








MCP-CTRACK

From: Dedun Ingram <idedun@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2016 11:44 PM

To: MCP-Chair

Subject: Comments on red-line draft Bethesda Downtown Plan

Dear Planning board and Planning staff

I would like to submit the following comments on the red-line version of the draft Bethesda
Downtown Plan.

1. Increasing park and open space in Bethesda is listed as the first overarching goal of the Plan
(Section 1.2.2), with affordable housing moved to second place. However, reading through the rest
of chapter 1 and subsequent chapters, this has not been implemented in the Plan. Many of the lists
still list housing goals and items first followed by park items. Some sections have no park-related
items whatsoever, even though I could usually think of a few pertinent ones that could be added.

2. The Plan repeatedly states the importance of and intention to protect and preserve existing single-
family neighborhoods, yet the Plan fails to do this in many ways. Excessively tall buildings are still
being placed both adjacent to single-family homes and too near them. The buffers that have been
kept intact for decades are being eliminated all around Bethesda’s edges. Removal of the R-60 zoned
properties that comprised that buffer opens up the neighborhoods not only to more intense
development on their borders than is reasonable, but also to the very real threat of deterioration of
the neighborhoods due to floating zone development and encroachment within those neighborhoods
which the rezoning of the R-60 properties makes possible. Preservation and protection of single-
family neighborhoods is not only a violation of assurances made to residents by the County for years
and years, but also a poor business and planning decision.

3. While I applaud the roll-back of all the additional density that the Ptanning Board had awarded
over the past months, the density level proposed in the draft Plan is stilt too high. It allows
development well beyond the amount the Council of Governments predicts will be needed in this area
and does not fully consider impacts on school and traffic. I think some additional thought should be
given to staging the additional density for Bethesda, with only a certain amount being allowed within
a specified time period and within specified time frames and no advancement to the next level of
density allowed unless performance tests have been met. Forecasts 20 years into the future are
notoriously poor and the Plan adds substantially more density and height to Bethesda than any
preceding plan, so it would be prudent to plan for evaluation points during the life of the plan so
adjustments can be made if necessary. This is especially warranted because of the already over-
crowded schools and congested roadways and the impracticality of adding capacity.




4. Again, while I applaud the roll-back of the overall density, I am not sure if the roll-back of mapped
density to the 1994 levels and placement of available density in a pool and on priority sending sites
makes sense. This is a new approach and I do not think that its pros and cons and the details of how
it should operate have been sufficiently studied and worked out. For example, how does this
approach ensure that the largest developments occur where we want them. How do we moderate
the first come first serve stampede? It is premature to send this Plan forward before the ramifications
and details of such a major change have been thoroughly evaluated.

5. Removing caps on the density allowed on individual sites and relying solely on height to limit
building size will allow buildings of unacceptable size to be built and make it unlikely that “signature”
buildings with architecture that conforms to the design guidelines that have been added to this Plan
are built. Builders these days want to maximize the density of their projects so as to maximize their
profits and if the only statutory limit on that density is the mapped height for their property, they will
want to build a building that goes straight up from the property lines, with no step-backs or
articulations that will reduce the density they can cram on the site. More thought needs to be given
to how to cap the density for each site at levels that discourage construction of boxes, to develop
truly enforceable design criteria that will increase the probability that attractive buildings that follow
the design guidelines will be built, not boxes, and to make sure that the most massive buildings are
built where we want them and not on sites where we don‘'t want them. This is a critical element of
the Plan and has not been adequately developed.

6. Creation of the Bethesda Overlay Zone is yet another major change to the draft Plan that has not
been sufficiently studied and mapped out. This may be a fine idea, but until the specifics have been
determined and the pros and cons of the resulting BOZ thoroughly studied, it is premature to send
the Plan forward for consideration by the County Council. Neither they nor the public can assess it
properly. It would seem more reasonable for the ZTA to be spelled out and move forward with the
Plan.

7. Despite the Plan's recognition that there is a dearth of parks and green space in Bethesda and the
Plan’s primary overarching goal being to increase them, it does not propose any truly significant new
park space. The proposed civic gathering space where the Purple Line tail tracks will be is relatively
small though well located. The proposed Montgomery Ave. park could be a reasonable size, but is not
well focated as it is quite far from the heart of Bethesda and not a pleasant walk from it. Additionally,
it will be bordered by a busy roadway on one side and the Purple Line on the other side and will have
a power station in the middle of it. The Plan misses an opportunity when it fails to take note of the
potential of parking lots 10 and 24 as new park space (particularly with the loss of a substantial

amount of Elm St. Park). Bethesda needs more substantial green parks, not just hard-scaped pocket
parks.




8. The Plan should include more specifics about how parks will be acquired and developed.
Establishment of a PIP has been suggested to help finance new park spaces which seems like a
potentially good way to generate the required funding. , but again, the details of how the PIP would
work and how much it would be have not been worked out yet. The $25.81 per square foot price that
has been suggested is almost half the going price for density on the market today so seems low. If
the county cannot charge more than this for the PIP for statutory reasons, then perhaps an additional
fee could be added to bring this up closer to the market price (this again is one of the details of the
new density approach that needs more vetting). If density levels are staged, one of the performance
tests should be acquisition and development of certain amounts of new park and green space. This is
yet another example of why it is premature to move the Plan forward to the County Council.

9. The Plan stresses the importance of walkability and bicycle transit to get people out of their cars.
Yet the Plan does relatively little to improve walkability and to develop bike paths and routes. If new
buildings will be replacing a lot of our current buildings, then very wide sidewalks should be
mandated and bike paths separated from the pedestrian portion of the sidewalk could be established
(as is done all over Europe). This could be listed as a goal of the Plan to be achieved as opportunity
arises. And the replacement tunnel for the Capital Crescent Trail is not mentioned in the Plan as far
as I could tel} though the storage lockers that are supposed to be in that tunnel were mentioned. The
replacement tunnel should be mentioned. The current tunnel carries many pedestrians and cyclists
into and out of Bethesda daily.

10. I object to the 120 foot height awarded to 4430 Montgomery Ave (Bethesda Sport and Health
Club’s extensive property). This property abuts 13 homes in the Town of Chevy Chase and thus
appears to be subject to the zoning code’s compatibility standards as specified in 59-4.1.8. If these
standards are applied to this property, then it is not possible to construct a building of anywhere near
that height on it and I find it puzziing and misleading that it is mapped at this height in the Plan. How
will the Planning Board handle this when the property owner comes in with a development plan for a
120 foot building claiming it to be his “right” under the Plan and a streetful of residents come in
demanding that the county zoning code be applied to this property as written? Is this property being
set up for yet another ZTA?

11. I object also to the exception that has been made for the Jaffe and Douglas properties with
regard to the density and zone assigned to their R-60 lots that front on West Ave, Why would the
Planning Board not map these properties at CRT 0.5 as it has done for alt other R-60 properties on
the borders of Bethesda? Why should these property owners not buy the density as other property
owners are being asked to do? Also, it appeared that the R-60 lots were being converted to CR not to
CRT. If that is the case, why? A CR zone up against residential properties is not appropriate.

In sum, I think it is premature for the Plan to be voted out of the Planning Board and on to the
County Council. This Plan will be in effect for the next 20 years or so. It is being crafted for the most
densely developed part of the County, an area that is supposed to be the economic engine of the




County. It is important to get this Plan right. A lot of work and effort has gone into the Plan but a lot
has been changed on the fly and the new components remain only partially formed. Spending a few

more months working through the new components and reintegrating the Plan would seem very
worthwhile,

Thank you for your consideration,
Deborah Ingram

4411 Elm St.

Chevy Chase, MD




MCP-CTRACK

A R
From: Naomi Spinrad <nspinradé68@verizon.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2016 7:32 AM
To: Howertan, Leslye
Cc: MCP-Chair; Wright, Gwen; Xronenberg, Robert
Subject: Fire station 6 language

Dear Leslye,

After cansultation with the Chevy Chase West Neighborhood Association Board of Directors, and a review of the
discussion on June 9 regarding the fire station, | am writing on behalf of the CCWNA to reiterate our support for the
language in the edited version of the Bethesda plan relating to the undeveloped space on the fire station property. The
discussion among the commissioners never questioned the desirability of green space at that location but instead was
focused on avoiding an implication that the county could “reach out and grab it.” Staff was directed to come back with
language based on the Battery Park language, which they did. Accordingly, we oppose any change in the plan language
in Section 2.7 (Parks and open space), Section 2.7.3.C.2 (Page 65 of the staff report planning edits) and on Table 4.01
(Page 120 of the staff edits).

