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I. OVERVIEW  

Glenmont Forest Investors, LP c/o Grady Management, Inc., (the "Applicant") submitted a 
Local Map Amendment (Floating Zone) (” LMA”) application to rezone the property located at 
2300 Glenmont Circle in Silver Spring, Maryland (the "Property") on January 23, 2024. 
Specifically, the Applicant requested approval of an LMA to rezone the Property from the R-30 
multi-family, low-density residential zone to the Commercial Residential Floating Zone ("CRF") 
– more specifically, the CRF-1.75, C-0.25, R-1.5, H-75’ zone. 

The Applicant plans to redevelop the Property with a mixed-use, primarily residential 
development containing up to 2,275 residential units and up to 5,000 square feet of neighborhood-
serving retail space (the “Project”) (See Certified Floating Zone Plan, submitted concurrently with 
this Report).  The residential component of the Project is envisioned to be a predominately multi-
family residential but as part of the LMA, the Applicant sought flexibility to develop up to 250 
townhouse units.  Under any scenario, the residential development would not exceed 2,275 
dwelling units (i.e. the total number of multifamily units proposed for development in the 
subsequent land use approvals will be reduced by the number of townhouses proposed).  As part 
of the LMA, the Applicant agreed to provide 15% moderately priced dwelling units, which is 2.5% 
more than what the Montgomery County Code requires for development in this area of the County.   

The Montgomery County Planning Board reviewed the LMA application on May 30, 2024, 
and voted to unanimously approve it. After a public hearing before the Zoning Hearing Examiner 
(“ZHE”) on June 14, 2024, the ZHE recommended approval to the Montgomery County Council, 
sitting as the District Council (Report and Recommendation dated August 19, 2024). Oral 
argument was requested before the District Council, and that hearing was held on September 24, 
2024. The LMA was approved by the District Council through Resolution No. 20-616 (Map 
Amendment H-149) on September 24, 2024. Some, but not all, of the opposition appealed the 
District Council’s approval of the LMA to the Montgomery County Circuit Court (the “Court”). 
Subsequently, on May 30, 2025, the Court vacated the District Council’s Resolution and remanded 
the case to the Hearing Examiner for further proceedings to address only two narrow issues: (1) 
school adequacy and (2) the LMA’s compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood, specifically 
the community located north of the proposed development.  Pursuant to the Court remand, this 
Report addresses these two specific issues noted for further consideration. 

II. SCHOOL ADEQUACY 

The adequacy of public facilities, including a determination of adequate school facilities, is 
required to be reviewed and approved as part of the subsequent Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 
application.  Having said that, the Court instructed the Applicant to provide further evaluation on 
the topic of school capacity in connection with the LMA.  Although school capacity is not finalized 
at the time of LMA, the adequacy of all public facilities (aside from traffic) are broadly evaluated 
under Section 7.2.1.E.2.b, which requires the District Council to find that the Floating Zone Plan 
will “further the public interest.”  This Report comprehensively addresses school adequacy for the 
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LMA and demonstrates that school capacity is adequate at all three levels – elementary, middle 
and high school – to accommodate the proposed Project now, and in the foreseeable future. As 
such, the LMA will further the public interest.   

Under the 2024-2028 Growth and Infrastructure Policy (“GIP”), the Planning Board 
reviews and certifies the results of the Annual Schools Test (no later than July 1 of each year).  
The results of this test are used to determine the projected school capacity and whether any 
Utilization Premium Payment(s) (“UPP”) must be paid to address any school capacity issues. As 
discussed below, there is no school moratoria in the County; instead, the County Council has 
determined that any inadequacies are more appropriately addressed/mitigated via the UPP system. 

A. Discussion of School Adequacy Methodology 

Adequate public school facilities are available to serve the proposed development. The 
Property is served by John F. Kennedy High School, Odessa Shannon Middle School, and 
Glenallan Elementary School – all of which have the capacity to accommodate the new residential 
development proposed by the Project. In accordance with Chapter 50 of the County Code and the 
GIP, the Planning Board adopted the FY2026 Annual School Test on June 26, 2025, effective July 
1, 2025, which determines the adequacy of all Montgomery County public schools based on 
enrollment projections for the 2029–2030 school year.  

