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Peter Kahn - Chevy Chase, 20815
To the County Council:

| believe this proposal for "attainable" housing in established neighborhoods is at this stage inadequately developed. Until it is radically
improved, | must strongly oppose the proposal.

This proposal has nothing whatever to do with "affordable" housing, and it's emphasis on "attainable" housing has every appearance of
being a sham. There is no requirement in the proposed legislation for maximum resident income, or for maximum pricing or rentals, nor
does it contain any other provision that would work to guarantee that the housing in question would be provided to persons currently
unable to afford housing in the County.

Since there is no such protection, we have to ask what kind of housing would result from this measure. In my neighborhood, we have seen
older historic homes torn down to make way for tightly packed townhomes that fill every inch of the available land and that each sell for
vastly higher prices than the original house that was torn down. | am certainly suspicious that this is exactly what would result in Bethesda,
Chevy Chase, and other areas in the close-in County. After all, if multiple units can be built where a single home stands now, there is clearly
a profit to be made by buying that land and building those units -- especially when they do not need to be "affordable" units.

So who benefits? This measure appears likely to result in high-income, high-priced units being built on this land. Every house that comes
on the market will, in all likelihood, but bought by developers eager to make a quick buck, and turned into multiple units selling at the
highest prices the market can bear -- prices that will certainly not be "attainable" by the "missing Middle."

In doing so, they will devastate this community and others across the County. Communities that have lasted for generations, neighborhoods
that support warm, inclusive, stable communities will be gone, to be replaced by a lot of fancy housing units, for a purpose that no one has
been able to explain.

After all, who among us would choose to stay? Since there is no obligation for the developers to bear the costs of the sewer, water, and
street improvements that would be needed, or to provide the additional school and transit capacity, much of those costs would fall on the
local towns and their taxpayers. | anticipate large increases in our property taxes, to subsidize the developers and their "attainable" units.
The town | live in would be bankrupted by those new expenses, and current residents will rebel at the necessary increases in taxes. Many
will choose to leave. This is a formula for destroying well-established, well-functioning communities.

So until the County Council and its Planning Department can figure out ways to ensure "attainable" housing is not just a massive gift to the
developer community; and until they have carefully crafted and carefully considered plans for the necessary improvements in
infrastructure, parking, schools, transit, and demonstrated a willingness to pay the very substantial costs those improvements would imply,
| cannot possibly see how this proposal makes sense.





































































Our Kenwood Park neighborhood has many “tear down” homes already. These are where a builder buys a property, usually off-market, and
then tears down the house and replaces it with a multimillion-dollar home triple the size of the existing home. The County Planning Board
has not issued any data supporting these new tear downs not becoming even more multiple multi-million-dollar new units — again, not
attainable for most families — just more expensive unattainable housing. The notion that developers would be allowed to replace these
single-family homes with multiunit dwellings only advantages the builders, developers, and financiers, not the actual housing supply nor
the communities. This is a scheme concocted by the finance industry and builders to build more multimillion-dollar units down-county, not
truly develop more attainable housing. Attainable housing is not multimillion-dollar units, it is housing priced in a different category with an
increased supply. The simple reality any homebuyer knows is that unless you have nearly $2 million dollars to buy a home “down county”
your best “bargain” is to buy an older home that has had modest renovations, like Kenwood Park. This is the attainable housing supply in
this part of Montgomery County. Simply put, a bad idea of unilateral zoning change cannot instantly increase attainable housing supply.

If the County wants a real attainable housing solution, then it is an easy four-part plan. First, allow for newly developed communities to be
zoned this way, such as in Shady Grove, Clarksburg, or Seneca where newly fashioned neighborhoods are being built and laid out to
accommodate multifamily housing like townhomes and condominiums. These areas have extra wide streets, green spaces, parking, and
infrastructure designed to support large populations. Second, incentivize “down-county development” by allowing specialized tax
treatment for currently zoned “mix-use” or “commercial properties” that are sold and converted within a short time frame (i.e., months)
into additional mixed-used multiunit residential housing and mixed-residential-commercial properties, like those along Rockville Pike near
Pike and Rose. These smaller commercial properties have limited uses, but they have all the infrastructure they need to support multiple
units, especially the older construction. Specifically, they have parking and roadways for multiple vehicles to pass or access, the electricity,
natural gas, and water and wastewater infrastructure is built to commercial grade and can easily support multiple units.

Third, for incentives not requiring State action, revise the County building code to only allow similar sized structures to be built on lots
where an existing structure is removed. That is, replace a 2,500 square foot home with another new 2,500 square foot home, not a new
8,000 square foot home. Fourth, the County can expedite County inspections and permitting for these conversion properties, and allow
developers who put these units into service before the State’s and County’s fiscal year each July to have expedited inspections and
specialized tax treatment from the County.

Finally, if this proposal is so important, the County Council, County Executive, and Planning Board should jointly put this measure before the
State’s General Assembly to make this a Statewide initiative not just a County initiative. Overall, this current proposed “solution” to
uniformly change the zoning for the entire County is done in near secrecy and in a way to eliminate our deter voter participation and
consent.
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We viewed all of the videos available — the planning staff’s presentation to the Chevy Chase Village Board of Managers, the county
executive’s video, the listening videos of sessions around the county, and Patrick attended the listening session at BCC High School. We are
fully informed.

