congestion at the Veirs Mill Road (MD 586) 

and First Street intersection as a major issue. The city may want to include a recommendation to 
address the issue, which can also help coordination with the state.       
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 Refer to Planning Area 17: Planning suggests the city address the need to preserve industrial land 

as a valuable freight and economic development resource while mitigating impacts on 
surrounding communities. The 2012 TRB’s National Cooperative Freight Research Program 
Report 16 – Preserving and Protecting Freight Infrastructure and Routes provides useful guidance 
on how to protect industrial land and avoid/mitigate conflicting land uses. As a reference, here is 
the link for the report:    https://www.roads.maryland.gov/OPPEN/freight.pdf  

   
Planning’s Projections and State Data Center Division provided the following information: 
 

 Planning reviewed the demographics section of Volume II and has no substantive comments to 
make. One matter, however, requires clarification (see below). Issues that were raised with 
respect to population data in our earlier review of Volume I (March 2019) have been rectified. 

 See page 11, pie chart titled Rockville Residents by Census Racial Classification. It appears that 
the percentages in the pie chart do not match what is reported by the ACS 2013-2017 5-Year 
Estimates.  

 
Race ACS 2013-2017 Plan Pie Chart 

White  57.9% 58.6% 

Black  10.7% 11.3% 

Asian 20.7% 22.3% 

American Indian  0.3% 0.8% 

Native Hawaiian  0.0% 0.3% 

Some Other  6.1% 6.5% 

Two or More  4.2% n/a 

 

Planning’s Geospatial Data and Analysis Division provided the following information: Overall, Volume 
II supports the policies and goals presented in Volume I.  
  

 While the Land Use Policy Map in Volume I (Figure 3: Land Use Policy Map in Volume I, page 
27) is mostly consistent with the Land Use Policy Maps in Volume II for each planning area, 
there are some differences. For example, in Volume II, Figure 4: Land Use Policy Map of 
Planning Area 1 (page 11), several parcels between Hungerford Drive and the railroad are 
designated as “OR” in Volume II but they are designated as “R” in Volume I. As another 
example, Planning Area 2, Area 12 in Volume II is designated as “RA” (Volume 2, Figure 8 on 
page 19) but are shown as “RM” in Volume I.  
  

 As noted in Volume I, the city projects the population will increase 34% over a period of 22 years 
(Volume 1, page 10). Volume II shows the existing residential dwelling units in each planning 
area with a detailed land use policy map, including zoning recommendations and recommended 
city projects. However, there is no indication of the additional capacity of residential dwelling 
units available based on these recommendations. Estimating the amount of residential dwelling 
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units based on the future zoning may provide a better understanding of public services and 
infrastructure needed to accommodate future growth within each planning area.  
  

 Planning provided pre-adoption technical feedback on the draft growth tier map within 
Rockville’s draft comprehensive plan (Volume I) dated March 2019. Planning acknowledges that 
the draft comprehensive plan has since been revised and includes a new draft tier map (Fig 25 of 
Volume I). The land uses proposed for the Volume II planning areas are generally consistent with 
the revised draft growth tier map in Volume I. Planning will complete a more detailed review of 
the revised growth tier map --including areas outside the scope of the Volume II planning areas 
boundaries --under Section 1-505 of the Land Use Article, after the plan is adopted.  
 
 

If Planning can be of assistance or facilitate assistance / information from other State agencies as the city 
of Rockville finalizes the 2040 City of Rockville Comprehensive Plan Update or as the city begins to 
combine Volume I and II, or as the city implements the plan, please contact Susan Llareus, Planning 
Supervisor at susan.llareus@maryland.gov. 
 
 

END MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING COMMENTS 
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Maryland Department of Planning Review Comments  

May 5, 2020 
2040 City of Rockville Comprehensive Plan Update, Volume II 

 
STATE AGENCY COMMENTS 

 
The following pages contain comments from other State agencies in support of the Maryland 
Department of Planning (Planning) review of the Draft 2040 City of Rockville Comprehensive 
Plan Update, Volume II as part of the standard 60-day review period for municipalities and 
non-charter counties. Comments not included here may be submitted under separate cover, or via 
the State Clearinghouse. If comments from other agencies are received by Planning, they will be 
forwarded to the County in a timely manner. 
 
