
PHED COMMITTEE #IA 
March 2, 2015 

MEMORANDUM 

February 26, 2015 

TO: 

FROM: 

Planning, Housing, and Economic Development Committee 
l;;tJ\:.., 

Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Administrator 

SUBJECT: Aspen Hill Minor Master Plan Amendment-transportation issues 

Councilmembers: Please bring your copy of the Draft Plan to this worksession. 

This memorandum addresses the transportation elements in the Planning Board's Draft Plan (see 
pp. 20-23). Some purely technical corrections may be made to the final document. Council staff 
concurs with the Draft Plan's transportation-related recommendations, except where noted. 

Much of the public hearing testimony raised concern about traffic that might be generated by the 
VitrolBAE site. The Planning staff examined several scenarios for the buildout of that site, including 
office, residential, and retail. (For more detail, review the Draft Plan's Appendix C.) For retail the staff 
assumed its M-NCPPC trip generation rates in the analysis. Using M-NCPPC's locally-based retail trip 
rates-which are higher than those used by the Institute of Transportation Engineers or by Walmart­
the staff found that the proposed zoning for the VitrolBAE site would generate a theoretical maximum 
of 305 peak-hour vehicle trips during the morning rush hour. The morning trips are fewer than if the 
existing VitrolBAE building were re-occupied with office (450 trips) or even if it were expanded to the 
limit of its current EOF zoning: 320,000 sf (660 trips). The intersection potentially most affected in the 
morning is Connecticut Avenue/Aspen Hill Road, which is currently operating at a Critical Lane 
Volume (CLV) of 1,300, well better than the Subdivision Staging Policy's 1,475 CLV standard for 
intersections in the Aspen Hill Policy Area Under the proposed zoning, the maximum theoretical 
buildout of VitrolBAE site of 218,000 sf would produce in the morning a congestion level of 1,385 
CLV, still better than the 1,475 CLV standard. Due to constraints on the site, however, the Planning 
staff believes 170,000 sf is a more likely order of magnitude for buildout, which would result in a 
slightly lower 1,375 CLV. 

There is more traffic and congestion in the evening rush hour, although currently each of the 
three of ,Aspen Hill's major intersections is operating at no worse than 1,125 CLV. Under the 
theoretical maximum retail buildout, one of the intersections-Connecticut Avenue/Aspen Hill Road­
would operate at 1,540 CLV: worse than the 1,475 CLV standard. Again, however, because of the site 
constraints, a buildout in the range of 170,000 sf is more likely, resulting in a congestion level just 
within the standard at 1,470 CLV. 

The State Highway Administration (SHA) concurs with the Planning staff's analysis. In its 
September 9, 2014 letter to the Planning Board Chair, it noted that "it is unlikely a developer could 
pursue maximum build-out of sites within the amendment area due to site constraints and that, therefore, 



it is unlikely the amendment area's intersections' critical lane volume threshold would be exceeded." 
(See © 1 for this excerpt.) 

The Draft Plan assumes a Georgia Avenue Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line, as have prior plans for 
this area. The trip generation rates used the above analysis were not discounted to assume BRT. The 
Draft Plan refers to an ongoing study of the BRT line by the State Highway Administration and the 
County, but as the public has noted in its testimony, the Executive has suspended it. Council staff 
recommends deleting the references to this study: the last sentence of the third paragraph on page 
20, as well as the last two sentences on page 21. 

The Board makes seven specific transportation recommendations on pages 22-23. The 
Department of Transportation believes that four of them should be removed as they are operational in 
nature and not appropriate for inclusion in the adopted plan. In lieu of removal, DOT believes the 
language could be softened, stating, for example, that future development approvals should consider the 
referenced improvements. Douglas Wrenn of Rodgers & Associates, which is a consultant to the Lee 
Development Group, provided similar testimony regarding the first recommendation (©2-3). 

Limiting the inclusion of specific operational improvement recommendations within the context 
of master plan adoption is consistent with prior master plans. Such improvements should be considered 
rather than prescribed. Council staff recommends that the first, second, fifth, and sixth 
recommendations on pages 22-23 be modified as follows: 

Replace the first and second bullets on page 22 with: 
• 	 To the degr~e feasible direct access to and from the VitrolBAE site from the existing full­

movement Home Depot driveway from Connecticut Avenue, so that back-ups on eastbound 
Aspen Hill Road from its intersection with Connecticut Avenue would not be exacerbated. 
Some measures to consider include providing primary access to VitrolBAE from the 
existing Home Depot driveway from Connecticut Avenue and installing a traffic signal 
there, and limiting access from Aspen Hill Road to westbound right-ins/right-outs as far 
west of Connecticut Avenue as possible. 