Most of us in the village, many liberals and Democrats, understand and know the legacy of racism, segregation, and red-lining that we all
live with in this region and in Montgomery County and the Village of Chevy Chase specifically. And we know of the need for more housing.

But this broad-brush rezoning plan by the county is not the solution for a whole host of reasons, because of poor process, lack of data to
see if it will have the intended outcome, the sweeping nature of it applied to a broad swatch of the county, and the benefit it is likely to
bring to developers, not neighborhoods. To wit:

1) This is not careful “planning” or “zoning” meant to regulate and guide growth — it is a Soviet-style, undemocratic, across-the-board
regulation drawn up by an unelected board affecting hundreds of thousands of people in the lower county without a vote.

It is — pick your metaphor — like a nuclear bomb dropped on a border skirmish, or a sledgehammer swung down on an antique goblet. It is
broad-brush, arbitrary and will set up a free-for-all for developers without regard to the particular needs of individual neighborhoods. This
rezoning will not just affect or inconvenience the village, it will, over time, destroy it. Maybe that is the county’s goal?

2) It is a HUGE change in zoning and the way it is being done, through a fast-track zoning text amendment, would give all property
owners a “by right” ability to sell their homes for duplex, triplex, quadplex, and even multi-story buildings (including spitting distance from
our home, along NG ) \/ith nary a review by planning board permitters except through a
cursory bow to a loosely defined “pattern book” for appearance. This bypasses any normal democratic norms for how you plan a
community.

3) It won’t result in lower priced housing in this village for sure. For example, the top contributor to County Councilman Andrew
Friedson’s recent campaigns is the owner of ERB properties — a developer of luxury infill homes and low-rise condominiums. Do you think
they’re going to build $200,000 condos? Nope, they’ll build condos that sell for $500,000 and above — that’s not going to help the “missing
middle” very much.

4) I 25 one of the narrowest streets in the village, already has limited parking and it’s tough to get in and out of our
driveways with cars parked on our street. And we already see Westbound cut-through traffic exiting to Wisconsin on Grafton and Oliver
even though it is forbidden. The new zoning would allow more density and come with fewer requirements for developers to make off-street
parking. The planning board seems to think no one in these new quadplex’s will own cars. That’s just incorrect, and naive.

5) Furthermore, | Pecavse of our global-warming-induced, greater annual rainfall, is a river during rainstorms. | could
float a kayak down it, there is so much water coming down Hesketh during and after a storm. The county is going to increase density, and
subtract trees and open ground for more buildings? Oh yeah, that will help absorb the excess water into the soil. Really?

Now to our own circumstances at |l - Prior to living here, Marcia and | lived in the South Four Corners area of Silver Spring, near

Blair high school. It was a wonderful neighborhood of small, older, single-family homes. People of all ethnicities and immigrants from many
countries lived there —immigrants from El Salvador, Mexico, Ethiopia, India plus white people, black people and all kinds of mixes. We loved
that neighborhood, it was tight knit and all those people worked really really hard to afford those homes, just as we did. We didn’t have big



six-figure salaries then, me as a journalist and Marcia as a pianist. But it was their American dream and ours too, and they and we were
thrilled to live there. Marcia and | both had spent our young years in D.C., in Adams Morgan and Woodley Park before moving to Silver
Spring. And before that | lived in Bowie and New Carrollton because it was affordable.

We only left Silver Spring because we wanted to be closer to Metro, needed a big living room for Marcia’s grand piano and wanted to be
able to walk to groceries, a bank and a post office. We were looking mainly in DC in Woodley Park and Cleveland Park, but in 2006 there
were 10 bids for every house and they all climbed above our price range. Then we found an estate selling a house in the village for its
deceased owner, and frankly, it was in terrible shape on the surface but was structurally solid. We didn’t know anything about Chevy Chase
Village; we just knew we could afford the house, barely, and over time could fix it up. The house showed terribly but we managed to buy it
and we spent 15 years fixing it up. It’s the only Normandy style cottage in the village with steep, shingled roof, and stucco surface and
eyebrow bay windows. It isn’t in the historic district but it is special, to us. It isn’t huge, but we have made it comfortable and it has lovely
outdoor space.

Indeed, it is a significant part of our retirement nest-egg. We know we will have to sell it at some point to realize the profits to downsize
into a comfortable place but | fear the value will decline if we have a triplex or quadplex next door and a multi-story condo or apartment
down at the end of Hesketh. It feels like a “taking” to me — that the county has come along and by fiat taken away what we have spent a lot
of time and money building up.

This “attainable housing initiative” is arbitrary and a one-size-fits all blanket solution invented by planners who never leave their desks to
talk to people who live in these neighborhoods. Our friends in the South Four Corners area of Silver Spring don’t like this scheme either. Put
to a vote of the neighborhoods affected, it would never pass — just watch the BCC “listening” session if you don’t believe me.

| exercise at the county’s Wisconsin Place Recreation Center gym that overlooks the huge Geico parking lot over in Friendship Heights. The
parking lot is empty every day — why? —because the Geico workers are all working from home. Put high density housing there, or look at
the Saks building and rezone that. We know there are high rises in our neighborhood — Somerset House and all of Friendship Heights, but
do we want that at the bottom of Hesketh? Do you want this lower part of Wisconsin to look just like downtown Bethesda, a concrete
jungle of towers and congestion, no trees or relief for the eyes? | don’t think so.