Attachments 
 
Page 9  Maryland Department of Transportation 
 
Page 16  Maryland Department of Housing & Community Development 
 
Page 17  Maryland Historical Trust (letter dated April 6, 2020)  
 
Page 19 Maryland Department of the Environment 



 

 

7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076  |  410.865.1000  |  Maryland Relay TTY 410.859.7227  |  mdot.maryland.gov 

 

 
 
 
 
April 13, 2020 
 
 
Ms. Susan Llareus  
Maryland Department of Planning 
301 West Preston Street 
Suite 1101 
Baltimore, MD 21201 
 
Dear Ms. Llareus: 
 
Thank you for coordinating the State of Maryland’s comments on the 2019 Comprehensive Plan 
of the City of Rockville, Maryland Volume II: Planning Areas, hereafter referred to as the “the 
Plan.”  The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) offers the following comments 
from The Secretary’s Office, MDOT State Highway Administration (MDOT SHA), and MDOT 
Maryland Transit Administration (MDOT MTA). 
 
General Comments:  
 

• Please refer to “Maryland SHA” and “SHA” as the “Maryland Department of 
Transportation State Highway Administration (MDOT SHA) on first mention and, 
subsequently, “MDOT SHA.” 

• Please look at the page numbers in the “Contents” as most are off by two pages.  
• MDOT SHA continues to work with its local partners, including Montgomery County, to 

address Vision Zero corridor efforts to improve pedestrian and bicycle accessibility and 
safety along State roads. 

• Please coordinate recommended traffic improvements with Mr. Derek Gunn, P.E., 
MDOT SHA Assistant District 3 Engineer-Traffic, at 301-513-7498 or 
dgunn@mdot.maryland.gov.   

• Please coordinate recommended engineering improvements with Claudine Myers, P.E., 
MDOT SHA Assistant District 3 Engineer-Project Development, at 301-513-7467 or via 
email at cmyers1@mdot.maryland.gov.  

• More detail could be stated for bicycle infrastructure, Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), and 
pedestrian improvements especially along the spine of Rockville Pike.  



Ms. Susan Llareus  
Page Two 
 
 
Planning Area 1 – Rockville Town Center 
 
Recommended City Projects 

• Page 13 – Regarding the need for Rockville Transit Station safety and access 
improvements and better connectivity to Town Center, consider adding additional detail 
in this section.  Clarify current issues and necessary improvements and be specific 
regarding the current vs. improved wayfinding and pedestrian safety design.  

• Page 13 – Regarding Project 3, consider including MDOT MTA as a stakeholder in the 
redesign of the existing pedestrian bridge, since the MARC train serves the station. 

 
Other Policy Recommendations - Land Use and Urban Design & Transportation 

• Page 14 – The creation of landmarks to anchor the transit facility is a good idea. 
• Page 14 – Regarding establishing an off-street, shared use path connecting the College 

with downtown Rockville, please provide more detail on the shared use path. 
• Page 14 – Regarding studying the potential of a shuttle bus, existing routes, such as the 

46, 55, 101, Q6 already serve this area.  Consider resources that support other transit 
network improvements in the area or extend resources elsewhere.  

o Would this be necessary and/or temporary with the future of Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT) on Rockville Pike?  What is the vision of a shuttle’s interconnection with 
BRT? 

• Page 14 – Regarding a pedestrian plan for the Town Center area, is there an opportunity 
to build on any prior pedestrian studies that were done at the time of the Town Center 
approval? 

• Page 14 – Regarding pedestrian environments of North Washington Street and East 
Middle Lane, provide more details. 

• Page 15 – Regarding facilities (i.e., bike lanes, racks, etc.), bike lanes and racks should be 
a priority not just where feasible. 

• Page 15 – Regarding pedestrian accessibility between East Rockville neighborhoods and 
Town Center, describe “improved” sidewalks i.e. dimension, surface treatment, etc. 

• Page 15 – Regarding BRT routes and stops serving Town Center, be sure to engage the 
development community in the discussion on the routes and stops. 

