
























complexes in Bethesda (Magruder's Discovery), I can speak from firsthand experience on the impact that affordable housing—or the lack 
thereof—has on families and individuals. I believe this initiative is a fantastic plan that stands to benefit not only those currently in 
affordable housing but also the broader community. 
 
One of the key benefits of the initiative is that it provides more housing options for people like me who are on Section 8 or living in 
designated affordable housing complexes. Currently, options for affordable housing in wealthier areas like Bethesda are incredibly limited. 
The introduction of attainable housing strategies, particularly through expanding the Moderately Priced Dwelling Units (MPDU) program, 
would allow current residents of Section 8 housing more opportunities to move into mixed-income communities, freeing up space for 
others who are in urgent need of affordable units. 
 
This increase in housing stock would allow for a more dynamic and flexible housing market. With more MPDU units available, residents 
could move out of dense, project-style complexes and into neighborhoods with more diverse income levels, better schools, and greater 
access to resources. For those of us trying to transition to a new neighborhood, these initiatives could represent the key to upward mobility, 
while also allowing new residents to take advantage of the affordable housing opportunities we leave behind. 
 
Moreover, by increasing the supply of affordable and attainable housing, Montgomery County can prevent the housing bottleneck that 
currently forces so many people into long waiting lists for Section 8 or MPDU housing. Those of us in complexes like Magruder's Discovery 
often feel stuck because there aren't enough affordable options elsewhere. This plan would open up more pathways for movement within 
the county, improving quality of life and reducing overcrowding in certain developments. 
 
In the long run, the Attainable Housing Strategies initiative would foster greater economic diversity in all parts of Montgomery County. 
When affordable housing is scattered across different neighborhoods instead of being concentrated in certain areas, it promotes more 
inclusive communities and reduces socio-economic segregation. People from different backgrounds and income levels could live side by 
side, enriching the community and fostering social cohesion. 
 
Additionally, this plan aligns with the broader goals of smart growth and sustainable development. Montgomery County is rapidly growing, 
and if we don’t act now to ensure that housing is accessible to people across a range of income levels, we risk exacerbating inequality and 
pushing lower-income families out of the area entirely. By pursuing these attainable housing strategies, the county is taking a proactive 
approach that balances growth with inclusivity. 
 
In conclusion, Montgomery County’s Attainable Housing Strategies initiative offers real, tangible benefits for residents like myself. By 
expanding the availability of affordable housing options, particularly through programs like MPDUs, the county can provide more 
opportunities for residents to live in diverse, inclusive communities. This is not just a housing plan; it's a pathway to better neighborhoods, 
greater upward mobility, and a stronger, more integrated Montgomery County. 









assistance. Our monthly mortgage rate even with that “generous” MC employee loan assistance would have been $6,000/month for a 
$500,000 home. Nope – no thanks, Mr. Elrich! 
 
To add insult to injury, my 14 year old daughter and I were deeply traumatized and injured by MC police officers on 08/09/2023, when they 
responded to my daughter, who was experiencing a mental health episode. When I saw the police abusing her as she was lying exhausted 
on the grass on the side of a road and heard her crying, “Mommy, Help!” I went to her aid. The police responded to my efforts to calm my 
daughter down with the use of severe force on her and me to separate us while the EMT officers witnessing the scene pleaded with the 
officers to “let Mom help!” Instead, I was arrested for assault and carted off to jail, costing me one miserable night of terror in a MC jail, 
$5,000 for legal representation, a deep sense of distrust in police, and lifelong dose of trauma.  
 
My attorney got the assault charges dismissed thankfully as I would have lost my job too. My criminal attorney expressed his deep concern 
for how my daughter and I were treated by MC police officers, and he encouraged me to look into a civil suit against the MCPD. Over the 
next year, I used my free time to investigate the possibility of getting legal representation for a civil suit against the MCPD for excessive use 
of force. However, because the legal threshold for bodily damage is so high, no law firm agreed to represent me. A possible settlement of 
50k-100k isn’t worth the effort, they said. Then I learned that, in order to preserve any claims under state law, I must submit a notice under 
the Local Government Tort Claims Act to the County Executive for Montgomery County within one year from the date of my arrest, 8/9/23. 
Too late! Congratulations, Mr. Elrich!  You’ve thought of everything to help and protect your buddies. Now my family is traumatized by MC 
police officers, and we’re out 5K! 
 
Unfortunately, this tragic story of my family’s experiences of living in MC is only the tip of the iceberg. I haven't yet told you yet about how 
my now 15 year old daughter was sexually assaulted, offered drugs, and then struck by a hit and run vehicle in downtown Silver Spring on 
03/01/2024. She was hospitalized for 4 months with severe injuries and jumps at the slightest noise. The MC Police told me "they don't 
investigate non-fatality hit and runs." So, I went to the accident location and got street camera video of the incident and sent it to the 
police. And because MC police refused to investigate these crimes, I witnesses my daughter being hit and dragged for 20 feet on the street 
cam video. I also put 10 hours of work ($1500) for a private investigator on my credit card but I couldn't afford to pay him more. I checked 
the police report and noticed the diagram shows the car coming from the wrong street and wrong direction. The MC Police don't care; they 
never call me back. 
 
And I know Marc Elrich nor my local or state elected officials sure as hell don't care about me or any of my family's experiences in MC 
because none of them ever replied to my multiple calls and emails to request an opportunity to discuss my family’s grievances.  
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Louis Evangelista - Chevy Chase, 20815 

 

After attending the listening session on Sept. 25 at BCC High School, I came away with a better understanding of AHS and the concerns 
expressed by the citizens. The Council President, Council and MC Planning Board/Staff are commended for affording us, myself included, 
the democratic right to ask questions and express our opinions to our elected officials. I hope these officials will take note of the jam-
packed auditorium and the vast majority of negative opinions expressed about the AHS. My following comments mirror the AHS handout 
given at the Sept 25 listening session:  
I fully appreciate that with housing prices skyrocketing in recent years, that the County Council would task the MC Planning Department to 
develop the ASH initiative to recommend ways to increase opportunities for more diverse housing options in order to create more 
opportunities for home ownership and rentals with the expectation that a mix of housing types would result in more stable home values 
than areas with only single-family houses. The concern expressed by the Council is that if no action is taken, over time currently attainable 
properties in the existing housing stock will be slowly transformed by-right under the existing code and development standards into large 
custom homes that are less affordable because they are more expensive. The wishful thinking of the Council is for for the AHS effort to 
result in more people of varying income levels having the chance to buy or rent more types off homes and thus making those communities 
better reflections of the county's diversity. However, the Planning staff modeled the feasibility of replacing existing single-family detached 
homes in the county with attainable housing typologies and found that while it varies by neighborhood, there generally is a limited supply 
of homes for which replacement is feasible. This conclusion strongly implies that AHS initiative is self-defeating in achieving the Council's 
expectation. Further, the Planning staff found that only 10 % of homes out of 20,000 were within a price range that would support 
redevelopment of any type. The portion that would potentially result in attainable housing typologies is even smaller. Lacking statistics from 
the Planning staff on supply and demand in the county housing, or surveys/input of builders, sellers and buyers, I ask: 
1. What number of new units would bring down skyrocketing prices? 
2. What optimum mix of new units would bring down skyrocketing prices? 
3, What is the number of current and prospective county residents looking elsewhere? What is demographic data and number coming into 
the county? 
4. Why is R-200 zone treated preferentially relative to R-40, 60, 90 zones since it would only be allowed duplexes except within a Priority 
Housing District? Zone R-200 having the largest lots it would seem logical that it would have the larger multiplexes by right. 
5. Why are 10 units/acre permitted for R-90 zone lots and larger 13 units/are for smaller R-60 zone lots? 
6. Other AHS initiatives (called EHO in Arlington or missing middle ) are in litigation or on hold by judges across the country (Minneapolis, 
Montana, Charlottesville, California) and in our metro area (Arlington, Alexandria). Therefore, is the AHS initiative the right policy and 
action to give residents the opportunities to not be priced out of the county? i.e tax abatements, downpayment subsidies. 
7. What are the tax consequences of AHS? One should not just look at the decrease in transfer taxes. Higher home prices will lead to higher 
assessments and increase real estate taxes (which will incentivize current residents to leave the county and make housing available). 
8. Have you assessed how the ASH initiative links to the real world of housing economics and consumer/buyer/seller preferences? Buying a 
home is a highly individualized process that is greatly influenced by psychological factors, such as the perception of the quality of life of a 
neighborhood, along with the quantitative considerations of that form and fit and price of the property. Left to their own devices, builders 























Perhaps even more importantly, there is nothing in this proposal that suggests it will meet the supposed need for AFFORDABLE housing. It 
defies common sense to think that a developer will pay current market rate for houses in close-in neighborhoods -- where $1-$2 million is 
the current norm -- pay to tear them down and then to build duplexes and more and then some how sell them at rates that middle-income 
families can afford.  Where is the planning board's analysis showing that such alchemy is possible? 
 