The Planning Board has received multiple letters and testimony opposing redevelopment on this site of anything other
than a stand-alone fire station. These comments have come from both individuals and municipalities/civic associations,
including several neighboring condominium associations, Somerset, Chevy Chase Village, Drummond, the Town of Chevy
Chase, and the Citizens Coordinating Committee on Friendship Heights. All of these communications at least implicitly
support the green space concept. CCCFH, an umbrella organization of 19 communities, has written to you specifically
supporting green space here. We believe the current language in the edited plan accurately reflects the larger
community’s position as well.

Thank you for considering these comments as you finalize the plan,

Best,
Naomi

Naomi Spinrad
Vice President/Development
Chevy Chase West Neighborhood Association




MCP-CTRACK

From: Naomi Spinrad <nspinrad68@verizon.net>

Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2016 7:.54 AM

To: MCP-Chair; Anderson, Casey; Wells-Harley, Marye; Dreyfuss, Norman; Fani-Gonzalez,
Natali; Presley, Amy

Cc: Wright, Gwen; Kronenberg, Robert; Howerton, Leslye

Subject: In support of Iconic park/green space

Dear Chair Casey, Vice Chair Wells-Harley, Commissioner Dreyfuss, Commissioner Fani-Gonzalez, and Commissioner
Presley:

I'm writing as a private citizen in support of Commissioner Wells-Harley’s proposal to identify and prioritize an iconic
park space in downtown Bethesda, and in particular to build that space around the Montgomery County Farm Women’s
Cooperative property, parking lot 24, and Elm Street Park.

Planning staff envisioned from the start some level of connectivity between Bethesda Row and the Farm Market, both
identified as activity centers. While | believe the Brookfield proposal addresses the issue of concentrating density in
areas with transit proximity, creating a park near the Purple Line and the southern Metro entrance helps to balance
likely increased density near Metro with reduced development along edges AND saves a historic property for continuing
use by the community.

[ would also note that plans to date for redevelopment of the Apex building suggest there could be 800 underground
parking spaces here. Perhaps there is a way to coordinate parking considered for this site with the requirements of the
Parking Lot District so as to retain but relocate current or improved parking capacity from lots 24 {and maybe 10) and
PLD income without adding additional traffic and congestion to the Wisconsin Avenue corridor. This might also help in
expanding green space into lot 24.

Thank you for your serious consideration of Commissioner Wells-Harley’s proposal and ways to implement it.
Sincerely,

Naomi Spinrad
Chevy Chase West




MCP-CTRACK

From: Margaretta McKay <mckay jill@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2016 9:45 AM

To: Anderson, Casey; Wells-Harley, Marye; Dreyfuss, Norman; Fani-Gonzalez, Natali; Presley,
Amy

Cc: MCP-Chair; Wright, Gwen; mary@cbar.info

Subject: Support for PIP and Open Space Priority Sending Site proposals

I am a long-time resident of East Bethesda. I moved here in 1993, and although I welcome much of the
improvement that has taken place in Bethesda over the years, [ am very concerned at the relatively few green
and open spaces that have been created or retained. For that reason, | am writing to express my support for
most recommendations set forth by Planning Statf regarding the Parks Impact Payment and Priority Sending
Site proposals.

The following data are important and should be recognized by all stakeholders in the Bethesda planning
process:

¢ One hundred trees remove 53 tons of carbon dioxide and 430 pounds of other air pollutants per year. (New
York State Dept. of Environment.)

o A 1999 report by the US Surgeon General documented that urban park use is connected to decreased stress
levels. The longer participants stayed in a park, the less stress they exhibited.

¢ Tree-filled neighborhoods lower levels of domestic violence and are safer and more sociable. (New York
State Dept. of Environment)

As described in detail in the recent correspondence, "CBAR comments on PIP and Open Space PSS Proposals"”
(http://cbar.info/cbar-comments-on-pip-and-open-space-pss-proposals), the Parks Impact Payment and Priority
Sending Site incentives are necessary, balanced, and consistent with Plan goals,

Thank you for your consideration,

Margaretta Jill McKay
4401 Highland Avenue,
Bethesda, MD 20814




F&H INVESTMENTS L.P.
5272 River Road Suite 360
Bethesda, MD 20816
301-656-7790

July 6, 2016

Via E-Mail {MCP-Chairiamincppc-mc.org) & First-Class Muil

The Honorable Casey Anderson, Chair
Montgomery County Planning Board
8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Re:  Bethesda Downtown Sector Plan (the “Sector Plan”); Proposed Parks Impact Payment
(“PIP™)

Dear Chairman Anderson and Members of the Planning Board:

As the owners and operators of automobile dealerships at 7725 and 7735 Wisconsin Avenue
(between Cheltenham Drive and Middleton Lane on the east side of Wisconsin Avenue — the
“Property™) for almost 80 years (currently operating Acura and Nissan dealerships), we have a
very deep and personal connection with Downtown Bethesda. Given the uncertain future of the
automobile, we recognize a need to continuously evaluate what alternatives exist for future use
of our Property. In this vein, we have been involved in the Sector Plan process and are actively
engaged in the shaping of the Downtown for the many years to come. Our reason for sending
this letter is to provide our position in opposition the proposed PIP as the primary funding source
for a new park system serving the Downtown.

Bethesda is ripe for redevelopment and urbanization — in fact, it may be the best location in the
region for a vast economic development opportunity. In this regard, we fully support the
development of public amenities and urban parks and open and green spaces that will help make
the Downtown an incredibly successful place to live, work, shop and play. The cconomic burden
to provide the public amenities and parks cannot, however, be placed almost solely on the backs
of new development. Investment in the redevelopment of our downtown is already taxed
excessively, with the costs of redevelopment and the level of exactions high in comparison to
other competitive locations in the region. The redevelopment itself will provide an incredible
boost to the County tax base, but this redevelopment will not occur if unfair and inequitable
burdens are put on new development. The costs of infrastructure and amenities that will provide




The Honorable Casey Anderson, Chair
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benefit to existing and new residents and businesses have to be spread to all for proper
absorption - it is short-sighted and unrealistic to think that new development alone should or will
absorb an inequitable share of the costs and burdens.

The PIP proposal, which essentially reads as a government sale of density, is excessive and
unreasonable. In truth, as experienced business people with a long-vested interest in the area and
exposure to numerous master and sector plans, never have we witnessed an update to
comprehensive planning and zoning that doesn’t through the natural course of the process add
density and opportunity through zoning and land planning that reflects growth and progress.
Aside from the unfairness and inequities of new development bearing the brunt of the costs of
providing amenities enjoyed by all, the notion in this Sector Plan that additional density above
that which has been zoned for over 20 years come at a price (let alone a price of $25.81 as
currently proposed by your Staff) is unprecedented and frankly is a poor zoning and planning
precedent to establish.

We ask that you re-think these ideas and have as your collective goal a Sector Plan that will
encourage significant redevelopment and investment in our Downtown, not a plan that unfairly
and irresponsibly places economic burdens on new development that will serve as disincentive
and disregard for the opportunities that are readily available for what should be the County’s and
region’s economic center.

Very truly vours,

INVESTMENTS,L.P.

Henry A. Bowis, General Partner

cc:  Members, Montgomery County Planning Board




MCP-Chair

From: Cathy Wolf <wolfcs@starpower.net=

Sent: Monday, July 11, 2016 4:18 PM

To: MCP-Cﬁair ’ @E@EDWE @

Subject: 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin Avenue
JuL 12 2018
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN

Mr. Casey Anderson, Chair THE MARYLAND NATIONALCAPTTAL

and Members of the County Planning Board FARKAG PLARII COMESICN
Montgomery County Planning Board
8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910
Dear Chairman Anderson & Members of the Planning Board:

We write to express our objections to the Board’s June 30, 2016 decision to increase the mapped density for the

West Avenue portions of the Jaffe properties at 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin Avenue. These properties are
currently zoned R-60.

As decided by the Board, essentially all other properties in the Bethesda Overlay Zone will retain their current
density or its equivalent, and any additional density must be purchased from the pool or a priority sending site

or acquired by density averaging. According to the Board’s decisions, R-60 properties in the Plan will conven
to CRT 0.5.

