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Description
Cabin John Village, Preliminary Plan No. 120180120:
Request to subdivide the Subject Property into fiftynine (59) lots for 59 townhouses and two (2) platted
parcels for 300,000 square feet of retail/office uses
(240,915 sq. ft. already existing) and, one parcel for
forest conservation/stormwater management, and
three (3) parcels for private streets from three (3)
platted parcels and one (1) unplatted parcel; located
on the northeast corner of Seven Locks Road and
Tuckerman Lane, 25.32 acres, CRT-0.75, C-0.5, R-0.25,
H-35 and R-90 Zone, 2002 Potomac Master Plan.
Staff Recommendation: Approval with conditions

Applicant: Cabin John (EDENS), LLC
Accepted Date: February 20, 2018
Review Basis: Chapter 50, 22A, 19
Summary
 Staff recommends Approval with conditions
 Redevelopment of this property is constrained by existing commercial leases, existing topography, and
contaminated soils resulting from the existing gas station and a former dry cleaner.
 Project to be constructed in three phases while the commercial center continues to operate.
 Phase I Site Plan No. 820190020 is currently under review.
 Meets requirements of Chapter 22A, Forest Conservation Law.
 Staff supports request to approve a 10 year of Adequate Public Facilities validity period and Preliminary
Plan validity of 9 years.
 Substantially conforms to the 2002 Potomac Subregion Master Plan.
 Historical data has referenced a potential unmarked cemetery in the vicinity of the Property. The
Applicant has provided a cemetery assessment, and although not entirely dispositive, the assessment
indicates there is no evidence of a cemetery on the Property.
 Staff has received ten letters of interest regarding this Application and met with local residents on multiple
occasions.

SECTION 1 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The current preliminary plan and forthcoming site plans will deliver a renovated and more walkable
shopping center with a new residential component while retaining the small amount of existing office
uses and expanding commercial retail, add new public and common open spaces, structured parking,
renovation of the existing structures, and enhancing connections to the Cabin John Regional Park. The
preliminary plan application proposes to subdivide the property into 59 residential lots for townhouses
including 12.5% MPDUs. It retains two larger lots for commercial uses to encompass the existing buildings
as well as approximately 60,000 square feet of additional square footage (approximately 18,000 square
feet to be demolished).
The Applicant intends to keep the shopping center in operation during the construction timeline, which is
expected to take at least 10 years to complete. As such, the project will be done in three phases, which
will limit construction to specific areas at a given time and helps the Applicant work around long-term
leases held by tenants on the property. Phase 1, which is currently under review by Staff with Site Plan
No. 820190020, encompasses the 48 townhouses and 45,000 square feet (18,255 square feet to be
demolished) of new commercial square footage. Phase 2 includes 32,000 square feet of commercial uses,
and Phase 3 includes 11 townhouses and 3,000 of new commercial uses. The timing and sequencing of
futures phases is dependent upon market conditions and it has not been finalized yet.
Given the long-term nature of the project and in response to community input on current conditions, the
Applicant intends to make interim improvements to the existing parking lot in front of the Giant/CVS and
existing building facades to comply with ADA requirements, improve functionality and enhance the
aesthetics of the shopping center. These interim improvements are not subject to review as part of this
Preliminary Plan, and they are located outside the boundaries of the Phase I Site Plan No. 820190020,
which is currently under review. As part of the phased renovations, two additional retail pad sites with
food establishments were recently constructed at the corner of Seven Locks Road and Tuckerman Lane,
per administrative Subdivision Plan No. 620170050 approved on October 6, 2017.
The property is split zoned with CRT-0.75, C-0.5, R-0.25, H-35 covering the shopping center and a relatively
small portion of R-90 zoning covering a forested area and stormwater management facility in the
northeast corner.
The property has environmental constraints stemming from contamination created by the existing on-site
gas station and a previous drycleaner on the property. This environmental contamination creates
limitations on where residential uses can be located without the need for soil remediation. The property
has environmental resources, including a tributary stream, wetlands, and forest, which are generally
located in the northeast corner of the property.
Historical references indicate the possibility of an unmarked African American cemetery somewhere in
the vicinity of the Property but not necessarily within the property boundary. A cemetery assessment is
included in this Staff Report.
The property is currently served by public water and sewer. All new structures will also be served by public
utilities. As part of the redevelopment of this project, the stormwater management facilities, originally
designed in the 1950s, will be upgraded to meet current stormwater standards.
Staff recommends approval of the both the Preliminary Plan and associated Forest Conservation Plan.
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SECTION 2 - RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONDITIONS
PRELIMINARY PLAN NO. 120180120: Staff recommends approval of the Preliminary Plan subject to the
following conditions:
1.

