
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary 

The Planning Board’s public hearing on the Rock Spring Master Plan was held on December 1, 2016 
and the public hearing record was open until the close of business on December 15, 2016.  The 
Board’s first worksession on the Plan was held on December 15, 2016.  The second Planning Board 
worksession will be on January 19, 2017.    
 
As requested by the Planning Board at the end of the first worksession, staff will present options for 
how several properties in Rock Spring could redevelop.  These options will be presented for 
discussion purposes as the Board considers the property owner’s zoning requests.  The written public 
hearing testimony is summarized in Attachment 1.  All of the written testimony received as part of 
the public hearing record is attached, including technical comments from the Departments of 
Transportation, Environmental Protection, and Recreation, which will be addressed at a future 
worksession, as needed.     
 
Rock Spring Master Plan worksession schedule: 

December 15, 2016 Planning Board Worksession #1 
January 19, 2017 Planning Board Worksession #2 
February 2, 2017 Planning Board Worksession #3 
February 16, 2017 Planning Board Worksession #4, if needed 
March 2, 2017  Planning Board Worksession #5, if needed 

 

The Planning Board should bring their copies of the Public Hearing Draft that were previously 
distributed to them. 
 
 
Attachments: 
1. Summary of Written Public Hearing Testimony 
2. Written Testimony 
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1PH = Rock Spring Public Hearing Draft Master Plan 

 Issue/Property Page Testimony or Comment Staff Response Planning Board Direction 

1. Walter Johnson 
Cluster  

26, 41-
44 

Agree with Plan’s suggestion for 
possible school on Rock Spring Centre 
or Marriott sites, but must reserve 
now unless a suitable site is reserved 
elsewhere. Board should delay this 
Plan and White Flint 2 until sites for 
two elementary schools and one 
middle school are identified/reserved 
and/or the County has means to 
acquire.  Opposed to proposed road 
between WJHS and Georgetown 
Square. 
Wendy Calhoun, Cluster Coordinator 

MCPS continues to work on options to address 
school capacity issues in the Walter Johnson 
Cluster.  The recommendations in the Master Plan 
are as specific as staff feels is appropriate for a 
long-range plan. 
 
The area needs greater connectivity and the 
proposed road between Democracy Boulevard 
and Rock Spring Drive would assist pedestrians 
and bicyclists.  

 

2. Democracy Center 
6901 Rockledge 
Drive 
 

30, 49 Requests CRT zone through the 
Master Plan (not via a future floating 
zone application) or amend the EOF 
zone to permit any mix of uses 
approved by the Board at site plan. 
 
Objects to Plan’s recommendations 
that existing private open space be 
open to the public and requests 
removal of this language.  If the Parks 
Department wants to acquire the 
open space, the site should be given 
mixed use zoning with a higher 
density for the developable land.  
Francoise M. Carrier 
 
 

Existing Zoning:    EOF-1.25, H-150 
1PH Draft Zoning: EOF-1.5, H-150 
Owner’s Request: CRT or modified EOF zone 
 
Staff will present options for the Board to discuss 
and consider during the worksessions. 
 
Staff understands the objection of the property 
owner to having its private property open to the 
public, which is why staff is interested in acquiring 
the open space for public use as a public park. 
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 Issue/Property Page Testimony or Comment Staff Response Planning Board Direction 

3. Camalier Davis 
Properties - Rock 
Spring Centre 

26, 28, 
50 

To achieve property owner’s vision, 
density should be 2.0 FAR.  Plan’s 
suggestion that Rock Spring Centre 
site could provide possible school site 
or recreation/open space, if the 
approved plan were amended, is 
extremely problematic and will 
hinder site’s marketability.  
Steven A. Robins and Patrick L. O’Neil  

Existing Zoning:     CR-1.5, C-0.75, R-0.75, H-275 
PH Draft Zoning:  CR-1.5, C-0.75, R-0.75, H-275 
Owner’s Request:  CR-2.0, C-1.5, R-1.5, H-275 
 
Staff continues to support the Draft Plan’s 
proposed zoning recommendation for this 
property and the suggestion that a school site be 
considered if the approved plan were amended. 