 
Parking 
• Page 15 – Commendable inclusion of reduced parking spaces to make transit more 

competitive.  
• Page 15 – Regarding parking technology improvements, partner with MCDOT to expand 

outreach and education to include all of Montgomery County. 
 

Community Partnerships 
• Page 15 – Regarding a BID (business improvement district) or Urban Partnership 

formation, if not a BID, perhaps a Transportation Management District (TMD). 
 



Ms. Susan Llareus  
Page Three 
 
 
Planning Area 2 – East Rockville 
 
Key Issues  

• Page 18 – Regarding infrastructure for bikers and walkers in the neighborhood, include a 
description of a safer and aesthetically pleasing infrastructure for bikers and walkers. 

 
Focus Area Recommendations 

• Page 20 – Regarding an upgraded pedestrian environment, include a more detailed 
description of an upgraded pedestrian environment which would include bicyclists. 

• Page 22 – Regarding improvements to the pedestrian realm, enhanced sidewalks, 
landscaping, lighting, and bicycle facilities are encouraged as part of development or 
redevelopment. 

• Page 23 – Regarding Public Realm Improvements, consider changing “sharrows” to 
protected bike lanes on North Stonestreet. 

• Page 23 – Regarding Area 5, there is no mention of bicycle/pedestrian improvements 
• Page 24-25 – These are all excellent considerations. 
• Page 26 – Regarding enhancing pedestrian and bike connections, define “improved” 

sidewalks. 
• Page 26 – Regarding Rockville Transit Station/WMATA properties, great to see the 

inclusion of the TOD zoning recommendation.  As plans develop, please include MDOT 
MTA as a stakeholder in the design process. 

• Page 27 – Regarding enhancing the public realm, define “improved” sidewalks. 
• Page 27 – Regarding Urban Design Recommendations Redevelopment, the pedestrian 

environment should be a priority. 

Planning Area 3 – Hungerford, New Mark Commons and Lynfield 
 
Recommended City Projects  

• Page 32 – Regarding Project 5, the I-495/I-270 Managed Lanes Study is evaluating 
improvements to the I-270 interchange at MD 189, which would include improving safe 
pedestrian and bicycle mobility and connectivity. 

Planning Area 4 – West End and Woodley Gardens East-West 
 
Bicycling Policies  

• Page 51 – Including residents early in the planning process is key to a successful 
outcome. 

 
Major Roadways and Use of Local Streets Policies 

• Page 53 – Regarding signage, MDOT SHA should be the entity to work with on added 
signage at I-270 that would direct traffic traveling east through Rockville to use an 
alternative route. 



Ms. Susan Llareus  
Page Four 
 
 

• Page 53 – Regarding the sound wall, please also be advised that the MDOT SHA 
currently is analyzing the environs for I-495 and I-270 P3 Program noise impacts as part 
of the NEPA process.  The results of that evaluation will be included in the draft 
environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the Managed Lanes Study.  

 
West Montgomery Avenue (MD 28) Policies 

• Page 54 – MDOT SHA should be coordinated with on the plan that calls for the 
following transportation items being proposed: 

o MDOT SHA to study design options to mitigate peak hour congestion and safety 
on West Montgomery Avenue. 

o MDOT SHA to conduct a study of an interchange at I-270 and West Gude Drive. 
 
Maryland Avenue Policies 

• Page 54 – MDOT SHA should be coordinated with on the plan that calls for the 
following transportation items being proposed: 

o MDOT SHA to study potential design improvement to peak-hour congestions and 
safety for vehicles exiting I-260 North and turning left onto Great Falls Road. 

 
Planning Area 6 – Lincoln Park 
 
Key Issues 

• Page 67-68 – Regarding spill-over parking on residential streets from the Rockville 
Transit Station and future infill redevelopment, could this be addressed by implementing 
a residential parking permit system and increase transit or other mobility options to 
access the station? 

 
Planning Area 7 – Montgomery College Area 
 
Focus Area Recommendations 

• Page 82 – Regarding collaborating with Montgomery College, Montgomery County, and 
the State of Maryland to identify the best location for a BRT station in the campus area, it 
may be valuable to also assess commuter bus locations nearby to see if stops can be co-
located. 