As mentioned above, several years ago, in connection with the approval of the 2020-2024 
Growth and Infrastructure Policy, the Montgomery County Council eliminated school 
moratoriums because it was recognized that most of the student generation originates from 
residential turnover in existing single-family homes, not new development.  And it was recognized 
that new development contributes the necessary funding toward school capacity projects.  Based 
on this, through the 2020-2024 GIP, the Council instead implemented a requirement for 
development applications in areas served by overutilized schools (i.e. schools identified by the 
Annual Schools Test as exceeding certain utilization thresholds and seat deficits) to pay a UPP 
(which is in addition to any development impact taxes that would otherwise be required), to 
provide additional funding for school capacity projects.  This approach was reconfirmed by the 
County Council with the adoption of the 2024-2028 GIP.  In addition to this analysis, school 
adequacy will be re-reviewed and finalized at the time of Preliminary Plan approval.  Under the 
GIP, the school test results at that time will control whether schools are adequate or whether the 
Applicant must pay the UPP.  There is no longer a mechanism to deny an application for residential 
development based on school capacity. 

The findings the District Council must make to approve an LMA are extensive. However, 
unlike transportation adequacy, where the Zoning Ordinance specifies a particular finding, there 
is no specific requirement for the District Council to determine the adequacy of schools. 
Nonetheless, this report confirms that, at the LMA stage, there is sufficient school capacity and 
that no UPP’s are currently triggered by the proposed Project.  For this, and the reasons previously 
determined by the District Council, the LMA will be in the public interest.  
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B. Calculation of School Adequacy for Glenmont Forest  

The Property is situated within the Glenmont Policy Area (see Attachment A), which is 
designated as an Infill Impact Area under the 2024-2028 Growth and Infrastructure Policy (see 
page 4, Resolution No. 20-651). Based on the Planning Board’s recently adopted Annual Schools 
Test (see Attachment B) and the FY2026–2027 Student Generation Rates for Infill Impact Areas 
(see Attachment C), the Project is projected to generate up to an additional 102 elementary school 
students, 53 middle school students and 76 high school students, when conservatively calculating 
student generation and accounting for the students already generated by the existing apartment 
community on the Property.  Based on the FY2026-2027 Annual Schools Test, there is adequate 
seat capacity at each school level without triggering the need for a UPP.  These calculations are 
discussed in detail below.  

C. Glenmont Forest Existing Units 

The existing Glenmont Forest apartment development has 482 existing multi-family 
dwelling units in 19 two-to-three story buildings (classified as low-rise multi-family). These 
existing units have families with children that are currently attending John F. Kennedy High 
School, Odessa Shannon Middle School, and Glenallan Elementary School.  The FY 2026-2027 
Annual Schools Test includes these existing enrollment numbers in the capacity projections.  
Specifically, the existing development is estimated to generate a total of 31.812 Elementary School 
students, 16.388 Middle School students and 23.618 High School students, today.  The students 
generated by the existing project must be deducted in order to calculate the net new impacts of the 
Project on the school facilities. 

D. School Capacity Projections 2029-2030 

Per the FY2026-2027 Annual School Test (effective July 1, 2025) the projected school 
capacity (including existing and planned developments) is as follows: 

John F. Kenedy High School (surplus projected)   
2029 - 2030 Capacity Projection 2,173 
2029 – 2030 Enrollment Projection 2,059 
2029 – 2030 Utilization Rate  94.8% 
2029 – 2030 Surplus Projection 114 students 
Tier 1 Adequacy Ceiling1  274 students 
 

Odessa Shannon Middle School (surplus projected) 
 2029 - 2030 Capacity Projection 881 
2029 – 2030 Enrollment Projection 796 
2029 – 2030 Utilization Rate  90.4% 
2029 – 2030 Surplus Projection 85 students 
Tier 1 Adequacy Ceiling  205 students 

 
1 Tier 1 Adequacy Ceiling refers to the threshold before a “Tier 1 UPP” (i.e. the first level of a UPP) is required.  
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Glenallan Elementary School (surplus projected) 

2029 - 2030 Capacity Projection 772 
2029 – 2030 Enrollment Projection 692 
2029 – 2030 Utilization Rate  89.6% 
2029 – 2030 Surplus Projection 80 students 
Tier 1 Adequacy Ceiling  154 students 
 

As demonstrated, all existing schools serving the Property have a surplus of capacity. 