 

4. Camalier Davis 
Properties - 
Georgetown 
Square 
 

25 Densities and heights need to be 
significant to encourage 
redevelopment at this gateway 
location. 
Steven A. Robins and Patrick L. O’Neil  

Existing Zoning:      NR-0.75, H-45 
PH Draft Zoning:    CRT-1.25, C-0.75, R-0.75, H-75 
Owner’s Request:  CRT-2.0, C-1.5, R-1.5, H-80 
 
Staff continues to support the Draft Plan’s 
proposed zoning recommendation for this 
property. 

 

5. Camalier Davis 
Properties - 
Rockledge 
Executive Plaza 
One (6600 
Rockledge Drive) 
and Two (6610 
Rockledge Drive) 

29-31 Increase density to 2.5 FAR and 
height to 275 feet to provide 
incentive to redevelop. 
Steven A. Robins and Patrick L. O’Neil 

 

Existing Zoning:     EOF-1.0, H-100 
PH Draft Zoning:    EOF-1.5, H-100 
Owner’s Request:  CR-2.5, C-2.0, R-2.0, H-275 
 
Staff will present options for the Board to discuss 
and consider during the worksessions. 

 

6. Camalier Davis 
Properties - Rock 
Spring North:  
6500, 6550, 6560 
Rock Spring Drive; 
6430 Rockledge 
Drive  

29-31 Increase density to 2.5 FAR and 
height to 225 feet to provide 
incentive to redevelop; these 
densities and heights are appropriate 
and compatible with the surrounding 
area. 
Steven A. Robins and Patrick L. O’Neil 

 

Existing Zoning:     EOF-1.0, 1.25, 1.5; H-100 
PH Draft Zoning:    EOF-1.5, H-100  
Owner’s Request:  CR-2.5, C-2.0, R-2.0, H-225 
 
Staff will present options for the Board to discuss 
and consider during the worksessions. 
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 Issue/Property Page Testimony or Comment Staff Response Planning Board Direction 

7. Camalier Davis 
Properties - Rock 
Spring South: 
10215 Fernwood 
Road; 6410, 6420 
Rockledge Drive 

29-31 Increase density to 2.5 FAR and 
height to 150 to provide incentive to 
redevelop. 
Steven A. Robins and Patrick L. O’Neil 

Existing Zoning:    EOF-1.0, H-100 
PH Draft Zoning:   EOF-1.5, H-100 
Owner’s Request: CR-2.5, C-2.0, R-2.0, H-150 
 
Staff will present options for the Board to discuss 
and consider during the worksessions. 

 

8. Camalier Davis 
Properties -
Democracy Plaza 
One and Two and 
Marriott Suites 
Hotel: 6701, 6707, 
6711 Democracy 
Blvd.  

29-31 Increase density to 2.5 FAR and 
height to 150 to provide incentive to 
redevelop. 
Steven A. Robins and Patrick L. O’Neil 

Existing Zoning:    EOF-1.0, H-110 
PH Draft Zoning:   EOF-1.5, H-110 
Owner’s Request: CR-2.5, C-2.0, R-2.0, H-150 
 
Staff will present options for the Board to discuss 
and consider during the worksessions. 

 

9. Marriott Property 
10400 Fernwood 
Road 

20, 21, 
30, 31, 
42 

Allowable uses for non-office 
commercial and residential uses need 
to be expanded, by either modifying 
the EOF zone or rezoning to CR zone.  
Allowable height should be increased 
from 100’ to 150’.  Property should 
not be recommended for school site 
consideration. 
Nancy Regelin and David D. Freishtat 

Existing Zoning:     EOF-0.75, H-100  
Proposed Zoning:  EOF-1.5, H-100 
Owner’s Request:  Modified EOF zone or  
                                  CR 1.5, C-1.5, R-1.0, H-150 
Staff will present options for the Board to discuss 
and consider during the worksessions. 
Staff believes that the feasibility of a new school, 
on some portion of the site, when it redevelops, 
should be considered. 