On June 30, however, without providing any reasoning, the Board voted to convert Mr. Jaffe’s lots (and the
adjacent one) from R-60 to CR 1.5, instead of CRT 0.5. In addition to being inconsistent with how the Board is
treating other R-60 zoned property in the Plan, the Board is giving Mr. Jaffe a 22,500 square foot

windfall. Based on the public estimates released by the Planning Department staff, the market value of your gift
exceeds $1.1 million, which represents money which could have gone to the acquisition of parkland through the
Park Improvement Fee or could have been provided to a valued community organization designated as a
Priority Sending Site.

As also happened on October 29, 20135, when the Board previously considered density for the Jaffe property, the
Board on June 30, 2016 inappropriately made decisions regarding this property (i} with no notice to concerned
residents or the affected community and (ii) without allowing representatives of the affected community to
comment.

The Board provided no justification for its special treatment of the Jaffe properties, nor is there any reasonable
justification consistent with the Plan’s principles.

We strongly urge the Board to reconsider its decision to give Mr. Jaffe special treatment. His property lies at
two edges of the Plan area and is immediately adjacent to single-family homes, across a narrow residential
street. The lots in question have no historic or landmark status, and they are not designated as Priority Sending

Sites. The lots are not on Wisconsin Avenue and are not designated as part of the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor
under the Plan.

The R-60 zoning provided under the 1994 Plan has served an important role in maintaining the balance between
development on Wisconsin Avenue and the single-family neighborhoods surrounding Bethesda by providing a
buffer, as well as important protections in the zoning code that Iimit the intensity of building near residential
neighborhoods. We do not believe the Board has made the case to convert these lots to CR zoning, but if the
Board does wish to convert the R-60 zone along the Eastern Greenway edges, it should do so sensitively and




consistently. There is no rcason to treat these particular property owners differently than you are treating
everyone else. Please reconsider your action and rescind your windfall gift to Mr. Jaffe.

Thank you for your consideration.
Cathryn and Mier Wolf

7622 Lynn Drive
Chevy Chase, MD 20815




MCP-CTRACK

From: Burke, Vince <Vince.Burke@bfsaulco.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2016 10:07 AM

To: MCP-Chair

Ce: ‘Dalrymple, C Robert - CRD

Subject: Park Impact Payment

Attachments: Saul PIP Letter 7-12-16.pdf

Please see the attached letter in regard to the Planning Board's proposed Park Impact Payment. We appreciate your
consideration. Thank you.

Vince Burke

Vice President

B. F. Saul Company & Affiliates

7501 Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 1500E | Bethesda, MD 20814
Phone: 301.986.6350

Vince.Burke@bfsaulco.com | www.bfsaul.com

B. F. SAUL CO.

Established 1892

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This electronic message transmission contains Information which is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, any disciosure, copying, distribution or use of the content is prohibited,
i you have received this communication in errer, please notify us Immedlately and destroy this transmisskon,




B. F. SAUL COMPANY

7501 Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 1500E, Bethesda, Maryland 20814
(301) 986-6200

July 12, 2016

Casey Anderson, Chair

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
Montgomery County Planning Board

8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Mr. Anderson,

This letter is in regard to the Planning Board's proposed Park Impact Payment (PIP). The
B. F. Saul Company has demonstrated our dedication to developing high quality and attractive
buildings and public spaces. We belicve creating a vibrant public realm benefits our
investments, the community and deserves thorough discussion as part of the Bethesda Sector
Plan process. At this time, we are concerned with the direction the Board is taking with its PIP
proposal and do not believe it is an appropriate mechanism to achieve the park expansion goals.

In today’s competitive environment, the economics of real estate development are
tenuous and risk laden. Many of the County’s sector plan efforts have demonstrated that great
planning does not guarantee immediate development. The investment community must
anticipate the cost and risk for entitlement, financing, construction, and leasing over the extended
life span of a project including a small margin for error for unexpected events. Placing an undue
cost burden on development serves to narrow the margin and reduce the likelihood of projects
coming to market,

As Montgomery County's economic engine and a desired destination for attracting
investment capital, Bethesda does not need another mark against it in the regional competitive
landscape. The County should attempt to foster and encourage growth in Bethesda rather than
saddling development projects with exactions that deter investment dollars. Success in attracting
investment and the corresponding growth in the tax base should support the general fund and in
turn provide necessary capital to develop parks. The benefit of new and improved parks will be
shared among all of Bethesda’s existing and new residents, workers, and visitors alike and the
expense should be shared accordingly, by all in the general fund.

Furthermore, a sector plan process is not the appropriate venue to make complex fiscal
policy decisions. There has not been adequate analysis of the anticipated park acquisition and
construction cost and their correlation to the proposed PIP fees. The fiscal issues merit further
study in order to form a more accurate picture of the park facility needs, cost of improvements
and the ongoing operations.
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While we completely agree that the Sector Plan should identify strategic locations in
Bethesda for urban parks, and that these parks are vital to creating a successful urban
environment, we urge you to reconsider the implementation of the PIP funding proposal due to
our strong belief it is not the proper venue to secure funds for park expansion. We believe the
general fund is a better source of capital, given the benefits of the parks will contribute to
everyone's quality of life in Bethesda,

We appreciate your consideration of our thoughts and look forward to continuing our
collaborative efforts to make Bethesda and Montgomery County a wonderful place to work, live
and play. Thank you.

Sincerely,

g

Vincent C. Burke IV
Vice President
B. F. Saul Company & Affiliates

cc:  Ms. Gwen Wright
Mr. Robert Kronenberg
Ms. Leslye Howerton
Mr. C. Robert Dalrymple




MCP-CTRACK

E—
From: Krystyna Malesa <kmalesa@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, july 12, 2016 10:52 AM
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Fwd:

From: Krystyna Malesa <kmalesa/@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Jul 12,2016 at 10:32 AM

Subject: JAFFE project

Mr. Casey Anderson, Chair
and Members of the County Planning Board
Montgomery County Planning Board
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Dear Chairman Anderson & Members of the Planning Board:

We write to express our objections to the Board’s June 30, 2016 decision to increase the mapped density for the
West Avenue portions of the Jaffe properties at 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin Avenue. These properties are
currently zoned R-60.

As decided by the Board, essentially all other properties in the Bethesda Overlay Zone will retain their current
density or its equivalent, and any additional density must be purchased from the pool or a priority sending site

or acquired by density averaging. According to the Board’s decisions, R-60 properties in the Plan will convert
to CRT 0.5.

On June 30, however, without providing any reasoning, the Board voted to convert Mr, Jaffe’s lots (and the
adjacent one) from R-60 to CR 1.5, instead of CRT 0.5. In addition to being inconsistent with how the Board is
treating other R-60 zoned property in the Plan, the Board is giving Mr. Jaffe a 22,500 square foot

windfall. Based on the public estimates released by the Planning Department stafT, the market value of your gift
exceeds $1.1 million, which represents money which could have gone to the acquisition of parkland through the
Park Improvement Fee or could have been provided to a valued community organization designated as a
Priority Sending Site.

As also happened on October 29, 2015, when the Board previously considered density for the Jaffe property, the
Board on June 30, 2016 inappropriately made decisions regarding this property (i) with no notice to concerned

residents or the affected community and (ii) without allowing representatives of the affected community to
comment.

The Board provided no justification for its special treatment of the Jaffe properties, nor is there any reasonable
justification consistent with the Plan’s principles.

We strongly urge the Board to reconsider its decision to give Mr. Jaffe special treatment. His property lies at
two edges of the Plan area and is immediately adjacent to single-family homes, across a narrow residential




street. The lots in question have no historic or landmark status, and they are not designated as Priority Sending
Sites. The lots are not on Wisconsin Avenue and are not designated as part of the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor
under the Plan,

The R-60 zoning provided under the 1994 Plan has served an important role in maintaining the balance between
development on Wisconsin Avenue and the single-family neighborhoods surrounding Bethesda by providing a
buffer, as well as important protections in the zoning code that limit the intensity of building near residential
neighborhoods. We do not believe the Board has made the case to convert these lots to CR zoning, but if the
Board does wish to convert the R-60 zone along the Eastern Greenway edges, it should do so sensitively and
consistently. There is no reason to treat these particular property owners differently than you are treating
everyone else. Please reconsider your action and rescind your windfall gift to Mr. Jaffe.

Thank you for your consideration.

