
MEMORANDUM 

PHED Committee #1 
December 2, 2019 

November 27, 2019 

TO: 

FROM: 

Planning, Housing, and Economic Development (PHED) Committee 

i~amela Dunn, Senior Legislative Analyst 

SUBJECT: Forest Glen/Montgomery Hills Sector Plan 

PURPOSE: Worksession to development recommendations for Council consideration 

Participants: 
Casey Anderson, Chair, Montgomery County Planning Board 
Gwen Wright, Director, Montgomery Planning Department 
Mike Riley, Director, Montgomery Parks 
Elza Hisel-McCoy, Area 1 Chief, Montgomery Planning Department 
Leslye Howerton, Master Plan Supervisor, Montgomery Planning Department 
Melissa Williams, Senior Planner, Montgomery Planning Department 
Rachel Newhouse, Planner Coordinator, Montgomery Parks 
Hyojung Garland, Park Planning Supervisor, Montgomery Parks 
Lisa Govoni, Housing Specialist, Montgomery Planning Department 

This is the Planning, Housing, and Economic Development (PHED) Committee's second worksession 
on the Forest Glen/Montgomery Hills (FGMH) Sector Plan. The first worksession covered 
transportation, schools, urban design, the environment, and parks, trails and open space (primarily 
Chapter 2 of the Plan). This report covers the land use and zoning recommendations in the Plan. 

Councilmembers may wish to bring their copy of the Plan to the meeting. 

PLAN GOALS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Land Use and Zoning 
To support the Plan's vision, broad land use goals and recommendations are described on page 49 of the 
Plan. With this as a guide, the following recommendations on land use and zoning are presented for 
specific properties in the Forest Glen, Montgomery Hills, and Woodside districts. 



Forest Glen District 
The Forest Glen District is generally defined by Dennis Avenue to the north, Forest Glen Road to the 
south, Woodland Drive to the east, and Darcy Forest Drive to the west. According to the Plan, it is the 
most diverse and densely populated district within the Plan area. It is home to General Getty Park, the 
Forest Glen Metro Station, medical office buildings, religious institutions, and several multi-unit 
residential buildings as well as single-family homes. 

1. Dennis A venue Medical Cluster 
Map in Sector Plan: page 69 
Text in Sector Plan: page 70 

Burkland Medical Center (I 0313 Georgia A venue) 
Existing Zoning: R-60 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-1.25 C-1.25 R-0.5 H-75 

Plan Recommendation: The Burkland Medical Center, which houses medical condominiums, was 
allowed by special exception under the Residential-60 (R-60) zone. The Plan recommends rezoning 
to the Commercial Residential Town (CRT) zone to accommodate the medical and office uses on the 
property and to allow for limited retail activity such as a coffee shop (which under the special 
exception is not currently allowed). The CRT zone would also allow for potential residential 
development should the property redevelop in the future. 

During the tour of the Plan area and the first worksession, Committee members expressed their 
desire to evaluate the maximum potential for residential development within the Plan area. For most 
of the properties recommended for CRT zoning, the proposed commercial density (expressed as 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)) has been set equal to total density. For about half of these properties, the 
residential density or FAR has been set equal to total FAR as well (to provide for maximum 
flexibility in redevelopment). 

One option to ensure the maximum potential for future residential growth would be to set residential 
FAR equal to the total FAR for all properties being recommended for CRT zoning. This would allow 
a property owner to add residential units to an existing commercially developed property, up to the 
maximum density allowed in the zone. It would also allow the site to be completely reconstructed 
with any mix of commercial and residential FAR, up to the total density allowed in the zone. 1 

Below is a table showing the current zoning for the Burkland Medical Center, the zoning proposed 
in the Planning Board Draft, an alternative zoning recommendation that sets residential FAR equal 
to total FAR, and the number of potential dwelling units under each. 

1 The potential increase in residential units could affect the directionality of vehicle trips and resulting mode share; however, 
the percentage of trips from new development within the plan area is a relatively minor addition to the transportation network 
and thus a shift in potential use from commercial to residential will have correspondingly minor impact. 
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Allowable under Allowable under Proposed Alternative Residential 

Exlstinaz Cum!nt Zonlnaz Zoning Density 
Size (square feet) 92,855 

Size {acres) 2.13 

Zoning R-60 (7.26 DU per Acre) CRT-1.25 C-1.25 R-0.S H-75 CRT 1.25 C-1.25 R-1.25 H-75 

Gross Floor Area 35,955 43,332 116,069 116,069 

Residential Sauare Foota«e 0 0 46,428 116,069 

Commertial Sauare Footage 35,955 0 116,069 116,069 

Slnlle-Unlt Detached Sauare Footue • 2800 SF 0 43,332 0 0 

Number of Slnale-Unlt Detached DU's {7.26 DUI 0 15 0 0 
Multi-Unit Sauare Foota.e 0 0 46,428 116,069 

Number of Multi-Unit,, 1250 sf 0 0 37 93 

Staff supports the alternative residential density option for this property, CRT-1.25 C-1.25 
R-1.25 H-75, to provide maximum flexibility for redevelopment and strengthen the potential 
for additional housing. 

Doctor's Medical Park East (10301 Georgia Avenue) 
Existing Zoning: R-60 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-1.25 C-1.25 R-0.5 H-75 

Plan Recommendation: Doctor's Medical Park East, like the Burkland Medical Center, was 
allowed by special exception under the Residential-60 (R-60) zone. The Plan recommends rezoning 
to the Commercial Residential Town (CRT) zone to accommodate the medical and office uses on the 
property and, like the Burkland Medical Center, to allow for limited retail activity. The CRT zone 
would also allow for potential residential development should the property redevelop in the future. 

Below is a table showing the current zoning for the property, the zoning proposed in the Planning 
Board Draft, the alternative zoning recommenqation that sets residential FAR equal to total FAR, 
and the number of potential dwelling units under each. 

Exlstin Cum!nt Zonln Zonln Densl 
201,247 

4.62 

R-60 (7.26 DU per Acre) CRT-1.25 C-1.25 R-0.5 H-75 CRT 1.25 C-1.25 R-1.25 H-75 
Gross Floor Area 97,527 93,915 251,559 251,559 

1 93,915 100,624 251,559 
97,527 0 251,559 251,559 

Sin le-Unit 0 93,915 0 0 

Number of SI 0 34 0 0 
0 0 100,624 251,559 

0 0 80 201 

Staff supports the alternative residential density option for this property, CRT-1.25 C-1.25 
R-1.25 H-75. 

Transportation Recommendation - Reclassification of Medical Park Drive 
The Plan classifies Medical Park Drive as a secondary residential street. However, it is the only point 
of access for the substantial Woodside townhome neighborhood and is the southern boundary of the 
Dennis A venue Medical Center, both significant traffic generators. Furthermore, the PHED 
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Committee's recommendation for a full-movement, protected signalized intersection at Medical Park 
Drive and Georgia A venue is more readily justifiable if the road were to be designated as a primary 
residential street. The street already has a cross-section befitting a primary residential street. 
Council staff recommends adding to Table 2 on page 31 of the Plan: Medical Park Drive 
between Georgia Avenue and Dennis Avenue as a two-lane primary residential street with a 70' 
right-of-way, with no BRT. 

Montgomery County Dennis Avenue Health Center (2000 Dennis Avenue) 
Existing Zoning: R-60 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-1.25 C-1.25 R-0.5 H-75 

Plan Recommendation: The Dennis Avenue Health Center was rebuilt by the County in 2016. As a 
County project, it was not required to meet the standards of the R-60 zone. The Plan recommends 
rezoning to the Commercial Residential Town (CRT) zone to provide the opportunity for potential 
comprehensive redevelopment with the neighboring medical center properties, should they choose to 
redevelop in the future. 