Montgomery County is a great place to live because of schools, the quality of life and generally good governance over the decades, but also
because of its attractive neighborhoods with a wide variety of housing styles that are walkable, pretty and small-scale. That will no longer
be the case under this drastic and unworkable proposal.

Just on Hesketh street alone reside people of diverse backgrounds and professions -- lawyers, writers, architects, doctors, journalists,
artists, executives — we are creative, we are resourceful, we know how to organize — we will do our level best, legally and peaceably, to fight
this proposal at every stage. Prepare for a fight. And if you’re not with us, we’ll defeat you at the next election.







































1. Please spend more time with Lyric Winik on her fundamental disagreement with the characterization about Single Family Home
owners this proposal and proponents have made. There is amazing expertise and goodwill in Montgomery County and why the County
Council has chosen to divide us rather than unite us, please explain.

2. Please explain how this proposal fits into the other challenges of the 21st century such as Pandemic impact and response for the
future; climate change, public education improvement and social and healthy well being of our county.

Please analyze the CE’s objections in an unbiased way.

Please ask MCPS Board Chair, MCPS Superintendent and long term planning and budgeting to comment.

Please explain how the predicted METRO funding crisis will be handled by Montgomery County.

Please provide data on job growth broken out on transit and jobs not on transit.

. Please survey potential new businesses about this proposal and if business is considering moving to a new large development is
AHSI attractive for their employees.

Novew

8. Please survey potentially new residents on where they want to live and what infrastructure assets would attract them to
Montgomery County neighborhoods.
9. Please explain why the common beliefs of over 75% of the voters who support: Diversity, Voters Rights Act, 2020 election won by

Biden and Against: Citizens United, Chevron Decision, Project 2025, would support this proposal and its undemocratic roll-up and the
benefiting large corporate interests. Please delay all actions until the elections in 2026.

10. Please spend more time with the “thought” leaders in every single high school cluster. In the B-CC Cluster a partial list (in my
opinion): Lyric Winik, Marty Langelan, Carole Brand and Matt Gandal.

11. Please document discussions with supporters of ASHI by County Council (CC) members, County Council staff, Planning Board (PB)
Members and staff since the 3/2021 CC Resolution to PB.

12. Please list all community, municipalities meetings by CC members held since 3/2021.

13. Please explain why other housing options were not developed since 3/2021.

14. Please explain why limiting this conversion of Single Family Homes to 100 permits annually is an option vs. 134,000 lots as Arlington,
VA did with 58 permits annually.

15. Please analyze Marty Langelan’s analysis on the long-term infrastructure deficits.

16. Suggest this proposal and MCPS long-term planning be analyzed by outside experts.
17. Please provide a breakdown of those supporting AHSI whether they think it is affordable? Or Attainable? Or neither.

18. Please explain why you have “window dressed” a market based housing strategy.

19. Please demonstrate and identify broad business support for this plan.

20. Please explain the lack of financial analysis? Provide the additional costs AHSI will add to the County Budget short term and the
long term. Please provide financial projections on County revenue on the impact of AHSI as well as without AHSI.

21. Please explain why all planning processes are abandoned?

22. Please review CC actions such as the funding of the Purple Line which has increased luxury unitis at the expense of middle class
housing.

23. Please review funding/budgeting procedures which prolong time spent on budgeting and create school funding deficits by reducing

$91 million in bonding levels months before the actual budgets are approved.

















































































The biggest concern | see is this plan focuses on attainable vs affordable. Recently a SFH lot in Bethesda was converted into a triplex, with
one unit on the market for $3.6M. Cramming more residents — who can afford multi-million dollar homes — into an already crowded area
will only contribute to traffic, pollution, and parking problems without helping residents who need affordable housing.

There have been zero economic impact studies done. The tax revenue and costs seem to be unknown. There have been no studies on the
environmental impact of this plan, including water runoff & mature tree destruction. The parking requirements (reducing required parking
for new building by 75%) will make life untenable in many neighborhoods.

The Planning Department says new houses within one mile of a metro stop will have fewer cars and thus less parking is an acceptable
outcome. Where is the data to support that theory? Will older residents really walk one mile to a metro stop? Can you prove — with data
— that residents will have fewer cars if they are within one mile of a metro? How many fewer cars? How long will it take for the lower
volume of cars to become a reality? Do you have data to prove this?

School crowding is already a problem. BCC high school is at capacity and there is no free space to add extra square footage to the school.
The BCC cafeteria can only fit 50% of the FARMS eligible students. Classes are supposed to be maxed at 32 kids but there are classes with
36. Today, those who are more economically disadvantaged (who do not own cars) already struggle the most to get their kids to school or
get themselves to parent activities like kids’ sports or back to school night. Some children must sit on the floor of the bus to get to school
today — a massive safety issue. | know there are plans to build another high school. This will involve additional busing of students,
rezoning, and predicting student populations. Unfortunately, there is a proven history of inadequate (incompetent???) collaboration
between the Planning Department and MCSP. Bethesda Elementary school was expanded recently; it is already above capacity. Silver
Creek Middle School was built in 2017; it is already above capacity. | have ZERO faith that the AHS proposed increase in population will
align with MCPS building plans. This will lead to more overcrowding and make MCPS less competitive in the future. Do you have data to
prove otherwise?