 

10. Westfield 
Montgomery Mall 

33 Westfield supports the existing 
zoning, but proposes a zoning text 
amendment for the Regional 
Shopping Center Overlay Zone to 
allow multi-family residential uses at 
a maximum building height of 150 
feet to accommodate future interest 
in adding housing, as permitted by 
the GR zone.    Patricia Harris 

Existing Zoning:   GR-1.5, H-45 
PH Draft Zoning:  GR-1.5, H-45  
Owner’s Request:  Supports the Plan’s zoning 
recommendation, with a requested zoning text 
amendment for the Regional Shopping Center 
Overlay Zone. 
 
Staff supports the requested zoning text 
amendment. 
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 Issue/Property Page Testimony or Comment Staff Response Planning Board Direction 

11. Wildwood 
Shopping Center 
10233 Old 
Georgetown Road 

25 Owners of the shopping center, 
Federal Realty Investment Trust, 
support the Draft Plan’s zoning 
recommendation for the site.  The 
Plan appropriately recommends the 
same zoning for the adjacent 
property to the north, but the owner, 
Aubinoe, has requested 65 feet.  If 
the Board increases the Aubinoe 
height to 65 feet, Federal requests 65 
feet as well.    Patricia Harris 

Existing Zoning:   NR-0.75, H-45 
PH Draft Zoning:  CRT-1.25, C-0.75, R-0.75, H-50 
Owner’s Request:  Supports the Plan’s zoning 
recommendation, but requests 65 feet in height if 
adjacent property owner’s request for 65 feet is 
granted. 
 
Aubinoe requested 56 feet, not 65.  Staff does not 
support height above 50 feet at this location. 

 

12. Aubinoe/Wildwood 
Medical Center  
10405 Old 
Georgetown Road 

24-28 The property owner, Mr. Aubinoe, 
has a pending local map amendment 
application that seeks to remove 
binding elements to provide more 
flexibility in the mix of uses.  The 50 
foot height limit proposed by the 
Draft Plan is a significant constraint 
and a minimum of 56 feet is 
requested. 
Soo Lee-Cho 

Existing Zoning:   CRT-1.25, C-0.5, R-0.75, H-50 
PH Draft Zoning:  CRT-1.25, C-0.5, R-0.75, H-50 
Owner’s Request:  CRT-1.25, C-0.5, R-0.75, H-56 
 
Staff does not support height above 50 feet at this 
location. 

 

13. Pedestrian and 
Bicycle safety 

62-66 Area needs wider sidewalks, medians, 
perhaps overpasses so residents can 
safely walk and bike to the nearby 
shops.   
David O’Connor 

Staff agrees that this is an extremely important 
issue, which is specifically addressed on pages 62-
66, and throughout the Plan. 
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Montgomery County Planning Board Public Hearing 

Rock Spring Master Plan  

December 1, 2016 

Testimony of Françoise M. Carrier on behalf of 

Democracy Associates Limited Partnership 

 

 Good afternoon Chair Anderson and members of the Planning Board.  For the record, I am 

Françoise Carrier.  I am testifying on behalf of Democracy Associates Limited Partnership, owner of 

approximately 15 acres of land in the Rock Spring office park.  The property is known as Democracy 

Center and is developed with three office buildings around a plaza, a small amount of surface parking 

supplementing 1,400 underground parking spaces, and a large, landscaped green area with a walking 

path and a basketball court.   

 

 I’m sure you are aware of the high vacancy rates in the Rock Spring office park.  The long-term 

prospects for the office park are not viable under current conditions, lacking the transit access and 

mixed-use amenities that office tenants today find desirable.   This master plan was undertaken 

principally to respond to this precarious situation.  The vision set out in the current draft includes 

promoting greater amenity options and more of a mix of uses.  However, the draft does not provide the 

zoning that would most effectively support this vision.   