Krystyna Malesa
4415 Ridge St., Chevy Chase, MD 20815

Cc: Roger Berliner (Councilmember.Berliner@montgomerycountymd.gov)

Mark Elrich (Councilmember.Elrich@montgomerycountymd.gov)
Nancy Floreen (Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov)
George Leventhal (Councilmember.Leventhal@montgomerycountymd.gov)

Hans Riemer {Councilmember.Riemer@montgomerycountymd.gov)

Gwen Wright (gwen.wright@montgomeryplanning.org)

Leslye Howerton (leslye.howenton@montgomeryplanning.org)

Town of Chevy Chase Town Council (townoffice@townofchevychase.org)




MCP-CTRACK

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Jim Ford <jimford188@gmail.com>

Monday, July 11, 2016 11:05 AM

MCP-Chair

Cecily Baskir

Board's Treatment of Jaffe Properties in Bethesda

Dear Chairman Anderson and Members of the Planning Board.

@E@EU\WE@

UL 1T 2018

I am writing to associate myself with the detailed comments of Cecily Baskir and John Freedman opposing the
unjustified density increase proposed in the pending Bethesda Downtown Plan for the West Avenue portions of the Jaffe
Properties at 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin Avenue.

Not only has the Board failed to provide any justification for the out-of-scale increase proposed for those properties, it
has also proposed granting a unique exception that smacks of favoritism. The Board should withdraw this egregious
decision and demonstrate greater concern for the overall impact on adjoining neighborhoods of commercial density
increases such as that proposed for the Jaffe properties.

Sincerely,

James E, Ford

4427 Walsh Street
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

{P.S., please share this letter with the other members of the Planning Board)




MCP-CTRACK

From: Sue Torres <Torres5@mooreassociates.com>

Sent: Monday, July 11, 2016 11:56 AM

To: MCP-Chair

Cc: Howerton, Leslye; Kronenberg, Robert; hdlhopolsky
Subject: Bethesda Downtown Sector Plan

Attachments: Bethesda Downtown Sectar Plan.pdf

From Lioyd Moore:

Please see the attached letter concerning the Bethesda Downtown Sector Plan.

Sincerely,
Lloyd W. Moore

Sue Torres

Executive Assistant - Office Manager
MoorafAssociates, Inc.

4350 East West Highway, Suite 500
Bathesda, MD 20814

Direct: 301.628.2827

Main: 301.565.5100

Cell: 240.832.2809

FAX: 301.565.9711

INA

moore

Confidentiality Notice: This email is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged
information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution of this email/fax is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient,
please contact the sender by email/fax and destroy ali paper and electronic copies of the original message.




MmMOoore

July 7,2016

The Honorable Casey Anderson, Chair

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
Montgomery County Planning Board

8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

RE: Bethesda Downtown Sector Plan
Parks Fee

Dear Chairman Anderson,

During Worksession 14 regarding the Bethesda Downtown Sector Plan, Planning Staff put forth Park
Amenity Program Alternatives, proposed budgets, and a funding mechanism. However, the proposed
implementation policies are at odds with the new vision for Bethesda and should logically be discounted.
The proposed Park Fee would be a direct impediment to Bethesda’s forward progress.

New commercial development is economically challenged as evidenced by the limited activity over the
past eight years. Adding a tax in the face of current financial infeasibility runs the risk of freezing some of
the older buildings in their current condition (e.g. properties along Montgomery Avenue). To the extent
development is discouraged in Bethesda, it will gravitate to other jurisdictions and thereby forestall
implementation of the new Sector Plan.

If the County wishes to pursue the Planning Board's vision for parks, then the traditional capital
improvement program funding process should be utilized. This would assure proper open discussion.

Implementation of the new Sector Plan vision should be encouraged, so Bethesda will remain a
contemporary, vital and competitive community. Hampering the vision with policies adopted to
implement it, would compromise the achievement of community goals. Please eliminate from
consideration the “Park Fee”.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

o P~

Lloyd W. Moore

4350 EastWest Highway. Sute S00, Bethesda, MD 20814 \\ 301 565 5100 '\ MooreAssociates com
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From: PP- Denise Peel <DPeel@peelproperties.com>
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2016 2:07 PM
To: MCP-Chair
Cc: ‘sarobins@lerchearly.com’; PP- Scott Peel
Subject: PIP Comment
Attachments: 3150_001.pdf

Thank you for your consideration!




PEEL PROPERTIES

July 11,2016

Dear Chairman Anderson:

This email is in response to your request for public comment on the proposed Park Impact Payment
(PIP). We are the representatives of Peel Properties, the owners of a number of properties within
the Bethesda Downtown Planning Area. Our attorney, Steven Robins, has been representing us in
this process and provided written and oral testimony on our behalf since this master plan process
began. We wanted to submit a few comments on the PIP.

It is our understanding that the PIP would be imposed on applicants in the Bethesda Sector Plan
area who utilize density from the “pool” in excess of the current zoning (and not density from a
priority sending site or from a permitted density transfer between two or more properties). We
offer the following comments on the PIP:

- It appears that under the Staff proposal, the majority of the cost of new parks in the
Bethesda CBD will be placed on developers. This is despite the Board’s directive at its
previous work session that such cost burdens should be shared with the users of the park
areas and new development. This seems unfair. To our knowledge, never before has the
cost of creating something like parks been suggested to be absorbed predominantly by new
development. This is especially troubling when the majority of the benefit and enjoyment
of the new park areas will be by existing residents and workers. Therefore, shouldn't a
large portion of the park acquisition and development burden be borne by the County’s
general funds, which includes revenue from the tax generated, at least in part, by new
development?

+ We also have concemns that the cost estimates prepared by the Parks Department Staff,
and shared in the work session on June 9, are really inflated. Their list certainly would
suggest this is the case.

- New development already makes very large contributions to the County: application
fees, impact taxes for schools and transportation, BLT fees, building permit fees and
MPDU units. Adding yet another government tax of the proposed magnitude of the PIP is
burdensome, excessive, and could threaten the future development in downtown
Bethesda. Imposing a PIP anywhere near the magnitude suggested by the Staff will add
significantly to the per square foot development cost for new development. We are
concerned that all of these costs will cause developers to reconsider whether it is
economically feasible to develop in Bethesda as compared to Silver Spring, Tysons Comer,
Arlington, Alexandria, Washington, D.C. or otherwise. We want to keep Bethesda vibrant
angd desirable.

4401 Ezst-West Highway * Bethesda, MD 20814

(301) 280-4400 » Fax (301) 280-4439 » info@peclproperties.com




- If there is a PIP, it should be reduced to represent a reasonable amount that does not
jeopardize the economic engine that Bethesda has become over the years.

We urge the Planning Board to approach the PIP with these points in mind. If the Board moves
forward with the PIP, we would ask that you keep it reasonable, and consider how the County as
a whole, through the general fund, can participate in this effort.

Thank you for the opportunity (o comment.

@}{ [ ' ’5&/
enise Peel Q
ek 12




MCP-CTRACK

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Laurie Haughey <laurie.haughey@gmail.com> E @ E Dw E
Thursday, July 07, 2016 9:20 PM

MCP-Chair -
Councilmember.Leventhal@montgomerycountymd.gov, JUL- 98 2013
Councilmember.Berliner@montgomerycountymd.gov, OFFe ur THE CHARIMAN
Councilmember.Elrich@moentgomerycountymd.gov, PP e

Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov;
Councilmember.Riemer@montgomerycountymd.gov; Wright, Gwen; Howertan, Leslye;
townoffice@townofchevychase.org

Bethesda Plan

I am horrified at the special treatment the planning board is giving the Jaffe property. I'm not going to go into the issues.
You are well aware of the preblem and why residents are so rightfully upset.

I will tell you that as a former investigative news producer, | am making it my mission to figure out what’s really going

on.

Perhaps what makes me saddest of all, is the reaction of my children, who are now young adults. They lived here all
their lives and were raised in this house. When they come back home to visit, they see the current construction and
caongestion and ask us why anybody would want to live here anymore.

It breaks my heart, PLEASE stop breaking hearts.

t.aurie Haughey
4424 Ridge St
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From: Linda Demlo <ldemlo@starpower.net>
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2016 3:05 PM
To: MCP-Chair
Ce: Councilmember Berliner; Councilmember.Elrich@montgomerycountymd.gov,

Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountyimd.gov; Councilmember Office
Leventhal's; Councilmember Riemer Hans; Wright, Gwen; Howerton, Leslye; Town Office;
Demlo Linda

Subject: Jaffe Properties Decisions and Bethesda Downtown Plan

Dear Chairman Anderson & Members of the Planning Board:

| am writing to express my strong objection to the Board's June 30, 2016 decision to increase the mapped density for the
West Avenue portions of the Jaffe properties at 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin Avenue. These properties are currently zoned
R-60.