Replace the fifth bullet on page 22 with: 
• 	 Consider shifting, as far west as possible, the westbound transition on Aspen Hill Road 

from four-lanes to two-lanes to provide more merging room for westbound vehicles and 
stacking space for eastbound vehicles queuing from the traffic signal Connecticut Avenue. 

Replace the first bullet on page 23 with: 
• 	 Consider removing the southbound free-right ramp from Georgia Avenue to Connecticut 

Avenue, so that southbound right turns would come to the traffic signal with all other 
traffic. Removal of the free-right ramp would slow traffic traveling southbound on 
Connecticut Avenue by the VitrolBAE site. 

The Office ofManagement and Budget (OMB) has compiled the Executive's fiscal impact of the 
capital improvements recommended in the Draft Plan. OMB estimates the County's cost to be in the 
$3.5-4.0 million range (©4). 
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ASPEN HILL MINOR PLAN AMENDMENT 

COUNTY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY 

DOUGLAS M. WRENN 

FEBRUARY 3, 2015 

President Leventhal and members of the County Council; I am Doug Wrenn, a Principal with 

Rodgers Consulting. We are land planners, civil engineers, and landscape architects and have 

been advising Lee Development Group during the Minor Plan Amendment process. 

The Lee Development Group has been a part of the Aspen Hill Community for many decades. 

As long-term property owners, they are excited about the near-term opportunity to improve 

the area as well as the long-term vision outlined in the Amended Plan. It is my opinion that the 

Planning Board Draft Plan Amendment contains the land use and zoning recommendations 

necessary to achieve both of these important goals. 

Based on the Planning staffs analysis, the near-term use of the Vitro/BAE site should be retail. 

Therefore the near-term zoning should align with the near-term use. The recommended NR­

0.5 with a GO-foot building height limit does just that. The NR Zone allows flexibility regarding 

building placement, parking layout, and internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation that will 

be necessary to implement the retail use on this site. Flexibility is needed, because retail and 

anchor tenants will dictate the layout of their building, or they will not come to the site. 

It is also important to make sure that the near-term redevelopment does not preclude or 

hinder the realization of the long-term vision-but only when the area reaches the character 

and intensity to support that vision. This is one reason why the Draft Plan contains Design 

Requirements that specifically address: 

1. Public Realm Enhancement 

2. Building Placement 

3. Building Entrances 

4. Fa~ade Articulation 

5. Parking and Loading Areas 

G. Open Space 



ASPEN HILL MINOR PLAN AMENDMENT 
COUNTY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY OF DOUGLAS M. WRENN 
FEBRUARY 3, 2015 

While these requirements add another layer of complexity to the redevelopment of the site, we 

believe that the challenges they present are not insurmountable. 

There is one Plan recommendation that I think should be reconsidered. Under the heading 

Transportation Recommendations (page 22) the Draft Plan states: "Access to Aspen Hill Road 

from the Vitro/BAE site should be provided via a right-in/right-out driveway." Although this 

may ultimately be the best solution, at this stage in the process it would be better to allow 

some flexibility in how access could be designed, rather than creating proscriptions today 

without analysis of a specific design. For example, if internal access was provided from the 

Vitro/BAE site to the Dunkin' Donuts and/or Shell gas station and their driveways onto Aspen 

Hill Road could be consolidated or eliminated, then it would be advantageous to have full 

movement access at the Vitro/BAE driveway. 

In clOSing, I want to commend both the Planning Board and Planning staff for working very hard 

to prepare and approve a Minor Plan Amendment that I believe strikes the appropriate balance 

between certainty of vision and flexibility in implementation. 

1935420.1 85182.013 
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MEMORANDUM 

January 28,2015 

TO: George Levener~sident, County Council 

FROM: Jennifer A. ~e~, Director 

SUBJECT: Fiscal Impact of the Aspen Hill Minor Master Plan Amendment 

The Aspen Hill Minor Master Plan Amendment is very limited in size and scope. 
The scope of the Amendment results in Montgomery County being responsible for only a portion 
of the projects identified in the Amendment's vision. Much ofthe Amendment's 
recommendations are related to transportation improvements along Connecticut Avenue, within 
the jurisdiction of the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA). 

The extension of the four-lane section ofAspen Hill Road westbound from 
Connecticut Avenue would be at County expense and is estimated to cost approximately $1.5 to 
2 million for 3000 linear feet ofpaving (conversion of shoulder lanes to traffic lanes to Parkland 
Drive). Additional costs for planning, design right-of-waY acquisition. utility relocation and 
construction management could easily equal the cost Of construction. Therefore the total fiscal 
impact is $3.5 to $4 million. 

