
































Sector Planning Process, where significant upzoning is already happening, as recommended by the Planning Board. Before making sweeping 
additional zoning changes, the County Council should pause to holistically assess the Master and Sector Planning Process and their impacts 
on our housing supply.  
 
Additionally, in their explanations regarding their AHSI proposal, the Planning Board has acknowledged they did not consider issues outside 
of their purview that may be exacerbated by their AHSI plan. We understand that these issues are not their responsibility, but we hope the 
Council will take a comprehensive look at the significant public health, environmental, and safety issues for all county residents raised by 
such a massive change. The issues include: 
 
-- Ensuring hospitals, EMS, police, and fire have the capacity to care for residents. Right now, Suburban hospital, despite doubling its ED 
capacity, is routinely closed to ambulances and forced to board patients in the ED, even on stretchers in the hallways because no rooms are 
available.  
 
-- School capacity estimates are often unreliable. B-CC high school classrooms lack desks for all the students in a class; overcrowded bus 
routes mean students are sometimes sitting on the floor of buses. New and rezoned schools like Silver Creek Middle and Bethesda 
Elementary are already above capacity.  
 
-- Existing county stormwater drains that are already overwhelmed and cause home flooding, leading to a host of serious problems 
including mold, structural issues, erosion, and unsafe pedestrian sidewalk conditions.  
 
-- Traffic congestion and declining pedestrian safety, particularly in growth corridors that also funnel heavy Beltway and other commuter 
traffic into DC. 
 
-- Amending the tree canopy law so existing trees are maintained to prevent neighborhood heat islands and absorb emissions.  
 
-- Conduct a full fiscal impact study to understand what unexpected costs, including infrastructure modification costs, the County may face 
from this proposal. Also consider concerns specific to prioritizing condo development, where there are significant issues county and state-
wide with condo fees, adequate maintenance, and governance.  
 
The Planning Board suggests these issues can be dealt with permit-by-permit, after the AHSI Plan is adopted because the building rate will 
be “low.” We believe the Planning Board has fundamentally underestimated the interest homebuilders and developers have in building new 
market-rate units. Residents in our area have already received scores of targeted emails, texts, and flyers asking whether they would sell 
their houses to developers and home builders. And, at least one of these developers (whose projects include the $3 million plus 
townhomes on West Avenue) states on its website that its primary goal is: to identify and extract maximum value from properties that were 
underutilized, overlooked, and ripe for redevelopment. In other words, they saw valuable development potential where others were unable 
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Taylor Keith - Kensington, 20895 

 

The purpose of this note is urge a NO vote on the Montgomery Housing Planning Board's "Attainable Housing" concept which proposes to 
do away with single family housing zoning and replace it with multi-family housing. The alleged purpose is to provide Attainable Housing for 
the "missing Middle" i.e. "Provide housing options affordable to a range of incomes for an increasingly diverse population of downsizing 
seniors, professionals without children, young families, and new comers to the region". 
 
During the Bethesda Chevy Chase Community Engagement on September 25th, Mr. Jason Sartori, Montgomery County Planning Director, 
presented a slide show that categorized the Attainable Housing Strategy range of types and scales as Small, Medium, and Large. He stated 
Small Scale developments i.e. duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes could be constructed By Right. By Right enables a property owner to go 
directly to the Department of Permitting Services to obtain a permit to demolish the owners existing home and get a permit to build a 
duplex, triplex, or quadplex there by completely bypassing the communities’ building requirements. Note than an “owner” could be an 
individual or a developer. 
 
The Attainable Housing concept has a number of shortcomings that appear not to have been thought completely through. Some examples: 
What is the impact on infrastructure such as roads, sewage, electricity and gas of increasing the occupancy of a formerly single building site 
by a factor of 2, 3, or 4?  What if such a “build-out” occurs multiple times in a neighborhood? What is the impact on the local schools of 
such an increase? What will the costs be of those new units? Will they really help fill the so called “Missing Middle”?  Will there be a limit 
to the number of Attainable Housing build-outs in a particular neighborhood so that the “character” of the neighborhood is not destroyed?  
 
Should owners/developers be allowed to build-out with no limits whatsoever? I invite your attention to Kaiser Place here in Kensington 
where last year a run-down single-family home was torn down and replaced with six four story units that sold for over $900,000 each. 
Clearly this example does not” solve” the missing middle goal of building a wider variety of housing types that meet the needs of people of 
diverse ages, incomes, and household sizes. It does, however, clearly and unmistakably illustrate the motive/business objectives of 
developers -- MAKE MONEY. 
 
Prior to going forward there needs to be more research on Attainable Housing’s impact on support systems such as sewage, electricity, and 
water as well as schools, on street parking, roadways, and the character of the neighborhood.  Outside studies should be conducted to 
determine hidden costs and unintended consequences. 
 