Moreover, there is nothing in this proposal that addresses the stunning impact such exponential growth -- and of course exponential 
growth is the point of a proposal that allows single family homes to become triplexes and apartment buildings-- will have on our 
infrastructure and services.  Many of our schools are already overcrowded, with many more already in need of serious capital 
improvements.  There is exceedingly limited parking on many close in streets -- especially the ones this proposal would burden with entire 
apartment buildings.  We have already seen in Silver Spring, where the police recently had to get involved over street parking disputes 
caused by limited parking, what happens when more people with more cars move into a neighborhood.  Has the Planning Board provided 
its projections for how those disputes would be avoided and, if they happen, resolved?  And if it is asserting that there won't be an 
additional need, because of the proximity of these neighborhoods to public transportation, where is the evidence of that, beyond wishful 
thinking (all evidence of actual homeowner behavior is to the contrary). 
 
While there may well be some neighborhoods that can both absorb additional housing AND do it in an affordable way, it should be on 
those proposing these changes to point to them and limit their proposals to such neighborhoods.  At a minimum, zoning changes should be 
done on a case-by-case basis, and only when there is a showing that, in fact, conversion of a single family home into a duplex or triplex will 
result in homes selling at an affordable rate. 
 
This are just a few of the many problems with this proposal.  Although I strongly suggest sending it back to the Planning Board to start over 
with a more serious analysis of need, affordability and impact, if the Council insists on proceeding with consideration of this proposal, I urge 
it to include  two specific provisions: 
 
(1) Conversion of single family plots into multi-unit housing must be done on a case-by-case basis and only after the developer pledges that 
the resulting units will be sold for an affordable rate, defined as something a family earning the county's median income can afford.  In 
addition, the developer must analyze parking on the particular block and show that there is sufficient off-street parking to ensure the new 
units will neither cause nor exacerbate existing parking conflicts. 
 
(2) Because this proposal, if it passes as is, will unleash a mad dash for developers and private equity firms to purchase existing close-in 
homes for conversion to apartment buildings or other multi-family unit structures (depending on category into which the current home 
falls), many existing neighborhoods will see the market rate for their homes increase.  As a result, the assessments on their homes will 
increase, as will their property taxes.  For so many families who bought into these neighborhoods twenty and thirty years ago or more -- 
and especially older people on fixed incomes -- these rates will quickly become unaffordable.  So, the council must, if it passes this 
proposal, include a provision providing that no existing homeowner will see increased property taxes as a result of an assessment based on 













I have lived in the DMV for over 51 years, and in Montgomery County, between Bethesda and Friendship Heights, for over 29 years.  On 
March 20, 2024, I submitted comments on the staff draft AHS report to the Planning Board.  In short, some of my comments were not 
addressed at all and others were not addressed meaningfully in the Planning Board’s AHS report.  I oppose the Planning Board’s AHS 
proposal. 
 
INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 
In these comments, I make the following points that the Planning Board’s AHS Report 
- Does not provide for adequate parking, did not respond meaningfully to my comments on parking and is not based on a foundation 
of sufficient data and analysis 
- Does not adequately address safety or provide for adequate consideration of safety 
- Does not adequately address environmental concerns or provide for adequate consideration of environmental concerns 
- Does not adequately address economic development impacts 
- Should be changed significantly to consider alternatives.  As Council President Friedson said, there is a lot of room between doing 
nothing and doing everything in the AHS report.  A Priority Housing District of ½ to 2/3 of a mile from a Metro or similar station based on a 
measured distance on a pedestrian infrastructure approach should be considered.  Assuming and subject to proper analysis, an alternative 
for small scale buildings could be to allow a duplex as one out of every 5 residences per block in a single family detached zone; allow 
reduced on-site parking associated with a one-bedroom unit; and provide for a short period for a focused hearing to address lot-specific 
environmental and safety concerns.  
 
PARKING 
The Planning Board recommends reducing minimum parking requirements for attainable housing types within the R-200, R-90, R-60 and R-
40 zones under both the standard and optional methods of development, with the deepest reduction in parking requirements for 
attainable housing within the Priority Housing District (PHD).  AHS Report p. 42.  Inside the PHD, which includes a huge swath of the county 
area inside the I-495 beltway, where there is street parking on one or both sides of the street, requirements for provision of parking spaces 
would be reduced by 75%.  AHS report, p. 43. 
My comments to the Planning Board led with and substantially concerned parking (March 20, 2024); they were not a flat objection to some 
increases in density.  Overall, my comments on parking were not addressed by the Planning Board. The Planning Board’s AHS report swept 
my and others’ comments on parking aside and relegated them to a secondary concern without addressing their substance, saying broadly: 
“The Planning Board received a lot of correspondence out of concern for parking and took this concern seriously, but ultimately one of the 
goals of this initiative is to make housing more attainable, and reducing parking requirements has the potential to help achieve that goal.”  
(Bold in original) p. 44.   
Under Summary of Stakeholder Concerns, the AHS report said: “Parking concerns: The Planning Board believes that it is important to create 
policies today that promote the desired future of tomorrow.  As envisioned in Thrive, the county’s future is expected to be more 
multimodal and connected.  The Board used guidance from Thrive and best practices from transportation literature, which prioritized 
decreased motor vehicle parking per unit of development and adoption of policies that reflect the economic and environmental costs of 
driving alone.  The Board believes that reduced parking minimums are appropriate for walkable communities with access to services, 



amenities, and multiple modes of transportation.  Creating housing with reduced parking in these areas will attract households with less of 
a reliance on personal automobiles.” p. 61. 
Beyond unsatisfactorily relying on their stated “belief” in promoting a multimodal future and belief that reduced parking minimums are 
appropriate for walkable communities with access to services, amenities, and multiple modes of transportation (assumed to be entirely 
sufficient near all Metro and Purple line stations and apparently even a MARC station in Garrett Park which is commuter rail – not frequent, 
mass transit – and has almost no commercial presence), the Planning Board’s failure to analyze with data and address both parking needs 
and impacts of reduced parking spaces, as well as foreseeable problems with their AHS proposal, is very troubling.  To begin, parking has 
been recognized by at least one councilmember as a noteworthy and recurring issue in comments from residents; it is not a secondary 
issue.  In addition, parking needs and problems associated with insufficient numbers of parking spaces must be addressed with detailed 
facts, analyzed and resolved in a meaningful way – not broadly sidelined and then left unaddressed - before any variation of the AHS is 
adopted.   
Third, the failure to address important issues associated with parking and other issues is related to six general shortcomings of the Planning 
Board’s AHS report, which did NOT: (1) quantitatively and realistically define the problem to be solved, taking into account real world 
constraints such as employment at various income levels, employment growth, prices/costs of buying and renting a residence, and market 
demand; (2) present and fully assess alternatives (instead, it unloaded mainly a single proposal for each of three scales of housing on the 
County Council); (3) state assumptions and justify them including with data; (4) address significant issues and problems including adverse 
impacts associated with its proposal and alternatives; (5) consider and address possible unintended consequences that may follow 
recommendations; and (6) explain quantitatively how each alternative did or did not solve the identified problem to be solved, and address 
impacts and unintended consequences. The Planning Board dodged the details of substantive issues and, instead, attempted to mollify 
residents by telling us how many procedural engagement sessions the Board has had.  
  