This Application is limited to fifty-nine (59) lots for attached single family houses (townhouses)
including a minimum of 12.5% MPDUs, two (2) lots for up to 300,000 square feet of
commercial/retail uses, one (1) parcel for stormwater management/forest conservation, and
three (3) parcels for private roads.

2.

The Applicant must comply with the following conditions of approval for the Preliminary
Forest Conservation Plan No. 120180120, approved as part of this Preliminary Plan:
a. Prior to Certification of the Preliminary Plan, the Applicant must revise the Preliminary
Forest Conservation Plan to correct the forest retention and Category I Conservation
Easement acreage labels so that they are consistent.
b. Prior to Certification of the Site Plan, the Applicant must obtain M-NCPPC approval of a
Final Forest Conservation Plan consistent with the approved Preliminary Forest
Conservation Plan.
c. The Final Forest Conservation Plan associated with the Site Plan No. 820190020 must
include a report from an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) certified arborist and
Maryland Licensed Tree Expert (LTE) with a minimum of 10 years of experience. The
report must include an evaluation and recommendations for tree protection measures
including necessary methods and details to appropriately protect the trees along the
proposed limits of disturbance and edge of the forest retention area in the northeastern
corner of the Property. The report will also address invasive species management and
provide any necessary recommendations. The purpose of the evaluation is to minimize
the stress to the trees along the proposed forest edge during and after construction, and
to maintain and enhance the forest that will now include a natural surface path system
connecting to the adjacent Cabin John Regional Park.
d. For five years after the start of forest clearing in the northeastern corner of the Subject
Property, the Applicant must maintain the new forest edge in direct consultation with the
M-NCPPC forest conservation inspector. This will include necessary pruning, removal of
dead, dying or hazardous limbs and trees, removal of invasive species per the Best
Management Practices for Control of Non-Native Invasives (Department of Parks,
Montgomery County, January 2015), and replanting of a maximum of thirty (30), 3-inch
caliper native trees under the direction of the M-NCPPC forest conservation inspector to
maintain a healthy, intact, and continuous forest edge. The M-NCPPC forest conservation
inspector has the authority to allow smaller caliper trees to be planted if appropriate to
protect the root zones of surrounding trees.
e. The Applicant must locate the proposed natural surface trail to minimize impacts to trees
and their roots, in direct consultation with the M-NCPPC forest conservation inspector.
f. Prior to record plat, the Applicant must record a Category I Conservation Easement over
all areas of forest retention, forest planting, and stream valley buffers, as specified on the
approved Final Forest Conservation Plan. The Category I Conservation Easement must be
in a form approved by the M-NCPPC Office of the General Counsel and must be recorded
among the Montgomery County Land Records by deed prior to the start of any
demolition, clearing or grading on the Subject Property. The Liber Folio of the Category I
Conservation Easement must be referenced on the record plat(s).
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g. Prior to any clearing, grading, or demolition on the Subject Property, the Applicant must
provide financial surety to guarantee the forest planting on the Subject Property, as
specified on the approved Final Forest Conservation Plan, in a form acceptable to the MNCPPC Office of the General Counsel.
h. Prior to any clearing, grading or demolition on the Subject Property, the Applicant must
submit a Maintenance and Management Agreement to Staff for the required forest
planting on the Subject Property as shown on the approved Final Forest Conservation
Plan. The Agreement must be in a form approved by the M-NCPPC Office of the General
Counsel.
i. The Final Sediment and Erosion Control Plan must be consistent with the final limits of
disturbance shown on the approved Final Forest Conservation Plan.
j. The Applicant must comply with all tree protection and tree save measures shown on the
approved Final Forest Conservation Plan. Tree save measures not specified on the
approved Final Forest Conservation Plan may be required by the M-NCPPC forest
conservation inspector.
k. The Applicant must install permanent conservation easement signage along the
perimeter of the Category I Conservation Easement. Signs must be installed a maximum
of 100 feet apart with additional signs installed where the easement changes direction,
or at the discretion of the M-NCPPC forest conservation inspector. The M-NCPPC forest
conservation inspector is authorized to determine the timing of sign installation.
3.