E. LMA Proposed Development 

As previously mentioned, there are at least two different development scenarios regarding 
school capacity for the Project. Both scenarios respect the 2,275-unit total development cap 
approved with the LMA.  As the Project advances through entitlement approvals, a more detailed 
scenario and phasing plan will be developed with the approval of a Preliminary Plan of 
Subdivision. The two scenarios are as follows: 

i. Scenario One – All Multi-Family Residential 

Scenario One includes the construction of 2,275 multifamily units, which are proposed to 
be located in four- to six-story buildings.  Any buildings that are taller than four-stories are 
classified as multi-family high-rise. (See Section 52-52 of Montgomery County – County Code).  
However, because a portion of the multi-family buildings could be four-stories tall, this Report 
conservatively calculates them all as multi-family low-rise, which has a higher student generation 
rate.   

The Project will result in a net increase of 1,793 multi-family units, excluding the 482 
existing low-rise multi-family units existing today. As such, the following demonstrates the net 
new students anticipated to be generated by the Project, based on the FY 2026-2027 student 
generation rates.2  
 

High school: 1,793 x 0.049 =  87.857 seats < 114 capacity surplus and 274 seats  
 before triggering Tier 1 UPP 
 

Middle school: 1,793 x 0.034 =  60.962 < 85 capacity surplus and 205 seats before  
    triggering Tier 1 UPP 
 

Elementary school: 1,793 x 0.066 =  118.338 > 80 capacity surplus but < 154 seats 
     before triggering Tier 1 UPP 

 
 

2 It is important to note that the student generation rates and Annual Schools Test are updated each year.  As such, 
these numbers will be recalculated at the time of Preliminary Plan, based on the then approved Annual Schools Test 
and approved student generation rates. 
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As demonstrated above, all three school levels can accommodate the proposed Project, 
without triggering a Utilization Premium Payment.  

 
ii. Scenario Two – Up to 250 Townhomes 

Scenario Two conservatively assumes that the maximum number of townhouse units are 
constructed, as townhouse units generate more students than multi-family units. Specifically, this 
assumes that 250 single family attached units (townhouses) and up to 2,025 multi-family low-rise 
units are constructed, for a total of 2,275 units. This is a net increase of 1,543 multi-family units 
(excluding the 482 existing units) plus 250 single family attached units (townhouses).  As such, 
the following demonstrates the students anticipated to be generated by the Project, based on the 
FY 2026-2027 student generation rates.3   

High school: 1,543 x 0.049 (MFL) + 250 x 0.137(SFA)  = 75.607 + 34.25 = 109.857  
109.857 students < 114 capacity surplus and 274 seats before triggering Tier 1 UPP 

 
Middle school: 1,543 x 0.034 (MFL) + 250 x 0.088(SFA)  = 52.462 + 22 = 74.462  
74.462 students < 85 capacity surplus and 205 seats before triggering Tier 1 UPP 

 
Elementary school: 1,543 x 0.066 (MFL) + 250 x 0.165(SFA) = 101.838 + 41.25 = 143.088  
143.088 students > 80 capacity surplus but < 154 seats before triggering Tier 1 UPP   
 
As such, all three school levels, even under the most conservative calculation, can 

accommodate the proposed Project without triggering a Utilization Premium Payment.  

F. M-NCPPC Supplemental Report 

The Supplemental Report provided by M-NCPPC Technical Staff (dated August 8, 2025) 
outlines the process and methodology used to determine school capacity. Staff also conclude that 
there is adequate school capacity in the public school system to serve the residential development 
proposed by the LMA. However, Technical Staff approached the school capacity issue by 
analyzing a different and even more conservative development scenario – M-NCPPC Technical 
Staff used 2,275 multi-family units plus 250 townhouses.  The results reflect a possible Tier 1 
premium payment for 5 elementary school seats. Middle and high school levels have more than 
enough capacity, even based on this conservative approach. However, because this project 
proposes a maximum of 2,275 students, this scenario will never be realized.  