Several Real-world Examples of Parking Problems. 
My family lives in a single unit residential dwelling on a R-60 lot in a residential area on an old, narrow street platted in about 1903, located 
off Wisconsin Avenue (Rte. 355).  There is one-side of the street parking (this is the correct approach for safety on this narrow street).  The 
zoning code now requires two parking spaces for R-60 residential properties. See, section 6.2.4.B Parking Requirements.  Under the AHS 
report, our home would be within a Priority Housing District (PHD).  While there is only one side of the street parking on our street (for the 
purposes of the AHS report, parking reductions apply to streets with on-street parking on one or both sides of the street; AHS report p. 43, 
fn 10), there would be a 75% reduction in parking requirements for duplexes and multiplexes.  AHS report p. 43.  Assuming the buildout of 
duplexes and multiplexes on this street, as would be allowed by right under the AHS, under various scenarios of families with multiple 
motor vehicles given their employment locations and activities (that in fact exist in our neighborhood today) where would vehicles be 
parked?  The AHS report does not provide any response or answer to comments on the issue of where would people park. 
To provide a feel for the real-world parking problems, consider the block where I live.  There are 27 houses on this block, which is roughly 
750 feet long.  If each became a quadplex, there would be 108 residential units on this block.  There is more.  There are 28 on-street 
parking spaces on this block, all on one side.  In general, the vast majority of these spaces now are occupied at night.  Sometimes a few 
remain open and on occasion, for on-street parking, it is necessary to park on the next block.  In the daytime, spaces become available, but 
many of them are used by delivery trucks and vehicles operated by trades people and service people such as renovators, landscapers and 



HVAC technicians.  When Concord Hill School, which is on the corner of the street I live on and Wisconsin Avenue, has an event for parents, 
no on-street parking spaces are available, even next to fire hydrants.  Arithmetically, the ratio of houses to on-street parking spaces now is 
almost 1:1.  What would happen if there were 81 (108-27) more residential units on the block?  How will this problematic situation be 
exacerbated if on the Wisconsin Avenue “corridor” so-called medium scale apartment buildings without adequate-in-fact parking are built?  
And, what will be done in coming decades when electric vehicle owners need to charge their cars?  Where will motor vehicles on our street 
travelling in the opposite direction of the MCPS busses travelling to Westland Middle School go when the bus is approaches?  The AHS 
report does not address these real-world concerns.   
And consider this.  Adjoining our neighborhood and close to where I live is Norwood Park, a very old park.  The primary vehicle route to this 
M-NCPPC park is Norwood Drive.  Norwood Park does not have adequate parking for moderate and high use periods.  On-street parking, 
inadequate as it is on Norwood Drive, is shared by Norwood Drive residents and park users, with spill over to other roads.  The Planning 
Board’s AHS report does not provide for consideration of and is callously indifferent to already highly strained parking situations such as 
this, as it seemingly assumes, mistakenly, available on-street parking for duplexes, triplexes and quadplexes.  Such units without parking 
would exacerbate an already problematic situation.   
Third, consider a recent problem in Silver Spring reported by WTOP news on September 20, 2024.  Montgomery County Transportation 
officials taking action on Silver Spring parking issues - WTOP News.  People who live on Quebec Terrace in Silver Spring, Maryland, have 
been frustrated about the lack of parking. “When you come home late you struggle to find parking.”  Residents took matters into their own 
hands; they used objects and cones to save spaces. The County Police and the Department of Transportation removed them, filling three 
dump trucks with a variety of objects and cones people used to save their parking spots. MCDOT is advancing a residential permit parking 
program as a first step.  Each household will be eligible for a [one] permit. But this does not solve the problem of too many vehicles for 
available parking spaces.  The Planning Board’s AHS report would create more of these problematic situations. And, more local 
governmental resources will be required to deal with them, to the satisfaction of none.  
 
Why parking is necessary 
Why do people have motor vehicles 
The need for parking spaces is closely related to the transportation needs of Montgomery County residents.  Many need to use and 
therefore have motor vehicles.  The AHS report does not fairly deal with this fundamental reality. 
A basic need is getting to work. 
Let’s start with not working from home (working in person) vs. working from home.  Although I presented the NY Times data that follow in 
my comments, the Planning Board’s AHS report document does not address this. A March 16, 2024 New York Times Business Section 
article, based on U.S. Census Bureau data and entitled “Who is still working from home?” does.  The vast, vast majority of people in the 
United States work fully in person.  Out of 143 million people, 115 million work fully in person, 14 million have hybrid schedules and 15 
million are fully remote.   
A recent CNBC article, citing an Owl Labs report (https://www.cnbc.com/2024/09/24/despite-more-return-to-office-mandates-hybrid-and-
remote-arent-dying.html), noted: 
- 62% say they work from a physical office five days a week 
- 11% say they work fully remotely 



- 27% of workers say they work in a hybrid arrangement 
Hybrid workers continue to face challenges in what they want versus what their employers require. Most say they prefer to be in-office 
three days a week (33%) followed by two (20%), but the most common in-office schedules actually require three (41%) or four (32%) days a 
week. 
Many people, including people in the trades such as construction workers, painters, plumbers and landscapers, need trucks to get to job 
sites.  The lack of adequate, assured parking would preclude them from living in numerous areas as a practical matter and otherwise 
adversely affect them.  As the numbers of buildings with inadequate parking grow so too would the problems that working people who 
must drive to work face. 
It goes beyond the trades.  Take, for example, MCPS schools.  Many if not most schools are not near mass transit.  Teachers and other 
school staff must drive to work, and park at home.  Many other people have jobs that are not located near Metro stops, and travel by car.  
One cannot assume (and the AHS report did not even lay out assumptions) a broad-scale mass transit buildout that would eliminate the 
need to travel to work by car or truck.  Much of the county road network was not built to enable mass transit.  Massive expenditures to 
create wide-scale, local mass transit are not simply unlikely; they are not going to happen.  In my decades in the county, before elections 
candidates for office have said that they are for mass transit, but it has not been designed or implemented.  And seemingly the situation 
has gotten worse.  With pandemic era federal funds having dried up, WMATA/Metro is in need of and will consume massive annual 
subsidies of up to a billion dollars. See, The Washington Post, “Billion-dollar deficits, drastic cuts: Metro faces fiscal catastrophe.”  August 9, 
2024.  The structural operating deficit will continue to grow reaching an annual deficit of approximately $1.2 billion by FY2035.  FY2025 
Proposed Budget Effective July 2024 (wmata.com) p. 2.  A substantial part of this shortfall will be funded by the State of Maryland, which 
affects whether there will be other state-funded projects in the counties. The Purple Line keeps costing much more than projected, and will 
operate at a deficit.  Bus Rapid Transit is in substantial part dependent of State funding and, so far, ridership is low. To make matters worse, 
last year, economic pressures forced the state of Maryland to put off any new construction for transportation projects.  A recent proposal 
suggests delaying planning for new projects as well, and replacing outdated buses with diesel or hybrid buses rather than electric vehicles. 
“Literally, the dollars aren’t there.”  “A slow state economy, exacerbated by inflation and high construction costs, has limited [Governor] 
Moore’s ability to act on his vision or even to fully maintain the current network of state highways.” See, The Washington Post, “Md. plans 
to delay bridge expansion, electric buses in $1.3 billion cuts,” September 3, 2024. 
 
The County Council needs to address with real data how people in the county will get to work and, if there is a significant probability that it 
is by motor vehicle, where they will park their vehicles.  
A basic need is getting food. 
People need food. Food prices are high and cramping people’s existence and resources.  The economic way to buy food is at a large 
supermarket or a mega store such as Walmart or Costco.  Often this is achieved by driving to Walmart, Costco or a supermarket and parking 
at home.  
Parking requirements would be reduced dramatically in a Priority Housing District (PHD).  To define the PHD, the Planning Board’s AHS 
report used a straight-line buffer (essentially a radius) of one mile from Metrorail’s Red Line, the Purple Line light rail, and MARC rail 
stations, plus 500 feet from a Thrive growth corridor. p. 4.  They justified this not on documented human experience and data, including on 
food shopping, but by a bureaucratic reference to the Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) parking requirements, which included 1-mile 