The Department of Transportation contributed to this fiscal impact statement. 

JAH:jdm 

cc: 	 Timothy L. Firestine, Chief Administrative Officer 
AI Roshdieh, Acting Director, Department of Transportation 

Office of the Director 

101 Monroe Street, 14th Floor· Rockville, Maryland 20850 • 240-777-2800 
www.montgomerycountymd.gov

(0c.montgomerycountymd.gov/311· ".. 240-773-3556 TTY 

http:www.montgomerycountymd.gov


PHED Committee #IB 
March 2, 2015 

MEMORANDUM 


February 26, 2015 

TO: Planning, Housing, and Economic Development (PHED) Committee 

FROM: Marlene Michaels~:!\1\iior Legislative Analyst 

SUBJECT: Aspen Hill Minor Master Plan Amendment 

This is the Planning, Housing, and Economic Development (PRED) Committee's first worksession on 
the Aspen Hill Minor Master Plan Amendment. A separate memorandum from Glenn Orlin addresses 
the transportation issues in the Plan. This memorandum addresses all other Plan issues. 

ICouncilmembers should bring their copy of the Plan to the meeting~ 

Background 

The Aspen Hill Minor Master Plan Amendment covers an area of about 14 acres west of Connecticut 
Avenue, just north and south of Aspen Hill Road. The vacant VitrolBAE property encompasses ten of 
those acres. At the time the Council reviewed the 1994 Aspen Hill Master Plan Amendment, the 
Vitro! BAE office building was occupied and the Master Plan supported the continued office focus. In 
2008 the Planning Board approved a Georgia Avenue StudylUrban Design Framework, which 
envisioned an evolution of the commercial node in Aspen Hill from an auto-oriented group of strip 
shopping centers to a more walkable community with a grid system of streets, a mix of uses, and 
enhanced pedestrian amenities. 

Since 2010, the 265,000 square foot office building has been vacant. One of the central purposes in 
this Minor Master Plan Amendment is to detennine whether there is a more appropriate zone that will 
encourage redevelopment compatible with the adjacent residential neighborhood. The purpose and 
vision for the Plan are described on pages 5-6. 



LAND USE 

The Plan examines 4 areas for zoning, 2 south of Aspen Hill Road and 2 north of it. 

The properties south of Aspen Hill Road are shown on page 15 of the Plan. Area 1 in the top map on 
page 15 is the site of a service station that was zoned Convenience Commercial (C-l) on the 1994 
Master Plan and then CommerciallResidential Town (CRT) 0.75, C 0.75, R 0.25, H 35.1 This Plan 
recommends reducing the floor area ratio (FAR) while slightly increasing the height. The Plan 
recommends CRT 0.5, C 0.5, R 0.25, H 45. The Council did not receive any testimony on this parcel. 

Area 2 (map on page 15) is the location of the Aspen View Center Office Building. It was 
recommended for Office Building, Moderate Intensity (O-M) zoning in the 1994 Plan and rezoned to 
Employment Office (EOF) 1.5 in the Zoning Ordinance Rewrite. The Plan recommends confirming 
the EOF 1.5 zoning, but reducing the height from 60 and 75 feet to 45 feet. The Council did not 
receive any testimony on this parcel. 

Staff supports the zoning recommended for these two areas. 

There are two parcels north of Aspen Hill Road. Area 2 (top map on page 14) is the site of a Dunkin 
Donuts and service station. The 1994 Plan did not discuss this parcel and the Sectional Map 
Amendment confIrmed the C-1 zoning. The Zoning Ordinance Rewrite zoned the area EOF 3.0, H 60, 
and CRT 0.75, C 0.75, R 0.25, H 45 (a portion of the Dunkin Donuts property is split zoned). The Plan 
recommends CRT 1.5, C 0.5, R 1.0, H 60 for this comer. 

Staff supports the recommended zoning for Area 2. 

VITROIBAE SITE 

Area 1, the Vitro/BAE site (top map on page 14), was the focus of virtually all the testimony the 
Council received on the Plan. This approximately to-acre site is the location of the now vacant office 
building formerly occupied by VitrolBAE. The site has been vacant since 2010 and the market 
analysis in the appendix concludes that the market "probably will not absorb the existing block of 
vacant office space or support the construction of a new or replacement office space in the planning 
area in the near future. Limited demand may exist for community-serving office uses, such as a 
medical or professional building." 