However, development of housing on this site is not dependent on redevelopment of the adjacent 
properties. Under the Plan's proposed residential zoning of 0.5 residential FAR, approximately 
118 multi-family units could be constructed. If residential FAR is set equal to total FAR, up to 296 
units could be constructed on this site; however, the existing, newly-constructed Health Center has a 
commercial density of 0.25 FAR. Thus, the remaining density available for the construction of 
residential units would be 1.0 FAR, providing the potential for 236 dwelling units. 

Like the tables above, the table below shows current zoning, the zoning proposed in the Planning 
Board Draft, the alternative zoning recommendation that sets residential FAR equal to total FAR, and 
the number of potential dwelling units associated with each zone. However, the potential number of 
residential units under the alternative zoning has been reduced by the commercial density of the 
Health Center since it is unlikely to redevelop. 

Current Zonln Zonln Densl 
295,554 

6.78 
R-60 (7.26 DU er Acre CRT-1.25 C-1.25 R-0.5 H-75 CRT 1.25 C-1.25 R-1.25 H-75 

74,758 137,925 369,443 369,443 

0 137,925 147,777 369,443 

74,758 0 369,443 369,443 
Sin 0 137,925 0 0 

Nu DU 0 49 0 0 
Multl-U 0 0 147,m 294,685• 

0 0 118 236 

Staff supports the alternative residential density option for this property, CRT-1.25 C-1.25 
R-1.25 H-75. 

The Committee should also consider adding language that emphasizes maximizing the provision of 
affordable housing on this site-in particular, providing units for households earning below 50 
percent AMI. 
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In fact, the Committee may want to recommend that the Plan include a statement affirming the 
Council's support for the Metropolitan Washington Council of Government's housing goals, noting 
that within these goals for more housing are specific goals for affordable housing, and the need to 
provide more housing for low and very-low income households. The Plan could further state that 
opportunities to include housing for low and very low-income households should be evaluated for all 
new residential projects. 

2. Fields of Silver Spring (10111 McKenney Avenue) 
Map in Sector Plan: page 69 
Text in Sector Plan: page 71 

Existing Zoning: R-10 
Proposed Zoning: R-10 

Plan Recommendation: The Fields of Silver Spring was built in 1947 on approximately 8.4 acres. 
It contains 221 apartments. The property is currently managed under a low-income housing tax 
credit program that is set to remain in place until 2043. The Plan recommends reconfirming the 
existing R-10 zoning for this property. 

Given the low-income tax credit program currently underway, this property is unlikely to redevelop 
during the life of this Plan; however, the tax credit program does not prevent redevelopment. If the 
property requires significant renovation and redevelopment within the next 20-30 years, without a 
change in zoning the property would be faced with redeveloping under the R-10 zone. 

This is likely to create challenges to redevelopment. A perfect example is the recently-approved 
local rezoning of the Forest Glen Apartments. Currently under redevelopment by Montgomery 
Housing Partnership (MHP), the Forest Glen Apartments needed and received a local rezoning from 
R-10 to CRT-1.75 C-0.25 R-1.75 H-70. The Plan increases this slightly to CRT-2.0 C-0.25 R-2.0 
H-75.2 

The Committee has three options. It can support the reconfirmation of the R-10 zone for this 
property. It can recommend a change in zoning from R-10 to CRT-2.0, C-0.25 R-2.0 H-75, as is 
recommended by the Planning Board Draft for the Forest Glen Apartments. Or, the Committee can 
support the reconfirmation of the R-10 zone with a recommendation to support a future application 
for a CRT floating zone, roughly equivalent to CRT-2.0 C-0.25 R-2.0 H-75. 

The table below shows current zoning, the zoning proposed in the Planning Board Draft, the 
alternative proposed zoning, similar to the MHP property, and the number of potential dwelling units 
associated with each. 

2 The Planning Board Draft recommends a commercial FAR of 2.0 for this property; however, MHP did not request more 
than 0.25 commercial FAR in their recent rezoning application; the proposed C-2.0 appears to be an error. 
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Existing on the Allowable under Allowable under PB Draft Proposed Altematlve 

Ground Todav Current Zonlmr: Zonln11: - no chan11:e Zonln11: 
Size {sauare feet) 365,940 

Slze(aaes1 8.40 

, Zoning R-10(43.5 DU per Acre) CRTF 2.0 C-0.25 R-2.0 H-75 

Gross Floor Area 276,250 456,795 456,795 731,880 

Residential Sauare Fooia.e 276,250 456,795 456,250 731,880 

Commercial Sauare Footage 0 0 0 91,485 

Multi-Unit Sauare Footatr:e 276,250 456,795 456,250 731,880 

Multi-Unit @ 1250 sf 221 365 365 586 

Given the length of the tax-credit program and the financial characteristics on which it is 
based, Staff supports reconfirming the R-10 zone with a recommendation to support a future 
application for a CRT floating zone, roughly equivalent to CRT-2.0 C-0.25 R-2.0 H-75. 

Should the property redevelop following the expiration of the tax-credit program, the Plan 
should include a recommendation that any optional method project that includes residential 
dwelling units should provide a minimum of 15 percent Moderately Priced Dwelling Units 
(MPDUs) and five percent market-affordable units3 for up to 30 years. In addition, with 
redevelopment, a minimum of 20 percent of the units should be two-bedroom units and five 
percent of the units should be three-bedroom units. Priority should be given to existing 
residents for the two- and three-bedroom units and the units under market-affordable rents. 

3. Belvedere Apartments (2107 Belvedere Blvd) 
Map in Sector Plan: page 69 
Text in Sector Plan: page 71 

Existing Zoning: R-10 
Proposed Zoning: R-10 

Plan Recommendation: Like the "Fields", the Belvedere Apartments were built in 1947. The 
complex occupies 3.4 acres and contains 93 units. The Plan recommends reconfirming the existing 
R-10 zoning for this property in order to preserve the existing market-rate affordable housing. 

Like the aging multi-family properties discussed during the Veirs Mill Sector Plan, this property 
will, within the life of the Plan, most likely require significant renovation, rehabilitation or 
redevelopment. Under the R-10 zone, up to 145 units at a height ofup to 100 feet would be allowed 
under the standard method of development. 

Testimony provided by the County Executive supports the preservation of existing affordable 
housing. However, this is not necessarily achieved by retaining current zoning. No change in zoning 
might ensure market affordable rents and no displacement of residents in the near term, but as 
systemic infrastructure and utility issues worsen over time, the Belvedere will most likely need to be 
renovated or rebuilt. Given current zoning, additional residential units could be built and would 
require the standard 12.5 percent regulated affordable units (MPDUs). However, the challenges with 

3 Market-affordable units are market-rate affordable dwelling units that rent at prices affordable to households earning no 
more than 80 percent of area median income, based on unit and household sizes. They are not income-restricted by 
government regulation. 
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redevelopment for properties in this area under similar circumstances and zoning indicate that a 
better option would be to rezone this property from R-10 to CRT. 

Like the "Fields", the Committee has three options. It can support the reconfirmation of the R-10 
zone for this property. It can recommend a change in zoning from R-10 to CRT-2.0, C-0.25 R-2.0 H-
75, as is recommended by the Planning Board Draft for the MHP property (Forest Glen Apartments). 
Or, the Committee can support the reconfirmation of the R-10 zone with a recommendation to 
support a future application for a CRT floating zone, roughly equivalent to CRT-2.0 C-0.25 R-2.0 H-
75. 

The table below shows current zoning, the zoning proposed in the Planning Board Draft, the 
alternative proposed zoning, similar to the MHP property, and the number of potential dwelling units 
associated with each. 