More crowding at BCC means FARMS students are further disenfranchised. A new school (that, if history repeats itself, will be over capacity
a few years after opening) will mean longer bus times for those without cars. | assume you support equity & equality, | know | do. But this
plan does the opposite. Do you have data to prove otherwise?

With no requirement for affordable housing (interesting that affordable housing requirements start at 20 units and this plan is capped at
19!), this plan is likely to do little to solve the “missing middle” problem in our County. Do you have data to prove otherwise?



All that said, | realize doing nothing is not an answer. We need to solve the missing middle and affordable housing. | am not an expert and
would love experts to develop data-driven plans. But a few thoughts of mine as a layperson:

- Keep the parking requirement (2 spaces per unit) as is. The idea that housing will be more affordable with less parking seems
suspect. Where is the data to support this claim? The fact that the Planning Department said builders have the option to add more
parking, thinking any builders actually will build more than what is required, is laughable at best.

- Convert empty offices into housing. More and more people are working virtually so office space is plentiful while housing is scarce.
Areas with office buildings are more likely to be equipped to deal with high volumes of car and human traffic. | realize that takes a lot of
work to convert plumbing, electrical, etc from commercial to residential, but there must be ways to make it economically feasible for
builders and buyers.

- Develop White Flint as a test case. There’s tons of open land. Try out that space, see how it works, then reconsider rolling out
county-wide. Use data to make your decisions!

- Empower local neighborhoods to decide if/how to implement the AHS proposed plans. | live in a high-cost area (Section 5 of Chevy
Chase). Any new duplex/triplex/quadraplex’s built here will likely be sold for S1M+. Residents who can afford a S1M+ unit do not need the
Council’s help. The Council should focus on areas where housing can be sold for $400-5$800K so teachers, nurses, firefighters, etc. can
afford to live in Montgomery County. Don’t disrupt the entire county so developers can get rich and wealthy residents can find a new place
to live.

o Our neighborhood is already prone to flooding; street parking is overcrowded to begin with; even though we’re within a mile of the
Purple Line, this is not a walkable neighborhood. AHS plans may make sense in parts of the county, but not where | live.

- Any approval of higher density should have affordable requirements, not attainable. There must be concrete, contractually-bound
obligations from builders to pay for additional infrastructure costs (new water lines, sewage, etc.). If builders develop a new neighborhood,
they are required to pay for these things; the same should be true with converting SFH to multi-unit households.

In summary, the AHS plan sorely lacks data to support its conclusions. Implementing such a drastic county-wide change based on
assumptions and vibes is a recipe for disaster. Please consider my alternatives. | hope and trust you will NOT vote for a bill that reflects the
AHS plan based on incomplete, missing, or omitted data.



















































- The recent finding that the county did not accurately report the number of housing units in issued permits
(https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/OLO/Resources/Files/2024_reports/OLOReport2024-10.pdf) strongly suggests that underlying
data used by Planning led to inaccurate, low conclusions about the numbers of existing housing stock and future capacity.

- Income data presented to support the claimed need for attainable housing appears to be for individuals, not dual-income families.
Without data on two-income families the income analysis is misleading.

- Planning's analysis showing a rise in lower income residents, and COG’s finding that 75% of new residents will need housing assistance,
does not make sense with AHSI’s focus on "attainable" as opposed to "affordable" housing (https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-
content/uploads/2024/03/Income-Shifts-Research-Brief-Final.pdf).

- AHSI fails to consider the lack of jobs for young professionals, both starting positions and opportunities to advance.
https://montgomeryplanningboard.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/12_17Advancing-the-Pike-District-Briefing_Staff-Report_121720.pdf
notes that White Flint has not attracted housing development because there are not enough jobs in the area. This is probably a more
important factor in middle-income people leaving the county than housing issues, yet AHSI contains no recognition of this dynamic.

- COG has changed the population projections downward several times but Planning continues to use the original, higher projections.

Transportation assumptions are unrealistic.

- We do not have a robust, reliable, frequent and affordable mass transit system.

- Expectations that people will give up cars are not supported in local research. COG’s population projections when considered in light of
Planning's 2023 Travel Monitoring Report (https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-
content/uploads/2023/11/2023TravelMonitoringReport.pdf) suggest that a predicted 20% population increase could more than offset the
decline in car travel as a result of the pandemic.

- This report also shows a decline in bicycle travel.

- It also shows that in every instance it takes longer to travel by public transit than by automobile.

- The report relies on data from 2022 at the latest, when commuting was still reduced due to Covid. An update is needed: the pandemic
threat is diminished and there are increasing calls for people to return to the office.

AHSI is unfair to current residents.

- The Residential Capacity Analysis in 2020 (https://montgomeryplanning.org/planning/housing/residential-development-capacity-
analysis/#_ftn1) suggests that because various market factors are holding back market rate developers, our planners and the Planning
Board have decided it is acceptable to burden older established communities and their residents with additional housing that the market is
not providing.

- The proposed developer incentives and waivers will increase the tax burden on existing residents to pay for the infrastructure necessary to
increase capacity for new residents.