Prior to the submittal of a site plan application for Phase III, as shown on the phasing plan in
this Preliminary Plan, the Applicant must submit an amendment to the Cabin John Shopping
Center Phase I Transportation Noise Analysis report dated April 27, 2018 to include an analysis
and recommendations for the proposed residential homes in the northwest portion of the
Property, utilizing the Staff Guidelines for the Consideration of Transportation Noise Impacts
in Land Use Planning and Development.

4.

The Planning Board accepts the recommendations of the Montgomery County Department of
Transportation (MCDOT) in its letter dated September 21, 2018, except Condition No. 11
(Bikeshare), Condition No. 12 (TMAg), Condition No. 13 (Real Time Transit Information) and
hereby incorporates the remaining conditions as part of the Preliminary Plan approval. The
Applicant must comply with each of the remaining recommendations as set forth in the letter,
which may be amended by MCDOT provided that the amendments do not conflict with other
conditions of the Preliminary Plan approval.

5.

The Planning Board accepts the recommendations of the Montgomery County Department of
Permitting Services (MCDPS), Fire Department Access and Water Supply Section in its letter
dated July 23, 2018, and hereby incorporates them as conditions of approval. The Applicant
must comply with each of the recommendations as set forth in the letter, which MCDPS may
amend if the amendments do not conflict with other conditions of Preliminary Plan approval.

6.

The Planning Board accepts the recommendations of the Montgomery County Department of
Permitting Service (“MCDPS”) – Water Resources Section in its stormwater management
concept letter dated June 21, 2018, and hereby incorporates them as conditions of the
Preliminary Plan approval. The Applicant must comply with each of the recommendations as
set forth in the letter, which may be amended by MCDPS – Water Resources Section provided
that the amendments do not conflict with other conditions of the Preliminary Plan approval.
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7.

The Applicant must dedicate and show on the record plat(s) the following dedications:
a. Up to 7 feet from the existing property line on Tuckerman Lane where the Applicant and
opposite property owners have already dedicated the Master Plan required dedication of
80 feet east of Angus Place and 100 feet west of Angus Place. Final dedication will be
determined in coordination with MCDOT and Planning Staff prior to record plat. In
addition, where needed at the intersection of Tuckerman Lane and the access drive on
Tuckerman Lane (at Angus Drive), any additional right-of-way dedication needed to
accommodate the sidepath and sidewalk frontage upgrades required of this project
should be dedicated in a Public Improvement Easement (PIE) to be shown on the Certified
Preliminary Plan.
b. Up to 11 feet from the existing property line on Seven Locks Road where the Applicant
and opposite property owners have already dedicated the Master Plan required
dedication of 80 feet. Final dedication will be determined in coordination with the
Montgomery Department of Permitting Services and M-NCPPC Staff prior to the record
plat. This additional dedication is to accommodate the necessary right-of-way
requirements for the Seven Locks Bikeway & Safety Improvements project (CIP 501303).