 

 The draft plan recommends leaving almost the entire Rock Spring office park in the EOF zone, 

which is primarily an employment zone.  The draft does two things to try and promote more amenities 

and a greater mix of uses in the office park:  it recommends a change in the EOF zone to provide more 

use flexibility, and it states that nearly all of the office park properties could be considered for rezoning 

to a mixed-use floating zone.  These are positive steps, but in our view, they are not enough.  The 

recommended change in the EOF zone increases flexibility, but it still artificially constrains the property 

owner’s ability to respond to the market.  Similarly, a recommendation for a mixed-use floating zone is 

helpful because it makes it more likely that a future rezoning application will be approved, but it places 

an extra layer of time-consuming and costly process in the way of mixed-use development.   

 

The fundamental question is whether this plan will apply zoning that will support mixed-use 

development, knowing that the plan will not be amended again for at least 20 years.  Democracy 

Associates requests one of two approaches:  either rezone its property to the CRT zone, or amend the 

EOF zone to permit any mix of uses approved by the Planning Board at site plan, provided that the 

applicable master plan recommends mixed-use development. 

 

In addition to zoning issues, Democracy Associates is concerned about the draft plan’s 

recommendations for its large green space.  The plan states “. . . if the owner concurred, the Plan would 

encourage public access to this open space given the nearby residential development under 

construction at the EYA property; it is anticipated that residents may use this open space for recreation 

and dog walking.”  Democracy Associates incurred the expense of undergrounding most of its parking to 

create a private open space that serves as an important amenity for its office tenants.  It is inappropriate 



for a county master plan to suggest that one property owner should make its private open space open 

to the public to benefit another private development.  We request removal from the plan of all 

references to this private open space being made open to the public, and in particular the plan's implied 

endorsement of its use by residents of the nearby townhouse development. 

 

The draft plan also recommends that if the property redevelops, the open space should be 

acquired by the Parks Department.  If this possibility is of interest to the Planning Board, we would 

suggest discussion at a future work session of providing mixed use zoning for this property, with a higher 

density for the developable land in the event that the open space is dedicated to park use.   

 

Thank you very much.  We look forward to working with you and your staff as the plan moves 

forward. 

  

























































































 

 

 

 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
  

December 9, 2016 

  

  

TO:  Greg Ossont, Deputy Director 

Department of General Services 

  

FROM: Christopher Conklin, P.E., Deputy Director for Policy  

Department of Transportation 

  

SUBJECT: Rock Spring Master Plan – MCDOT Comments 

 

 Thank you for the opportunity to review the October 2016 Planning Board Public 

Hearing Draft of the Rock Spring Master Plan.  MCDOT supports the vision of the plan but believe 

the plan – in its current state – needs some additional considerations.  To highlight our most pressing 

points from the detailed page-by-page comments attached: 

 

1) North Bethesda Transitway (NBT): The plan appears to state that the NBT will 

connect to Grosvenor Metro Station.  As per the Countywide Transit Corridor 

Functional Master Plan we believe that Grosvenor should remain only 1 of 2 

options – with the other being White Flint – until further analyses are completed.  

 

2) LATR / TPAR Analyses: Provide 2016 LATR and 2012 TPAR Roadway 

analyses and findings.  If both tests pass, this strengthens the case for the 

proposed road diets and can make implementation proceed more smoothly 

through their respective public processes. 

 

3) Internal Superblock Streets: We believe that proposed internal streets within 

the superblocks should be treated as new streets, shown in Table 1 and Figure 17 

accordingly and listed as being either public or private streets.  Showing them in 

the plan will help guide new development in establishing the layouts and 

configurations of the streets, and across the area this can help provide a more 

unified network capable of dispersing traffic across a grid. 

 

4) Cross-Section Standards: Provide the nearest cross-sections for each non-SHA 

roadway segment in Table 1, as well as a list of any proposed changes to 

minimum rights-of-way.  Where there is not a precise cross-section, provide the 

nearest cross-section and append the number with “mod”.  Ideally, each 

modification should be accompanied by a note or footnote describing the intent of 

the modification. 
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5) I-270: We support the inclusion of the ramps between Fernwood Rd / Westlake 

Terrace and I-270 to the south.  We also suggest that consideration be given 

toward reducing the radius of the ramp from westbound Democracy Blvd onto 

northbound I-270. 

 

6) Funding Mechanism: Consider whether any special funding mechanism may be 

suitable for the plan area for NADMS-focused projects, such as transit services, 

road diets, Bikeshare, etc.  