- The burden on unincorporated communities, which often have smaller lots and narrower streets, will be exacerbated if municipalities and
homeowners' associations are exempted from meeting any additional housing requirements or protected against specific zoning changes.

- It is unclear what AHSI will do to existing master plans. Current residents invested in their neighborhoods because of expectations created
by master plans.



- It is unclear how, and even whether, the master planning process will be used in the future, and whether there is a meaningful role for
public input.

Officials and planners are sending contradictory messages regarding the need for AHSI.

- We have been told by council members, planning commissioners and staff that the proposed changes need to be made now, on a large
scale, countywide, to meet potential housing needs.

- We have also been told change will be incremental.

- These contradictions highlight the imperative to make any zoning changes through master plans. Without master and sector planning,
implementation of the changes will be haphazard and unfair, as reflected, for example, in data showing that theBethesda/Chevy Chase area
already has 28 ongoing projects slated to deliver 6,978 units (including 942 MPDUs) in the next several years, which exceeds the target of
3,425 units. (https://www.townofchevychase.org/DocumentCenter/View/4547/TOCC-Testimony-AHSI-3-21-2024)

The effort to "sell" AHSI has included questionable claims and assumptions and omits RE/SJ issues.

- Planners claim that height, lot coverage, and setbacks will remain the same as for single-family houses. This has not been the case with
other housing changes, notably ADUs.

- Planning’s Missing Middle Housing Market Study (https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Missing-Middle-
Market-Study 03-04-2021_Staff-Report.pdf) pages 2-5 lists among obstacles to missing middle that “The existing R60 zoning/development
standards do not physically accommodate Missing Middle housing, even a duplex. Lot coverage, height limits, and setbacks were the most
common items mentioned in relation to challenges with development standards.”

- AHSI assumes that developers will choose to build so-called attainable housing but the Missing Middle Market Study raises questions
about how attainable multiplexes would be. (https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Missing-Middle-Market-
Study_03-04-2021_Staff-Report.pdf, see page 12.)

- Despite the OLO report (https://www.scribd.com/document/558161463/0LO-RESJ-Review-of-Thrive-2-9-22-Revised) and the outside
consultant’s findings on racial equity and social justice in Thrive Montgomery 2050, there is nothing in AHSI regarding displacement and
gentrification, which are far more likely to affect lower income and Brown and Black communities.

- Population and behavior projections become less reliable as they reach further into the future. AHSI also seems to include an implicit
assumption that demand for single-family housing will diminish. A one-size-fits-all plan such as AHSI must include defined metrics and time
periods for review and adjustment.

- The developer of three $3,650,00 townhouses at 4500 Walsh Street in downtown Bethesda chose not to take advantage of a change in
zoning from R-60 to CRT 0.5 C 0.25 R 0.5 H 70. The CRT zoning would have allowed him to build a 70' tall apartment/condo building, and if
he provided at least 17.6% MPDUs he could have had another floor or two including more market rate apartments.

- Despite approved development applications already in Bethesda since adoption of the 2017 Bethesda Downtown Plan approaching the
soft cap of 30.4 million square feet, amenities and infrastructure in the plan have not kept pace. With AHSI, Planning’s claim that
development provides funding for needed infrastructure and amenities in the County is ludicrous, especially as the Planning Board
proposes more incentives including reductions and waivers in taxes and fees.
















































The county council had an opportunity to cap building height of remodels to 30’ - they chose 35’ allowing an extra floor.

The county council had an opportunity to work with small landlords, many who have rentals without mortgages and could provide
favorable rents if rental payments could be guaranteed. They opted to empower the Montgomery County Renters Alliance and anti-
landlord legislation, such as laborious rent and property recovery procedures.

The county council could have been more proactive in the monitoring of the Housing Opportunity Commission’s performance (HOC). HOC
does indeed keep people off the street but unlike Habitat for Humanity which ensures the occupants of their new homes (albeit buyers)
have the basic tools for success, HOC simply doles out money for partial rent leaving a wake of unpaid rent and damage. With all the
voucher recipients it has to be assumed that some have no financial management skills and they don’t receive any. They don’t receive
guidance for anything and that should be an assumed need as they struggle to make ends meet. The result is higher rents to cover lost rent
and damage. The result is also fewer small landlords willing to enter into a contract with HOC because of administrative missteps.

Florida set aside S$X for nurses, teachers and first responders to buy into designated areas where their services were needed but were
unaffordable for them to live.

West Virginia selected certain areas and offered cash, gym memberships etc to those with certain skills who would relocate to those areas.
It proved successful and new areas have been added.

My point is the County Council has never proactively looked into low income or affordable housing opportunities and has never really
entertained other ideas besides simply pushing it off to large entities such as HOC (which is certainly needed but lacks oversight skills for
voucher recipients). And now we have another push off - the Attainable Housing Strategies (AHS) - which lets developers decide, by right,
what to build (per a Playbook as yet undeveloped). AHS is simply more housing, it has nothing to do with affordable housing, and is simply
a plan to take away single family housing zoning - retroactively - across the board - at great profit to one group. And all the questions and
concerns raised above will remain if this goes thru. (Again, please read the Minneapolis experience report). One size does not fit all.