Rather than “BY Right” there certainly needs to be a control “mechanism” established. One such control could be that prior to approving a 
homeowner’s or developer’s plan to build a multi-unit structure there should be a statement from them guaranteeing the projected sales 
price of each new unit of the replaced structure and a penalty imposed on the builder if the sales price exceeds the projected sales price. 
For after all, the objective is not to prioritize density but to meet the needs of people of “diverse ages, incomes, and household sizes.” 
Otherwise remember Kaiser Place. 
 































































































classrooms, improve safe pedestrian travel - particularly in neighborhoods with no sidewalks such as Rollingwood. The concept of letting 
developers and wealthy individuals simply build - and then we later figure out what to do is not planning at all. It is a greedy and cynical 
view of the current residents who make this area their home and community. In point of fact, there is no consideration of community in the 
planning or zoning appraisal of "crisis" or burning platforms for this significant and immediate sweeping change. There are many other 
options for how to build more housing that is affordable - which seems to be the preamble intent of this AHSI proposal - but has no clear 
path to getting there by way of regulations or requirements for affordability. A teacher or firefighter family could not afford to buy the 
expensive townshouses that are being approved near the Purple Line. Ironically, Rollingwood was the area that people who sought housing 
in the middle moved to 20-40 years ago. And now those same people stood up at the BCC meeting to ask why their leafy, quiet 
neighborhoods were being targeted to be up to 19 units. I do not think either the Planning Commission or the County Council have 
adequately laid out how they are going to take care of the current residents with support for the aging infrastructure in those communities.  
 
Rollingwood, at one point, petitioned to become incorporated but was denied because we were told our tax revenues were needed to 
support services in other parts of the county. Now, it appears, our homes are similarly being subjected to "ideas about the greater good" - 
ignoring the work the county should be doing for us.  
 
When the public good is involved, there is every reason to expect the Planning Commission to be engaging often and transparently with the 
communities and neighborhoods to understand their priorities. It is clear that this Commission is not engaging in communications with us - 
to plan for our communities. Instead, it appears to be an opportunistic reach to override existing neighborhood communities in the name 
of the greater good. It has also been made clear by Marc Elrich though left unmentioned in the proposal - that there have been significant 
moves to increase the supply of housing. Where is the transparency in data reflecting not only the permits but also the results of the more 
organic approach of approving ADUs. While other communities, like Berkeley, Calif have a major university with 30,000 people needing 
housing, it is clear we are not in that position. We can take a more informed and varied approach to truly planning for growth, not just 
offering a free for all developers to build beyond what our communities can sustain with transportation, education, electricity, clean water, 
gas, green spaces. In short, the things that entice people to move here should be valued by our elected leaders and especially our Planning 
Commission as we look ahead to make these places communities will continue to thrive.  
 
In summary, I am wholly opposed to the proposed removal of most single family housing in Mongtomery County with this one fell swoop, 
the poorly thought-out plan document as well as the deficient process in getting there. As this proposal indeed, changes everything, it 
should be on the ballot for a referendum. Further, I am disappointed, as I expected more respect and transparency from our County 
leadership, given its budget of $6 B - like Paraguay and Ecuador.  
 
Pamela Edison 

 
Chevy Chase, MD 20815 
 



































- The Residential Capacity Analysis in 2020 (https://montgomeryplanning.org/planning/housing/residential-development-capacity-
analysis/) found that the county had zoned capacity for 65,000 units.  
 
- 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/OLO-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 Council must look at related planning efforts. For example: 
 
- Planning is proposing to remove the density cap on development in Bethesda via a minor master plan amendment - despite the fact that, 
as noted above, none of the parks or amenities (for example, a recreation center) the plan calls for have been delivered. (Planning’s 
recommendation to remove the cap will be published on Thursday, October 17, 2024.) 
 
- A new master plan is in the works for Friendship Heights. 
 
- The cumulative effect of AHSI, removal of the density cap in the Bethesda Downtown Plan, and adding density to Friendship Heights will 
make Wisconsin Avenue/355 unnavigable and living conditions around it difficult for every resident, visitor, and employee in the area. 
 
  
 
AHSI would continue Planning's effort to reduce public input. 
 
- The first draft of Thrive included specific language to drastically reduce public input, the first clear effort to do so. AHSI’s proposal to allow 
more by-right development and administrative approvals as Thrive is implemented reduces public input. 
 
- AHSI does not adequately address when, where, or how neighbors can raise concerns about development that is problematic. For 
example: drainage issues that affect neighboring properties, onsite parking for multiple cars within side and rear setbacks that reduce tree 
canopy and create air and noise pollution for neighbors. 
 
  
 
There is a lack of clarity about the process going forward.  
 
- The Planning, Housing, and Parks Committee has not made public its schedule or process for moving forward with AHSI. 
 
- The Council needs to consider the accuracy of the underlying data and projections made by Planning, and determine what additional 
studies Council staff  or Planning or outside experts must do. Reassurances from Planning without data are meaningless 
(https://montgomeryplanning.org/planning/housing/attainable-housing-strategies-initiative/attainable-housing-strategies-what-were-
hearing/). 
 
- The necessary studies must be integrated into any housing proposal. 