G. Conclusion on School Adequacy 

Based on the current Annual Schools Test and 2024-2028 Growth and Infrastructure Policy, 
the Zoning Hearing Examiner and District Council can find that there is adequate school capacity 
at all three school levels to accommodate the proposed development, even under the most 

 
3 As previously noted, these numbers will be recalculated at the time of Preliminary Plan, based on the then 

approved Annual Schools Test and approved student generation rates. 
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conservative scenarios. In addition to the conservative assumptions that the Project will be 
developed with up to 250 townhouses and multi-family low-rise units, we would also note that this 
Project is intended to be phased – as such, all of these students would not be entering the school 
system at the same time, as this Report conservative assumes. Regardless, this Report demonstrates 
that none of the development scenarios will require a UPP, at any school level, and that there is 
ample evidence of record for the District Council to conclude that school capacity is adequate to 
accommodate this LMA. As noted above, an additional safeguard is that the final determination of 
school capacity will be determined by the Planning Board in connection with the subsequent 
Preliminary Plan of Subdivision approval (as part of the adequate public facilities findings), just 
like transportation capacity, which the Court and District Council acknowledged is appropriate.   

 
III. COMPATIBILITY 

The Project directly implements the goals and recommendations of the 2013 Approved and 
Adopted Glenmont Sector Plan (the “Sector Plan”) and associated 2014 Approved Design 
Guidelines. As discussed in detail in the Applicant’s Land Use Report (Exhibit 45 – Application 
Justification), the Sector Plan expressly recognizes that, due to its size and proximity, the Property 
may be suitable for future rezoning to the CR or equivalent zone to encourage redevelopment with 
four- to six-story multi-family buildings.  This is important because, as discussed below, in 
recommending a rezoning for the Property, in order to facilitate the exact type of development that 
is now proposed, the Montgomery County Council sitting as the District Council made a previous 
determination that the LMA and proposed Project would be compatible with all adjacent 
development. Nonetheless, this Report independently analyzes compatibility with the adjacent 
development, particularly the Glen Waye Garden Apartments, located to the north of the Property.  

A. The District Council:  

In approving the Sector Plan, the District Council already determined the proposed rezoning 
to be compatible with adjacent development.   

The Sector Plan was the result of an extensive process, spanning several years with many 
opportunities for public comment and participation.  The Property is included in the “core” area of 
the Sector Plan, “…which comprises Glenmont Shopping Center and properties with the most 
significant redevelopment potential—the Metro Station/Layhill Block, Glenmont Metrocenter, 
Winexburg Manor, Glen Waye Gardens, and Glenmont Forest…” (See Sector Plan, page 17).  The 
Sector Plan evaluates each of the specific areas (neighborhoods) and includes specific 
recommendations for each (e.g. use, height and transitions, as needed etc.).4  

 

 
4 The Property is also located in the Glenmont Metro Red Station Policy Area, as set forth in the GIP.  

Attachment A & Page 9 of 2024-2028 Growth and Infrastructure Policy (Resolution 20-651).  This designation is 
material, as red policy areas include Metro Station Policy Areas and Purple Line station policy areas, which are the 
areas of the County designated the greatest amount of development. Page 9 of the 2024-2028 Growth & Infrastructure 
Policy (Resolution 20-651).  
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Source: Glenmont Sector Plan – Pg. 17 
 
As discussed above, the Sector Plan expressly recommended rezoning of the Property to 

facilitate its redevelopment with four- to six-story multi-family buildings.  Specifically, the Sector 
Plan recommends rezoning the Property to the CR 1.75, C 0.25, R 1.5, H 75, and CRN 1.5, C 0.25, 
R 1.5, H 45, or similar zones.  The LMA and associate binding elements are entirely consistent 
with this recommendation.  The Sector Plan notes that a transition zone of CRN would provide an 
appropriate buffer to the adjacent single-family neighborhood. However, instead of split-zoning 
the Property with two zones that have two separate development processes,5 the LMA 
accomplishes the same compatible transition using binding elements. Specifically, Binding 
Element No. One (1) limits the building heights to 45 feet for a distance of 100 feet from the 
eastern property line.  This zoning strategy is not at issue in the Remand. 