 

 

Should you have any questions regarding our comments on the Rock Spring Master 

Plan, please feel free to contact me or Mr. Andrew Bossi, Senior Engineer, at 240-777-7200.  

 

CC:AB:kcf 

 

Attachments: detailed technical comments  

 

cc: Al Roshdieh, MCDOT 

 Gary Erenrich, MCDOT 

 Andrew Bossi, MCDOT 

 Amy Donin, DGS 



Agency Division Team Commenter
PDF 

Page #
Section Comment

MCDOT DO
Commuter 

Services
SB General

Consider whether a special funding mechanism may be suitable for the Plan area for funding NADMS-focused 

projects, such as the Rock Spring Park Express Bus Service, North Bethesda Transitway capital or operations, 

road retrofits necessary to create a more bike- and ped-friendly environment, Bikeshare throughout the Plan 

area, and other components of a comprehensive TMD program (which could be jointly branded with the 

Activate Rock Spring initiative noted on p51).

MCDOT DO Devel Rvw GL 14,32

Significant frontage and off-site roadway treatments were required for the Westfield Montgomery Mall (plan 

numbers 120050180 and 820050030), including shared use path & bike lanes along Westlake Dr, and widened 

sidewalks along Westlake Ter. The Plan should acknowledge those projects and address the status of plan 

approval.

MCDOT DO Devel Rvw GL 18
Transportation & 

Connectivity

3rd bullet - Recommend revising the street name to Westlake Terrace for consistency with various maps (p51, 

and Table 1).

MCDOT DO AB 23, 58 Connectivity

Be mindful of the role of the most recent regulations regarding private streets.  In the 1st bullet on p23, delete 

the phrase "public or private" so it reads "Expand the existing street network with new streets that are walkable 

and well connected."

MCDOT DO Devel Rvw GL 50

Regarding the midblock crosswalk on Rock Spring Dr at Walter Johnson HS - Significant discussion and 

infrastructure requirements were conditioned of the Avalon Bay developer at the site plan (82000034A) stage, 

including construction of a fence/wall in the median (to channel pedestrians to a proposed signalized 

intersection). The report should acknowledge this project and address the status of that plan approval.

MCDOT DO AB 51 Goal 4

Need to identify missing ped/bike connections, as these should be reflected in the CIP listing (p69). While this 

bullet states that Figure 15 shows such connections as green links, note that Figure 15 does not appear to show 

either existing nor missing connections.

MCDOT DO AB 55-56 Transit Network
Provide information the 2012 TPAR Transit test. While each metric is operational, these provide a good snapshot 

of Existing condtions & the needs as the plan area develops.

MCDOT DO AB, DB 55-56 Transit Network

Providing a map showing existing and proposed transit connections.  Proposed BRT station areas should not be 

mere "dots on a map", but should be lengthened to provide a more informative indication of a transit station's 

length of ROW impacts.  Note that as we do not currently have any detailed design for the Transitway, we must 

err on the side of caution and recommend more ROW-intensive median platform stations (similar to a linear-

shaped leaf, rather than a simple rectangle as would be the case with side platforms).

MCDOT DO AB 56,69 Transit Network

It appears that this plan appears to assert that the North Bethesda Transitway will terminate at Grosvenor 

Metro Station rather than White Flint Metro Station. Please confirm. We urge that this remain only 1 of 2 

options, as defined in the Countywide Transit Corridor Functional Master Plan.

MCDOT DO
Commuter 

Services
SB 56 Transit Network

Consider expanding upon the 2nd to last paragraph to specify that not only are the unbuilt ramps onto 

southbound 270 spur intended to facilitate transit, but the recently built transit center was explicitly located at its 

present location to make use of these future connections.

MCDOT DO AB 57-58 Roadway Network
Consider whether the plan should propose reducing the radius of the ramp from westbound Democracy onto the 

northbound I-270 Spur.