8.

Prior to recordation of plat(s), the Applicant must satisfy the provisions for access and
improvements as required by MCDOT.

9.

The Applicant must construct the following frontage improvements along Tuckerman Lane:
a. A 5.5-foot-wide westbound bike lane between Seven Locks Road and the entrance to the
Cabin John Regional Park Picnic Area parking lot on the north side of Tuckerman Lane,
approximately 450 feet east of the southeast corner of the Subject Property.
b. A 10-foot wide sidepath with 2-foot wide buffer between the curb and the sidepath
between Seven Locks Road and Angus Place.
c. A 5-foot wide sidewalk with minimum 5-foot wide tree panel, except where there are
utility poles, between Angus Place and the entrance to the Cabin John Regional Park Picnic
Area parking lot on the north side of Tuckerman Lane, approximately 450 feet east of the
southeast corner of the Subject Property.
d. Prior to certification of Site Plan No. 820190020, the Applicant must finalize the design
for the currently proposed sidewalk/path at Angus Place to bring bikes and pedestrians
closer to the intersection.

10.

The Applicant must include a structured parking facility in the construction of Building C-1
and/or C-2, as shown on the Preliminary Plan.

11.

If the Applicant encounters a funerary object or human remains at any time prior to
issuance of the Use and Occupancy Certificate of any commercial or residential structure,
the Applicant must immediately contact law enforcement to determine whether the
remains are associated with a crime scene and contact the Historic Preservation Section of
the Montgomery County Planning Department.

12.

Record plat must show all necessary easements, including a public access easement on Lot 41
where the sidewalk overlaps the lot boundary.

13.

The record plat must reflect all areas under Homeowners Association ownership and
specifically identify stormwater management parcels.
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14.

The record plat must reference the Common Open Space Covenant recorded at Liber 28045
Folio 578 (“Covenant”). The Applicant must provide verification to Staff prior to release of
the final building permit that the Applicant’s recorded HOA Documents incorporate the
Covenant by reference.

15.

Applicant must replace the existing one westbound (outbound) lane on Coddle Harbor Lane
at Seven Locks Road with two westbound lanes (one left lane and one right turn lane) to
mitigate for the intersection congestion delay which exceeds the Potomac Policy Area
standard.

16.

The Applicant must provide private road(s) on Coddle Harbor Lane and Private Road “A”,
including any sidewalks, bikeways, storm drainage facilities, street trees, street lights, private
utility systems and other necessary improvements as required by either the Preliminary Plan
or the subsequent Site Plan within the delineated private road area (collectively, the “Private
Road”), subject to the following conditions:
a. The record plat must show the Private Road in a separate parcel(s). The record plat must
clearly delineate the Private Road and include a metes and bounds description of the
boundaries of the Private Road.
b. The Private Road must be referenced on the plat and subject to the Declaration of
Restrictive Covenant for Private Roads recorded among the Land Records of Montgomery
County, Maryland in Book 54062 at Page 338, and the terms and conditions as required
by the Montgomery County Code with regard to private roads set forth at § 50-4.3.E et
seq.
c. Prior to issuance of building permit, the Applicant must deliver to the Planning
Department, with a copy to MCDPS, certification by a professional engineer licensed in
the State of Maryland that the Private Road has been designed and the applicable building
permits will provide for construction in accordance with the paving detail and crosssection specifications as shown on the Preliminary Plan or as required by the Montgomery
County Road Code, and that the road has been designed for safe use including horizontal
and vertical alignments for the intended target speed, adequate typical section(s) for
vehicles/pedestrians/bicyclists, ADA compliance, drainage facilities, sight distances,
points of access and parking, and all necessary requirements for emergency access,
egress, and apparatus as required by the Montgomery County Fire Marshal subject to any
approved modifications. Coddle Harbor Lane must be built to the structural standards of
a Primary Residential Street (MC-2003.11) and Private Road ‘A’ must be built or upgraded
to the structural standards of a Tertiary Residential Street (MC-2001.02) according to
Montgomery County Design Standards.