Three zones have been considered for this site: the CRT originally recommended by Planning 
Department staff, the CommerciallResidential Neighborhood (CRN) zone supported by many of the 
residents of the area, and the Neighborhood Retail (NR) zone recommended by the Planning Board and 
supported by the property owner. Attached on © 1-3 is a chart that compares the uses allowed under 
each zone and a comparison of the development standards in different CommerciallResidential and 
Employment zones (© 4). A map on © 15 shows the current location of CRN, NR, and CRT zoning in 
the County. The map also shows CR zoning for reference (although it is not being considered for this 
site). 

1 In the CRT and CRN zones, the C indicates the Commercial Floor Area Ratio (FAR), the R indicates the Residential 
FAR, and the H indicates the Height. 
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Since much of the Council testimony addressed whether a Walmart or other Big Box could locate on 
this site, it is worthwhile to address this issue first. A large Walmart or any other department or retail 
store that exceeds 85,000 square feet and includes a pharmacy and a full line of groceries is called a 
Combination Retail use in the Zoning Ordinance. While a Combination Retail store is not allowed in 
the CRN zone, it is a conditional use in the CRT and NR zones that requires the approval of the 
Hearing Examiner via a separate process. The Hearing Examiner must make a number of findings (see 
© 5-6) before approving a conditional use, including that the proposed development "substantially 
conforms with the recommendations of the applicable master plan" and that it "is harmonious with and 
will not alter the character of the surrounding neighborhood in a manner inconsistent with the Plan". If 
the Council believes that a Combination Retail use would not be appropriate for Aspen Hill, it 
can state this in the master plan so that the Hearing Examiner would not be able to make the 
necessary findings needed to approve the conditional use application for development in the 
CRT orNRzone. 

One of the similarities among the zones that should be noted is that each zone will require site plan 
for any employment or mixed-use development over 10,000 square feet, since the property is 
adjacent to residential development (see chart in the Zoning Ordinance on page 7-23).2 In many 
cases, uses designated as limited will require site plan, even if they are less than 10,000 square feet. 

CRN Zone 

The Council received extensive testimony, including a petition with over 2000 signatures, opposing 
rezoning that would allow "Walmart or other big box stores in Aspen Hill". While a very limited 
number of individuals did not support any redevelopment, the vast majority who addressed this issue 
asked for smaller scale redevelopment and many specifically suggested the CRN zone, which does not 
allow retail uses greater than 15,000 square feet or a grocery store greater than 50,000 square feet. 
Uses specifically mentioned in testimony by residents or civic groups included professional or medical 
offices or clinics, assisted living or continuing care retirement facilities, restaurants, small retail shops, 
a health club, and a movie production space. The size limitations in the CRN zone would certainly 
prevent the development of a large Walmart or big box store, but they also significantly limit 
redevelopment opportunities, primarily because they limit the owner's ability to attract a large 
"anchor" store which is generally needed to attract other smaller retailers. In addition, some of 
the retail uses specifically mentioned by residents in testimony would not be allowed in the CRN zone 
(e.g., even limited service health clubs exceed the 15,000 square foot limit). 

Attachments on © 7-13 show the general sizes of different types of businesses, as well as specific 
businesses in the County that are over 15,000 square feet. These or similar businesses could serve as 
an anchor for a new retail center. Redevelopment of this site will be a challenge under any 
circumstance, but limiting the anchor to a grocery store under 50,000 square feet will make it far more 
challenging and less likely. 

Zoning this property CRN would also be inconsistent with the use of CRN elsewhere in the County, 
where it has been used as an edge to provide a transition between residential development and higher 
density mixed-use development or in rural villages as shown in the map on © 15. CRN has only been 
applied to 0.02% of County land. Staff does not believe the Council has applied CRN zoning to 
any areas with the characteristics of the Vitro site. 

2 Since there has been some confusion as to this requirement, it may be helpful to clarify in the Master Plan, or perhaps in 
the Zoning Ordinance, that site plan will be required. 
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Staff recommends against eRN due to the following reasons: 

• 	 It would significantly limit the ability of the property owner to secure an anchor store, which 
would make it far more difficult to redevelop this site. 

• 	 It would be inconsistent with the use ofCRN elsewhere in the County. 

NRZone 

The Neighborhood Retail (NR) zone was developed as part of the Zoning Ordinance Rewrite. It "is 
intended for commercial areas that have a neighborhood orientation and which supply necessities 
usually requiring frequent purchasing and convenient automobile access. The NR zone addresses 
development opportunities within primarily residential areas with few alternative mobility options and 
without a critical mass of density needed for pedestrian-oriented commercial uses." 