MCDOT DO Devel Rvw GL 58-59 Roadway Network

Consider how bus stops will be accommodated along separated bike paths, and how this may affect parking, 

buffers / SWM, and sidewalks.  Note the recent discussion w/ Washington Adventist Hospital in White Oak, along 

Plum Orchard Dr, where shifting the curb lines was deemed to be an unnecessary expense versus eliminating on-

street parking.

MCDOT DO AB 58-61 Roadway Network

A preliminary working draft of this map showed a number of potential private street locations.  We believe that 

some of these roadways have merit in helping to break up the superblocks and that they should be shown on 

this map as new streets.  These streets may be listed as public or private (depending on criteria established by 

the subdivision regulations).  By showing these streets we can more comprehensively lay these streets out in a 

rational and unified manner so that they may best serve the needs of the area, easing the development review 

process as layouts and configurations for the streets are established.

MCDOT DO AB, RT 58 Roadway Network

Provide 2016 LATR and 2012 TPAR Roadway analyses and findings.  If both tests pass, this strengthens the case 

for the proposed road diets and can make implementation proceed more smoothly through their respective 

public processes.  If either of the tests fail, it is an indication that more evaluation and infrastructure may be 

necessary to achieve the vision of the plan, or acts to raise awareness if the plan is approved with 

acknowledgment of potential impacts to congestion.

MCDOT DO Devel Rvw RT 58 Roadway Network

Confirm that any transportation analyses are not exclusively based on Existing conditions, but noting the 

purported vacancy rates for the area: transportation analyses should account for the unused potential of 

underutilized properties under Existing conditions.

MCDOT DO Devel Rvw GL 58 Roadway Network
Clarify if the analysis' findings are dependent on implementation of the North Bethesda Transitway.  That is: can 

some/all lane diets occur prior to operation of the transitway or must the transitway come first?

MCDOT DO Devel Rvw GL 58 Roadway Network More clearly delineate I-270.

MCDOT DO AB 58 Roadway Network

Show the private street connection proposed between B-7 and B-8 (as noted on p34).  Note, however, that as this 

connects the termini of two existing public streets we believe this street should be public.  If private, B-7 and B-8 

will each need public turnarounds.

MCDOT DO AB 59 Roadway Network
Edit the 2nd part of the 1st sentence to read "...including reconstructing the curbs and accompanying drainage 

system"

MCDOT DO AB 59 Roadway Network

In Cross-Section 2, Consider how the 5 ft buffer beside the parking lane may be designed & used as a public 

space.  If separated from the parking lane by a white line it is possible that bicyclists may use this as a bike lane, 

despite the presence of the cycle track and risk of the passenger-side door zone.

MCDOT DO AB 59 Roadway Network
If legibility can be preserved, it may be helpful for the common 80 ft ROW between the two cross-sections to 

align vertically with each other.

MCDOT DO Devel Rvw RT 59 Roadway Network

Cross-Section 1 has 5 ft buffers and an 8 ft median between the roadway and bikeway.  Note that buffers of 

between 4 to 6 ft are restricted to small trees only, and such small widths will not be able to adequately function 

as stormwater management facilities.  Furthermore, the cross-section should give consideration as to where 

utilities would be located.



MCDOT DO AB, GL 60-61 Roadway Network

Provide the nearest cross-sections for each non-SHA roadway segment and denote the number of travel lanes 

intended.

As separated bike lanes and shared use paths are not included in any of the approved Context Sensitive Road 

Design Standards, it is anticipated that there will not be an exact CSRDS for each roadway.  Where there is not 

a precise cross-section, provide the nearest cross-section and append the number with “mod”.  Ideally, each 

modification should be accompanied by a note or footnote describing the intent of the modification.

Alternately, providing cross-sections either in the main document or in the appendix will help establish 

intention &/or act as proof of concept.  In general, it is our preference that dimensioned cross-sections be 

located in the Appendix, as providing dimensioned cross-sections in the plan itself can be interpreted as rigidly 

fixing those dimensions as requirements, limiting flexibility should standards change.

Referencing road design standards can be a useful method of quickly identifying a plan’s intent with the ROW, 

be it for car lanes, parking, bike lanes, sidewalks, landscaping, etc.  (especially helpful where stipulated ROW is 

greater than what is called for in a standard). 