17.

The Applicant must provide Private Alleys ‘A’ through ‘D’, including any sidewalks, bikeways,
storm drainage facilities, street trees, street lights, private utility systems, and other necessary
improvements as required by either the Preliminary Plan or the subsequent Site Plan within
the delineated area (collectively, the “Private Alleys”), subject to the following conditions:
a. The Private Alleys must be shown on their own parcels on the record plat and built to the
structural standards of a public tertiary road standard (MC-2001.01) or residential alley
(MC-200.01) as required by the Montgomery County Road Code, with the exception of
Private Alley ‘A’ which must be built to the structural standards of a commercial alley (MC6

201.01). Prior to issuance of building permit, the Applicant must deliver to the Planning
Department, with a copy to MCDPS, certification by a professional engineer licensed in
the State of Maryland that the Private Alleys have been designed and the applicable
permits will provide for construction in accordance with the structural standards noted
above and the cross-section specifications included on the plans.
b. The record plat must reflect common ingress/egress and utility easements over all alleys.
18.

Prior to approval of Site Plan No. 820190020, the Applicant must demonstrate acceptable
traffic mitigation alternatives as required by the Master Plan. These traffic mitigation
alternatives must be addressed through an agreement between the Applicant and
appropriate agencies as determined by Staff.

19.

The Adequate Public Facility (APF) review for the preliminary plan will remain valid for one
hundred and twenty (120) months from the date of mailing of the Planning Board resolution.

20.

The Preliminary Plan Validity will remain valid for up to 108 months (9 years) from the date
of mailing of the Resolution. The Applicant must record plats for at least 48 residential lots,
three private road parcels, one stormwater management parcel, and one commercial lot in
the first 36 months (3 years) from the date of the Resolution, an additional one commercial
lot within the 72 months (6 years) from the date of the Resolution, and must complete record
plats for 11 residential lots and rerecord one commercial lot within 108 months (9 years) from
the date of the Resolution.

21.

Prior to recordation of any plat, Site Plan No. 820190020 must be certified by M-NCPPC Staff.

22.

The final number of MPDU’s to be determined at site plan.

23.

Final approval of the size and location of building and open space amenities will be
determined at site plan.

24.

The Certified Preliminary Plan must contain the following note:
“Unless specifically noted on this plan set or in the Planning Board conditions of
approval, the building footprints, building heights, on-site parking, site circulation,
and sidewalks shown on the Preliminary Plan are illustrative. The final locations
of buildings, structures and hardscape will be determined at the time of approval
of a Site Plan. Please refer to the zoning data table for development standards
such as setbacks, building restriction lines, building height, and lot coverage for
each lot. Other limitations for site development may also be included in the
conditions of the Planning Board’s approval.”

25.

Certified Preliminary Plan
Prior to approval of the Certified Preliminary Plan, the following revisions must be made
and/or information provided subject to M-NCPPC Staff review and approval:
a. Applicant must remove reference to ‘Alley E’ on sheets 003 and 004.
b. Applicant must note on sheet 004 which pavement section applies to which cross section.
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SECTION 2 – SITE LOCATION & DESCRIPTION
Site Location
The property is described on Plat No. 11341, Plat No. No. 12383, Plat No. 25344 (Attachment 6), and Liber
53660 Folio 431 (“Subject Property” or “Property”). The Subject Property is located on the northeast
corner of Tuckerman Lane and Seven Locks Road, approximately a half mile west of I-270. It is about a
mile north of Westfield Montgomery Mall; a mile south of Park Potomac and the Rockville City limits; and
approximately a mile east from Herbert Hoover Middle School and Winston Churchill High School (Figure
1). The Property abuts the Cabin John Regional Park to the east. The Subject Property has multiple natural
surface (users choice) trails which connect the Property to the Cabin John Park and the Inverness
subdivision directly to the north. The Brookdale Potomac assisted living facility is located to the south
directly across Tuckerman Lane in the R-90 zone. Properties to the north, west, southwest, and south are
dominated by townhouses in the RT-15 and R-90 zones with some single family detached housing as well.