The primary intent of this zone was to allow retail in lower density areas where mixed-use 
development was unlikely and the commercial uses were surrounded by lower density residential uses 
(R-ISO and lower). It does not have an optional method and therefore does not have sketch plan or 
public benefit requirements, nor does it have the focus on form and design that is one of the hallmarks 
of the CRT zone. The Council focused on the creation ofthe CR family ofzones before and during the 
Zoning Ordinance Rewrite and did not spend a significant amount of time discussing the NR zone. 
This Master Plan provides the opportunity for the Council to consider the circumstances under which 
NR zoning would be appropriate. In Staff's opinion, the NR zone should only be used in the following 
circumstances: 

• 	 In areas where there is no expectation of pedestrian orientation/activity - even in the long 
term 

• 	 In areas where mixed-use could not be accommodated even in the long term (with the 
focus on long-term goals rather than whether short-term market forces support mixed-use 
development) 

• 	 For small commercial developments surrounded by lower density residential development 
where it is unlikely that surrounding residents would walk to the commercial use - or very 
small properties in higher density areas that cannot develop as mixed-use (such as the one­
acre gas station/7-11 in White Oak surrounded by residential properties and highways). 

Staff does not believe the NR zone is appropriate for the VitrolBAE site for the following reasons: 

1. 	 As noted above, the Georgia Avenue StudylUrban Design Framework envisioned an evolution 
of the commercial node in Aspen Hill from an auto-oriented group of strip shopping centers to 
a more walkable community with a grid system of streets, a mix of uses, and enhanced 
pedestrian amenities. CRT focuses on design that will encourage a walkable community while 
the NR zone presumes the area will not have pedestrian activity. 

2. 	 There is already CRT zoning in Aspen Hill. Where CRT exists, Staff sees no reason for zoning 
adjoining property NR, since the presence of CRT means that mixed-use development will be 
possible and pedestrian-oriented development (or long-term redevelopment) will be required. 

3. 	 The NR zone does not allow more than 30 percent residential. While the current property 
owner is not contemplating residential development at this time, the Council received 
testimony suggesting that this may be an appropriate location for assisted living or a continuing 
care facility. 
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4. 	 The Council has used the CR or CRT zone for every similar development in each of the 
recently approved master plans (including Kensington, Long Branch, Chevy Chase Lake, 
Wheaton and White Oak). To Sta.frs recollection, NR has only been applied on a I-acre site in 
White Oak via the master plan process. There should be a consistent zoning strategy. 

5. 	 The property owner has described the reasons why CRT will make development difficult due to 
the unique attributes of this site. However, many of these exact same circumstances will 
impact other sites where it has been applied, and the zone should be modified rather than allow 
this property owner to use NR and problems to still exist in each of the other areas. 

6. 	 Property owners in each of the other areas where CRT has been applied have asked the Council 
for an interim zone that would facilitate short-term development without the requirements of 
CRT until they were ready to complete the mixed-use development contemplated at build-out. 
In each caSe, the Council turned down this request to ensure that the long-term vision would 
not be compromised. 

The map on © 15 shows how little NR has been used and Staff recommends reducing its use even 
further in places such as Aspen Hill, which do not fit the criteria for using the NR zone described 
above. Staff recommends reexamining all of the NR zoning in Aspen Hill when the broader master 
plan comes to the CounciL 

CRT Zone 

Staff believes the CRT zone is the best choice for this site. Staff supports using the same density as the 
adjacent property at the comer (and originally recommended by Planning Department staff for the 
entire property), which is CRT 1.5, C 0.5, R 1.0, and H 60. This keeps the commercial density at the 
same level recommended by the Planning Board but also adds the potential for residential 
development. Should the property develop with both residential and commercial in separate structures, 
residential development should be located on the western portion of the property closest to the existing 
residential development. Staff supports prohibition on commercial development within 100 feet of the 
existing homes. 

The CRT zone is not without difficulties at this location. In particular, the property owner has 
indicated that the build-to-area requirements are problematic when a site is not square or rectangular 
and that the transparency and entrance spacing requirements would be problematic for a grocery store 
and perhaps other uses. One or more of these problems will apply to every site the Council has 
zoned CRT, and issues associated with a grocery store will exist for many, if not all, CRT areas. 
It is important that Council address these issues via a text amendment that will impact all 
properties, rather than just address it for this single area. Staff recommends that the Council 
direct the Planning Department to prepare a text amendment to provide additional flexibility to address 
these issues. The CRT zone specifies standards, rather than objectives that can be met with an 
alternative strategies, and the text amendment should allow property owners to achieve the objectives 
of the zone in alternative ways. To ensure that it can be completed quickly, the zoning text amendment 
should focus on the issues identified through this Plan, rather than be a comprehensive review of 
potential changes to the CRT zone. The goal should be to introduce a text amendment at the same time 
as the Sectional Map Amendment so that it can be approved on the same schedule. 