In making this recommendation for the Property, the District Council already found the 
rezoning, and associated redevelopment, to be compatible with the Glen Way Gardens 
Condominium (as discussed herein).  We would note that, in approving a Local Map Amendment 
application, the District Council must find that the floating zone plan will “be compatible with 
existing and approved adjacent development.” (Emphasis added) (See Section 7.2.1.E.2.d).  
Adjacent development is defined under Section 1.4.2 of the Zoning Ordinance as “[b]eing close to 
or nearby without requiring the sharing of a common boundary.”  The court, in remanding the 
Application, found that the Glen Waye Gardens Apartments was “adjacent” and thus, needed to 
be expressly included in the analysis regarding compatibility for the LMA.  But this determination 
of compatibility was already asked and answered by the District Council.  Of note, the Sector Plan 
expressly finds that the “[z]oning recommendations on the adjacent properties are designed to 
assure compatibility with buildings on the [Glen Waye Gardens Condominiums] property.” 
(Emphasis Added) (See Sector Plan, Page 31, as shown below).   

 

 
5 The CRF Zone provides for the Optional Method of Development, whereas the CRNF Zone only allows 

Standard Method of Development.  This is not an issue fore Remand.  
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Source: Glenmont Sector Plan – Pg. 31   
 

It is also worth noting that the Glenmont Shopping Center was rezoned by the Sector Plan 
to the Commercial/Residential, CR-3.0, C-3.5, R-2.5, H-120’ zone.  Unlike the Property, which 
does not abut or confront the Glen Waye Gardens site, the Glenmont Shopping Center does 
immediately abut the Glen Waye Gardens Condominium.  The Glenmont Shopping Center’s zone 
allows for overall building heights up to 120 feet, which is significantly higher than the heights 
proposed for the Property under the LMA.  And while the Design Guidelines recommend a height 
transition for 45’ where the Glenmont Shopping Center abuts the Glen Waye Gardens property, 
there is no specific depth for which the “step-down’ in height must be maintained.  The Design 
Guidelines do not contain any similar requirement for step-downs on the Property as it relates to 
properties to the north, across Randolph Road, thereby implicitly acknowledging that the proposed 
development on the Property will be compatible with the Glen Waye Gardens Condominium. 

  Source: Design Guidelines – Pg. 14 
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B. The LMA and proposed Project is compatible with adjacent development.  

Out of an abundance of caution, irrespective of the fact that the District Council already 
determined the proposed LMA and Project to be compatible with adjacent development, this 
Report seeks to independently analyze compatibility.  Evaluating compatibility with adjacent 
development requires not only an analysis regarding the proposed uses and scale, but also an 
analysis regarding the proximity of the two uses.   

The Project proposes to redevelop the existing two- and three-story multi-family buildings 
on the Property with a mixed-use, predominately residential development containing four- to six-
story multi-family buildings (with the option for townhomes).  As such, the residential use of the 
Property will largely remain unchanged (with any small amount of commercial density being 
devoted to neighborhood serving retail uses) and will continue to be compatible with the residential 
apartment use on the Glen Waye Gardens Condominium site.   

The Property is located to the south of the Glen Way Gardens Condominium, across 
Randolph Road, a six-lane divided highway.  Between the two properties, Randolph Road has a 
width of approximately 140’ feet right-of-way.  And including the existing setbacks, the closest 
building on the Glen Waye Garden Condominium site is located approximately 210 feet from the 
Property.  Randolph Road is not your typical road, as it includes a grade-separated interchange at 
its intersection with Georgia Avenue.  This design detail is important, as it is indicative of the 
volumes seen on this roadway.  To accommodate those volumes, the intersection was designed so 
that east and westbound Randolph Road crosses below the north and southbound lanes of Georgia 
Avenue.  As such, this roadway creates both a significant physical barrier and visual buffer 
between the Project and the Glen Waye Gardens Condominium.   