Ground Toda Current Zonln Zonln - no chan e Zonln 
145,668 

3.34 

R·10(43.5DU er Acre) CRT 2.0C·0.25 R·2.0 H-75 

116,250 181,834 181,834 291,336 

116,250 181,834 181,834 291,336 

Commerd 0 0 0 36,417 

Multi-Un 116,250 181,834 181,834 291,336 

Multi-Unit @ 1250 sf 93 145 145 233 

Given the lack of regulated affordable units today and the high probability of a redevelopment 
in the next 20-30 years, Staff supports adding a recommendation to the Plan to change the 
zoning for the Belvedere Apartment from R-10 to CRT-2.0 C-0.25 R-2.0 H-75. 

The Plan should also include a recommendation that any optional method project that includes 
residential dwelling units should provide a minimum of 15 percent MPDUs. In addition, with 
redevelopment, a minimum of 20 percent of the units should be two-bedroom units and five 
percent of the units should be three-bedroom units. Priority should be given to existing 
residents for the two- and three-bedroom units. 

4. Forest Glen Apartments (2106 Belvedere Blvd) 
Map in Sector Plan: page 69 
Text in Sector Plan: page 72 

Existing Zoning: CRT-1.75 C-0.25 R-1.5 H-704 

Proposed Zoning: CRT-2.0 C-2.0 R-2.0 H-75 

Plan Recommendation: The Forest Glen Apartments are almost 70 years old. Currently, there are 74 
apartments on this site. As noted above, Montgomery Housing Partnership (MHP) recently received 

4 The Plan lists existing zoning as R-1 O; however, the Council approved a Local Map Amendment that changed the zoning on 
this property to CRT 1.75 C-0.25 R-1.5 H-70. 
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Council approval for a local rezoning of this property. The Plan recommends a slight modification to 
the recently-approved Local Map Amendment (LMA). Under the LMA, the site was approved for 
CRT-1.75 C-0.25 R-1.5 H-70; the Plan recommends increasing total FAR from 1.75 to 2.0 and 
increasing residential FAR from 1.5 to 2.0, primarily to ensure sufficient density for MHP to succeed 
in achieving their redevelopment plan. The Plan recommends a commercial FAR of 2.0 for this 
property; however, MHP has not indicated that they need more than 0.25 commercial FAR. Given the 
Plan's housing goals, the proposed C-2.0 FAR appears to be an error. Staff recommends the Forest 
Glen Apartments be zoned CRT-2.0 C-0.25 R-2.0 H-75. 

5. Forest Glen Metro Station Parking Lot and Entrance (Forest Glen Road and Kimball Place) 
Map in Sector Plan: page 69 
Text in Sector Plan: page 73 

Existing Zoning: R-60 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-2.5 C-2.5 R-2.5 H-120 

Plan Recommendation: The Forest Glen Metro Parking Lot and Entrance is approximately 8.7 acres 
in size. It is one of the few remaining Metro station surface parking lots to remain undeveloped. The 
Plan recommends rezoning this site from its current R-60 zoning to CRT-2.5 C-2.5 R-2.5 H-120 to 
accommodate mixed-use pedestrian-oriented development. 

Several residents of the Plan area testified about the potential redevelopment of this site, including 
residents from the abutting Americana Finnmark community. They expressed concern with the 
potential number of new residential units as well as the proposed height, requesting height be limited 
to 75 feet. Other Plan area residents lauded the potential for development at the Metro Station site and 
the possible redevelopment of other properties within the Plan area. 

Staff supports the recommended zoning for the Forest Glen Metro Parking Lot and Entrance. 

The Plan also recommends 15 percent MPDUs be provided for the provision of affordable housing. 
The County Executive provided testimony that recommends 30 percent of the units be provided as 
affordable housing with at least half of the affordable units priced to be affordable to households 
earning less than 50 percent AMI. This supports a recent Urban Land Institute (UL!) study that 
concluded Montgomery County is in need of housing available to households earning below the 
MPDU threshold. 

Attached on© 1-2 are estimated proforma scenarios for the Metro site prepared by Planning Staff. It 
shows varying rates of return on development assuming a variety of factors, including the percentage 
of units provided for different levels of affordability, parking ratios, the provision of structured 
parking, land value, etc. 

According to Planning Staff, an internal rate of return greater than IO percent is needed to ensure the 
viability of a proposed development scenario. An initial set of scenarios used all the same input 
information and varied the percentage and level of affordable housing units (© I). This first set 
showed a sufficient rate of return for a project providing 15 percent MPDUs, but fell below a 
10 percent return for all three scenarios that included 30 percent affordable units (of varying degrees). 
A second set of pro forma scenarios (© 2) modified the assumption on structured parking (reducing 
structured parking for the residential units from 50 percent to 35 percent); this change made all four 
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scenarios produce a sufficient rate of return. One question is whether reducing parking to 35 percent 
is a reasonable assumption. The pro forma program suggests a maximum percentage for structured 
parking of 50 percent (for new development). Given the location, high percentages of affordable units 
being modeled, and declines in car ownership, perhaps 35 percent is reasonable. Another question is 
whether there are other factors not accounted for by the pro forma that could result in a sufficient rate 
ofreturn, like financial assistance from the County or a non-profit entity. What the pro forma analysis 
demonstrates is that many variables contribute to the viability of development projects, some more 
easily controllable than others. 

The Committee has several options. It can support the Planning Board recommendation that 
15 percent MPDUs be provided. It can recommend one of the other affordable scenarios modeled by 
the pro forma; however, this option will require a change to Chapter 25A to implement. Currently, 
Chapter 25A allows a master plan to set an MPDU requirement ofup to 15 percent. Another option 
would be for the Committee to support the Planning Board recommendation of 15 percent and add 
language to the Plan that encourages the provision of units affordable to households below 65 percent 
AMI, through public-private partnership or other programs (such as low-income tax credits). 

Staff supports the Planning Board recommendation that 15 percent MPDUs be provided and 
language be added to the Plan to encourage the provision of more affordable units. The added 
text would not carry to weight of a master plan recommendation but would provide useful guidance 
to Planning and Department of Housing and Community Affairs (DHCA) staff. 

In his testimony, the Executive also suggests adding a recommendation requiring a certain percentage 
of units be two-bedroom or three-bedroom units. A similar recommendation was included in the 
recently-adopted Veirs Mill Plan. 

Staff supports adding a recommendation, like the one included in the Veirs Mill Plan, 
encouraging 20 percent of the new units be provided as two-bedroom units and 5 percent of the 
new units as three-bedroom units. 

6. Forest Glen Medical Center (9818 and 9816 Woodland Drive, and 9907 Georgia Avenue) 
Map in Sector Plan: page 69 
Text in Sector Plan: page 74 

Existing Zoning: CRT-1.75 C-0.25 R-1.5 H-70 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-2.0 C-2.0 R-2.0 H-75 

Plan Recommendation: Constructed in 1967, the existing medical building and associated parking 
lot are situated on approximately 3.9 acres across multiple lots. The Medical Center was approved as 
a special exception in the R-60 zone. Also on this site is a roughly 1.25-acre vegetated/wooded area 
that serves as a buffer between the parking area and the adjacent single-family homes. The Plan 
recommends rezoning the Forest Glen Medical Center from R-60 to CRT-2.5 C-2.5 R-2.5 H-120 to 
accommodate a mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented development basically adjacent to the Forest Glen 
Metro station. 

Staff supports the recommended zoning for this property. 
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Like the Forest Glen Metro Station site, the Plan recommends 15 percent MPDUs be provided for the 
affordable housing. 