Design Criteria 

The Plan includes design criteria on page 16. If the Council concurs with the Staff recommendation 
for CRT zoning, then some of the language may be redundant since the design criteria are meant, in 
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part, to replace the requirements in the CRT zone, although in many cases the standards have been 
changed. Regardless of which zone is selected, design guidance should be included in the Plan. Staff 
recommends expanding the section on the transition between the commercially zoned properties and 
the adjacent residential neighborhood, rather than just referring to the Zoning Ordinance. 

ENVIRONMENT 

The Environment is addressed on page 24. This section describes the subwatershed, the carbon 
footprint, and the need for stormwater management and tree canopy as redevelopment occurs. Staff 
supports the section on the environment with the exception of the last sentence on the page, which 
recommends reducing energy consumption by "integrating geothermal systems to reduce energy 
consumption and allowing and encouraging wind energy conversion systems and large energy 
systems". As the Council has noted on previous occasions during its review ofmaster plans, long-term 
land use planning documents should not discuss specific energy technologies, which could change over 
time. 

COMMUNITY FACILmES 

Community Facilities (including schools, parks, recreation and libraries) are not addressed in the Plan. 
Every master plan, no matter how limited the area, needs to have a comprehensive review of the issues 
addressed in all plans. Staff raised this concern with Planning Department Staff and they have 
prepared anew section on Community Facilities (attached on © 14). 

Staff supports adding this section to the Plan. 

f:\michaelson\I plan\lmstrpln\aspen hill mmpa\packets\150302phed.doc 
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Excerpted from Section 3.1.6. Use Table 

Definitions 


and 


USE OR USE GROUP 
 CRN CRT NRStandards 

NURSERY 3.2.7 

3.2.7.A PNursery (Retail) P 

HOUSEHOLD LIVING 3.3.1 
• 

Single-Unit living 3.3.1.B P P L 

Two-Unit Living 3.3.1.C P P L 

Townhouse Living 3.3.1.0 P P L 

Multi-Unit living 3.3.1.E P P L 

GROUP LIVING 3.3.2 

Residential Care Facility (9 - 16 Persons) 3.3.2.E L P L 

Residential Care Facility (Over 16 Persons) 3.3.2.E L L 

I CIVIC AND INSTITUTIONAL 

Ambulance, Rescue Squad (Private) 3.4.1 L P 

Charitable, Philanthropic Institution 3.4.2 P P C 
..­

Cultural Institution 3.4.3 L P 
I 

Educational Institution (Private) 3.4.5 L P PI 

Hospital 3.4.6 L 

Private Club, Service Organization 3.4.8 L P 

COMMUNICATION FACILITY 3.5.2 

Telecommunications Tower 3.5.2.C C 

EATING AND DRINKING 3.5.3 

Restaurant ..3.B L P P . 

FUNERAL AND INTERMENT SERVICES .5.4 

Funeral Home, Undertaker 3.5.4.C L 

cape Contractor 3.5.5 



Definitions 

and 

USE OR USE GROUP Standards CRN CRT NR 
i 

LODGING 3.5.6 ! 

Hotel, Motel 3.S.6.C P 

MEDICAL AND DENTAL 3.5.7 

Clinic (More than 4 Medical Practitioners) 3.S.7.B L P C 

Medical, Dental Laboratory 3.S.7.C P 

OFFICE AND PROFESSIONAL 3.5.8 

Research and Development 3.S.8.C P 

PARKING 3.5.9 

Structured Parking 3.S.9.B P 

Surface Parking for Commercial Uses in an Historic District 3.S.9.D 

RECREATION AND ENTERTAINMENT 3.5.10 

Conference Center .S.10.C P 

Health Clubs and Facilities 3.S.10.E L P L 

Recreation and Entertainment Facility, Indoor (Capacity up to 1,000 
L/C 

I 

Persons) 
3.S.1O.F C C 

Recreation and Entertainment Facility, Major (Capacity over 1,000 Persons) 3.s.10.H C C 

RETAIL SALES AND SERVICE 3.5.11 

Combination Retail 3.s.11.A C C 

Retail/Service Establishment 
3.s.11.B L P P 

(5,001 - 15,000 SF) 

Retail/Service Establishment (15,001 50,000 SF) 3.5.11.B L P P 

I Retail/Service Establishment (50,001 - 85,000 SF) 3.s.11.B L P 

Service Establishment (85,001-120,000 SF) 3.5.11.B L L 

Retail/Service Establishment (120,001 SF and Over) 3.5.11.B L C 

VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT SALES AND RENTAL 3.5.12 

Light Vehicle Sales and Rental (Indoor) 2.B L 

Light Vehicle Sales and Rental (Outdoor) 3.s.12.C L C 

(2..) 