straightline buffers. p. 63.  But, the ADU program is so much smaller in scope and potential as a practical matter for expansion and has so 
much less parking impact than the AHS, that it is different in kind from the AHS.   
The AHS report did not consider the fact that there are not supermarkets within a mile of some Metro, Purple Line and MARC rail stations.  
Even where there is a supermarket within a mile, the supermarket will not be on top of the Metro or other station.  This means that for 
some people, who live on the opposite side of the Metro or other station from the supermarket, the supermarket may be more than a mile 
away.   
Also, the PHD is measured by a straight-line buffer, essentially a distance “as the crow flies.”  Very often, a person will not walk a straight 
line from supermarket to home. This is another reason the distance walked to a supermarket may be greater than 1 mile.     
Are people going to drive to a supermarket or Walmart of Costco, or walk?  And if they drive, where are they going to park their car?  The 
County Council needs to take a hard, County data-based look, be honest and say, this distance, X, in our view is a fair distance to walk to a 
supermarket and return with multiple bags of groceries, including on hot summer days and rainy days.  Even if the distance is X feet, it 
cannot be assumed that everyone will walk X feet and therefore not need a vehicle.  Some will drive to a local supermarket.  Some will drive 
to Walmart or Costco.  They need a space to park in when they get home. 
The PHD covers a huge swath of the area inside the beltway.  See Map of the Priority Housing District, AHS report p.  21.  It is unarguable 
that overall, within the PHD for attainable housing purposes, most people will walk to supermarkets and not need vehicles.   
Next, beyond the PHD, the Attainable Housing Report needs to explain how people will travel to and from a grocery store and where they 
will park their vehicles at home (if that is the mode of transport).  
And the PHD buffer concept is retained, it needs to be changed, as it understates some walking distances.  Assume a square grid of streets 
(some situations will involve longer distances than this and some shorter).  Assume further a radius (straight-line buffer) of 1 mile, as 
proposed for the PHD, and that someone lives 1 mile from a grocery store as “a crow flies.” Geometrically, this 1 mile to a grocery store 
would be the hypotenuse of a triangle, and each side of the triangle (the roads actually walked) for some = 1/ √2 = 0 .7 miles, applying the 
Pythagorean theorem.   The total walk to a grocery store from the outer area of the PHD would be two legs of a triangle or 1.4 miles, and 
the total walk to and from the supermarket would be 2.8 miles. In view of this Any buffer should be based on actual pedestrian paths, 
determined by an existing sidewalk and shared use path connections.  (This is referred to as a measured distance on pedestrian 
infrastructure approach in a National Capital Planning Commission document. Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital: Federal 
Elements – Amendments to the Transportation Element and Submission Guidelines Update (ncpc.gov) p. 9.)  The planners have the 
mapping systems and software to do this. 
An important aspect of life, family activities and friends 
Many people have families, including children.  Regardless of whether they work from home or take mass transit to work, very often, they 
still need a motor vehicle.  The following is a real-world example. While a student in MCPS, our son, like many other county children, played 
in MSI soccer, played on a Montgomery County Recreation league basketball team and swam on a non-exclusive team based at the 
Bethesda County pool.  It was not possible to go to the games (e.g., the Soccerplex in Boyds) or away swim meets without a car.   
In addition, my wife and I have driven to county regional parks and Seneca Creek State Park.  We frequently drive to buy items other than 
food and to meet friends to socialize, to name a few purposes of trips. 
The County Council needs to address how people engaging in these activities with family and friends will travel to and from them and park 
their vehicles at home. 



Parking for the Elderly 
Montgomery County has a large and, as has been noted by Council President Friedson, expanding elderly population.  Many elderly have 
very limited mobility.  In meeting their needs, which include shopping for food, medical appointments and some social activities, they often 
drive short distances.  How are they going to be assured of a place to park when they get home?  Relying on the “market” is not adequate.  
There may not be a dollars-based, market place interest to the real estate developer, but it is an important social interest.   
Handicapped Parking 
As a practical matter, there could be an insufficient parking spaces for handicapped people. This is a civil rights matter. When parking spaces 
become unavailable, people who are not handicapped park in handicapped spots.  
 
Redistribution of Parked Vehicles and Consequences 
It is necessary to consider unintended consequences and “what-ifs.”  My written comments urged the Planning Board to consider 
unintended consequences.  They did not.  In the context of the Attainable Housing Strategy, one fundamental concern is that there will be 
more vehicles that need to be parked than spaces in garages, driveways and on the street.  The County Council needs to preclude and 
mitigate problems such as this.  
The AHS report refers to Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) where the Council agreed to reduce parking requirements within a mile of transit 
or where adequate on-street parking was available. pp. 20, 43, 63.  But it has been recognized, and conveniently ignored in the Planning 
Board’s AHS report, that as a practical matter ADUs would not be widespread. The ADU program is so much smaller in scope and has so 
much less parking impact than the AHS that it is different in kind from the AHS. 
If a lot or building does not have sufficient parking spaces to satisfy the need, a naive assumption may be that those who do not have a 
parking space will throw up their hands and decide to not have a motor vehicle.  But some or many, who have to get to work, shop for food, 
go to doctor’s appointments, support their children’s activities, and visit relatives and friends, will have a vehicle.   
What will happen is that, in the high-rise rental market place, when there is a shortage, people with money will pay to get available spaces.  
(High prices would benefit building owners and burden renters.)  Others, of lesser means, will not get spaces in the building.  And, market 
based – supply and demand-based pricing – will increase the price for parking.  
If there are inadequate numbers of parking spaces in a building or on a lot, numerous people will park elsewhere, often on the street.  
Particularly in older urban areas (such as the street where I live which has parking on only one side), there is limited on-street parking 
infrastructure.  If there is not adequate on-street parking, there will be problems and conflicts.  The problems of demand exceeding supply 
will multiply when, with time, as allowed under the AHS, multiple buildings and/or lots do not have sufficient on-site parking for residents 
and turn to the streets.  People will park in driveway entrances, etc.  There will be competition for and blocking of parking spots. The 
situation may turn ugly and vile, which will create civic strife.   
Problems like those at the Quebec Terrace apartments in Silver Spring, discussed above, have not been resolved; a government permit 
program has been applied.  It would be wholly irrational to create a regulatory code that would result in more and new situations like this.  
The net result of the AHS proposal itself will not be very substantially reduced number of vehicles. It will be unsatisfied demand for parking 
spaces and problems.  The developer saves money on parking spaces and people in the neighborhood suffer the consequences.  As noted 
in the AHS report, “surface parking lot spaces cost upwards of $5,000 each, while above-ground parking garages average around $25,000 
per space  . . . That can translate into higher rent and higher housing costs.”  p. 42.  Apparently, it has not occurred to the Planning Board 



that the developers should absorb much of the cost.  After all, they are charging a million dollars or more for a townhouse and a lot for 
apartments. 
** 
Other options floated in the Planning Board report: 
The Planning Board report says: 
While the Planning Board is supportive of reducing parking minimums and has recommended the above strategy, the Board is also 
supportive of working with the Council on other options to modify parking requirements. These include: 1. Basing the amount of required 
off-street parking on the width of street frontage available. 2. Allowing the required parking to be based on overall parking, which includes 
both on- and off-site, instead of just what is required on-site. 3. Using the existing multifamily parking minimums for attainable housing 
types, which ties parking to the number of bedrooms. 4. Allowing tandem parking, which would allow two parking spaces that are a 
configured like a single spot, one in front of the other. This means that the car in the front spot has to move in order to allow the back spot 
to move out of the space. 5. Modify the provisions of Section 6.2.3.A.5. that allows on-street parking to count toward required parking. 
Currently only retail/service or restaurant uses can take credit for onstreet parking that was created as part of a development application. If 
attainable housing developments are able to add street parking where none existed before that should also count toward required parking.  
pp. 43-44. 
The Planning Board did not expound upon these bare-bone notions.  Some of these are really problematic and it is unclear how others 
would be implemented.  This is particularly so in the context of the report’s ideological, overarching drive to reduce parking requirements: 
“ultimately one of the goals of this initiative is to make housing more attainable and reducing parking requirements has the potential to 
help achieve that goal.”  p. 44. 
For example, relying on on-street parking assumes a space is available, but due to competing demands from neighboring residential units, 
public facilities or nearby commercial enterprises, that assumption at times in various locations will be invalid.  Tandem parking is highly 
problematic where the two spaces are allocated to different residential units.  There will be ongoing issues of getting a vehicle moved at 
various hours of the day and night. Even worse, if a resident of an adjoining unit in a duplex or triplex blocks the vehicle in another unit and 
does not come to the door to move their vehicle, then what?   
There are other concerns about curbside space, noted in the Pedestrian Master Plan, but not in the AHS report.  This includes the demand 
for curbside space, beyond on-street parking for residents, by bicyclists, for delivery services and for dockless vehicles.  The Pedestrian 
Master Plan says:   
“There is a need to think strategically about how curbside space is used. Demand for this space has risen sharply with increased use of 
delivery services and transportation network companies like Lyft and Uber as well as conventional taxi service and on-street parking.  These 
demands affect pedestrians in a variety of ways, including at crosswalks, which are sometimes blocked by delivery trucks and 
transportation-network company drivers loading and unloading.  The key action encourages the development of a plan to manage this 
space more effectively.” B-11 p. 90.  Key Action: B-11a is to develop a curbside management plan and pilot innovative approaches to 
curbside management.  Definitionally, a Curbside Management Plan is a plan that guides the use of space along the street curb, including 
loading and unloading passengers and freight, motor vehicle and bicycle parking, parklets, outdoor dining, etc. p. 261. 
Recommendation EA-2c of the Pedestrian Master Plan calls for the provision of “additional on-street parking corrals for dockless vehicles in 
high-use areas and coordinate with operators to provide incentives to encourage their use.  Dockless vehicles are often left in the middle of 



the sidewalk where they can pose tripping hazards to pedestrians, especially older pedestrians and pedestrians with vision disabilities.”  A 
corral is an on-street location where bicycles, scooters, and other similar devices can be securely parked. p. 107.  These would present 
additional demands on curbside spaces. 
 