Given the substantial investment by the County in the Metro access tunnel construction, the 
Committee may want to consider recommending 10 percent of the units be provided as 
workforce housing. This does not address access to lower affordability units; however, this property, 
less than half the size of the Metro site, is privately owned, 

The Executive's testimony with respect to the Forest Glen Medical Center property, recommends 
that, like the Metro site, redevelopment of this property include a certain percentage of two- and 
three-bedroom units. 

Staff supports adding a recommendation that encourages 20 percent of the new units to be 
provided as two-bedroom units and 5 percent of the new units as three-bedroom units. 

7. 9909 Georgia Avenue and 9820 Woodland Drive 

Existing zoning: R-60 
Requested zoning: CRN 1.5, C-0.0, R-1.5, H-55 

During the public hearing on the Sector Plan, the Council received a request to rezone two abutting 
residential properties owned by the same individual. The properties in question abut single-family 
homes to the north (including a property owner who testified in opposition) and the wooded section 
of the Forest Glen Medical Center site to the south. As discussed above, the Medical Center site is 
recommended for CRT zoning. 

The owner of 9909 Georgia Avenue and 9820 Woodland Drive is seeking CRN zoning for her 
properties in hopes of converting the small, older single-family rentals to "missing middle" housing. 

While this is an understandable idea, the lateness of the request (post Planning Board approval) and 
testimony in opposition to this change suggest that, rather than recommending a change in zoning, the 
Plan could include a recommendation to support a future application for a CRN floating zone, 
roughly equivalent to CRN 1.5 C-0.0 R-1.5 H-55. The local rezoning process would allow the 
Planning Board and the Hearing Examiner to provide a review and recommendation regarding the 
proposed change. It would also allow multiple opportunities for neighbors and the community to 
provide input. Ultimately, the proposal to rezone these properties will come back to the Council for 
approval. 

Staff supports a recommendation to support a future application for a CRN floating zone, roughly 
equivalent to CRN 1.5 C-0.0 R-1.5 H-55. 

Montgomery Hills District 
Montgomery Hills is generally defined by forest Glen Road to the north and 16th Street to the South. The 
district is home to several older, low-density, strip shopping centers with retail and auto-centric 
commercial service uses for residents and commuters. 
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1. Seminary Place Shopping Center, Shell Gas Station, and Montgomery Hills Car Wash (9440 
and 9520 Georgia Avenue, 9510 Georgia Avenue, and 9500 Georgia Avenue) 
Map in Sector Plan: page 69 
Text in Sector Plan: page 75-76 

Seminary Place Shopping Center (both lots) 
Existing Zoning: CRT-1.5 C-1.5 R-0.5 H-45 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-2.5 C-2.5 R-2.5 H-75 

Shell Gas Station 
Existing Zoning: CRT-2.25 C-1.5 R-0.75 H-75 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-2.5 C-2.5 R-2.5 H-75 

Montgomery Hills Car Wash 
Existing Zoning: CRT-2.25 C-1.5 R-0.75 H-75 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-2.5 C-2.5 R-2.5 H-75 

Plan Recommendation: This site is comprised of four lots under varying ownership. The Seminary 
Place Shopping Center, which comprises two of the four lots, is a major activity center within the 
Plan area. The Shell Gas Station and the Montgomery Hills Car Wash make up the other two lots. 
The combined sites provide an opportunity for catalytic redevelopment, providing a desired spark for 
additional redevelopment within the district. All four properties are being recommended for the same 
zoning to encourage joint redevelopment. The zoning allows the site to be completely reconstructed 
with any mix of commercial and residential FAR, up to the total density allowed in the zone, thus 
providing ultimate flexibility. 

Staff supports the zoning recommendation for these properties. 

2. Montgomery Hills Shopping Center 
Map in Sector Plan: page 69 
Text in Sector Plan: page 77 

Existing Zoning: CRT-2.25 C-1.5 R-0.75 H-45 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-2.25 C-1.5 R-0.75 H-45 

Plan Recommendations: Constructed 90 years ago, the Montgomery Hills Shopping Center is the 
oldest commercial assemblage in the Plan area. The Plan recommends reconfirmation of the existing 
zoning for this site. The Plan also provides a history of historic designation efforts related to the 
Shopping Center. 

Several residents testified in support of redevelopment of this site. A few individuals testified in 
opposition to possible historic designation efforts, believing such designation would only further 
suppress interest in redevelopment. 

This site is one of the few places not recommended for rezoning in the Plan. Most other commercial 
properties in the Plan area received slight increases in density but, more useful, they also received 
zoning that allowed for ultimate flexibility in redevelopment, meaning the maximum commercial 
and residential F ARs have been set equal to the total FAR ( or density). 
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Staff recommends modifying the zoning recommendation for properties that make up the 
Montgomery Hill Shopping Center from CRT-2.25 C-1.5 R-0.75 H-45 to CRT-2.25 C-2.25 R-
2.25 H-60. There are no residential properties that abut or confront this shopping center. The 
recommended height on the adjacent Seminar Place Shopping Center is 75 feet and on the adjacent 
Sniders Super Foods property is 60 feet. This change does not increase density; however, at a 
minimum, it allows for increased flexibility within the zone. 

3. Sniders Super Foods, Silver Spring Volunteer Fire Station, and Parking Lot #12 
Map in Sector Plan: page 69 
Text in Sector Plan: page 78-79 

Sniders Super Foods 
Existing Zoning: CRT-0.75 C-0.75 R-0.25 H-45 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-1.5 C-1.5 R-1.5 H-60 

Plan Recommendations: The Plan recommends an increase in density for these properties to 
incentivize redevelopment and implement the Main Street grid detailed in the transportation section 
of the Plan. 

The Council received testimony from the owner of Sniders Super Foods, requesting additional 
density and height equal to CRT-2.25 C-2.25, R-2.25, H-75. He explained the possible challenges of 
redeveloping his property, including proximity to the Fire Station and a significant WMA TA 
easement running along the eastern edge of the site. Additional density and height would allow more 
options for siting new development. 

That said, a common refrain when discussing this Sector Plan with almost anyone is "Whatever you 
do, don't get rid of Sniders!". Unfortunately, the Sector Plan cannot require a business to remain in 
operation. It can, though, include language that recognizes the significant public benefit provided by 
this family-run store. 

Staff supports changing the zoning recommended for Sniders Super Foods to CRT-2.25 C-2.25 
R-2.25 H-60. Staff believes increasing the height to 75 feet would be out of character with the Fire 
Station (60 ft height) and Montgomery Hills Shopping Center (recommended for 60 ft height), to the 
west and east of the store respectively. 

Silver Spring Volunteer Fire Station 
Existing Zoning: R-60 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-1.5 C-1.5 R-1.5 H-60 

Plan Recommendations: The Plan recommends rezoning the Fire Station from R-60 to the CRT 
zone. The Fire Station does not currently envision moving from this site or redeveloping their 
property. Should that change over the life of the Plan, the recommended zoning seems an 
appropriate transition to the abutting and confronting single-family homes. 

Staff supports the recommended zoning for this property. 
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Parking Lot #12 
Existing Zoning: R-60 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-1.0 C-1.0 R-1.0 H-60 

Plan Recommendations: The Plan recommends changing the zomng on Parking Lot #12 to 
accommodate potential redevelopment with open green space. 

Staff supports the recommended zoning for this property. 