Definitions 

and 

USE OR USE GROUP Standards CRN CRT NR 

VEHICLE SERVICE 3.S.13 

I Car Wash 3.S.13.B C 

Filling Station 3.S.13.C C C 

Repair (Commercial Vehicle) 3.S.13.D 

Repair (Major) 3.S.13.E C 

Repair (Minor) 3.S.13.F L 

• 

C 

ACCESSORY COMMERCIAL USES 3.S.14 
I 

~~ 3.S.14.E L/C LlC 

Dry Cleaning Facility 
3.6.3.A 

(Up to 3,000 SF) 
l l 

I 

MANUFACTURING AND PRODUCTION .... '".4 

Artisan Manufacturing and Production 3.6.4.A P P 
• 

Medical/Scientific Manufacturing and Production 3.6.4.D l 

AriON 3.6.6 

Bus, Rail Terminal/Station 3.6.6.A L P 
• 

Taxi/Limo Facility 3.6.6.D L P 

UTILITIES 3.6.7 

Distribution Line (Above Ground) 3.6.7.A l 
• 

Pipeline (Above Ground) 3.6.7.C C C 

Public Utility Structure 3.6.7.E C L C 

WAREHOUSE 3.6.8 

orage 3.6.8.D C 

Storage Facility 3.6.8.E I l 
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ble 2: Comparison of Development Standards by Zone 

Public Benefits 

Max H 

must be behind front bldg line 
.lI.n:>rtm<>nt Multi Use, General Buildings) 

must be behind front bldg line 
.lI.n:>rtm<>nt Multi Use, General Buildi 

required required required 

uired uired uired 

uired uired 

n/a ma unless add. MPDUs 

n/a 

must accomm ng, 

§6.2.9 (Apt., Multi Use, General Bldgs.) 

must accommodate landscaping, 

§6.2.9 (Apt., Multi Use, General Bldgs.) 

n/a n/a 

n/a n/a 

n/a n/a 

n/a 

n/a n/a 

uired'" 

uired'" 

red'" 

by tract size or 

max total FAR 

ess 

add. MPDUs 

*only applies when development fronts on a business district street or is recommended in a master plan. If site plan is required, PB may waive requirements. 

Note: Table 2 is a sampling of development standards and not meant to be an all-inclusive list. For all development standards by lone, see Division 4.5 Commercial/Residential Zones and Division 4.6 
Employment Zones of the Montgomery County Zoning Code. 



E. Necessary Findings 

1. To approve a conditional use application, the Hearing Examiner must fmd that the proposed 
development: 

a. satisfies any applicable previous approval on the subject site or, if not, that the previous 
approval must be amended; 

b. satisfies the requirements of the zone, use standards under Article 59-3, and applicable general 
requirements under Article 59-6; 

c. substantially conforms with the recommendations of the applicable master plan; 

d. is harmonious with and will not alter the character of the surrounding neighborhood in a 
manner inconsistent with the plan; 

e. will not, when evaluated in conjunction with existing and approved conditional uses in any 
neighboring Residential Detached zone, increase the number, intensity, or scope of conditional 
uses sufficiently to affect the area adversely or alter the predominantly residential nature of the 
area; a conditional use application that substantially confonn.s with the recommendations of a 
master plan does not alter the nature of an area; 

f. will be served by adequate public services and facilities including schools, police and fire 
protection, water, sanitary sewer, public roads, storm drainage, and other public facilities. If an 
approved adequate public facilities test is currently valid and the impact of the conditional use is 
equal to or less than what was approved, a new adequate public facilities test is not required. If an 
adequate public facilities test is required and: 

i. if a preliminary subdivision plan is not filed concurrently or required subsequently, the 
Hearing Examiner must find that the proposed development will be served by adequate public 
services and facilities, including schools, police and fire protection, water, sanitary sewer, 
public roads, and storm drainage; or 

ii. if a preliminary subdivision plan is filed concurrently or required subsequently, the 
Planning Board must find that the proposed development will be served by adequate public 
services and facilities, including schools, police and fire protection, water, sanitary sewer, 
public roads, and storm drainage; and 

g. will not cause undue harm to the neighborhood as a result of a non-inherent adverse effect 
alone or the combination of an inherent and a non-inherent adverse effect in any of the following 
categories: 

i. the use, peaceful enjoyment, economic value or development potential of abutting and 
confronting properties or the general neighborhood; 

ii. traffic, noise, odors, dust, illumination, or a lack of parking; or 

iii. the health, safety, or welfare of neighboring residents, visitors, or employees. 