SAFETY 
Safety is barely mentioned in the AHS report.  Vision Zero is not mentioned.  
Two groups of safety issues are safety to motorists and bicyclists using roads, and safety to pedestrians.  These will be addressed below by 
examples. 
I live three blocks from Dorset Avenue in Somerset and I drive on Dorset Avenue to travel from Wisconsin Avenue (Rte. 355) to Little Falls 
Parkway and beyond.  Dorset Avenue is a highly used (by cars, trucks and school buses), old, narrow street with parking on one side.  It has 
one generally available lane which is eastbound.  Westbound vehicles travel in that space when they can -- except that when an eastbound 
vehicle approaches, westbound vehicles then drive into curbside spaces between parked cars.  If Dorset becomes redeveloped with a 
significant number of duplexes, triplexes and quadplexes (by right) and many vehicles are parked on the street, there will be inadequate 
space for westbound traffic to drive into when faced with oncoming traffic.  The street will be unsafe to motorists and bicyclists using the 
road. 
Second, as explained by a local resident at the County Council’s AHS listening session at Bethesda-Chevy Chase High School on September 
25, 2024, with significant development, the road he uses has become dangerous due to traffic.  Listening Session at 59:56 – 101:28.   
A key element in implementation of the AHS is the pattern book, which does not exist at least in the public domain.  The AHS report says: 
“The pattern book will also provide an overview of the regulatory process, which will include details about development applications, 
permitting steps, and links to relevant forms. Additional guidance and information for other development related issues such as 
environmental considerations, safety, and off-site parking may be included in an appendix.”  (emphasis added) p. 30.  What stands out is 
that “safety”” may” merely be included in an appendix.  This is a nothingburger.  The public cannot rely on the Pattern Book saying anything 
or, if it does, being sufficient.    
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS 
 General 
The environment is barely mentioned in the AHS report. 
As to On-Site Parking Layout – the AHS report merely refers in vague, conclusory terms to Options for sustainable parking designs that are 
environmentally friendly and ensure that asphalt, car ports, and garages don’t dominate the site. p. 29   
The not-yet-existing Pattern Book, referred to above in the discussion of safety, merely “MAY” address environmental considerations in an 
appendix.  The report says: “The pattern book will also provide an overview of the regulatory process, which will include details about 
development applications, permitting steps, and links to relevant forms. Additional guidance and information for other development 
related issues such as environmental considerations, safety, and off-site parking may be included in an appendix.” (emphasis added) p. 29 
And there is very limited reference to the environment elsewhere in the AHS report, e.g., to the optional method (limited disturbance (p. 
31), Master Plans-walkable Street environment (pp. 36-37) and corridor zones-built environment (p. 37). 









 
As to criticism, my only concern is that this effort is not being pursued fully and quickly enough. In 2021, I wrote to the Planning Board that I 
had concerns over the need for a Pattern Book, which I think adds an unnecessary burden to those looking to build new duplexes, triplexes, 
or quadplexes. I have included a copy of my email below, explaining why I believe Neighborhood Compatibility is an overblown, 
unnecessary concern, especially when compared to the rapid redevelopment of original homes throughout the county that include no such 
requirement. 
 
Finally - I want to highlight the urgency of this issue. The recommendations should have been implemented yesterday. It has been over 
**three years** since I emailed my concerns that we were not moving quickly enough. At that time, I stated that it was important for the 
county to “move swiftly and with urgency to allow greater development” and that “Every day, these original neighborhood homes, 
oftentimes sold only for the cost of the land, are being replaced with brand-new, single-family homes that will not be removed for 
decades.” This has only accelerated in the meantime. Housing prices have grown even further, and we are still handwringing about the 
exact same issues, even though the solution being presented will take years if not decades to really make an impact. Certainly there has 
been improvement in the data and the overall strategy, which is now more expansive than was discussed three years ago. But there has 
been enough talking and enough listening. Politically, it is best for the council to simply move forward and implement recommendations 
and move forward. 
 
Sincerely, 
Joe Gillespie 
 
********** 
*****Email from September 2021 reproduced below***** 
 
Sent: Thursday, September 30, 2021 2:01 PM 
To: MCP-Chair <mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org>; Govoni, Lisa <Lisa.Govoni@montgomeryplanning.org> 
Cc: councilmember.riemer <councilmember.riemer@montgomerycountymd.gov>; Councilmember.Friedson@montgomerycountymd.gov; 
Councilmember.Jawando@montgomerycountymd.gov 
Subject: Attainable Housing Pattern Book 
  
Montgomery County Planning Board and Ms. Govoni, 
 
I hope you are doing well. I am writing to provide my thoughts and input on the County’s Attainable Housing Strategies work. I currently live 
in North Bethesda at the Grosvenor Park II Condominium at 10500 Rockville Pike, Unit 801, in District 1 and work for the federal 
government near White Flint Metro Station. I strongly support the aims of increasing the supply of more dense, market rate housing, 
elimination in parking minimums, and ending the legacy and effects of exclusionary zoning in this county. Overall, I applaud the county’s 
efforts to allow denser developments that permit more people to live in the area. 



 
I saw in the preliminary recommendations a section on “Compatibility concerns.” It stated that the “Staff recommendations would allow 
the creation of duplexes, triplex, and quadplex by-right only if they follow the contents of the pattern book” (emphasis in the original) and 
that in the details, that pattern books are used by many jurisdictions to control architecture or form-based development standards. 
Additionally, they recommendation creation of this pattern book in FY22, that it be finalized, subject to public comment, and presumably, 
revision based on public comment, before any duplex, triplex, or quadplex by-right development is permitted. 
 
I think mandate of a pattern book is a mistake and does not reflect what is currently happening in the single-family uniplex market in the 
county’s neighborhoods. Every day I take my kids to school, we bike by teardowns in neighborhoods that, as far as I know, have none of the 
same restrictions. Further restrictions on other types of housing, limiting the form of smaller scale houses, will further increase the already-
high cost of new construction duplexes or helps prevent them outright. And the extra delay in preventing different housing types will only 
exacerbate the current housing challenges and encourage large-scale detached home construction. 
 
Specifically, I want to highlight three neighborhoods and specific homes that I think clearly demonstrate why a pattern book is 
counterproductive and unnecessary. 
 
First, is 5810 Grosvenor Lane, zoned R-60. This is a home in the Lone Oak Neighborhood, though it was titled in a plat named “North 
Bethesda” (Plat No. 818). In 1936, the property was sold subject to a racial covenant that prohibited future sales “to any one other tha[n] a 
member of the Caucasian race, and that [the] covenant shall be a covenant to remain on this land forever” (Book 634, p. 58). The 
neighborhood was later developed, and I believe a house was built in the late 80s/early 90s (the adjacent home is listed as being built in 
1993). In 2014, it appears to have been completely torn down and redeveloped. It now 4,952 square feet of above-grade living space and 
2,300 square feet of basement space. It has what appears to be a three car garage, a large pool, and is a completely modern design. It also 
has ample taxpayer funded, delineated on-street parking. Its current Redfin estimate is roughly $2.2 Million dollars. The other, original 
homes in this neighborhood, are consistently being torn down and replaced. 
 
Second, is 1721 Evelyn Drive. This is located within the city limits of Rockville and is zoned R-75. I could not determine whether this had 
historically been subjected to a racial covenant. It is listed as built in 1960 in SDAT, but I believe it was completely rebuilt in 2015, based on 
the City of Rockville permit data (Permit OCC2015-06765 “New Singe Family Dwelling”). It now has 3,608 square feet of above-grade living 
space and 1,353 square feet of basement space. It does not appear to have a garage, but it has a nice, new, modern exterior finishes.  Its 
current Redfin estimate is roughly $800,000, though I think this is actually undervalued compared to recent sales in the neighborhood. 
 
Finally, is 11409 Luxmanor Road, zoned R-200. It sits in the Luxmanor Neighborhood, very close to the Josiah Henson Museum on property 
once owned by Josiah Riley where Josiah Henson and other people of African descent were held in bondage, forced to work, and beaten. 
48 years after Mr. Henson died, in 1936, the owner of the property, the Luxmanor Corporation, for “protection against such depreciation” 
and assure “uniformity” prohibited any “lot or structure” from being “sold, rented, or conveyed, as a whole or in part, to any person or 
persons of African descent” “in perpetuity” (Book 648, pp. 34–35). The next item required that there be a 25 foot setback from the street. 