In addition to this physical separation, we would note that the Glen Waye Gardens 
Condominium property only has a very small view corridor to the Property.  The Glen Waye 
Gardens Condominium is spatially located across from only a relatively small portion of the 
Property – approximately 230 linear feet of the Property’s overall 1,650 linear foot northern 
property boundary. Furthermore, as discussed above, the heights on the eastern portion of the 
Property will step down to 45 feet for a distance of 100 feet from the eastern property boundary. 
As such, of this approximately 260 linear feet of property frontage across from Glen Waye Gardens 
Condominium, only 160 feet could increase up to 75 feet in height.  This limited spatial 
relationship, in addition to the lower heights on this eastern portion of the Property, results in a 
very limited view corridor of the Property from the Glen Waye Gardens Condominium site.  The 
conceptual rendering on Sheet 01.2, submitted concurrently with this Report, depicts this limited 
view corridor – this illustration shows a view from the Glen Waye Gardens Condominium across 
Randolph Road, and conceptually depicts the Project’s allowable heights (with the limited height 
of 45’ on the eastern boundary, stepping up to a height of 75 feet (or 7 stories) to the west).  

Furthermore, the abutting Glenmont Shopping Center site is located between the majority 
of the Glen Way Gardens Condominium site and the Property and clearly provides a substantial 
buffer between the two properties.  The Glenmont Shopping Center site could be redeveloped with 
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heights up to 120 feet.  As such, when the Glenmont Shopping Center is redeveloped, even 
accounting for a 45 foot height transition area, it will significantly diminish the already constrained 
views of the Property from the Glen Waye Gardens Condominium site. This limited view is 
illustrated on Sheet 01.3, submitted concurrently with this Report – this rendering illustrates the 
views of the proposed Project from the Glen Waye Gardens Condominium site, including existing 
street trees, and the allowable development on the adjacent Glenmont Shopping Center property 
(modeled using a four story transition building, stepping up to a twelve story, or 120’ tall, building 
beyond).  

As discussed herein and demonstrated by the renderings submitted concurrently with this 
Report, the proposed Project will be compatible with the garden apartments located on the Glen 
Waye Gardens Condominium property.6  The Glenmont Shopping Center property is similarly 
located to the north and separated from the Property by Randolph Road. The Glenmont Shopping 
Center site is envisioned for the highest intensity development in the Core.  As such, the proposed 
predominately residential Project, which will have lower heights and density, will not have any 
adverse impacts on the Shopping Center site.  

C. Zoning Code 

Lastly, the objective “compatibility” requirements contained in Section 4.1.8. of the 
Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance do not apply to the Property, as it relates to the Glen Waye 
Gardens Condominium site.  Specifically, the Zoning Ordinance establishes compatibility 
standards regarding setbacks and height. Section 4.1.8 requires height compatibility for certain 
abutting and confronting properties.  Given its significant physical separation, based on the width 
of Randolph Road, Glen Waye Gardens Condominium property is not considered “confronting.”7  
Furthermore, even if the Glen Waye Gardens Condominium were abutting or confronting, it would 
not be afforded any protections under Section 4.1.8, because it is a “Residential Multi-Unit” zone 
and thus, Section 4.1.8.B does not apply.  