Is there opportunity for affordable housing within the existing sector plans with perhaps slight modification? Probably so - that’s where the
energy should be focused. | happen to like my single family home with a yard and trees and sunlight and my experience in a single family
neighborhood - that doesn’t mean | don’t recognize that all communities don’t look like Kensington, which without its incorporation and
mayor and town council, wouldn’t look like it does either. Be creative, focus on affordable housing, look at condos that are underwater,
vacant buildings, a true liaison with the small landlord community. As county representatives all should be visiting every bit of the
community they represent for grassroots info on what’s needed and what’s available in that area, not relying on a boiler plate one size fits
all strategy.

| have attended two information sessions, heard good questions which remain unanswered, have read the AHS report, and reports from
communities in other states that have implemented the proposed strategy (with negative effects), find no justification for implementing the



























There is no economic basis to assume that only a handful of multiplexes would be built. Why construct a single-family home, or even a
duplex, when you can put a 4-unit quad on the lot and sell each unit for a million or more? Contrary to the County Planning staff’s entirely
speculative assertion that the impact would be “minimal,” many of our communities could see intense demolition, with denser housing
stacked on block after block. The AHSI is likely to be particularly destructive to the areas that have a sizable population of Black, Latino, and
immigrant families.

Under the proposed plan, the new multiplex units would sell or rent at market rates. None of the new housing would have to be even
remotely affordable.

[ )

The existing requirements for lower-priced affordable units apply only when a residential development site includes 20 housing units or
more. The AHSI allows up to 19 units on a site. That certainly does seem to signal that affordable housing is not the intent of the proposal.
[ ]

Since there is no mandate for affordability, the zoning change is likely to do nothing to produce moderately priced “missing middle” housing
or provide any financially "attainable" low-cost housing options for the thousands of County residents who earn less than $50,000 a year.
Re-zoning would have the opposite effect, making it highly profitable to strip the current affordable housing out of the neighborhoods.

[ )

Each of the new multiplex units might be smaller than a detached single-family home, but multiplex buildings do not cost less to construct.
A quad building requires four of everything: kitchens, bathrooms, HVAC, etc.

Add the profit margins on each unit, and the purchase and rental prices soar. As the new Bethesda triplex on Walsh St. demonstrates, each
of the new units can be twice the selling price of the older home the builder demolished. That is not affordable housing.

The proposal sets no limit on how many neighborhood properties could be torn down for multiplexes.

[ )

The potential profits for private developers are so large that the neighborhood lots could fall like dominos, as developers outbid families to
buy up nearly every older house on the market and replace it with a high-price / high-rent multiplex building. The way the economic
incentives are designed, it’s doubtful that much of the older housing stock would survive in some areas.

Putting quads on just 25% of the lots would double the local population. A full set of triplexes or quads would put 60 to 80 households on
streets that now have 20.

Here’s what that kind of increased density would mean in the existing single-family neighborhoods:

Dangerous traffic overloads on the narrow suburban streets, with hundreds of additional cars, service vans, and delivery trucks.

A significant decrease in pedestrian safety.

[ ]

Massive neighborhood parking problems. The proposed plan would make that even worse by reducing some of the existing requirements
for developers to build off-street parking.

More school overcrowding.



More transportation gridlock on the down-county arteries, and lower air quality as a result of the congestion. That has a public health
impact.

Extensive flooding and storm-water damage in the communities where the old infrastructure is already overwhelmed every time it rains.

[ ]

Widespread environmental damage: significant loss of the tree canopy, permeable surfaces, yards, gardens, and green space. We have
already experienced some of this loss when developers clear-cut the old lots and stretch the existing building code to the limit. The AHSI
includes no environmental impact analysis.

[ )

It takes decades to produce suburbs with mature tree canopies. They are immensely valuable; they reduce air pollution for the region, help
control water run-off, and reduce heat islands. The multiplex buildings in the AHSI plan would leave no room for canopy trees on a typical
lot.

[ )

While the plan envisions retaining the minimum County setbacks, it’s not yet clear whether towns would be able to maintain the setbacks,
height, and other regulations in their local building codes. Zoning changes can override municipal ordinances.

Small towns like Martin’s Additions that are responsible for their own local streets and services could potentially be bankrupted by the
infrastructure costs. Many of the older municipalities were not built with the infrastructure capacity to handle denser housing loads.
Adding a few duplexes or small accessory units may be manageable. Doubling or tripling the current housing density is not.

[ )

The "attainable housing" proposal omits any fiscal impact analysis. Who pays to rebuild the streets for heavier traffic? Who pays to double
the town’s sewer-line capacity?

Who pays to upgrade the old community gas lines, electric grid, and storm drains?

How much would it cost each town just to handle double the volume of trash collection?

[ ]

How many new fire hydrants would it take to meet the fire code? What if the old community water lines don't supply enough pressure to
make the additional hydrants work? Is the town liable? Would it have to install new water mains?

To put 50 quads in a new housing development, the builders would have to provide the infrastructure. But if the same 50 quads go on the
small lots in a neighborhood, none of the builders would have to face responsibility for the community capacity. The proposed zoning
change could inflict crushing costs on the local municipalities. Retrofitting the infrastructure in older communities can be far more
expensive and difficult than installing the infrastructure for a new development. There is no data to show that “impact fees” and town tax
revenues could come even close to covering the costs.