All other restrictions were set to expire. The home on the property was rebuilt in 2006. It now has 6,414 square feet of above-grade living 
space and 2,100 square feet of below-grade living space (though Redfin lists 3,492 feet below grade) and a 3 car garage. Its current Redfin 
estimate is $2.55 Million Dollars. Like Lone Oak above, almost every original home is being torn down and replaced with maximally-sized 
houses for the half-acre minimum lot sizes. 
 
But I point out each of these for a few reasons. One, none of these single family detached homes matches the original style of the 
neighborhood. Two are completely modern designs, and all three are far larger than anything that had been built in the neighborhood at 
the time. They were not subject to any pattern book design or architectural review. They are now far more expensive and far larger than 
any of the original homes in the neighborhood. The Luxmanor Home, for example, has enough square footage to fit six of my 1400 square 
foot three-bedroom condominiums where our family of five currently lives. And they were all done by-right. 
 
Second, each of these properties is within one mile of a metro station. They are walkable and bikeable to amenities like offices, schools, and 
shopping centers. They each have county-subsidized on-street parking available to them, in addition to any personal off-street parking. And 
they can each only house one family. 
 
Third, it is no coincidence that at least two of these homes were the product of explicitly racist covenants and zoning policies. And while the 
covenants themselves are no longer enforceable, and these neighborhoods have minimal restrictions by covenant on density, the county 
has continued to perpetuate, by law, restrictions that would increase access to these neighborhoods. Each of these neighborhoods has 
continued to exclude, through restrictions on density based on minimum lot sizes, setbacks, and parking requirements. And now each of 
these neighborhoods may have the opportunity to continue having an opinion on who and how people can live in property near them, by 
giving input on the pattern book. 
 
And just to be clear, I don’t fault people for having money or for building nice houses. Old houses oftentimes have poor layouts, are energy 
inefficient, and make poor use of the land. That’s ok to want something new, and these old houses weren't meant to last forever! I believe 
people should generally be free to build a house on their property. My concern  is the fact that the County’s zoning laws do not allow for 
anything else, and as a result, encourage such development by (1) preventing competition for these lots from multi-family units and (2) 
increase the per-housing cost for families by limiting total supply. 
 
Accordingly, the county should move swiftly and with urgency to allow greater development on properties like this. Every day, these original 
neighborhood homes, oftentimes sold only for the cost of the land, are being replaced with brand-new, single-family homes that will not be 
removed for decades. Action must be taken now. These are desirable areas close to amenities and good schools. But preventing 
development prevents people from living there, encourages sprawl, and perpetuates systemic racism. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Joe Gillespie 











loosened zoning restrictions to allow small, multi-unit buildings citywide…… Many cities are also taking steps to allow more and taller 
apartment development along major transportation corridors. 
…….. today the momentum is firmly on the side of upzoning advocates. And the fire fueling this trend is unquestionably a widespread sense 
of alarm about the high cost of housing. 
……….But the evidence that rolling back those zoning codes will offer a meaningful or rapid solution to high housing costs is far weaker. And 
so, the fear I have is that this [to try to remedy affordability] will … provoke backlash.. when upzoning fails to deliver upon the …overzealous 
promises of its champions……2 
      Housing researcher Yonah Freemark recently published a review of the recent scholarship on zoning changes and their effects on the 
housing market3. Freemark finds extremely mixed and uncertain evidence for the effects of upzoning, and one of several reasons he 
identifies is that the link between upzoning and actual housing production is tenuous. In other words, “Are they allowed to build it?” is a 
different question from, “Are they building it?….” 
      If Upzoning Doesn’t Lower Rents, Is It Worth Doing? “There are a lot of reasons why zoning reform might not lower rents. It might not 
spur much building. It might spur building, but only at the high end of the market—particularly if it is focused on allowing or facilitating 
high-rise buildings which are more costly to construct. Upzoning narrowly targeted to a neighborhood or corridor might induce a 
speculative rush, pumping up land prices in that neighborhood and ensuring that any housing built is expensive. On the other hand, 
upzoning that is broad but shallow—such as Minneapolis’s citywide legalization of triplexes—might be met with crickets if the newly legal 
projects aren’t profitable or physically viable, or there simply isn’t a critical mass of the kind of builders prepared to undertake them. 
       Every upzoning is different and happens in a different market context, and so the question of whether “upzoning” will meaningfully 
promote affordability is, indeed, uncertain and probably so context-dependent that there isn't a meaningful general answer.  Yet the 
incentive for a local elected official trying to pass a policy package is to offer definite answers and simple explanations. This is where I fear 
that hanging the entire prospect of zoning reform on the promise of affordable housing that may or may not materialize is dangerous”4. 
   1 Livable California Teleconference on Feb. 6, 2021; https://www.livablecalifornia.org/vancouver-smartest-planner-prof-patrick-condon-
calls-california-upzoning-a-costly-mistake-2-6-21/; Also see Sick City; https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/cag.12791 
   2 https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2023/4/26/upzoning-might-not-lower-housing-costs-do-it-anyway; 
   3 https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/2023-04/Zoning%20Change%20pre%20print%20version.pdf 
   4 https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2023/4/26/upzoning-might-not-lower-housing-costs-do-it-anyway. 
     “Already, we’re seeing media narratives take shape that push back against the value of zoning reform as a political priority. A recent, 
widely circulated Bloomberg story about Austin, Texas, is titled “Cities Keep Building Luxury Apartments Almost No One Can Afford.5” The 
summary blurb at the beginning offers a harsh assessment: ‘Cutting red tape and unleashing the free market was supposed to help 
strapped families. So far, it hasn’t worked out that way.’”6 
      “There is an expectation in some quarters that densification of existing urban areas will lead to improved housing affordability. This 
argument is used to justify densification policies around the world. However, an examination housing affordability and the density of built-
up urban areas corresponding to the 53 major US markets (metropolitan areas over 1,000,000 population) suggests just the opposite — 
that higher urban densities are associated with worse housing affordability, for both owners and renters.…… “ 
       Density, Market Structure and Housing Affordability: “The widely circulated view that densification improves housing affordability is far 
from proven. Indeed, the actual data shows that where urban densities are higher, housing affordability is worse.”7 



       A Planning Report article by Michael Storper, Distinguished Professor of Regional and International Development in Urban Planning; 
Director, Global Public Affairs at UCLA Luskin School of Public Affairs states: 
Upzoning has been proposed as a solution to the affordable housing crisis, aiming to increase supply and affordability through trickle-down 
economics. …. Our analysis shows that blanket upzoning is likely to miss its affordability target…… Blanket upzoning is a blunt instrument, 
whereas people’s housing needs are diverse. Even if the upzoning is aimed at, for example, transit-served corridors, it doesn’t mean that all 
such areas are going to attract housing investment. This is because, even with transit, people don’t live and work in the same 
neighborhoods, and there is no evidence that transit changes these patterns in any significant way. So, when we upzone around transit 
corridors, for example, only some locations are likely to attract big increases in housing construction. These are areas with strong 
attractiveness. It will favor those who can pay the price of housing in high-demand areas—marginally improving the housing prospects for 
highly skilled people at the upper end of the income distribution. 
       What it’s not going to do is solve the housing crisis for the middle classes and lower-income people. Even with so-called affordability 
set-asides, the trickle-down effect will be small. It could even be negative in the highly desirable areas…. This is just one example of the 
many unintended consequences that proponents of blanket upzoning don’t take into account, and that is why it will fail.” 8 
      The Effects of [Upzoning] …. Aren’t Neatly Reversible: “Imagine a river teeming with salmon—you can practically reach in and grab one. 
A dam is built on this river, disrupting the annual migration, and the salmon disappear. Decades later, a growing environmentalist 
movement successfully campaigns for the removal of the dam, and it is blown up, restoring the river’s unimpeded flow. Will the salmon be 
back in their former numbers the next day? Or even next year? Of course not…”9 
5 https://www.bloomberg.com/news/features/2023-04-21/luxury-apartment-boom-pushes-out-affordable-housing-in-austin-texas 
(paywall). 
6 https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2023/4/26/upzoning-might-not-lower-housing-costs-do-it-anyway 
7 https://www.newgeography.com/content/007221-higher-urban-densities-associated-with-worst-housing-affordability 
8 https://www.planningreport.com/2019/03/15/blanket-upzoning-blunt-instrument-wont-solve-affordable-housing-crisis 
9 https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2023/4/26/upzoning-might-not-lower-housing-costs-do-it-anyway; 
     Other references: 
     Densification has its academic critics. Andrés Rodríguez-Pose (London School of Economics) and Michael Storper (UCLA) have concluded 
that there is insufficient evidence that “upzoning” … can improve housing affordability and that it could “increase gentrification within 
prosperous regions and would not appreciably decrease income inequality.” 
A “meta study” by Gabriel M. Ahlfeldt, Elisabetta Pietrostefani. They compiled 200 separate studies on the issue to understand the 
influence of density on cost and on a number of other issues of interest to urban designers (e.g. transportation, pollution, etc). Their 
conclusion? Maybe adding new density reduces prices sometimes but, in most cases, it does not.10 
      Upzoning Does Not Mean Affordable Housing; January 23, 2023; https://aceedmonds.org/upzoning-does-not-mean-affordable-
housing/; 
Use Upzoning Sparingly, New Report Suggests, Cinnamon Janzer, Next City: Backyard – Next City on Housing Equity, August 31, 2021 Use 
Upzoning Sparingly, New Report Suggests (nextcity.org) 
Brookings Institute: The Double Edged Sword of Upzoning: https://www.brookings.edu/articles/the-double-edged-sword-of-upzoning/ 



















Council Consideration Timing - Given the lack of general awareness, overflowing feedback sessions, and highly controversial nature of the 
recommendation, we also believe the Council should table its consideration of the recommendation until of the following occur:  (i) notice 
has gone out to all residents; (ii) there is ample opportunity for public and written comment; and (iii) the next election cycle for the Council 
and County Executive has passed so that voters can take into account candidates’ stands on the recommendation in choosing how to vote. 
 