4. Georgia Avenue East 
Map in Sector Plan: page 69 
Text in Sector Plan: page 78 

9517 Georgia Avenue 
Existing Zoning: CRT-1.5 C-1.5 R-0.5 H-45 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-2.25 C-2.25 R-0.55 H-45 

9439 Georgia A venue 
Existing Zoning: CRT-1.5 C-1.5 R-0.5 H-45 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-2.75 C-2.75 R-0.5 H-45 

9431 Georgia Avenue 
Existing Zoning: CRT-1.5 C-1.5 R-0.5 H-45 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-2.25 C-2.25 R-0.5 H-45 

9427 Georgia Avenue 
Existing Zoning: CRT-1.5 C-1.5 R-0.5 H-45 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-1.75 C-1.75 R-0.5 H-45 

9421 Georgia Avenue 
Existing Zoning: CRT-1.5 C-1.5 R-0.5 H-45 
Proposed Zoning: CRT-2.5 C-2.5 R-0.5 H-45 

Plan Recommendations: The four commercial blocks between Flora Lane and Columbia Blvd 
along the east side of Georgia Ave include a mix of gas stations, restaurants, and retail 
establishments. The development pattern consists of one- to three- story buildings on lots of varying 
widths and shallow depths. 

The properties listed above are recommended for zoning that conforms to existing development. 
These properties are currently legal, non-conforming structures that were most likely built before 
C-2 zoning (and thus the translated current zoning) was applied to the property. 

5 
For this property. the recommended zoning on the map on page 69 is CRT 2.25 C-2.25 R-2.25 H-45; however, under the 

zoning recommendations on page 78 the recommended zoning is CRT 2.25 C-2.25 R-0.5 H-45. Staff believes that the R-2.25 
on the map is noted in error. 
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For properties within these blocks not noted above by address, the Plan recommends reconfirming 
the existing zoning ofCRT-1.5 C-1.5 R-0.5 H-45. This creates a variety of densities along the same 
block for buildings attached to one another. 

Staff recommends zoning properties within the same block consistently and increasing the 
residential FAR to equal the total FAR, for flexibility in redevelopment. This would result in 
9517, 9513 and 9501 Georgia Avenue being rezoned to CRT-2.25 C-2.25 R-2.25 H-45 and 9475, 
9443, 9441, 94396, 9431, 9427, 9423, and 9421 Georgia Avenue being rezoned to CRT-2.5 C-2.5 
R-2.5 H-45. This would impact Parking Lot #48; Staff supports reconfirming the zoning on 
Parking Lot #48. 

There are three more strip shopping centers within Montgomery Hills, south of Columbia 
Blvd, that are not mentioned in the Plan. The zoning for these properties is CRT-1.5 C-1.5 R-
0.5 H-45. 

Staff recommends that, at a minimum, the residential FAR should be increased to equal total 
FAR for flexibility in redevelopment. 

Woodside District 
Woodside is the southernmost community within the Plan. It lies from the edge of Montgomery Hills at 
the northern end to Spring Street at the south. The district has an established low-density residential 
character but is also home to several religious and community facilities. 

1. Georgia Avenue at Luzerne Avenue and Cedar View Court 
Map in Sector Plan: page 69 
Text in Sector Plan: page 80 

Existing Zoning: R-60 
Proposed Zoning: CRN-1.25 C-0.0 R-1.25 H-50 

Plan Recommendation: The Plan recommends rezoning five lots located at the intersection of 
Georgia A venue with Luzerne A venue and Cedar View Court to encourage potential assemblage for 
the construction of missing middle-type housing. The Plan provides more detailed information 
regarding the current development/uses on these properties (primarily vacant or improved with a 
parking lot or drive aisle). 

Staff supports the recommended zoning for these properties. 

2. Right-of-Way at 16th Street and Georgia Avenue 
Map in Sector Plan: page 69 
Text in Sector Plan: page 81 

Existing Zoning: R-60 
Proposed Zoning: R-60 

6 
9439 Georgia Ave is proposed for CRT 2.75 C-2.75 R-0.5 H-45 to accommodate the existing building currently constructed 

at 2.51 FAR. Staff believes an FAR of 2.5 is an appropriate approximation of the existing development which is currently 
legal, non-conforming. 
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Plan Recommendation: The approximately 3-acre wooded site is situated between 16th Street and 
Georgia Avenue and is the right-of-way owned by the Maryland Department of Transportation State 
Highway Administration (MDOT SHA). The Plan recommends reconfirming the property's R-60 
zoning to accommodate future development as a park or some other compatible public use that 
incorporates usable open space. The Plan' s ideal future use of the site would be as an urban 
recreational park providing a distinctive gateway to the community. 

During the tour of the Plan area and the first worksession, Committee members expressed their 
desire to evaluate the maximum potential for residential development within the Plan area, including 
any publicly-owned property. If left unchanged, the current R-60 zone would yield approximately 22 
houses. If the zoning were equivalent to that being recommended for Parking Lot #12 (another 
undeveloped public property), four times as many units (multi-f~ily) may be possible. 

Below is a table showing the current zoning for the property, the zoning proposed in the Planning 
Board Draft, the alternative zoning recommendation that sets residential FAR equal to total FAR, 
and the number of potential dwelling units under each. 

Current ZOnin Zonin • no chan e Zonin 
130,680 

3.00 
R-60 (7.26 DU per Acre) R-60 CRT-1.0 C-0.25 R-1.0 H-60 
0 60,984 60,984 130,680 
0 60,984 60,984 130,680 
0 0 0 32,670 

Sin le-Unit 0 60,984 60,984 0 
Sin 0 22 22 0 

0 0 0 130,680 
0 0 0 105 

The Committee has multiple options. It can support the Plan recommendation to reconfirm the R-60 
zone. It can recommend the site be rezoned to CRT, providing the potential for significantly more 
housing. Or it can recommend something in between- CRT zoning with less density. 

3. Silver Spring Health and Human Services (HHS) 
Map in Sector Plan: page 69 
Text in Sector Plan: page 82 

Existing Zoning: R-60 
Proposed Zoning: CRN-1.0 C-0.57 R-1.0 H-60 

Plan Recommendation: The Plan recommends rezoning the 2.6-acre facility from R-60 to the CRT 
zone to provide flexibility for future development of medium-density housing. However, this does 
not preclude the use of the site as another public use or park facility. 

7 For this property, the recommended zoning on the map on page 69 is CRT 1.0 C-0.5 R-1.0 H-60; however, under the zoning 
recommendations on page 82 the recommended zoning is CRT-1.0 C-0.0 R-1.0 H-60. Staff believes the C-0.0 on page 82 is a 
typo. 
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The Committee's interest in maximizing the provision of housing where possible is relevant to the 
zoning for this site. Below is a table showing the current zoning for the property, the zoning 
proposed in the Planning Board Draft, and the number of potential dwelling units under each. 

ISStleiflh artdffumlliS.IVkllS (DGS) ,. ... 4 

'" 
,~.,...- "- :d' l 1-. ·,.A•',.:.U. ,I -- t: , ...... -~',; ·> }'/~ . :,,. -

Allowable under Allowable under Proposed 
Existing Current ZoninR ZoninR 

Size (square feet) 114,386 .. 
Size (acres) 2.63 

Zoning R-60 (7.26 DU per Acre) CRN 1.0 C-0.5 R-1.0 H-45 

Gross Floor Area 42,680 53,380 114,386 

Residential sauare Footue 0 53,380 114,386 

Commercial sauare Footage 42,680 0 57,193 

Single-Unit Detached sauare Footage • 2800 SF 0 53,380 0 

Single-Unit Detached DU's (7.26 DU) 0 19 0 

Multi-Unit Square Footage 0 0 114,386 

Multi-Unit @ 1250 sf 0 0 92 

Like the Dennis A venue Health Center property, the Committee should also consider adding 
language that, should housing be provided, emphasizes maximizing the provision of affordable 
housing on this site-in particular, providing units for households earning below 50 percent AMI. 

It should also be noted that HHS provides services to a major portion of east County from this 
location. Any relocation should take this into consideration. 

Staff supports the recommended zoning for this property. 