Adding density without affordability solves nothing. It merely maximizes private profits. The developers reap the benefits while offloading
the public costs and adverse effects.



Re-zoning is likely to reduce the amount of affordable housing. The small older houses that still remain in many single-family
neighborhoods, homes that sell and rent below market average, are an essential supply of affordable housing —and are the prime target for
tear-downs. The County already loses affordable housing when builders bulldoze an older home for a McMansion. The right to construct a
far more profitable triplex or quad sets up financial incentives to turbocharge the rate of demolition.

[ ]

Re-zoning the neighborhood lots to increase the supply of expensive multiplexes would systematically reallocate land usage away from
affordable housing. The “trickle-down” theory of housing has been debunked. There is no good evidence that adding more supply at the
high end of the housing market magically creates more supply at the lower end, within any reasonable time frame. It just makes affordable
housing scarcer.

Socioeconomic Equity: The Planning Board’s language about “exclusionary” communities is misleading. The AHSI would not remedy the
history of housing discrimination. Many residents who oppose racism oppose this re-zoning proposal because the suburbs that have a
significant share of Black, Latino, and immigrant renters and homeowners, and currently have affordable homes, are likely to be among the
areas hit hardest by the proposed zoning change. The last thing most local communities need is housing demolition for million-dollar
multiplexes.

[ )

What creates “exclusionary” communities is the fact that private for-profit developers and corporate investors skew the housing supply to
the upper end of the market. The AHSI does not correct that market imbalance.

[ )

Re-zoning can fuel rapid price inflation, driven by large developers and investment firms. That only makes it harder for historically excluded
groups to purchase homes.

Replacing affordable rental homes with market-rate multiplexes displaces renters.

[ ]

Re-zoning also displaces homeowners. Many historically excluded groups saved for years to own homes in the communities that the AHSI
would now target for heavy new density. Re-zoning can first disrupt communities with gentrification, then cause the kind of congestion that
reduces the value of the remaining homes, undermining the economic assets of the families who remain.

Property Values: The first round of new multiplex development is likely to inflate property values as developers bid up the price of the lots.
The second stage could see a glut of high-price multiplexes, with depressed property values for the remaining single-family homes that are
surrounded by treeless quads and congestion.

[ ]

The public school system is already struggling under the current density. Any further overcrowding that diminishes educational quality is
likely to diminish property values as well.

Lack of Infrastructure Planning and Funding: Concentrating a surge of new density in the down-County area could push dozens of
communities into a large simultaneous crisis of infrastructure overload.



The AHSI provides no economic data to document how long it would take Pepco, WSSC, and Washington Gas to handle that surge in the
volume of work, how they plan to gear up to do it, or how much of it would have to be funded by steep utility rate increases and/or taxes.

[ ]

What is the projected impact of the AHSI on the County residents’ utility bills and tax rates?

Unequal Application: The AHSI would impose a sweeping zoning change with damaging economic effects in many areas of the County.
However, it notably omits Potomac and several other mid-County areas that have land available for multi-family housing. Why shield
Potomac from the congestion and environmental costs that developers could inflict “by right” in other neighborhoods? Lack of mass transit
is not an explanation; many other communities have no nearby access to rapid bus transit or Metro, yet are included in the AHSI re-zoning
plan. The unequal application of the proposed zoning change raises serious questions about the plan’s equity and legitimacy.

Employment and Construction-Sector Effects: Any major housing production initiative will create jobs. The economic difference depends on
the social utility of what is being built. The AHSI re-zoning plan would divert construction resources away from the affordable housing
projects the County needs. A multiplex building boom, producing market-rate units to maximize private profits, has a negative social utility
in this context: It would not only decrease the current stock of affordable housing by demolition, but drive up the cost of construction labor
and materials, making new affordable housing more expensive to build and even less “attainable.”

Inadequate Justification: There is no data to show that the County needs a major zoning change to meet the need for affordable housing. As
County Executive Marc Elrich correctly points out, the AHSI is unnecessary: There is more than enough housing already planned to handle
the County’s projected population growth through 2050. Some projects are now in progress; more are waiting in the pipeline with permits
already approved.

[ )

Elrich notes that the AHSI re-zoning proposal has no sound factual basis — the premise is not based on accurate current data or a realistic
economic analysis — and the proposed plan offers no solution to the need for affordability.

[ ]

The County has no lack of expensive upscale housing, no crisis or shortage in that portion of the market, and no need to adopt a re-zoning
plan to produce more of the same. Any pretense that the AHSI would generate affordable housing quickly falls apart under scrutiny. Elrich
has publicly called the AHSI a fraud.

There is no reasonable public basis to approve a zoning plan that would add to the surplus of high-cost housing, and make the actual
housing crisis — the shortage of affordable housing — worse.

Who would benefit from this zoning change? Real estate developers, investors, and the large private capital firms that are buying up
available housing in neighborhoods all over the country.

Who would be harmed? The people of Montgomery County. In addition to the economic impact, the AHSI would have a profound societal
cost. We and our neighbors are part of a warm, complex, inclusive multicultural community that provides the essential support network for
young families and elders and has been life-saving at times. When neighborhoods are re-zoned, it’s not just the trees and houses that are
lost.