MCDOT DO AB 60 Roadway Network There are two instances of "West Lake" rather than what appears to be the convention of "Westlake"

MCDOT DO AB 60 Roadway Network Consider including I-270 in Table 1, with an associated ROW requirement.

MCDOT DO AB 61
re: Protected Intersections - Note that additional ROW may come in the form of larger intersection/corner 

truncations.

MCDOT DO AB 61 Roadway Network In the footnote *, include "transit stations" as a potential need for additional ROW.

MCDOT DO Devel Rvw GL 61 Roadway Network
Clarify why P-5 and P-8 are included in the table if they are located outside of the Plan area. However, if they are 

going to be included in the table, they should also be included in Figure 17 on page 58.

MCDOT DO AB 62 Roadway Network At the end of the 2nd paragraph consider noting that this Bike/Ped Priority Area is not currently state-designated.

MCDOT DO
Commuter 

Services
SB 62 Bicycle Network

Consider strengthing the paragraph on Capital Bikeshare stations. The Plan could recommend that major new 

projects be required to pay for Bikeshare stations and operating costs, and that others will be required to 

contribute to the cost of the network on a proportional basis. specific siting will be dependent upon each 

project's plans and will need to be determined by the operator of the bikeshare network (MCDOT).

MCDOT DO
Commuter 

Services
SB 62 Bicycle Network

Be mindful that while the Plan states that Bikeshare will help connect the Plan area with "all of the residential 

neighborhoods in the area", unless a funding mechanism is identified it is unlikely that all the surrounding 

communities (particularly those consisting primarily of SFDUs) will have Bikeshare within a short distance.  

Consider rephrasing that it will connect "many of the higher density residential communities in the area"

MCDOT DO AB 63 Bicycle Network
Consider the neet to show SR-36, as designating Shared Roadways offers no functional need other than for 

wayfinding purposes.

MCDOT DO AB 63 Bicycle Network

Consider whether there is a need for improved bicycle facilities between the plan area and Grosvenor Metro 

Station.  While it would be outside the plan area, it may be important to reference any needs for improved 

facilities even if this plan does not explicitly propose them.

MCDOT DO AB 63 Bicycle Network Include a Bicycle Level of Stress map in the appendix, showing Existing vs Build-Out conditions.

MCDOT DO AB 65 Pedestrian Network
Note that exclusive phases for bicycles and pedestrians may affect the overall capacity of an intersection. To the 

extent feasible, this should be reflected (or otherwise acknowledged) in any LATR analyses.

MCDOT DO
Commuter 

Services
SB 66 TDM

The Plan states that the TMD spans only to the east of the 270 Spur, but the TMD includes the Mall.  We suggest 

including a map showing the TMD, as well as any other applicable policy-oriented areas.

MCDOT DO
Commuter 

Services
SB 66 TDM

The Plan discusses only staff assistance to employers (and implicitly employees), citing 39% NADMS goal for 

employees.  However, the TMD also provides assistance to residents and property owners of multiunit residential 

projects, including an NADMS goal for residentially-based commuting, as well.

MCDOT DO AB 69

As was done with Bethesda, we urge that a listing of CIP Projects be provided, along with identified lead 

stakeholders.  We noted the following transportation projects, though caution that this may not be a 

comprehensive list:

 - p51, Goal 3 - ped/bike connections across 270 spur along Westlake Ter

 - p51, Goal 4 - missing ped/bike connections (need to be identified)

 - p57  - HOV Ramps from Fernwood Rd to I-270 Spur SB.