This report contains: 
Pro Forma Analyses for Metro Station site 
Data Tables on Zoning Recommendations 
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NPV (Net Present Value) At I I NPV (Net Present Value) At NPV (Net Present Value) NPV (Net Present Value) At Profit 
Internal Rate of Return Profit Threshold Internal Rate of Return At Profit Threshold Internal Rate of Return Threshold 

14.415,602 I 10.56% $ 2,945,833 11.72% $ 9,224,987 10.94% $ 4,953,626 

1ulred 

58,270,180 
A,;,;umpt1on'i Assumption,; 

Type High Rise Type High Rise Tvot! High Rise Tvot! High Rise: 

#of Units 600 #of Units 600 #of Units 600 # of Units 600 
#of MPDUs 90 #of MPDUs 180 #of MPDUs 180 #of MPDUs 180 

Parltlng 35% Structured Parltlnc 35% Structured Parltln1 35% Structured Parltlng 35% Structured 

Parking Spaces Per Unit O.S Parking Spaces Per Unit o.s Parltln1 Spaces Per Unit 0.5 Parltlntt Spaces Per Unit 0.5 

SrnallArea Sliver Spring/Glenmont Small Area Sliver Spring/Glenmont Small Area Silver Spring/Glenmont Small Area Sliver Sprlnlt/Glenmont 

All Costs s 22S,317,020 All Costs s 233,080,720 All Costs s 233,080,720 All Costs s 233,080,720 

land Cost/Unit s 27,651 land Cost/Unit s 27,651 Land Cost/Unit s 27,651 land Cost/Unit s 27,651 

% of land Cost (land % of land Cost (Land % of Land Cost (Land % of land Cost (Land 

Costs/ All Costs) 6.44% Costs/ All Costs) 6.23% Costs/All Costs) 6.23% Costs/All Costs) 6.23%1 
Avg. Cost Per Unit s 375,528 Avg. Cost Per Unit s 388,468 Avg. Cost Per Unit s 388.468 Avg. Cost Per Unit s - 388,468J 
Avg. Sale Price Per Unit Avg. Sale Price Per Unit Avg. Sale Price Per Unit Avg. Sale Price Per Unit 

(In Year 10) s 508,620 (In Year 10) s 488,089 (In Year 10) s 507,885 (In Year 10) I S 494.419 I 
Impact Taxes 10% Impact Taxes °" Impact Taxes °" Impact Taxes I °"' 
Source: RKG Rental Housing Model, 2016 
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# of Units 600 

#ofMPDUs 90 
Parking 50% Structured 

Parking Spaces Per Unit 0.75 
Small Area Sliver Sprin2/Glenmont 

All Costs $ 217,510,654 
Land Cost/Unit $ 27,651 

% of Land Cost (Land 
Costs/All Costs) 6.67" 
Ava. Cost Per Unit $ 362,518 
Avg. Sale Price Per Unit (in 

Year 10) $ 465,319 
Impact Taxes 10% 

Source: RKG Rental Housing Model, 2016 

® 

NPV {Net Present 

:ate of Return I Profit Threshold 

8.34%1$ 

# of Units 600 

#ofMPDUs 180 
Parl<ing 50% Structured 

Parking Spaces Per Unit 0.75 
Small Area Sliver SorlnR/Glenmont 

All Costs $ 234,085,446 
land Cost/Unit s 27,651 

% of land Cost (Land 

Costs/All Costs) 6.20% 
Avg. Cost Per Unit s 390,142 
Avg. Sale Price Per Unit 

in Year 10) $ 446,661 
Impact Tues °" 

NPV {Net Present Value) Atl 
of Return I Profit Threshold 

9.56%1 s .1_2,19j~~!I 

Hil!h Rise 

# of Units 600 

#ofMPDUs 180 
ParklnR SO% Structured 

Parking Spaces Per Unit 0.75 
Small Area Silver Soring/Glenmont 

All Costs $ 234,085,446 
Land Cost/Unit s 27,651 

% of Land Cost {land 

Costs/ All Costs) 6.20% 
Avg. Cost Per Unit $ 390,142 
Avg. Sale Price Per Unit 

(in Year 10) $ 464,650 
Impact Taxes °" 

NPV (Net Present Value) At Profit 

of Retuhhreshold 

9.53%1 $ (2,320,662)1 

Type High Rise 
#of Units 600 

#of MPDUs 180 
Parking 50% Structured 

Parking Soaces Per U 0.75 
Small Area Sliver SprlnR/Glenmont 
AllCosts $ 234,085,446 
land Cost/Unit s 27,651 

% of land Cost {land 

Costs/All Costs) 6.20% 
Ava. Cost Per Unit $ 390,142 
Avg. Sale Price Per 

Uni t lln Year 10) $ 464,263 
Impact Taxes °" 



_Madlcal __ ,..,.. __ ,. . 
Allowable undtf ANowlble undtf Proposed Alte,nalfve Residential 

Exlsti,w c.-, ........ ZOnln• D-
Sitt f Mauare feet 92.855 

Slttloaesl 2.13 

z- R-ro (7.26 DU oer Acrel CAT-1.25 C-1.25 R-0.5 H-75 CRT 1.25 C-1.25 R-1.25 H-75 

Gross F1oot - 35 955 43 332 116 069 116,069 
Resldentlll <nu1re ._ 0 0 46428 116,069 

Commerd1I Souare F00111e 35 955 0 116 069 116,069 
Slna:te-Unlt Detached SQUlte Foot ... • 2800 SF 0 43 332 0 0 
Number of......._, •nit Delached DU's 17.26 DUI 0 15 0 0 

Muttt-untt ..,...,e Footue 0 0 46428 116,069 
Number of Multi-Unit O 1250 sf 0 0 37 93 

(oocton_,...,.._MIII_ 
ANowlble- ANowlble undtf Pr-,.ct Alltfn-Resldential 

El.....,_ Currentllll'lffW' ZOnlna Dendlv 

Size lsouarefHt 201 247 
Sl11l1<rt1 4.62 -- R-ro (7.26 DU per Acn,) CAT-1.25 C-1.25 R-0.S H-75 CAT 1.25 C-1.25 R-1.25 H-75 

Gron Floor Alff 97 527 93 915 251,559 251,559 
Resldentlll sauare Foot ... 0 93 915 100,624 251,559 

COmmerdll ""'"rt F001111 97 527 0 251 559 251,559 
s, ......... tnfl: Detached C-.1a,e Foot Me • ZIOO SF 0 93 915 0 0 
Number of §wlMJnlt Detached DU's (7.26 DU) 0 34 0 0 

Muttt-unft: Sauare F~-e 0 0 100 624 251 559 
Number of Multi-Unit O 1250 sf 0 0 80 201 

l-- ·=- . 
-ble- ANowlble unclef Pr_,.ct Alttfnl!MR-1 

Exlstlna Current Zonlna Zonlnr Den<llv 
Site (souarefeet 295 554 

Site loaesl 6.78 

Zontn1 R-60 17.26 DU oer Acrel CRT-1.25 C-1.25 R-0.5 H-75 CRT 1.25 C-1.25 R-1.25 H-75 

Gross Floor Aleo 74 758 137 925 369 443 369 443 
Rnldentlal sauare .,__ 0 137 925 141n1 369,443 

Commerclll SDuare Foot11e 74 758 0 369 443 369,443 
Slnale-Unlt D.uched sauare foolNO • 2IOO SF 0 137 925 0 0 
Number of _,..Unit Delached DU'S 17.26 DU 0 49 0 0 

Muttf.Untt Sauare Foot..., rm1nu, utsdl'III FAAI 0 0 141m 294 685· 
Number of Multi-Unit• 1250 sf 0 0 118 236 