They do not currently have school age children because the planning board didn't seem to have a solid answer on how an influx of kids will 
be managed by down county schools. 
They do not seem to need an increased sewage capacity - since the planning board person seemed unaware that older suburbs may have 
older sewage systems.  
They will not be using public transportation to go downtown in the evening since there didn't seem to be any plan to increase buses. I guess 
Uber is going to make out like a bandit. 
They will not need a yard since it sounded like the small buildings will be taking up most of the property. So I'm guessing no gardeners. 
And since they won't have cars, I guess that's why there was no thought about adding electric charging stations, increasing MARC parking 
or the fact that some streets will not be wide enough with on street parking to accommodate emergency vehicles. 
These new neighbors have to make enough income to afford a $600k house  or condo, and at the same time, they have to want to live in 
Kensington without a yard or possibly sidewalks. (If we have to widen the streets, something will have to go.) And their job is something 
where they need to commute to an office instead of working remotely. 
2. I noticed a very odd split between two takes on the speed of this change. Lisa from planning said in answer to several questions that this 
was going to be a county wide initiative and Planning did not have the time to look at the multiple Master Plans already passed by different 
areas.  We needed to get working on "attainable housing" now.  Right now. 
 
In response to a question about down county schools being overcrowded, she responded that they would think of something (I am 
paraphrasing from rough notes) but the problem would be dealt with. Pretty much "Trust us." 
 
In response to the question about sewage capacity, planning didn't have time to look at all the various sewage systems. Or street widths. 
 
We needed to get housing for the missing middle right now.  
 
At the same time, Lisa and Jason made it sound as if the actual building would be more gradual. That this wouldn't be an immediate change 
but as teardowns happened they would just be filled in with something more "attainable." 
 
Well, if we're only doing a couple dozen tear downs a year, why isn't there time to look at the Master Plans? Why isn't there time to figure 
out the schools BEFORE this kicks in. How is this gradual change going to help this crisis? 
 
Jason assured me that the people moving out of the country were younger, more diverse and we needed to keep them but I am curious 
how much of that is natural turnover since younger, well educated folks move more for jobs in their 20s and other younger well-educated 
folks move in to replace them. I'm also curious why there was no mention of commercial space being rezoned to condos & coops. 
 
But either this is an immediate crisis, in which case 20 houses a year down county being converted to small apartment buildings isn't going 
to fix it. Or it's a long term problem, in which case why can't the Master Plans be coordinated to deal with this? 
 











 
      1. The housing crisis is real, but it will not be resolved by a slavish devotion to density.  Over the past 5 -7 years, scores of high-rise 
apartment buildings have been built in downtown Bethesda, downtown Silver Spring and DC without moving the needle on "affordable," 
"accessible," "attainable" (or whatever adjective you use to doctor up this plan) housing.  (Ironically, the sprawling complex that sits on the 
old County Planning Board site on Ga. Ave. offers a very small number of "affordable" units.) 
 
         2.  The Initiative ignores the societal benefits of land-use and architectural diversity.  Communities with a variety of landscapes -- 
densely built urban areas, neighborhoods of single-family homes on small lots, and areas with homes on larger lots and more open space --  
are more vibrant than communities whose only design imperative is to maximize the number of dwelling units.   
 
         3.  The Initiative also ignores the societal benefits of historic preservation.  My 350-home neighborhood of North Woodside is more 
than 100 years old.  A newspaper ad from the 1920s touts the "Homes of diversified types--relieving from all chance of monotony," 
including "Bungalows of original designs and Cottages of Colonial character."  Over the years, new homes have been added, of course, and 
thoughtful expansions of the original structures have taken place as well.  We have miraculously been spared the tear-down and 
mansionization that has plagued other parts of the County.  The original homes, like mine, were built with first-growth pine and other 
materials that cannot be replicated today.   
 
        Erasing these historic, and often quirky, single-family homes to make way for glue-board- and-siding multi-unit structures will result 
neighborhoods of uniform character, or more accurately, characterless uniformity. 
 
         4. The Initiative is environmentally disastrous.  The proposed replacement of historic SFH neighborhoods with high-density residential 
tracts cannot occur without significant destruction of the tree canopy and hardscaping everything in sight. Older green neighborhoods that 
surround tree deserts like downtown Silver Spring provide essential air-cleansing and cooling.  The local government should encourage the 
preservation of these neighborhoods instead of incentivizing their destruction in the name of expansive development. 
 
        5.  The Initiative ignores collateral consequences to the existing infrastructure.   As a result of uncontrolled cut-through traffic, the two-
lane secondary residential streets in North Woodside are already beyond capacity at certain times of the day.  Any meaningful increase in 
the density of this 350-home neighborhood will require widening the streets, thereby destroying even more trees.  This would be a 
particularly cruel outcome, given the tireless efforts of some North Woodside neighbors to replace street trees that were lost to age and 
disease. 
 
         I appreciate the good intentions that motivated the development of the Initiative.  However, good intentions cannot redeem this very, 
very bad idea.   
 
 
 






