Essentially all other properties in the Bethesda Overlay Zone will retain their current density or its equivalent, and any
additional density must be purchased from the pool or a priority sending site or acquired by density averaging.
According to the Board's decisions, R-60 properties in the Plan will convert to CRT 0.5.

However, on June 30, without providing any rationale, the Board voted to convert Mr. taffe’s lots (and the adjacent one)
from R-60 to CR 1.5, instead of CRT 0.5. In addition to being inconsistent with the manner in which the Board is treating
other R-60 zoned property in the Plan, the Board is giving Mr. Jaffe a 22,500 square foot windfall. Based on public
estimates provided by Planning Department staff, the market value of your gift exceeds 51.1 millian. This represents
money that could have gone to the acquisition of parkland through the Park Improvement Fee or could have been
provided to a valued community organization designated as a Priority Sending Site. | would like to know what makes
Mr. Jaffe so speciall

These inappropriate June 30, 2016 decisions regarding this property were made (i) with no notice to concerned
residents or the affected community and {(ii) without allowing representatives of the affected community to comment.
This repeats similar action on October 29, 2015, when the Board previously considered density for the Jaffe property.

The Board provided no justification for its special treatment of the Jaffe properties, nor is there any reasonable
justification consistent with the Plan’s principles. Again, | repeat, what makes Mr. Jaffe so special?

1 strongly urge the Board to reconsider its decisian to give Mr. Jaffe special treatment. His property lies at two edges of
the Plan area and is immediately adjacent to single-family homes, across a narrow, congested residential street. The lots
in question have no historic or landmark status, and they are not designated as part of the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor
under the plan.

The R-50 zoning provided under the 1994 Plan has served an important role in maintaining the balance between
development on Wisconsin Avenue and the single-family neighborhoods surrounding Bethesda by providing a buffer, as
well as important protections in the zoning code that limit the intensity of building near residential neighborhoods. We
do not believe the Board has made the case to convert these lots to CR zoning. If the Board does wish to convert the R-
60 zone along the Eastern Greenway edges, it should do so sensitively and consistently. There is no reason to treat
these particular property owners differently than you are treating everyone else.

Please reconsider your action and rescind your windfall gift to Mr. Jaffe.




Thank you for your consideration.

Linda K. Demlo
4421 Stanford St., Chevy Chase, MD 20815




MCP-CTRACK

From: Dihopolsky, Heather - HXD <HDlhopolsky@linowes-law.com>
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2016 3:14 FM

To: MCP-Chair

Cc: Howerton, Leslye; Kronenberg, Robert

Subject: Bethesda Downtown Sector Plan - Park impact payment
Attachments: Bethesda Downtown Sector Plan 07.08.2016.pdf

Chairman Anderson and Members of the Planning Board,

| am submitting the attached letter on hehalf of ZOM Mid-Atlantic for the ongoing worksessions on the
Bethesda Downtown Plan, regarding the proposed park impact payment.

Thank you.

Heather

Heather Dlhopolsky
Partner

Linowes and Blocher LLP
7200 Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 800
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Direct: 301.961.5270
Main: 301.654.0504
E-mail: hdlhopolsky@linowes-law.com

LinkedIn: www.linkedin.com/in/heatherdihopolsky
Website: www.linowes-law.com

LINOWESl
ANDIBLOCHERLLP

CELEBRATING ATTDODRNEYS AT LAW
YCARS OF
BUILDIRG
COMMUNITIES

This e-mail message is intended only for the addresses and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any interception, review,
retransmission, dissemination, or other use of, or taking of any action upon this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is
prohibited by law and may subject them to criminal or civil liability. 17 you received this communication in error, please contact us immediately at
the direct dial number set forth above, or at (301) 654-0504, and delete the communication from any compulter or network system. Although this e-
mail (including attachments) is believed to be free of any virus or other defect that might negatively affect any computer system into which it is
received and opened, it is the responsibility of the recipient 10 ensure that it is virus free, and no responsibility is accepled by the sender for any loss
or damage arising in any way in the event that such a virus or defect exists,




July 8, 2016

Mr. Casey Anderson, Chair,

and Members of the Planning Board
Montgomery County Planning Board
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Re: Bethesda Downtown Plan (the “Sector Plan”) — Feedback re: Proposed Park
Impact Payment

Dear Chairman Anderson and Members of the Planning Board:

| am submitting this letter on behalf of ZOM Mid-Atlantic (“ZOM") regarding the
Montgomery County Planning Board's ongoing work sessions on the Sector Plan, This
letter specificaliy addresses the proposed Park Impact Payment that was initially
discussed at the Planning Board's June 9" work session. The rate that was proposed by
Staff at that work session was $25.81/square foot of density above current zoning
(assuming the additional density is purchased from the “pool” that the Planning Board
proposes to create rather than purchased directly from another property owner in the plan
area). While ZOM is very supportive of new and improved parks and open spaces in
Bethesda, as it improves quality of life both for existing residents and employees as well
as new members of the community, the concept proposed at the June 9™ work session
is simply the wrong method for funding these parks and open spaces.

Master plans and sector plans, especially those in our down-county areas where
additional density is most desired due to transit proximity and existing infrastructure,
typically propose increases in density above what is currently permitted. However, in this
case, the Planning Board has opted to essentially retain all current zoning so that property
owners are forced to purchase the density that would otherwise have been allocated
through a master/sector plan and comprehensive rezoning process, in order to raise
money for parks and open spaces. This is an unprecedented approach, and frankly one
that works at cross-purposes with the County's goal to direct density toward our
downtowns and transit proximate areas.

Even if the approach itself were sound, the fee that has been proposed is excessive and
an inequitable exaction on new development. This fee assumes that 75% of the cost of
acquisition and development of parks and open spaces in Bethesda would fall on new
development to fund. Staff identified that the total cost of these desired improvements is
$117 miltion, which means that $88 million of this cost would fall on only those developers
who utilize the “pool” of density {approximately 3.4 million square feet) that the Planning
Board proposes to create under this Sector Plan. Given that the eventual users of these
parks and open spaces will be all who live, work, and play in Bethesda, and not simply
those users generated by the 3.4 million square feet of “pcoled” density, how is it equitable

ZOM MID-ATLANTIC, INC. » 7800 WESTPARK DRIVE, SUITE T-605« MCLEAN, VA 22102 - TEL 703.677.9717 »
Www.Zomusa.com




to require 75% of the cost for these spaces from this small share of the overall
development in Bethesda? A more evenhanded solution — one which recognizes that the
beneficiaries of these parks and open spaces will be all who spend time in Bethesda -
would be to impose an ad valorem tax on all properties within the Sector Plan area, similar
to how the urban district tax, mass transit tax, and other ad valorem taxes are applied.
This would disperse the costs to all users of the new parks and open spaces and result
in a significantly less targeted burden on any one individuat group.

If, however, the Planning Board decides to keep in place the systern that has been
proposed to date, the Park Impact Payment should cover only the costs of park and open
space acquisition, and new development should not be required to pay for the cost of the
improvements to such spaces. When a property owner dedicates land for parks or open
space as part of their redevelopment process, they essentially pay for the cost of
acquisition by giving up such area at no cost to the County; such property owner does not
also pay for the costs to improve the park or open space.

Further, to the extent that a property owner or developer is subject to the Park Impact
Payment, such payment should be offset with a reduction in another exaction to which
the redevelopment project would be subject. The most obvious choice would be a
reduction in the Building Lot Termination (BLT) requirement. The BLT program is
designed to retain low density and open spaces in the County’s Agricultural Reserve but,
to the extent that new open spaces and parks are badly needed in Bethesda itself, it
seems more than logical to keep such funds in the area that will directly benefit rather
than sending these funds out of the planning area.

We thank you for your consideration of our comments regarding the proposed Park
Impact Payment, and we look forward to continuing to work with Planning Staff, the
Planning Board, and eventually the County Council as the Bethesda Downtown Plan
makes its way through the review process.

Sincerely,
ZOM Mid-Atlantic, inc.

Aducr (G

Andrew J. Cretal
Sr. Vice President




Mr. Casey Anderson, Chair
and Members of the County Planning Board
Montgomery County Planning Board
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Dear Chairman Anderson & Members of the Planning Board:

We write 10 express our objections to the Board’s June 30, 2016 decision to increase the mapped density
for the West Avenue portions of the Jaffe properties at 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin Avenue. These
properties are currently zoned R-60.