. . -
Exlstlnc on the -bleundtf Allowable under Pl Draft 
GroundToclav CufTentZ-'- z ............. - ,. ......... Alt .... --,-

Sile lsauare feet 365 940 
Sltt(ac:res 8.40 

lon"'" R•lO 143.5 DU oer Acn,) CATF 2.0 C-0.25 R-2.0 H-75 

GronFlootAteo 276 250 456 795 456795 731880 
Resldentlal --•are ffVll'-e 276,250 456,795 456,250 731,880 

CommtfdOI sauart FOOIMe 0 0 0 91485 

Muftl..Unft .sauare FGGtMe 276 250 456 795 456,250 731,880 

Multi-Unit 8 1250 sf 221 365 365 586 
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-~--

Exlstlnton~ 
Ground Today I Pr• TO ed Alternative Zonlnr 

R-10143.5 DU oer Am,I CRT 2.0 C-0.2S R-2.0 H-75 
116,250 181834 181,834 291,336 
116 2SO 181834 181 834 291 336 

0 0 0 36,417 

116250 181834 181 834 291,336 
R_ 

- ~ - 1~ 233 

--~---- Exlsllnconthe -ble- -bleundef Proposed 
Gr-Today Curnnt ZOnlrw ZonlM 

Size (sou.re feet 117,064 
s1,e(wes 2.69 

Zon.,_ CRTF-1.75 C-0.2S R-1.5 H-70 CRT-2.0 C-2.0 R-2.0 H-75 
Gross Floor Area 91 2SO 204 862 234128 

Resfdentlal ~.1are fnntM-e 91250 175 596 234 128 
commerdal §atlare Foot•e 0 29 266 234,128 

Muttl4Jnlt c-0are F.-.- 912SO 175 596 234 128 
Multi-Unit O 1250 sf 73 140 187 

1-ATA•Z-~-~---~ 
Alt-ble- AN_.ble undef Proposed 

L,ktl,v Cuntnt Znnlno ZonlM 
Stze 1-•arefttt 359,963 

Size focresl 8.26 -- R-60 '7.26 OU oer Acre, CRT-2.5 C-2.5 R-2.5 H-120 
Gross Floor Arn 0 176400 899 908 

Resldtntlol Square Footon 0 176 400 899 908 I 
Commerdll ~-,e Foot•e 0 0 899 908 

Slnol@.Unlt Detaclled DU's 17.26 DI/ 0 60 0 
Multi-Unit • 12SO sf 0 0 720 

----~~------ -bl•under A-.ble under Proposed 
blstln1 CUnent Zonlna Zonln• 

Size ,..,..,e feet 182 443 
Slzolocresl 4.19 

Zonln1 R-60 (7.26 DU per Acre) CRT-2.5 C-2.5 R-2.5 H-120 
Gross Floor Ar .. 31,590 8S,140 456108 

Resldtntlol Squa,e ..,.,...e 0 8S 140 456,108 
Commerdal c-,a,e F,_.-e 31590 0 456,108 

Slnrl.-Unlt Dttodled DU'S 17,26 DUI 0 30 0 

Multi-Unit O 1250 sf 0 0 36S 

I 

~ 
' 

I 

I 
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,---,,!'!Ne . 
-ble- -•bleuM« PropoHCI 

Exlstln• Current Zonlno Zonln• 
S11e fsauare feet 136858 

Slze(acrtS 3.14 
Zon ... CRT-1.5 C-1.5 R-0.5 H-45 CRT-2.5 C-2.5 R-2.5 H-75 

Gross Floor Arn 42,503 205,287 342,145 

Rtsklent'-1 UH••e ,--e 0 68429 342,145 

COmmerdal ...._, Foot•• 42 503 205,287 342 145 

Slrcl..Unh Detached DU'• 17.26 DU 0 0 0 

Multi-Unit Saua"' -•• 0 68429 342 145 

Multi-Unit O 1250 sf 0 55 274 

rswaessm -iciiriMlll!iiiifiiutliiiils ! 
-bleundt< -ble under Proposed 

Exlllln• Current Zonlrw zonln• 
Site (sauare feetl 19,2111 I 

Sitt lacresl OM 
zonln1 CRT-2.25 C-1.5 R-0.75 H-45 CRT-2.5 C-2.5 R-2.5 H-75 

Gron Floor Arel I 838 43 225 48 028 
Resklentlal --•-e ,--e 0 14 408 48028 

Commem1I Sauare Foot•• 1838 28817 48,028 

Multi-Unit O 1250 sf 0 12 38 

CllrWllll•iiiiiliiiMIP--•-• 
-.bleunder -Ible under PropoHd 

Exhtlno Currentz....,. Zoni,w 

Size ftaua"' feetl 11,685 

Slze(ecml 0.27 

Zon- CRT·2.25C•l ,5 R-0.75 H-45 CRT-2.5C-2.5 R-2.5 H-75 

Gron Floor Area 2625 26 291 29 213 

Resfdentlaf Sau■re FootNe 0 8 764 29 213 

COmmerdal Sauart Foot•• 2 625 17 528 29 213 

Multi-Unit• 1250 sf 0 7 23 

[9517~-~·--
-bleunde, -bleundor Proposed 

Exlstln• Current Zonlrw Zonlnt! P.........., Alternative ZonlM 
s1,e IM1uare feet 10 726 

Size lacrtSI 0.25 

Zonlnl CRT-l.5C-1.5 R-0.5 H-45 CRT-2.25 C-2.25 R-0.5 H-45 CRT-2.25 C-2.25 R-2.25 H-45 

Gross Floor Are■ 22,990 16,089 24,134 24,134 
Rtsldentill ....,.,. F-e 0 5 363 5 363 24,134 

Comme<dal -• Foot•e 22 990 16089 24 134 24,134 
MultJ..Unft ~,re Foot ... 0 5 363 5,363 24,134 

Multi-Unit O 1250 sf 0 4 4 19 

•-Georato•ZOllllll~SM- . 
-ble- --Proposed 

Exlstlno current zoni .. ZonN P-~Alte<natlvezon ... 

S11e lsouarefeet 2 978 

Size laaes 0.07 
,_ CRT-1.S C-1.5 R-0.5 H-45 CRT-2.75 C-2.75 R-0.S H-45 CRT-2.S C-2.S R-2.S H-45 

Gross Floor Arel 7 500 4 467 8190 7,445 

Residential 5auart F ....... 0 1 489 1489 7,445 

@) 
COfflm«dM •-••r• ,-• 7 500 4467 8,190 7,445 

MuftMJnft: en. .... ,.. fl'W'llbNI 0 1489 1,489 7,445 

Multi-Unit A USO sf 0 1 1 6 



---•-· - -- -ble-PropoMd 
flllstifl• current zo..,_ Zonlno Pro---' Alternattve Zonln1 

.strer-•fNt: 2489 
Sllo(aaes 0.06 

Zon"'" CRT-1.5 C-15 R-0.5 H-45 CRT-2.25 C-2.25 R-0.5 H-45 CRT-2.5 C-2.5 R-2.5 H-45 
Gross Floor Alee 5,000 3,734 5 600 6,223 

Resklential Souare fOOlae 0 1,245 1,245 6 223 
Commerdal ~,. Foot•• 5000 3734 5 600 6 223 

MuhM.lnlt 'Ullillfe F--- 0 1 245 1,245 6 223 
Multi-Unit e 1250 sf 0 1 1 5 

[Mn---~- " .. 
Allo,nble under -•Ille under l'TOpOMd 

flllsttna current Zonlna Zonlnl Pro--i Alternattve Zonln1 
Siu IUNdftfeetl 2,859 

Site !acres! 0.07 

Zonln1 CRT-1.5 C-15 R-0.5 H-45 CRT•l.75 C•l.75 R-0.5 H-45 CRT-2.5 C-2.5 R-2.5 H-45 
Gross Floor Alu 5000 4,289 5003 7,148 