 - p56 - North Bethesda Transitway between Grosvenor Metro & Montgomery Mall

 - p57 - Express Bus between North Bethesda, Montgomery Mall, and Tysons

 - p57-61 - Reclassification from Arterial to Business (B-1, B-2, B-3) (and associated long-term as well as interim 

treatments) (and impacts to the Westlake bridge over the I-270 Spur)

 - p57-61 - Reclassification from Unclassified to Business (B-4, B-5, B-6, B-7, B-8)

 - p57-61 - Reclassification from Primary Res to Minor Arterial for MA-5

 - p57-61 - B-6 (to be built by redevelopment)

 - p62 - Bikeshare

 - p62-65 - All unbuilt bikeways (cycletracks may be cross-referenced with reclassification projects resulting 

from p57-61)

 - p65 - BiPPA Costs associated with Ped Upgrades, Retrofits, ADA Treatments, Protected Intersections, Signal 

Reconstructions & Retrofits, Signal Timing Studies

 - p66 - Removal of R-turn channelization at: Democracy/Bells Mill, Democracy/Rockledge Dr, 

Democracy/Fernwood, Democracy/Westlake, 187/Rock Spring, Rockledge/Rockledge

 - p66 - Rock Spring @ Walter Johnson HS Midblock Crosswalk

 - p66 - County costs toward the TDM



December 1, 2016 

DEP Comments on 

Rock Spring Master Plan 

October 2016 Public Hearing Draft 

 

 

1. General:  Introduction focuses on background and history and office market challenges, but lacks any 

mention of stormwater or sustainability opportunities and challenges. 

 

2. Bottom of Page 11: Challenges – Recommend adding “lack of green infrastructure and state of the 

art stormwater management” to the list. 

 

3. Page 13, Figure 6 – Suggest calling these projects “future” projects rather than “pipeline” projects, or 

clarify this term better somewhere in the text. 

 

4. Page 35, Chapter 3 – Recommend adding a figure to show the watershed and drainage areas.  The 

planned stream restoration of the Grosvenor Luxmanor Tributary in fall 2017 should be mentioned.  

This stream receives drainage from the Rock Spring master plan area and efforts to control and treat 

stormwater will augment the County’s downstream restoration efforts. 

More info: http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/DEP/Restoration/grosvenor-luxmanor-stream.html  

 

5. Page 36-37, Goals and Objectives – This section lists 11 objectives that “should be addressed in this 

Plan.”  However, most of the objectives (e.g. 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6) do not appear to be addressed in the 

recommendations or anywhere else in the Plan.   

 

6. Page 38, Overall Recommendations – The second bullet states “Encourage green features 

(softscaping) in required open space areas and the public realm.”  Suggest more specific focus on 

green infrastructure and low impact development (LID).  The same aesthetic can be achieved with the 

added benefit of improved stormwater management. 

 

7. Page 38, Topic Specific Recommendations, Water Quality – Suggest adding bullets: 

 

o Encourage use of green infrastructure and LID stormwater management in private open 

areas, public areas, and along roadways to improve water quality to receiving streams. 

o Recommend adding to the quality and quantity of any existing stream channel buffer 

areas.  Examine channel restoration and/or stream daylighting opportunities. 

o Consider additional LID opportunities at Walter Johnson High School 
 

8. Page 58, Transportation and Connectivity section – Suggest adding green streets/ LID features 

such as bioswales and rain gardens along reconstructed roadways. 

http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/DEP/Restoration/grosvenor-luxmanor-stream.html


Donin, Amy

From: Bourne, Jeffrey
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2016 11:47 AM
To: Donin, Amy; Ossont, Greg
Cc: Albornoz, Gabriel; Kaarid, William; Riley, Robin
Subject: Re: Comments needed - Rock Spring Master Plan

Recreation ‐ Rock Spring Comments, 11/8/16 
 
Review of the document finds accurate depiction of the park & recreation needs w/I the plan vicinity. 
Community Recreation services will be provided by the future County development of the North Bethesda 
Regional Recreation Center which will include the KSAC and a region serving community recreation facility 
including continuation of the racquetball and dry‐land training facilities. This facility will be conveniently 
located at Wall Park very near the Metro. 
 
 
One additional note should address the extreme importance of adding parks & open space if the larger Rock 
Spring area undergoes redevelopment to provide significant med/high density residential construction. 
 
 
Jeffrey A. Bourne 
Chief, Division of Facilities & Capital Programs 
Montgomery County Recreation 
4010 Randolph Rd. 
Silver Spring, MD 20902 
O. – 240‐777‐6800 
jeffrey.bourne@montgomerycountymd.gov 
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