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MEMORANDUM
DATE: June 8, 2007
TO: Montgomery County Planning Board o
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y;
VIA: Rose Krasnow, Chief ,/’04‘ N
Robert Kronenberg, Acting Superviggr, 4 N
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Development Review Division w "’l\‘. SR )
FROM: Joshua C. Sloan, ASLA % :
Development Review Division
(301) 495-4597
REVIEW TYPE: Preliminary and Site Plan Review
CASE #: 120050060 and 820070100
PROJECT NAME: Ashton Meeting Place
APPLYING FOR: 97,677 square feet of mixed-use development, including 49,707 square
feet of retail, 24,655 square feet of office, 4,274 square feet of restaurant
and 18,941 square feet of residential (thirteen units), on 8.10 gross acres
and a parking waiver of 8% (26/335).
REVIEW BASIS:  Chapter 50 of the Montgomery County Subdivision Regulations
Chapter 59 of the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance
ZONE: C-1, R-60, and the Sandy Spring/Ashton Rural Village Overlay Zone
LOCATION: In the southeastern quadrant of the intersection of Ashton Road (MD 108)
and New Hampshire Avenue (MD 650).
MASTER PLAN:  Sandy Spring/Ashton
APPLICANT: Ashton Meeting, LLC
FILING DATE: November 9, 2005
HEARING DATE: June 28, 2007
RECOMMENDATION: Denial of the Preliminary Plan and the Site Plan.
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Executive Summary

A hearing on a previous version of the subject Preliminary Plan and Site Plan was held on
April 12,2007. At that time the Planning Board took testimony from the Applicant,
Development Review Staff, and numerous concerned citizens.

Original Application

At this hearing, the Applicant provided an overview of the development, including proposed
resolutions to several important issues known to be of concern to Staff and local citizens.
Important aspects of their proposal were:

* Proposed density of 0.49 FAR versus the allowed maximum 0.75 FAR;

» Environmental mitigation proffers for stream-valley and wetland buffer encroachments;

»  Architectural details that would create a sense of identity for the Ashton Village Center,
while providing a connection to existing historic buildings in Sandy Spring;

* Design elements negotiated with local citizens, including a green on the corner and active
storefronts and parallel parking along MD 108; and

= Site details, landscaping, and internal s1dewalks to stlmulate pedestrian traffic within the
site.

Public Testimony

Of the thirty-six local citizens who spoke at the hearing, seven were in support of the project
as presented by the Applicant, one was neither in favor of the project nor against it (but
interested in State Highway Administration (SHA) improvements to adjacent sidewalks), and
twenty-eight were opposed to the project. The most typical reasons for support voiced at the
hearing were that the project would alleviate traffic congestion (through the SHA
improvements), provide necessary community services and employment opportumtles provide a
sense of character for Ashton, and that the proposal was designed according to the vision of the
Master Plan. In contrast, the most typical reasons voiced in opposition to the project were that
the proposed development was too large in scale given the rural context, was environmentally
insensitive, was too conspicuous, would exacerbate traffic congestion, was not in conformance
with the Master Plan, and would generally not create a small-town or rural village experience.

Original Staff Recommendation

In the Memorandum to the Planning Board dated March 30, 2007 (Appendix A), Staff
presented its case for denial based on five issues.

» Non-compliance with Section 59-C-18.18 of the Zoning Ordinance: parking for C-1 uses
in the adjacent residential zones;

* Non-compliance with Section 59-C-4.2: parking garage in the C-1 zone;

* Non-conformance with the design guidelines of the Master Plan and incompatibility with
all of the Master Plan recommendations;
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* Inadequate safety and inefficiency of the locations of buildings, structures, and pedestrian
and vehicular circulation systems; and
» Inadequate protection of environmentally sensitive areas.

Revised Staff Analysis and Recommendations

The current Preliminary Plan and Site Plan submissions fail to adequately address the first
four of these five concerns and compel Staff to maintain the recommendation of Denial. To
further analyze the most important points of this case and address specific questions about the
recommended scale and character of development on the subject site the following staff report is
presented in five sections:

1) Analysis of the Applicant’s proposal.

2) Re-analysis of the parking restrictions on the subject site.