2. Any structure to be constructed, reconstructed, or altered under a conditional use in a Residential 
Detached zone must be compatible with the character of the residential neighborhood. 



3. The fact that a proposed use satisfies all specific requirements to approve a conditional use does 
not create a presumption that the use is compatible with nearby properties and, in itself, is not 
sufficient to require conditional use approval. 

4. In evaluating the compatibility of an agricultural conditional use with surrounding Agricultural or 
Rural Residential zoned land, the Hearing Examiner must consider that the impact does not necessarily 
need to be controlled as stringently as if it were abutting a Residential zone. 

S. The following conditional uses may only be approved when the Hearing Examiner fmds from a 
preponderance ofthe evidence of record that a need exists for the proposed use to serve the population 
in the general neighborhood, considering the present availability of identical or similar uses to that 
neighborhood: 

a. Filling Station; 

b. Light Vehicle Sales and Rental (Outdoor); 

c. Swimming Pool (Community); and 

d. the following Recreation and Entertainment Facility use: swimming pool, commercial. 

6. The following conditional uses may only be approved when the Hearing Examiner finds from a 
preponderance of the evidence of record that a need exists for the proposed use due to an insufficient 
number of similar uses presently serving existing population concentrations in the County, and the uses 
at the location proposed will not result in a multiplicity or saturation of similar uses in the same general 
neighborhood: 

a. Funeral Home; Undertaker; 

b. Hotel, Motel; 

c. Shooting Range (Outdoor); 

d. Drive-Thru 

e. Landfill, Incinerator, or Transfer Station; and 

f. a Public Use Helipad, Heliport or a Public Use Helistop. 
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5,000 and Below 

5,000 to 15,000 

15,000 - 30,000 

30,000 - 50,000 

50,000 - 85,000 

85,000 and Above 
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Aspen Hill Minor Master Plan Amendment 
Community Facilities Section 

Community Facilities 

The Minor Master Plan Amendment area (MMPA) is well selVed by nearby schools, parks, recreation 

areas, and libraries. Brookhaven Elementary School and Parkland Magnet Middle School are located 

within a mile of the MMPA area. The Aspen Hill Public Library, situated on Aspen Hill Road, is less than a 

half mile from the intersection of Connecticut Ave and Aspen Hill Road, and the Wheaton Woods 

Swimming Pool is a short walk to the west beyond the Library. According to Montgomery County Public 

Schools, the elementary and middle schools that selVe the MMPA area are projected to be within 

capacity for the next six years. At the high school level the area is selVed by the Downcounty High 

Schools Consortium- Blair, Einstein, Kennedy, Northwood, and Wheaton. Blair, Einstein, and 

Northwood high schools are projected to exceed their capacities in the coming years. Given the smaller 

geographic scope of this Plan and the limited emphasis on new, near-term residential redevelopment, 

this MMPA would have limited to no impact on school capacity. As part of the overall update to the 

1994 Aspen Hill Master Plan, school capacity and the need for any future capital programs will be 

evaluated in greater detail. 

Several nearby parks selVe this area of the Aspen Hill community, including English Manor 

Neighborhood Park, Parkland Local Park, Aquarius Local Park, Northgate Local Park, Strathmore Local 

Park and Harmony Hills Neighborhood Park. The Matthew Henson State Park and Trail is within a mile 

of the MMPA and Rock Creek Park and Trail is within approximately one and a half miles. The 2012 

Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Plan does not identify needs for additional parkland in this 

area of the County; it only specifies 2 additional tennis courts. As properties redevelop within the 

boundaries of this MMPA, the new development will be required to provide public amenity space as 

well as meet the recreation guidelines to help offset the needs of any new residents. 

As recommended in the Transportation section (page 23), this plan supports connections that selVe as 

vital links to the regional network and Countywide trail corridors. This Plan affirms the recommendation 

in the 2005 Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan to install a shared use path along the western 

side of Connecticut Avenue (reference code SP-27) to connect to the regional network, including the 

Matthew Henson Trail. This shared use path should be constructed in conjunction with applicable 

redevelopment in the MMPA. 
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