Safety – Less safety because more people and vehicles in less space that was not designed for multi-family housing.  Have extensive studies 
been done in this regard and, if so, who did them, what was the methodology and what was the outcome?  If not, why not? 
 
Schools – More students will strain capacity of schools with current capacity based in part on existing single-family zoning. Consequently, 
there will be poorer educational outcomes.  Have extensive studies been done in this regard and, if so, who did them, what was the 
methodology and what was the outcome?  If not, why not? 
 
Environmental Effects – More population density will lead to more waste, noise, traffic/other pollution, and utility use.  It also will lead to 
less green space because single-family homes likely would be expanded outward as well as up.  Have extensive studies been done in this 
regard and, if so, who did them, what was the methodology and what was the outcome?  If not, why not? 
 
Owner/Occupant Decline – Multi-family dwellings are more likely to house non-owner families who, as non-owners, will have less of a stake 
in the community in general and property in particular, undermining neighborhood stability and community ties and relationships that 
otherwise could have a positive impact.  The prospect of purchasing what to date have been single-family homes likely will bring out private 
equity and other investors who bid up the price of houses, convert them into income-producing multi-family properties and, thereby, raise 
the cost of home ownership even further.  It is well established that for most people home ownership is key to wealth accumulation.  We 
believe it would become even harder for families to purchase homes to live in and build wealth if investors bid up home prices.  Have 
extensive studies been done in these regards and, if so, who did them, what were the methodologies and what were the outcomes?  If not, 
why not? 
 
Research Into Alternatives – What has been and could be done to facilitate development of multi-family units in areas already zoned for 
them?  For example, is the county doing everything in its power to facilitate high-rises along Rockville Pike where they already are 
permitted and the occupants easily could access mass transit and shopping without the increase in traffic that would result from multi-
family units in areas zoned for single-family housing?  There seems to be ample capacity for multi-family dwelling units in the model of, e.g., 
Connecticut Avenue, N.W. in the District of Columbia.  And these multi-family units could be both apartments and condominiums.  
Condominiums would have the benefit of enabling purchasers to build equity and accumulate wealth.  Have extensive studies been done in 
this regard and, if so, who did them, what was the methodology and what was the outcome?  If not, why not? 
 
Reasonable Expectations – My family and countless others in Montgomery County bought single family homes based largely on the 
reasonable expectation that our neighborhoods would remain single-family zoned.  It would be especially inappropriate to destroy those 





not yet built, and only await permits. There are an additional 10000 units in approved projects not yet built--in municipalities with their 
own zoning authority. That total is 45000 units which is enough to house about 100000 people. No one has opposed these approved 
projects. In addition to those projects not yet built, there is additional zoning capacity in master plans for another 85,000 units. That is 
enough to house another 200000 people. AHSI is a based on a manufactured crisis and is a developers dream. We citizens feel like we are 
"getting played." The county is not growing. Growth is slowed. People are not coming to Montgomery County because there are insufficient 
well-paying jobs. The issue is jobs not housing. Why can’t you accelerate the existing housing in the pipeline. We have heard it is because 
developers can’t charge high enough rents. They can’t charge higher rents because the median income can’t support those rents. We need 
better paying jobs and the 
 
 education to get those jobs. If you are looking at median incomes of $50000- $125000 per year, you are looking at a tax base that can’t 
afford the services the county must provide (ie MCPS). The tax burden will be too great, it already is. 
We have no confidence in Montgomery County Planning and the Planning Board. There has been a failure to do impact studies considering 
the excess density planned with this new zoning regulation. For instance: 1. stormwater management 2. transportation 3. school over 
crowding 4. tree canopy loss 4. parking 5. county services like garbage/recycling collection 6. roads 7. light pollution 8. noise pollution 9. 
internet and wifi capabilities. There is insufficient attention paid to the people who live here now-- those that have deep needs for housing 
as well as those who already pay significant taxes to the county. One of the egregious answers that Ms. Govoni has responded with to these 
infrastructure questions is: “the impact will be minimal because not many of these types of housing will be built”. No-one challenged this 
statement: if this is true, why are the Planning Department and County Council wasting so much time and money on this futile and divisive 
exercise? 
There has been a focus on getting state or national awards. The latest planning fads have been embraced by County Government 
employees rather than well thought out specific policies and plans. One size does not fit all. This is blatantly a political move to gain votes 
through incomplete and inadequate information. Paid lobbyists are being allowed the loudest voices. The county has been run by a land 
use-based economy, and developers are lining the political coffers of 
 
 politicians. Where does that leave the voting, tax paying public? 
We see a refusal to consider different needs in different communities: for instance, the burden on roads that shows up in the rejection of 
masterplans in favor of a one-size fits all rezoning. We should approach this affordable housing (not attainable) using a trial program with 
smaller target projects with the involvement of a citizens’ advisory board. There are areas of land that have been vacated, like office 
buildings in Silver Spring and Bethesda, the vast White Flint area (and near Metro!), Lakeforest Mall in Gaithersburg, and the Geico acreage 
which will soon be vacated. There is plenty of space in this vast county to create affordable and attainable housing without destroying 
neighborhoods that continue to work well. There are excellent solutions possible, and an Advisory Board or Commission of informed 
citizens, leaders in their communities, should be selected to find them. 
Growth Corridors have been the focus for up-zoning. The County Council voted to name River Road a Growth Corridor along with 
Connecticut Avenue, Georgia Avenue, and Old Georgetown Road, to name a few. The standard was that a thoroughfare had to be within a 
mile of mass transit to be named as such. River Road is only within a mile at its eastern end, and the vast remainder is well more than a 
mile from rapid transit--and that delineation was vehemently opposed by voting citizens. The River Road Corridor is chock-a-block with 
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Jonathan Siegel - Chevy Chase, 20815 

 

I live in the town of Chevy Chase.  I am strongly opposed to the county's proposed zoning changes.  Here are my reasons: 
 
1.  These changes will increase density without sufficient regard for the limitations imposed by our available infrastructure.  Particular 
points of concern include: 
 
A.  Traffic.  It is already difficult for me to come home from work.  Often, traffic on Connecticut Avenue northbound is bumper-to-bumper 
and very slow from Chevy Chase Circle to Bradley Lane.  If the zoning proposals are adopted and apartment buildings are built on 
Connecticut Avenue and on other streets within 500 feet of Connecticut Avenue, traffic will go from bad to impossible.   
 
B.  Parking.  Available parking in my neighborhood is limited.  If, as is proposed, density is considerably increased without requiring 
adequate off-street parking for every new residence, parking will become a big problem. 
 
C. Schools: I happily send my daughter to Chevy Chase Elementary School.  But the classes are rather large, and the school board recently 
had to increase the permissible class size.  Additional density will further crowd the school classes. 
 
D.  Quiet.  One thing I love about my area is that it is quiet.  This will likely change for the worse under the zoning proposals. 
 
E.  Drainage.  My home is at a low point and already has drainage issues.  The proposed development will likely make this problem much 
worse. 
 
In short, I understand the desire for more housing, but it is vitally important not to build more housing than can be supported by the 
available infrastructure.   
 
2.  The proposals will also lead to a fundamental change in the character of my area.  I moved here because I wanted my family to live 
among single-family homes.  If these proposals are adopted, developers will likely buy all houses as they are sold and convert them all into 
multi-family dwellings.  People who want to buy existing houses for single-family use will not be able to compete with the prices developers 
will be able to offer.  In 10-15 years the character of my area will be completely changed. 
 