• Page 83 – Regarding Zoning Recommendation, it is unclear which nearby high-capacity 
transit station is being referenced. 

• Page 83 – Build on the already conducted extensive studies of street design, BRT and 
traffic studies along MD 355 to establish a cohesive, comprehensive and connected 
transportation network. 

 
 
 
 



Ms. Susan Llareus  
Page Five 

 
 
Planning Area 8 – Twinbrook and Twinbrook Forest 
 
Recommended City Projects  

• Page 91 – Include the community in the planning for BRT stations. 
• Page 92 – Regarding Project 5, include bicycle access as well as. 
• Page 92 – Regarding Project 10, the safety audit should drive/direct the bicycle 

pedestrian plans as well.  
 
Planning Area 9 – Rockville Pike 
 
Other Policy Recommendations - Transportation 

• Page 98 – Ensure that pedestrian and bicycle access is included in the design of the     
MD 355 BRT line and its station locations. 

• Page 98 – MDOT SHA should be made aware of the following transportation items being 
proposed: 

o MDOT SHA to allow a left- turn movement from eastbound Edmonston Drive 
onto northbound MD 355. 

o MDOT SHA to allow a left-turn movement from westbound Twinbrook Parkway 
onto southbound MD 355. 

 
Planning Area 12 – Tower Oaks 
 

• Page 110 – Include the consideration of the expansion of bicycle lanes throughout the 
entire Planning area. 

• Page 110 – Include future planning efforts for BRT connections and stations ultimately 
connecting to the Rockville Metrorail Station.  

 
Planning Area 13 – Potomac Woods, Orchard Ridge and Falls Ridge 
 
Other Policy Recommendations - Transportation 

• Page 114 – Regarding the I-270 and MD-189 interchange.  The Managed Lanes Study is 
evaluating improvements to the I-270 interchange at MD 189, which would include 
improving safe pedestrian and bicycle mobility and connectivity. 

 
Planning Area 14 – Rockshire and Fallsmead 
 
Other Policy Recommendations - Transportation 

• Page 121 – Regarding the I-270 and MD-189 interchange, the Managed Lane Planning 
Study is evaluating improvements to the I-270 interchange at MD 189, which would 
include improving safe pedestrian and bicycle mobility and connectivity. 

 
 



Ms. Susan Llareus  
Page Six 
 
 
Planning Area 15 – Fallsgrove and Research Boulevard 
 
Recommended City Projects - Transportation 

• Page 126 – MDOT SHA should be made aware of the following transportation items 
being proposed: 

o SHA to study potential approaches to peak-hour congestion and safety on MD 28 
from Hurley Avenue to I-270. 

 
Other Policy Recommendations - Transportation 

• Page 126 – Regarding peak hour congestion and safety on MD 28 from Hurley Avenue to 
I-270, the Plan recommended MDOT SHA consider congestion and safety improvements 
on MD 28 (West Montgomery Avenue) between Hurley Avenue and Great Falls Road.  
MDOT SHA recently completed a study of the subject MD 28 segment which 
recommended sight distance enhancements.   MDOT SHA will refresh pavement 
markings and improve signage between Monroe Street and Nelson Street by the Summer 
of 2020.   

 
Planning Area 16 – King Farm and Shady Grove 
 
Other Policy Recommendations - Transportation 

• Page 132 – Regarding the study of the construction of a new interchange at I-270 and 
West Gude Drive.  

 
o MDOT project funding decisions are influenced by county priorities.  

Montgomery County’s most recent transportation priorities letter, submitted to 
MDOT in June 2017, does not include the study of an I-270 interchange at West 
Gude Drive. 

o Please note that any improvement impacting I-270 and/or its ramps and local 
connections will be subject to Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
Interstate Access Approval (IAPA) review process.  Coordination with MDOT 
SHA and FHWA will be needed for IAPA approval.  Such a proposed 
improvement would require analysis and integration with operations of the 
adjacent Shady Grove Road and MD 28 interchanges.  It is recommended that 
activities pertaining to I-270 in this location be coordinated closely with MDOT 
SHA’s I-495 and I-270 P3 program. 

o In addition, the I-495/I-270 Managed Lanes Study component of MDOT SHA’s 
Traffic Relief Plan is evaluating new direct ramp connections from Gude Drive to 
the potential I-270 managed lanes system under study. 