Re-zoning and congestion adversely affect many quality-of-life factors, including fire and rescue access, school capacity, green space, care-
giving for people with disabilities, aging-in-place programs, walkability, historic preservation, County environmental goals, and many other
issues. The decrease in affordable housing under the AHSI undercuts any rationale for such harm and only makes it more egregious.

[ ]

The AHSI prioritizes real estate industry profits over any other consideration. Governments have a responsibility to operate in the public
interest, not to maximize private industry profits at public expense.

Productive Alternatives: It makes economic sense to add housing in and near the County job centers, where the future job growth will
occur and sufficient infrastructure capacity is already in place. Generic statements about the housing crisis are no substitute for operational
data on how and where to construct affordable housing. Elrich is right to take a practical approach: Develop accurate housing data, identify
the priority projects, and then work on getting that affordable housing built.

.

Instead of tearing down the neighborhoods, give developers incentives to convert the 20% vacant office space in downtown Silver Spring,
Bethesda, etc., into residential housing. Put housing near jobs, to lower transportation costs. Require at least 30% of the new units to
actually be affordable.

Make good use of the White Flint, Geico, Lakeforest, and White Oak sites for affordable housing.

Provide more housing vouchers for public employees.

[ ]

Expand the affordable housing supply with more public financing (federal, state, and county); partner with municipal governments,
community groups, and religious organizations for planned low-cost housing, not market-rate development.

[ ]

Focus on affordable development within a half-mile of rapid transit centers. The new luxury housing at Chevy Chase Lake looks like a
significant missed opportunity for affordability. (The normal half-mile walkshed should apply. The AHSI’s proposed one-mile perimeter
appears to be unwarranted — unsupported by walkability data and serving only to permit a much larger number of high-profit quads as a
financial favor to developers.)

[ ]

Consult local communities about possible sites, feasibility, planning, and potential impact. Many County residents support affordable
housing. Wholesale re-zoning is destructive, but local initiatives can be remarkably effective (e.g., Takoma Park).

There are many useful ways to proceed. Not one of them requires the abolition of single-family zoning. There is no economic justification to
subject communities to a wide-open free-for-all of demolition, density, and congestion.

Proposed Planning Review: In response to the public objections to the “attainable housing” strategy, the County Planning officials have now
proposed to review the impact 2-4 years after the plan is adopted. That is not an acceptable response.



In 2-4 years, much of the damage would already be done. Zoning changes like this one create a profit premium for fast action (the first
developers to construct the new multiplexes are likely to reap the highest profits). Hundreds of existing homes could be demolished in 2-4
years.

[ ]

The pledge to review the impact is so vague that it is meaningless. There is no available documentation that identifies the review’s
proposed methodology, the criteria, or the factors that would be assessed.

[ )

And there is certainly no need to “wait to see how this plays out,” as one County Planning staff member recently suggested. The economics
are basic. The outcome of re-zoning is well known. That outcome is readily visible in countless examples of neighborhoods that now have a
few surviving single-family homes in a sea of condos and townhouses.

Questionable Government Procedure: Ending single-family zoning is such an enormous change that it should be evaluated within the
County Master Plan process, with full public analysis, notice, and hearings, not treated as just a zoning text amendment (ZTA). The
Montgomery County Council normally takes some pride in good government process. Citizens, local municipalities, County and state
government officials, and community organizations should insist on a Master Plan review process here.

[ )

A number of residents have also publicly requested that any such large-scale zoning change be put to a County-wide election referendum
before adoption. In light of the serious long-term effects that re-zoning would have on County residents’ lives, communities, and financial
assets, | concur with that recommendation.

[ )

There is also one additional cost factor for the County Council to consider: Zoning changes of this magnitude can trigger expensive,
protracted lawsuits. Several jurisdictions in Virginia are now being sued for canceling single-family zoning; Arlington County just lost in
court. The legal costs of proceeding with the “attainable housing” plan could be significant; the re-zoning proposal is so problematic that it
would be difficult to defend. Use our tax dollars for housing, not for zoning litigation.

Summary: The mis-named “attainable housing” plan will not produce affordable housing or address equity concerns. Zoning changes like
this one create adverse financial incentives that promote neighborhood demolition, maximizing the financial benefits to private investors
while imposing severe long-term congestion costs, environmental damage, and infrastructure burdens on local communities. The proposal
is not supported by current housing data, by a credible economic analysis, by an infrastructure assessment or fiscal impact review, or by an
environmental impact analysis. Instead of improving economic equity, it is likely to decimate the communities that are home to a
substantial number of Black, Latino, and immigrant families.

The AHSI has no valid economic basis. If adopted, it would be counterproductive, reducing the supply of moderate and lower-cost housing
and diverting needed resources, as builders tear down affordable neighborhood housing to construct high-price multiplexes.

An objective observer might reasonably conclude that the AHSI uses the language about the housing crisis merely as a smokescreen, as a
pretext to maximize corporate profit-taking. This is not a progressive housing policy. This is a corporate zoning maneuver that would harm
County residents, solely to benefit the financial self-interest of real estate developers and investors.

Re-zoning without accounting for affordability, congestion, and environmental impact causes substantial community harm. The AHSI is
contrary to the public interest.