3.  I understand that property owners and developers want to make money,  but they should not be allowed to enrich themselves at 
everyone else's expense.  The problem is a classic example of what economists call "extenalities."  Under the zoning proposals, developers 
will make a lot of money by imposing costs on everyone else.  They will get to keep the profits of building multi-family housing, while 
everyone else will have to bear the costs of increased traffic, noise, parking and drainage problems, school crowding, and other problems 
that the development will cause. 
 

















words, the Planning Board would like to see it torn down and replaced by a quadplex or even an apartment building under the Optional 
Method Medium Scale development allowed under their proposal. 
 
The parking recommendation is completely detached from reality.  “As of right,” a builder would be able to construct a quadplex on the 
west side of my street (where my house is) with only 2 parking spaces provided.  With a width of 16 feet, our street allows parking only on 
one side. Numerous houses on our street have only a narrow driveway for parking.  Some houses have no driveway at all.  Garages are a 
rarity.  There are only about 9 parking spaces on my block, with many taken by cars associated with the nearby Chevy Chase United 
Methodist Church, its preschool or its playground.  Rarely is a legal space available even for the U.S. Postal Service. This situation will only 
worsen when construction of the Corso development across Connecticut Avenue gets underway and workers try to avoid the 
inconvenience of on-site parking.  Increased use of public transportation indeed lessens the need for cars, but it defies reason to suggest 
that there will not be one or more cars introduced for every new individual, couple  or family moving into the community.  As you know 
well, a car remains a necessity for almost every family in the DMV. 
 
Let me tell you about teardowns and even significant additions in our neighborhood.  Invariably, builders wind up with a house-sized pit full 
of water and encounter very long delays, substantial unexpected expenses and irate neighbors as they figure out what to do after hitting 
our high water table.  These construction projects create dangerous circumstances in a community full of young children, older people, 
trees, pets and wildlife, not to mention churchgoers, preschoolers and visitors to our small Gazebo Park.  
 
President Friedson, I know you are familiar with our neighborhood, because I met you in my driveway a few years ago.  Please don't take 
steps to make our entire community a teardown when you have seen with your own eyes the existing density of homes, the substantial 
water management problems that already exist, the narrow streets and tight parking, the mix of young families with small children, empty-
nesters endeavoring to “age in place” (by the way, it seems like the Planning Board hopes to drive our elders out of their homes and into 
assisted living!) and older children and teens walking and cycling to their school or school bus.  Please don’t bring in developers to 
dismantle this already dense, already bustling, tree-lined and historic community. 
 
Some other large questions have been raised in connection with the Planning Board’s proposal and bear repeating here: 
 
How can a private homeowner compete with a development company when bidding on a single home, when the developer can knock 
down that home and build a quadplex? 
 
How can you prevent development companies and/or private equity firms from in-state or out-of-state from “rolling up” small lots and 
parceling them for sale or rental units?  
 
How will the county deal with arms-length landlords that don’t exist in the County?  
 





































Thank you for holding extensive listening sessions concerning the Attainable Housing Strategies Initiative.  As you heard loud and clear from 
the majority of residents, we quickly recognized that the outcome will be a giveaway to real estate developers, NOT affordable or missing 
middle opportunities.   
 
At least in our Bethesda and Chevy Chase neighborhoods, we see that small houses are bought up by developers and corporations for 
around $1 million, then built out into three townhouses on the small lot, which are sold for over $1.3 million each.  Or a 6000 square foot 
McMansion is built on the lot and sold for $4 million.  New down-county apartment buildings permitted through AHSI would benefit these 
developers, who will continue to sell new apartments for one to three million dollars, and to rent new apartments for two to four thousand 
dollars a month. 
 
You mentioned County initiatives for low- and low-middle-income housing.  Please tell us more about these.  Please publicize County efforts 
to convert underutilized office buildings into AFFORDABLE apartments, and to enforce low-income prices for the required percentage of 
apartments in the recent luxury apartment buildings in downtown Bethesda and Chevy Chase.  Please explain why available unused 
properties near Metro stations, such as White Flint and GEICO, are not moving forward to create missing middle and affordable housing. 
 
Further, the opportunity for a homeowner to create an Accessory Dwelling Unit on their property, to allow family members to live close by 
instead of moving to Frederick County, is already an option in Montgomery County.  Adding a second door and associated renovations to a 
single-family house, as shown in Jason Sartori’s slide #4, could similarly be made an explicit option, granted through case-by-case approvals 
which prohibit tear-downs by developers. 
 
My personal goal is to increase AFFORDABLE housing so our wonderful teachers, police, nurses, firefighters, etc. can live near their essential 
work.  We certainly do not want to think that the goal of the Montgomery County Planning Board and Council is to benefit developers 
through the proposed AHSI real estate give-away.  Nor to indirectly benefit themselves.  If an underlying motive is to generate more 
property taxes for the county, this is shortsighted thinking.  New tax income will quickly be overspent on new teacher salaries, street 
repairs, water management, and other infrastructure necessary to accommodate additional residents. 
 
Hopefully the AHSI proposal will be viewed as an honest mistake by the planning board, who tried for three years and could only come up 
with a broad solution that had some success in other cities such as Austin, Texas.  Hopefully your Council now appreciates our evidence-
based concerns and will now reject AHSI.  Hopefully future members of the Montgomery County Planning Board will be selected for their 
analytic abilities and community listening skills, to ensure that future proposals are based on fine-grained, data-driven understanding of the 
needs of each specific neighborhood. 
 
Lastly, let’s think deeply about the real reasons underlying our county’s housing shortage.  One is that so many baby boomers who bought 
houses in Bethesda and Chevy Chase in the 1970s, 80s and 90s are choosing to age in place instead of moving to retirement communities.  I 
am one of these.  Many beloved neighbors are doing the same.  We are a happy community.   We pay our considerable property taxes for 
the privilege of living in quiet, pleasant, green neighborhoods.  Please understand that we won’t live forever.  Over the next decade, our 















Your plans ignore reality.  Taking public transportation everywhere is impossible for some. I use both Ride-on and the Metro whenever 
possible. That is not possible for medical appointment in Healing Way or North Bethesda which would total three hours for the bus for 30 
minute appointments.  
Also, Metro ridership has declined as more people work from home.  Meanwhile County Council members and the Planning Board 
members drive to work and have parking spaces. 
Transportation:  Forcing people out of cars by eliminating most street parking is “Danger by Design.”   
Your plans ignore reality.  Taking public transportation everywhere is impossible for some. I use both Ride-on and the Metro whenever 
possible. That is not possible for medical appointment in Healing Way or North Bethesda which would total three hours for the bus for 30 
minute appointments.  
Also, Metro ridership has declined as more people work from home.  Meanwhile County Council members and the Planning Board 
members drive to work and have parking spaces. 
Support for a People’s Counsel had large support among County residents.  Again using a false narrative at first some the County Council 
members said they would support the People Counsel.. until it came to voting.   Then using another false narrative the County Council and 
Planning Board claimed a People’s Counsel might not support concerns of lower income residents. Because residents from wealthier 
neighborhoods would be able to hire attorneys and lower income residents would not.  In other words, implying that the People’s Counsel 
would not represent lower income residents?  
 How cynical.  Even the Office of Equity and Racial Justice supported having a People’ Counsel.   
 
 
Instead the County came up with a Development Review Commission. The DRC provides information about a project where interested 
parties can attend the first informational meeting.   That’s it. 
Now to ensure even less transparency in development decisions  re zoning in single family zoning areas, it appears that the Planning Board 
Director Jason Satori would approve certain building projects to speed up the approval process.  I am not aware that Mr. Satori will be 
required to let the neighbors know that an apartment building or multiplex or other would be going up next door. 
Differential Impacts of Zoning Changes 
County Council members Kate Stewart and, Mary Anne Sales live in incorporated cities and won’t be impacted. Council member Will 
Jawando lives in Ashton an area unlikely to be “densified” anytime soon. The County Councilman from the Potomac excluded his area from 
development because of lack of infrastructure and not being on a traffic corridor, despite the fact that River Road is a traffic corridor for all 
intents and purposes. And today this was mentioned by an area resident in the listening session. 
Finally, the OLO BIPOC REPORT showed people in minority communities have specific concerns: 
“They wanted assurances that the housing strategies (designed to integrate their communities) would not, in fact, displace them replicating 
challenges experienced during 'Urban Renewal' and also expressed. Residents also expressed concerns about Transportation policies  being 
too focused on transit and not acknowledging the needs of the working class who rely on their vehicles to access jobs and employment”. 
All property owners should be entitled to similar assurances. 
 
 












