 
 
 
 



Ms. Susan Llareus  
Page Seven 
 

 
 
Other Policies Recommendations 

• Page 132 – Regarding participation in Montgomery County’s Shady Grove 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) district, it recommended that all Planning 
Districts consider Travel Demand Management practices in their plans to help reduce 
congestion and improve the environment.  More information regarding best TDM 
practices can be found at the Commuter Choice Maryland website: 
CommuterChoiceMaryland.com.  

 
Thank you again for the opportunity to review the Plan.  If you have any questions or concerns, 
please do not hesitate to contact Ms. Kari Snyder, Regional Planner, MDOT Office of Planning 
and Capital Programming (OPCP) at 410-865-1305, toll free at 888-713-1414, or via email at 
ksnyder3@mdot.maryland.gov.  She will be happy to assist you.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Heather Murphy 
Director, OPCP, MDOT 
 
cc: Mr. Derek Gunn, Assistant District Engineer, District 3, MDOT SHA 

Ms. Claudine Myers, Assistant District Engineer, District 3, MDOT SHA 
Ms. Kari Snyder, Regional Planner, OPCP, MDOT 
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April 6, 2020  
  
Ms. Susan Holm Llareus, PLA, ASLA  
Planner for the Maryland Capital Region   
Maryland Department of Planning    
301 West Preston Street, Room 1101  
Baltimore, MD  21201  
  
Dear Ms. Llareus:  
  
Thank you for the opportunity to review the City of Rockville Comprehensive Plan Volume II: Planning 

Areas and submit comments on behalf of the Maryland Historical Trust.    
  
This plan element is very well written, clearly thought out, and does an excellent job of describing the 

numerous historic districts and resources within the various planning areas. It is clear that the City values 

such assets and recognizes their intrinsic benefits in the context of managing future growth.  

 

Please consider including information about the state and federal tax credit programs for historic 

properties, noting that eligibility for or listing in the National Register of Historic Places is helpful in 

qualifying properties for federal and state financial incentives. The Heritage Structure Rehabilitation Tax 

Credit’s Small Commercial program, designed to help fund modest rehabilitation projects, may deserve 

special mention since projects are frequently undertaken in smaller, Main Street-type communities. 

Details about these programs can be found on the Maryland Historical Trust website at 

https://mht.maryland.gov/taxCredits.shtml. 

 

Although not noted in this element, the City approved and adopted an amendment to Rockville’s 

Comprehensive Master Plan to join the Montgomery County Heritage Area and adopt the Montgomery 

County Heritage Area Management Plan on January 28, 2013.  
    
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the plan. If you have any questions, please contact 

me at (410) 697-9561 or steven.allan@maryland.gov   
  
Sincerely,  

  
Steven H. Allan, AICP  
Local Assistance and Training Planner  
Office of Planning, Education and Outreach  

https://mht.maryland.gov/taxCredits.shtml
mailto:steven.allan@maryland.gov


 

 

  
Cc Nell Ziehl, Chief, Office of Planning, Education and Outreach   

Joseph Griffiths, MDP   
Cassandra Malloy, MDP  

 

 



 LAND AND MATERIALS ADMINISTRATION 

 RESPONSE TO CLEARINGHOUSE PROJECTS  

Project Assigned To     Jennifer Hopper 

Project Review SAI# MD20200309-0191 

County/Location Montgomery County       City of Rockville Comp Plan Volume II 

Received in LMA 3/11/2020 

Due Date to OC 4/6/2020 

PLEASE NOTE:  COPY    CIRCULATED THRU ADMINI.'S      DUE ASAP 

 

(Check if Applies):  C1_____ R1__X___ R2_____ R3_____ R4_____ 

 

 X    
 1

Any above ground or underground petroleum storage tanks, which may be utilized, must be 

installed and maintained in accordance with applicable State and federal laws and regulations. 