As decided by the Board, essentially all other properties in the Bethesda Overlay Zone will retain their
current density or its equivalent, and any additional density must be purchased from the pool or a priority
sending site or acquired by density averaging. According to the Board’s decisions, R-60 properties in the
Plan will convert to CRT 0.5.

On June 30, however, without providing any reasoning, the Board voted to convert Mr. Jaffe’s lots (and
the adjacent one) from R-60 to CR 1.5, instead of CRT 0.5. In addition to being inconsistent with how
the Board is treating other R-60 zoned property in the Plan, the Board is giving Mr. Jaffe a 22,500 square
foot windfall. Based on the public estimates released by the Planning Department staff, the market value
of your gift exceeds $1.1 million, which represents money which could have gone to the acquisition of
parkland through the Park Improvement Fee or could have been provided to a valued community
organization designated as a Priority Sending Site.

As atso happened on October 29, 2015, when the Board previously considered density for the Jaffe
property, the Board on June 30, 2016 inappropriately made decisions regarding this property (i) with no
notice Lo concerned residents or the affected community and (ii) without allowing representatives of the
affected community to comment.

The Board provided no justification for its special treatment of the Jaffe properties, nor is there any
reasonable justification consistent with the Plan’s principles.

We strongly urge the Board to reconsider its decision to give Mr. Jaffe special treatment. His property
lies at two edges of the Plan area and is immediately adjacent to single-family homes, across a narrow
residential street. The lots in question have no historic or landmark status, and they are not designated as

Priority Sending Sites. The lots are not on Wisconsin Avenue and are not designated as part of the
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor under the Plan.

The R-60 zoning provided under the 1994 Plan has served an tmportant role in maintaining the balance
between development on Wisconsin Avenue and the single-family neighborhoods surrounding Bethesda
by providing a buffer, as well as important protections in the zoning code that limit the intensity of
building near residential neighborhoods. We do not believe the Board has made the case to convert these
lots to CR zoning, but if the Board does wish to convert the R-60 zone along the Eastern Greenway
edges, it should do so sensitively and consistently. There is no reason 1o treat thesc particular property
owners differently than you are treating everyone else. Please reconsider your action and rescind your

windfall gift to Mr. Jaffe. i
Thank you for your consideration : ’ ‘ ANO:@W\J\LBD',]’ [ WM DQ
“Hamlie_ %WWQA Chevy Chase,M

120%15




ECEIVE

MCP-Chair ” ” a

From: Tucker, Marna <MTucker@feldesmantucker.com> OFFICE OF THE CHARMAAN

Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 5:37 PM oA

To: MCP-Chair

Ce: " Roger Berliner’; '‘Mark Elrich’; 'Nancy Floreen'; 'George Leventhal’; 'Hans Riemer’;
Wright, Gwen; Howerton, Leslye; 'Town of Chevy Chase Town Council’

Subject: Jaffe Unjustified Special Treatment

Attachments: 1363382_1.docx

Marna S, Tueler
Sentor Pariner

Feldesman Tucker Lerer Fidelt TLP
1129 20t Streee, NW . Suite 400

Washington DC 20056

T. 202.466.8960)
F. 2022938103
waw ftif.com
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VIA EMAIL (MCP-Chair@mncppc-mc.org)

Mr. Cascy Anderson, Chair
and Members of the County Planning Board
Montgomery County Planning Board
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Dear Chairman Anderson & Members of the Planning Board:

We write to express our objections to the Board’s June 30, 2016 decision to increase the mapped
density for the West Avenue portions of the Jaffe properties at 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin
Avenue. These properties are currently zoned R-60.

As decided by the Board, essentially all other properties in the Bethesda Overlay Zone will retain
their current density or its equivalent, and any additional density must be purchased from the
pool or a priority sending site or acquired by density averaging. According to the Board’s
decisions, R-60 propertics in the Plan will convert to CRT 0.5.

On June 30, however, without providing any reasoning, the Board voted to convert Mr. Jaffe’s
lots (and the adjacent one} from R-60 to CR 1.5, instead of CRT 0.5. In addition to being
inconsistent with how the Board is treating other R-60 zoned property in the Plan, the Board 1s
giving Mr. Jaffe a 22,500 square foot windfall. Based on the public estimates released by the
Planning Department staff, the market value of your gift exceeds $1.1 million, which represents
money which could have gone to the acquisition of parkland through the Park Improvement Fee
or could have been provided to a valued community organization designated as a Priority
Sending Site.

As also happened on October 29, 2015, when the Board previously considered density for the
Jaffe property, the Board on June 30, 2016 inappropriately made decisions regarding this
property (i) with no notice to concerned residents or the affected community and (ii) without
allowing representatives of the affected community to comment.

The Board provided no justification for its special treatment of the Jaffc properties, nor is there
any reasonable justification consistent with the Plan’s principles.

We strongly urge the Board to reconsider its decision to give Mr. Jaffe special treatment. His
property lies at two edges of the Plan arca and is immediately adjacent to single-family homes,
across a narrow residential street. The lots in question have no historic or landmark status, and
they are not designated as Priority Sending Sites. The lots are not on Wisconsin Avenue and are
not designated as part of the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor under the Plan.

The R-60 zoning provided under the 1994 Plan has served an important role in maintaining the
balance between development on Wisconsin Avenue and the single-family neighborhoods
surrounding Bethesda by providing a buffer, as well as important protections in the zoning code
that limit the intensity of building near residential neighborhoods. We do not believe the Board
has made the case to convert these lots to CR zoning, but if the Board does wish to convert the
R-60 zone along the Eastern Greenway edges, it should do so sensitively and consistently. There




is no reason to treat these particular property owners differently than you are treating everyone
else. Please reconsider your action and rescind your windfall gift to Mr. Jaffe,

Thank you for your consideration.

Marna S. Tucker (3715 Bradley Lane ~-mtucker@ftlf.com)

Ce:  Roger Berliner (Councilmember.Berliner@montgomerycountymd.pov)
Mark Elrich (Councilmember. Elrich@montgomerycountymd.gov)

Nancy Floreen (Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov)
George Leventhal (Councilmember.Leventhal@montgomerycountymd.gov)
Hans Riemer (Councilmember.Riemer@montgomerycountymd.gov)

Gwen Wright (gwen.wright@montgomervplanning.org)

Leslye Howerton {leslye.howerton@montgomeryplanning.org)
Town of Chevy Chase Town Council (townoffice@townofchevychase.org)




MCP-Chair

From: Claire Reade <claire.reade@gmail.com=>

Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 6:18 PM

To: MCP-Chair

Ce: Roger Berliner; Mark Elrich; Nancy Floreen; George Leventhal; Hans Riemer; Wright,
Gwen; Howerton, Leslye; Town of Chevy Chase Town Council

Subject: Objection to treatment of Jaffe properties at 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin Avenue,
Bethesda

We are writing to underscore the views expressed in the letter below. It is difficult to understand how the Board
made a decision to take steps regarding the properties at 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin Avenue that are inconsistent
with the treatment of essentially all other properties in the Bethesda Overlay Zone and that, if we understand the
situation correctly, give the business owner a 22,500 square foot windfall worth more than $1 million. The lack
of any expressed explanation or reasonable rationale for this unusual treatment is likewise very troubling.

We would ask you to reverse this decision, and provide concerned residents an opportunity to weigh in on how
to move forward appropriately from here.

Sincerely,

Claire Reade and Earl Steinberg
3913 Leland Street
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

VIA EMAIL (MCP-Chair@mneppe-mc.grg)

Mr. Casey Anderson, Chair

and Members of the County Planning Board
Montgomery County Planning Board
8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Dear Chairman Anderson & Members of the Planning Board:

We write to express our objections to the Board’s June 30, 2016 decision to increase the mapped density for the
West Avenue portions of the Jaffe properties at 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin Avenue. These properties are
currently zoned R-60.

As decided by the Board, essentially all other properties in the Bethesda Overlay Zone will retain their current
density or its equivalent, and any additional density must be purchased from the pool or a priority sending site

or acquired by density averaging. According to the Board’s decisions, R-60 properties in the Plan will convert
to CRT 0.5.