 
6 Although the Court Order is clear, and limited to an analysis regarding compatibility with the Glen Waye Gardens 
Condominium site, out of an abundance of caution the Applicant also notes that the proposed Project is compatible 
with other adjacent development.  The same analysis, as contained in this Report, would apply to properties to across 
the approximately +/- 155’ – 123’ foot variable width of Georgia Avenue right-of-way, which are further buffered 
from the proposed development by the Glenmont Fire Station No. 18.  The Project’s compatibility with the adjacent 
single-family homes, to the east, was already discussed in detail in the record. The proposed residential Project will 
continue to be compatible with the adjacent Catholic Charities Center, which is a commercial use.  And lastly, the 
Georgian Woods Apartments are separated from the Property by an intervening parking lot and several mature trees 
(several of which will be retained).  Further, unlike the Glen Waye Gardens Condominium, as discussed below, the 
Georgian Woods apartments will be protected by the height and setback compatibility requirements contain in section 
4.1.8 of the Zoning Ordinance, as demonstrated on Exhibit 39 in the record. The only issue under review regarding 
compatibility is the property to the north.  
7 Section 1.4.2 of the Zoning Ordinance defined confronting as: “[p]roperties that are directly across a right-of-way 
with a master plan width of less than 80 feet from each other based on a line between the 2 properties that is drawn 
perpendicular to the right-of-way. Properties within a 45-degree diagonal across an intersection are also confronting.” 
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Source: Chapter 59 Code – Section 4.1.8 compatibility requirements  
   

 
D. Conclusion on Compatibility 

For all these reasons discussed herein, including both the District Council’s previous and 
very specific determination at the time of the Sector Plan review and approval, and the independent 
evaluation conducted in connection with this Application, the Project is compatible with all 
adjacent development.  Importantly, as noted above, the District Council, in recommending 
rezoning and redevelopment of this Property, explicitly found it to be compatible with Glen Waye 
Gardens Condominium site. Irrespective of this prior determination, given the substantial physical 
buffer created by Randolph Road (a six-lane divided highway with grade separated interchange), 
the limited spatial proximity, the height transitions on the Property, and the intervening Glenmont 
Shopping Center site, the proposed redevelopment of the Property will have minimal impact on 
the Glen Waye Garden Condominium property.  For these reasons, the predominately multi-family 
residential development proposed will continue to be compatible with the garden apartments on 
the Glen Waye Garden Condominium property.  

IV. CONCLUSION 

This Report comprehensively and directly addresses the two very specific issues the Court 
required for approval of the LMA.  The Report shows that, even under the most conservative 
development scenarios, schools will be adequate to accommodate the LMA.  And, like 
transportation capacity, school adequacy will be re-evaluated and approved by the Planning Board 
as part of the Preliminary Plan of Subdivision application.  The ZHE and thereafter, the District 
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Council, can approve the LMA knowing that school adequacy will be finalized at Preliminary 
Plan. 

This Report also comprehensively reviews the LMA’s compatibility with properties to the 
north, more specifically, Glen Waye Gardens Condominium.  The District Council’s intentions 
were crystal clear, and the Sector Plan is directly on-point regarding this matter.  The District 
Council made a finding that all the zoning recommendations for the properties adjacent to Glen 
Waye Gardens, including the Property, were compatible with Glen Waye Gardens.  This LMA 
implements the zoning recommended for the Property contained in the Sector Plan.  As such, the 
question of compatibility for this rezoning was specifically asked and answered by the District 
Council, the body now tasked with making this same finding.  The Report and accompanying 
materials independently analyze compatibility (and school adequacy) and concludes, 
unequivocally, that the proposed LMA is compatible with properties to the north, again particularly 
Glen Waye Gardens which is the focus of this Remand.   

The Applicant has provided the analysis and evidence as required by the Remand for the 
District Council to make affirmative findings for approval on the two issues – adequacy of school 
capacity and compatibility with the property to the north.  The LMA specifically and directly 
responds to and carries forward the recommendations contained in the Sector Plan for the 
Glenmont Forest Property.  The LMA meets all the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and is 
in the public interest, as previously found by the District Council.  The LMA, once implemented, 
will also assist the County in addressing its housing crisis.  The Applicant respectfully requests 
that the ZHE recommend approval of the LMA without any further delay.
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Attachment B 
Excerpts of FY 2026-2027 Annual School Test, 2024 (effective July 1, 2025) (Pages 1, 2, 

3 & 5). Highlighted in green are the three (3) schools that serve the Glenmont Forest Property.  
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Attachment C 
 

Montgomery County FY2026 – 2027 Student Generation Rates 
 

 
Source: https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/SGR_FY26-27_Official_Table.pdf 
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