Underground storage tanks must be registered and the installation must be conducted and 

performed by a contractor certified to install underground storage tanks by the Land and 

Materials Administration in accordance with COMAR 26.10.   Contact the Oil Control 

Program at (410) 537-3442 for additional information. 

 

  X   
 2

If the proposed project involves demolition – Any above ground or underground petroleum 

storage tanks that may be on site must have contents and tanks along with any contamination 

removed.  Please contact the Oil Control Program at (410) 537-3442 for additional information. 

 

  X   
 3

Any solid waste including construction, demolition and land clearing debris, generated from 

the subject project, must be properly disposed of at a permitted solid waste acceptance facility, 

or recycled if possible.  Contact the Solid Waste Program at (410) 537-3315 for additional 

information regarding solid waste activities and contact the Resource Management Program at 

(410) 537-3314 for additional information regarding recycling activities. 

 

     
 4

The proposed project is located near land on which sewage sludge was stored, land applied, or 

disposed under a sewage sludge utilization permit issued by the Land and Materials 

Administration.  Specific questions regarding this site should be directed to the Sewage Sludge 

Division at (410) 537-3314. 

 

 X     
 5

The Resource Management Program should be contacted directly at (410) 537-3314 by those 

facilities which generate or propose to generate or handle hazardous wastes to ensure these 

activities are being conducted in compliance with applicable State and federal laws and 

regulations.  The Program should also be contacted prior to construction activities to ensure 

that the treatment, storage or disposal of hazardous wastes and low-level radioactive wastes at 

the facility will be conducted in compliance with applicable State and federal laws and 

regulations. 

 

     
 6

CERCLA listed site MD-#                           , (name)                                                            , 
                      

(Address)                                                         , is located within approximately___miles of 

(Site/Project being reviewed)                                                  .  Contact the Land Restoration 

Program at (410) 537-3437 for more information. 

 

 

 



  X   
 7

Any contract specifying “lead paint abatement” must comply with Code of Maryland 

Regulations (COMAR) 26.16.01 - Accreditation and Training for Lead Paint Abatement 

Services.  If a property was built before 1978 and will be used as rental housing, then 

compliance with COMAR 26.16.02 - Reduction of Lead Risk in Housing; and Environment 

Article Title 6, Subtitle 8, is required.  Additional guidance regarding projects where lead paint 

may be encountered can be obtained by contacting the Environmental Lead Division at (410) 

537-3825. 

 

     
 8

MDE requests that efforts be made to prevent contamination of the surface and ground water 

of the State of Maryland during any proposed construction and renovation activities.  In the 

event that spills or other releases of petroleum or hazardous materials occurs from the 

proposed operations which may potentially impact State waters, MDE requests prompt 

notification at 1-866-633-4686 (toll free). 

 

_X _
 9

The proposed project may involve rehabilitation, redevelopment, revitalization, or property 

acquisition of commercial, industrial property.  Accordingly, MDE's Brownfields Site 

Assessment and Voluntary Cleanup Programs (VCP) may provide valuable assistance to you 

in this project. These programs involve environmental site assessment in accordance with 

accepted industry and financial institution standards for property transfer. For specific 

information about these programs and eligibility, please Land Restoration Program at (410) 

537-3437. 

 

___ 
10

The project may cause contaminated runoff from an animal feeding operation (AFO).  

Please contact the AFO Division at (410) 537-4423 to determine if this AFO will require 

registration under the General Discharge Permit for Animal Feeding Operations. 

  

___ 
11

The project will result in increased numbers of confined animals at this animal feeding 

operation (AFO) and therefore necessitate registration under the General Discharge Permit 

for Animal Feeding Operations.  Please contact the AFO Division at (410) 537-4423 to 

determine if this AFO will require registration under this permit. 

 

_X__ 
12

Borrow areas used to provide clean earth back fill material may require a surface mine 

permit.  Disposal of excess cut material at a surface mine may requires site approval.  

Contact the Mining Program at (410) 537-3557 for further details. 

 

___ 
13

Any project that will remove coal from the site as part of the exaction will require review 

by the Department.  Contact the Mining Program at (410) 537-3557 for further detail. 

 

Additional Specific Comments: 

 

 

 

 