On June 30, however, without providing any reasoning, the Board voted to convert Mr. Jaffe’s lots (and the
adjacent one) from R-60 to CR 1.5, instead of CRT 0.5. In addition to being inconsistent with how the Board is
treating other R-60 zoned property in the Plan, the Board is giving Mr. Jaffe a 22,500 square foot

windfall. Based on the public estimates released by the Planning Department staff, the market value of your gift
exceeds $1.1 million, which represents money which could have gone to the acquisition of parkland through the
Park Improvement Fee or could have been provided to a valued community organization designated as a
Priority Sending Site.

As also happened on October 29, 2015, when the Board previously considered density for the Jaffe property, the
Board on June 30, 2016 inappropriately made decisions regarding this property (i) with no notice to concemned

residents or the affected community and (ii) without allowing representatives of the affected community to
comment.

The Board provided no justification for its special treatment of the Jaffe properties, nor is there any reasonable
justification consistent with the Plan’s principles.

We strongly urge the Board to reconsider its decision to give Mr. Jaffe special treatment. His property lies at
two edges of the Plan area and is immediately adjacent to single-family homes, across a narrow residential
street. The lots in question have no historic or landmark status, and they are not designated as Priority Sending
Sites. The lots are not on Wisconsin Avenue and are not designated as part of the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor
under the Plan.

The R-60 zoning provided under the 1994 Plan has scrved an important role in maintaining the balance between
development on Wisconsin Avenue and the single-family neighborhoods surrounding Bethesda by providing a
buffer, as well as important protections in the zoning code that limit the intensity of building near residential
neighborhoods. We do not belicve the Board has made the case to convert these lots to CR zoning, but if the
Board does wish to convert the R-60 zone along the Eastern Greenway edges, it should do so sensitively and
consistently. There is no reason to treat these particular property owners differently than you are treating
everyone clse. Please reconsider your action and rescind your windfall gift 1o Mr. Jaffe.

Thank you for your consideration.
Cecily Baskir & John Freedman

4408 Ridge St., Chevy Chase, MD 20815

Cc:  Roger Berliner (Councilmember. Berliner@montgomerycountvmd.gov)

Mark Elrich (Councilmember.Elrich@montgomerycountymd.gov)
Nancy Floreen (Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov)
George Leventhal (Councilmember.Leventhal@montgomerycountymd.gov)

Hans Riemer (Councilmember.Riemer@montgomeryeountymd.gov)

Gwen Wright (gwen.wright@montgomeryplanning.org)

Leslye Howerton (leslye.howerton@montgomeryplanning.org)




lown of Chevy Chase Town Council (townotticeitownofchevychase.org)




MCP-Chair

From: Gautam Prakash <gautam@monsooncapital.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 9:32 PM

To: MCP-Chair

Cc: Counciimember.Berliner@montgomerycountymd.gov;

Councilmember.Elrich@montgomerycountymd.gov;
Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov; George Leventhal, Hans Riemer;
Wright, Gwen; Howertan, Leslye; Town of Chevy Chase Town Council

Subject: Opposition to the Board's change in zoning for the Jaffe properties (6801 Wisconsin
Ave and 6807 Wisconsin Ave)

TO: Mr. Casey Anderson (Chair) and Members of the Montgomery County Planning Board

Dear Chairman Anderson & Members of the Planning Board:

We write to express our objechions to the Board's June 30, 2016 decision to increase the mapped density for the West
Avenue portions of the Jaffe properties at 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin Avenue. These properties are currently zoned R-60

As decided by the Board, essentially all other properties in the Bethesda Overlay Zone will retain their current density or
its equivalent, and any additional density must be purchased from the pool or a priority sending site or acquired by density
averaging. According to the Board's decisions, R-60 properties in the Plan will convert to CRT 0.5.

On June 30, however, without providing any reasoning, the Board voted 1o convert Mr. Jaffe's lots (and the adjacent one)
from R-60 to CR 1.5, instead of CRT 0.5. In addition to being inconsistent with how the Board is treating other R-60
zoned property in the Plan, the Board is giving Mr. Jaffe a 22,500 square foot windfail. Based on the public estimates
released by the Planning Department staff, the market value of your gift exceeds $1.1 million, which represents money
which could have gone to the acquisition of parkland through the Park Improvement Fee or could have been provided to a
valued community organization designaled as a Priority Sending Site.

As also happened on Oclober 29, 2015, when the Board previously considered density for the Jaffe property, the Board
on June 30, 2016 inappropriately made decisions regarding this property (i) with no notice to concerned residents or the
affected community and (ii} without allowing representatives of the affected community to comment.

The Board provided no justification for its special treatment of the Jaffe properties, nor is there any reasonable justification
consistent with the Plan’s principles.

We strongly urge the Board to reconsider its decision to give Mr. Jaffe special treatment, His property lies at two edges of
the Plan area and is immediately adjacent to single-family homes, acrass a narrow residential street. The lots in question
have no hisloric or landmark status, and they are not designated as Priority Sending Sites. The lots are not on Wisconsin
Avenue and are not designated as part of the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor under the Plan.

The R-60 zoning provided under the 1994 Plan has served an important role in maintaining the balance between
development on Wisconsin Avenue and the single-family neighborhoods surrounding Bethesda by providing a buffer, as
well as important protections in the zoning code that limit the intensity of building near residential neighborhoods. We do
not believe the Board has made the case to convert these lots to CR zoning, but if the Board does wish to convert the R-
60 zone along the Eastern Greenway edges, it should do so sensitively and consistently. There is no reason to treat
these particular property owners differently than you are treating everyone eise. Please reconsider your action and
rescind your windfali gift to Mr. Jaffe

Thank you for your consideration.
Gautam and Anjali Prakash

4309 Elm Street
Chevy Chase, MD 20815




Gautam A. Prakash

Managing Director

Monsoon Capital LLC

4720 Monlgomery Lane, Suite 410
Bethesda, MD 20814




MCP-Chair

SavEn
From: GEORGE SCHU <george.schu@gmail com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 9:35 PM
To: MCP-Chair
Cc (M Berliner; Councilmember.Elrich@montgomerycountymd.gov;

Councilmember.Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov; Leventhal's Office,
Councilmember; Councilmember.Riemer@montgomerycountymd.gov; Wright, Gwen;
Howerton, Lesiye; Town Office

Subject: Bethesda Downtown Plan

Mr. Casey Anderson, Chair and Members of the County Planning Board
Montgomery County Planning Board

8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Dear Chairman Anderson & Members of the Planning Board:

We write to express our objections to the Board’s June 30, 2016 decision to increase the mapped density for the
West Avenue portions of the Jaffe properties at 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin Avenue. These properties are
currently zoned R-60.

As decided by the Board, essentially all other properties in the Bethesda Overlay Zone will retain their current

density or its equivalent, and any additional density must be purchased from the pool or a priority sending site

or acquired by density averaging. According to the Board's decisions, R-60 properties in the Plan will convert
to CRT 0.5.

On June 30, however, without providing any reasoning, the Board voted to convert Mr. Jaffe’s lots (and the
adjacent one) from R-60 to CR 1.5, instead of CRT 0.5. In addition to being inconsistent with how the Board is
treating other R-60 zoned property in the Plan, the Board is giving Mr. Jaffe a 22,500 square foot

windfall. Based on the public estimates released by the Planning Department stafT, the market value of your gift
exceeds $1.1 million, which represents money which could have gone to the acquisition of parkland through the
Park Improvement Fee or could have been provided to a valued community organization designated as a
Priority Sending Site.

As also happened on October 29, 2015, when the Board previously considered density for the Jaffe property, the
Board on June 30, 2016 inappropriately made decisions regarding this property (i) with no notice to

concemed residents or the affected community and (ii) without allowing representatives of the affected
community to comment.

The Board provided no justification for its special treatment of the Jaffe properties, nor is there any reasonable
justification consistent with the Plan’s principles.

We strongly urge the Board to reconsider its decision to give Mr. Jaffe special treatment. His property lies at
two edges of the Plan area and is immediately adjacent to single-family homes, across a narrow residential
street. The lots in question have no historic or landmark status, and they are not designated as Priority Sending




Sites. The lots are not on Wisconsin Avenue and are not designated as part of the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor
under the Plan.

The R-60 zoning provided under the 1994 Plan has served an important role in maintaining the balance between
development on Wisconsin Avenue and the single-family neighborhoods surrounding Bethesda by providing a
buffer, as well as important protections in the zoning code that limit the intensity of building near residential
neighborhoods. We do not believe the Board has made the case to convert these lots to CR zoning, but if the
Board does wish to convert the R-60 zone along the Eastern Greenway edges, it should do so sensitively and
consistently. There is no reason to treat these particular property owners differently than you are treating
everyone else. Please reconsider your action and rescind your windfall gift to Mr. Jaffe.