Resklentlal en.1.a,e F_._• 0 1430 1,430 7 148 
Commerdal Square FOOtllO 5000 4289 5 003 7,148 

Multi-Unit c..-o F...,._ 0 1430 1,430 7,148 
Multi-Unite 1250 sf 0 1 1 6 

~~-~"'--•-- ·· 
-bleunder -.111e under PrGpOted 

f:Jlhtlno current z- Zonlnl - Alternatlw! Zonlnl 
Size (saUlfe , ... 3038 

Slzef1cres 0 .07 ........ CRT-l.5C-15R-0.5 H-45 CRT-2.5 C-2.S R-0.5 H-45 CRT-2.5 C-2.S R-2.5 H-45 
Gross Floor Alu 4 736 4,557 7 595 7,595 

Resldemlal SQu1re F- 0 1 519 1519 7,595 
Commerdll Sauare Foot•• 4 736 4557 7,595 7,595 

Multi-Unit sauare FaatMe 0 1 519 1 519 7 595 
Mu~I-Unlt O 1250 sf 0 1 1 6 

e 



'PlD'-""'LCll--•~Map ,111 -ble- -ble under Proposed 
£xlstlnt1 Current ZonfM Zonln• 

Size ltGuare feet 12,196 

Size loaesl 0.28 
ZOnlftfr CRT-1.5 C-1.5 R-0.5 H-45 CRT-1.5 C-1.5 R-0.5 H-45 

Gross Floor ArN 0 18 294 18 294 
Resktentilll li.nl.ul,e fnnta.. 0 6,098 6,098 

Commercial SQuare Footue 0 18 294 18 294 
Multi4.Jnlt Sau■re FootNe 0 6098 6098 

MultM/nlt a USO sf 0 5 5 

---- ·- --- Pr.,..._. 
£xlstlnt1 Current ZonttW Zonlnt! Pr=sed Alte,natlve Zonlnt! 

Sire (square feet 43 084 
Sllefaa .. 1 0.99 

Zonln1 CRT-2.25C•l.5 R-0.75 H-45 CRT-2.25 C-1.5 R-0.75 H-45 CRT 2.25 C-2.25 R-2.25 H-60 

Gross Floor Atta 26 866 96,939 96,939 96,939 

Rtsklettlal t.nuMt Fftnt-Me 0 32 313 32,313 96,939 

COmme,clal SQuare Footue 26 866 64 626 64,626 96939 
Multi-Unit sauare FOOIHe 0 32 313 32,313 96,939 

MultM/nlt O USO sf 0 26 26 78 

- ------ _.,.._ 
- under Proposed 

£xlstln• Cunent Zonlrw: Zonlno Pfnnnsed Altemattve Zonlna: 

Sire fsauare feet 39846 

Sllefoaos 0.91 

Zon.,_ CRT-0.75 C-0.75 R-0.25 H-45 CRT•l.5 C-1.5 R-1.5 H-60 CRT 2.25 C.2.25 R-2.25 H-60 

Gross Floor Area 12 000 29 885 59 769 89 654 

Rtsklentlal...,._ -• 0 9962 59 769 89,654 

Commercial Sauare F--• 12000 29885 59 769 89,654 

Multi-Unit <nuaro FOOIUI 0 9 962 59,769 89,654 

MultM/nlt a USO sf 0 8 48 72 

.,.._.,....Mail __ ....,,, _.,.._ -ble under Proposed 
[JI ....... CUnent 7 ....._ z-• 

Slzt fsauarefeet 27 203 

Size (aaes 0 .62 - R.(;() 17.26 OU oor Acrel CRT-1.5C-l.5 R-1 .5 H.(;() 

Gron Floor Alea 6 200 12 695 40 805 

Rtsklentlal......,. F- 0 12 695 40,805 

Commerdal .__ .. ,, --• 6200 0 40,805 

Sl...t.J •nit Detached sauare Foot- • 2800 SF 0 12 695 0 

s1.-uu 1nlt Detached DU's l7 .26 DU 0 s 0 

Mutd-Unlt ~■r• Fnnt»e 0 0 40805 

MultM/nlt a USO sf 0 0 33 

G) 



[,u, . -
Allowable under Alowable under PYoposed 

Ell......_ Cunont ......... Zonlno 
Size lenuare ffft 29 438 

Size locresl 0.68 
Zon.,_ R-6017.26 DU oer Acrel CRT-1.0C· l .O R-1.0 H.jj() 

Grossfloo<AIN 0 13 738 29 438 
RHldentlal SCluore Foot- 0 13 738 29 438 

Comme<dol Sauore Foot•• 0 0 29438 
si=•nlt Detached sauore Foot-. ZIOO SF 0 13 738 0 

Sl=n1t Detoched DU's 11.26 DUI 0 5 0 
MultJ..Unft Sauare Foot•e 0 0 29 438 

Multl-Unlt • 1250 sf 0 0 24 

[SIIAIUllll.o,.mJ-Not~lll__!!!!!ll!IIIIII! 
EIIIS1fn1 on Ille -.bleunder -.111e under Pl Drift 
GroundTodov Cunent Zonino Zonlno-nodl- PrODMH Altern1t1ve Zonfna 

Site ,_,..,e feecl 130,680 

Size locrnl 3.00 
zon1na R-60 17.26 OU oer Acrel R-60 CRT-1.0 C-0.2S R-1.0 H-60 

Gross Floof Ami 0 60984 60984 130,680 
Resklem:ial --•are F-'- 0 60984 60,984 130,680 

Comme<dof sauort Foot•• 0 0 0 32 670 
Slntf...Unlt Detached SClua<e Footon • ZIOO SF 0 60,984 60 984 0 

Sf........,nlt Detoched DU's (7.26 DUI 0 22 22 0 
Mutd-Unlt c-i.are ~-e 0 0 0 130 680 

Multl-Unlt 8 l2SD sf 0 0 0 10S 

~""· =· Allowable under All-•ble under Proposed 
Exlstlna Current Zonlrw ZonlM 

Sf1e fsauairefeet 54406 

Size f ocrnl 1.2S 
Zon- R-60 (7.26 OU per Acre) CRN 1.2S C·O.O R 1.2S H•SO 

Gross Floof Arn 0 2S,389 68008 

Resldentlal ""'••re Foot- 0 2S 389 68008 
Commercial $QUlfO footMO 0 0 0 

Slnole-Unlt Detached SCIUO<e ....,._ ' ZIOO SF 0 25,389 0 
Sl...._.•nlt Detached DU's 17.26 OUl 0 9 0 

Mlssfnt Middle,_ lot sizel 0 0 3000 
MM •11.-.Jocre 0 0 22 

[SS,_ __ _.........,. .. -- --PYoposed 
Exlstl,w Cunent z...,._ Zonfna 

Slzt f lGUOfO IHI 114 386 

Slzelocrnl 2.63 
zon- R-6017.26 DU oer Ac"') CRN 1.0 C-05 R-1.0 H--45 

Grossfloo<- 42 680 53 380 114386 
Resklenttal 11ont.aare fll"WIIANJ 0 S3 380 114 386 

Commen::111 Sauare Footare 42,680 0 S7 193 
Slnate-tlntt Detachff ~t: Fnat-1: • 2800 SF 0 S3 380 0 

Sl..._.•nlt Detoched DU's f7.Z60Ul 0 19 0 

Multl-Unlt SQUO<e Footlft 0 0 114 386 

Multl-Unlt • 1ZSD sf 0 0 92 
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