3) Analysis of the Sandy Spring/Ashton Master Plan design guidelines and
recommendations.

4) Analysis of the Sandy Spring/Ashton Rural Village Overlay Zone.

5) Recommendations for the subject property based on staff analysis of the master plan and
overlay zone.

Appendices

A. Original Memorandum, dated March 30, 2007, from Staff to the Planning Board
B. Zoning Ordinance citations

C. Excerpts from the Sandy Spring/Ashton Master Plan

D. Letter from David Brown analyzing the subject site parking restrictions

E. Applicant’s correspondence countersigned by DPS

F. Memorandum from Environmental Planning Staff

Analysis of the Re-Submitted Proposal for Development

The proposed development has been changed from the original submission in three critical
ways. First, there are no more environmental buffer encroachments. Second, the grocery store
and bank building have been reconfigured and attached on the second floor such that there is
much less retail frontage along MD 108 and no “green” on the corner. Third, with respect to
safety, the pedestrian and vehicular circulation is improved in the area of the bank and the
northern end of the retail/residential building.

With respect to the environmentally sensitive areas, all of the stream valley and wetland
buffers have been avoided. Environmental Planning Staff supports this revision — their full
analysis is attached as Appendix F. This change, however, does not solve other environmental
problems such as the overall amount of impervious surface and the lack of area of area suitable
for groundwater infiltration, and perhaps multiple uses. These issues remain important aspects
of our analysis due to the on-site stream headwaters and wetlands in the Patuxent River
Watershed.
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To remove all development from the environmental buffers and still maintain the proposed
density, the Applicant chose to push the grocery and bank into the site and along MD 108. One
result of this reconfiguration is that it further limits available surface parking space on site. The
necessary waiver of parking space requirements is one indication that the planned development
is out of scale given the site restrictions. Of more concern is the reduction of active storefronts
along MD 108. A particular recommendation of the Master Plan and an item negotiated with
local citizens is that active storefronts should be oriented towards streets, thus providing direct
access to shopping (without intervening parking lots) and creating a “main street” character. The
loss of this retail is unfortunate, especially since a large area of parallel parking along MD 108
will now be adjacent to a lifeless rear wall. This reconfiguration has the further deleterious
affect of removing much of the corner green space with adjacent retail and office space as
previously maintained. The revised layout also cuts off pedestrian circulation to the interior of
the site at the corner due to the continued location of the bank and its drive aisles on the corner.
This is, of course, due to the tension between the Applicant’s reasonable desire to maximize
leasable area and laudable goal of avoiding environmentally sensitive areas. It is Staff’s
position, however, that the balance has tilted too far towards retention of retail area at the
expense of creating animated and interesting spaces around the proposed commercial spaces.

Last, the refined and enhanced pedestrian connection from the intersection to the
retail/residential building provides a better point of access to the interior of the site. Removal of
the dumpsters and inclusion of better crosswalks at this point provide a safer and more efficient
layout than previously designed. This proposal, however, does not attempt to resolve the larger
issue of the inefficient and unsafe location of the drive aisle and parking area between the
retail/residential building and MD 650. Circulation is still daunting in and around the retail and
bank pad locations.

As previously mentioned, the re-submitted proposal does not address either of the Zoning
Ordinance parking restrictions; the Master Plan design guidelines with respect to scale, street
frontages, and parking; or the adequacy, efficiency, and safety of the layout of the buildings,
structures, and pedestrian and vehicular circulation systems along MD 650. These issues are the
subjects of the following sections, which lead to a recommendation for the subject site within the
greater context of the Ashton Village Center.

Analysis of the Parking Restriction on the Subject Site

Parking in Connection with C-1 Commercial Uses in the R-60 Zone

The Memorandum from Staff dated March 30, 2007 (Appendix A, pages 7-9) provides an
overview of this issue. We continue to argue that parking in the R-60 Zone for services provided
in the C-1 zone of the subject site is not allowed. A letter from David Brown, representing the
Sandy Spring/Ashton Rural Preservation Consortium, concurs with this position and is attached
(Appendix D, pages 7-10). The following summary highlights previous arguments and addresses
the “parking flexibility” references in the Master Plan. Sections of the Zoning Ordinance are in
blue; sections of the Master Plan are green.
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