Thank you for your consideration,
George and Theresa Schu
4306 Stanford St

Chevy Chase, MD 20815




MCP-Chair

From: Martin Gold <mgold@mcbeestrategic.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 1042 AM

To: MCP-Chair

Cc: Roger Berliner; Mark Elrich; Nancy Floreen; George Leventhal; Hans Riemer; Wright,
Gwen, Howertan, Leslye; Town of Chevy Chase Town Council

Subject: objections to the Board's June 30, 2016 decision to increase the mapped density for the

West Avenue portions of the Jaffe properties at 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin Avenue.

Importance: High

I am Martin Gold and | reside at 4420 Walsh Street in the Town of Chevy Chase,
| agree with everything stated in the letter from Cecily Baskir & lohn Freedman, below.

I strangly ask the Planning Board to reconsider its decision to give Mr. Jaffe special treatment.

His praperty lies at two edges of the Plan area and is immediately adjacent to single-family homes, across a narrow
residential street. The lots in question have no historic or landmark status, and they are not designated as Priority
Sending Sites. The lots are not on Wisconsin Avenue and are not designated as part of the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor
under the Plan.

Mr. Casey Anderson, Chair
and Members of the County Planning Board
Montgomery County Planning Board
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Dear Chairman Anderson & Members of the Planning Board:

We write to express our objections to the Board’s June 30, 2016 decision to increase the mapped density for the
West Avenuc portions of the Jaffe properties at 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin Avenue. These properties are
currently zoned R-60.

As decided by the Board, essentially all other properties in the Bethesda Overlay Zone will retain their current
density or its equivalent, and any additional density must be purchased from the pool or a priority sending site
or acquired by density averaging. According to the Board’s decisions, R-60 properties in the Plan will convert
to CRT 0.5.

On June 30, however, without providing any reasoning, the Board voted to convert Mr. Jaffe’s lots (and the
adjacent one) from R-60 to CR 1.5, instcad of CRT 0.5. In addition to being inconsistent with how the Board is
treating other R-60 zoned property in the Plan, the Board is giving Mr. Jaffe a 22,500 square foot

windfall. Based on the public estimates released by the Planning Department staff, the market value of your gift
exceeds $1.1 million, which represents money which could have gone to the acquisition of parkland through the

Park Improvement Fee or could have been provided to a valued community organization designated as a
Priority Sending Site.

As also happened on October 29, 2015, when the Board previously considered density for the Jaffe property, the
Board on June 30, 2016 inappropriately made decisions regarding this property (i) with no notice to concerned

residents or the affected community and (ii) without allowing representatives of the affected community to
commenlt.




The Board provided no justification for its special treatment of the Jaffe properties, nor is there any reasonable
justification consistent with the Plan’s principles.

We strongly urge the Board to reconsider its decision to give Mr. Jaffe special treatment. His property lies at
two edges of the Plan area and is immediately adjacent to single-family homes, across a narrow residential
street. The lots in question have no historic or landmark status, and they are not designated as Priority Sending

Sites. The lots are not on Wisconsin Avenue and are not designated as part of the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor
under the Plan.

The R-60 zoning provided under the 1994 Plan has served an important role in maintaining the balance between
development on Wisconsin Avenue and the single-family neighborhoods surrounding Bethesda by providing a
buffer, as well as important protections in the zoning code that limit the intensity of building near residential
neighborhoods. We do not believe the Board has made the case to convert these lots to CR zoning, but if the
Board does wish to convert the R-60 zone along the Eastern Greenway edges, it should do so sensitively and
consistently. There is no reason to treat these particular property owners differently than you are treating
everyone else. Please reconsider your action and rescind your windfall gift to Mr. Jaffe.

Thank you for your consideration.

Cecily Baskir & John Freedman
4408 Ridge St., Chevy Chase, MD 20815

Cc:  Roger Berliner (Councilmember.Berliner/cd montgomerveountvind.gov)
Mark Elrich (Councilmember.Elrich/@zzmontgomerycountymd.gov)

Nancy Floreen (Councilmember.Floreen% montgomerycountvind.pov)
George Leventhal (Councilmember.Leventhal@ montgomerycountvimd. gov)

Hans Riemer (Councilmember.Riemera monteomerveountymd.gov)

Gwen Wright (gwen.wright@montgomeryplanning.org)
Leslye Howerton (leslye.howertoni@montgomeryplanning.org)

Town of Chevy Chase Town Council (townoffice@townofchevychase.org)

MARTIN GOLD 4420 WALSH STREET, CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815




MCP-Chair

Fram: Deborah Zarin <deborah.zarin@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 1057 AM

To: MCP-Chair

Ce: Marqusee, Jeffrey A ; Councilmember.Berliner@montgomerycountymd.gov,

Councilmember.Elrich@montgomerycountymd.gov;

Cauncilmember Leventhal@montgomerycountymd.gov;

Councilmember Floreen@montgomerycountymd.gov;

townoffice@townofchevychase.org; Howerlon, Leslye
Subject: Jaffe properties at 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin

ViA EMAIL (MCP-Chair@mncppc-mc.org)

Mr. Casey Anderson, Chair
and Members of the County Planning Board
Montgomery County Planning Board
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Dear Chairman Anderson & Members of the Planning Board:

[ am writing to express my objections to the Board's June 30, 2016 decision to increase the mapped density for
the West Avenue portions of the Jaffe properties at 6801 and 6807 Wisconsin Avenue. These properties are
currently zoned R-60.

As decided by the Board, essentially all other properties in the Bethesda Overlay Zone will retain their current
density or its equivalent, and any additional density must be purchased from the poo! or a priority sending site

or acquired by density averaging. According to the Board's decisions, R-60 properties in the Plan will convert
1o CRT 0.5.

On June 30, however, without providing any reasoning, the Board voted to convert Mr. Jaffe’s lots (and the
adjacent one) from R-60 to CR 1.5, instead of CRT 0.5. In addition to being inconsistent with how the Board is
treating other R-60 zoned property in the Plan, the Board is giving Mr. Jaffe a 22,500 square foot

windfall. Based on the public estimates released by the Planning Department staff, the market value of your gift
exceeds $1.1 million, which represents money which could have gone to the acquisition of parkland through the
Park Improvement Fee or could have been provided to a valued community organization designated as a
Priority Sending Site.

As also happened on October 29, 2015, when the Board previously considered density for the Jaffe property, the
Board on June 30, 2016 inappropriately made decisions regarding this property (i) with no notice to concerned

residents or the affected community and (ii) without allowing representatives of the affected community to
comment.

The Board provided no justification for its special treatment of the Jaffe properties, nor is there any reasonable
justification consistent with the Plan’s principles.




I strongly urge the Board to reconsider its decision to give Mr. Jaffe special treatment. His property lies at two
edges of the Plan area and is immediately adjacent to single-family homes, across a narrow residential

street. The lots in question have no historic or landmark status, and they are not designated as Priority Sending
Sites. The lots are not on Wisconsin Avenue and are not designated as part of the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor
under the Plan.

The R-60 zoning provided under the 1994 Plan has served an important role in maintaining the balance between
development on Wisconsin Avenue and the single-family neighborhoods surrounding Bethesda by providing a
buffer, as well as important protections in the zoning code that limit the intensity of building near residential
neighborhoods. 1do not believe the Board has made the case to convert these lots to CR zoning, but if the
Board does wish to convert the R-60 zone along the Eastern Greenway edges, it should do so sensitively and
consistently. 1can see no reason to treat these particular property owners differently than you are treating
everyone else. Please reconsider your action and rescind your windfall gift to Mr. Jaffe.

Thank you for your consideration.

Deborah A, Zarin, M.D.
4402 Ridge St., Chevy Chase, MD 20815

Cc:  Roger Berliner (Councilmember.Berliner@montgomerycountymd.gov)
Mark Elrich (Councilmember.Elrich@montgomerycountymd.gov)
Nancy Floreen (Councilmember.Floreen@montgomervcountymd.gov)
George Leventhal (Councilmember.l.eventhal@montgomerycountymd.gov)
Hans Riemer (Councilmember.Riemer@montgomerycountymd.gov)
Gwen Wright (gwen. wright@montgomeryplanning.org)

Leslye Howerton (lestve.howerton@montgomervplanning.org)
Town of Chevy Chase Town Council (townoffice@townofchevvehase.orp)





































































































































































































































































































