Figure 1– Vicinity
Subdivision/Lotting Background
In May 1967, Parcel A was recorded; it included approximately 607,228 square feet (±13.94 acres). A
portion of Parcel A, totaling approximately 27,878 square feet (±0.64 acres), was subsequently
incorporated into adjacent Parcel C of the Seven Locks Plaza Subdivision, as shown on Plat No. 11341,
recorded in the Montgomery County Land Records. The reduced Parcel A, totaling approximately 500,069
square feet (11.48 acres), was later subdivided by a deed recorded in the Land Records at Liber 3813 in
Folio 733 on December 2, 1968, which created Parcel N240. The remaining part of Parcel A, now identified
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as Parcel N266, is 79,712 square feet (±1.83 acres). An additional 8,712 square feet (±0.2 acres) was
dedicated from Parcel A for Tuckerman Road (Attachment 8). The 2014 Countywide District Map
Amendment comprehensively rezoned the Property from the RMX-2C Zone (Residential Mixed-Use
Development, Specialty Center, Commercial Base) to the existing CRT Zone while retaining a small portion
of R-90 zoning is the northeast corner of the Property.
Site Description
The Property is currently improved with a shopping center with a total of 240,915 square feet of
commercial uses originally developed in the 1950s-1960s. Construction is currently underway on an
additional 9,997 square feet of commercial uses near the front corner of the Property at Tuckerman Lane
and Seven Locks Road. The portion of the Subject Property which encompasses the entire shopping center
is zoned CRT-0.75, C-0.5, R-0.25, H-35. In the northeast corner of the Property is a forested area and
stormwater management facility which is zoned R-90. The Subject Property contains 1,229 parking spaces.
Some of the major tenants include: Giant (grocery store), CVS, SunTrust Bank, Starbucks, and PNC Bank.
The Subject Property also includes a forested area in the northeast corner which contains a large
stormwater management facility and forest. The Property has a signalized access point on Tuckerman
Lane at the mid-point of the Tuckerman frontage, opposite Angus Place. The Property has two, nonsignalized access points on Seven Locks Road. One access point at the mid-point of the Seven Locks Road
frontage is a unsignalized driveway access. At the northern end of the Subject Property is another
unsignalized access point known as Coddle Harbor Lane. Coddle Harbor Lane acts as a private street which
provide access to not only the Cabin John Shopping Center but also to over 200 housing units abutting the
Property.
The Subject Property also has environmental contamination issues. Due to the existing gas station on
existing Parcel C (Plat No. 11341, Attachment 6), soil contamination has occurred which is regulated by
the Oil Control Program with the Maryland Department of Environment (MDE). In addition, a previous
drycleaner on existing Parcel D (Plat 25334, Attachment 6) created additional soil contamination which
MDE has issued a No Further Requirements Determination on in 2005 which restricts residential land uses.
These environmental constraints limit where the Application can support residential development.
Cemetery Assessment
Historical references 1 indicate the possibility of an unmarked African American cemetery somewhere in
the vicinity of the Property. Although not required by code, the Applicant has conducted a cemetery
assessment of the Property. The assessment indicates that no historical or cultural features are identified
in any deeds associated with the Property. A summary of the vicinity’s history and the Applicant’s
cemetery assessment are attached to this report as Attachment 15. Given the Property’s history, Staff
recommends a condition of approval requiring the Applicant to notify the Planning Department’s, Historic
Preservation office if any human remains or funerary objects are discovered, which are not associated
with a crime scene as determined by law enforcement. This will allow the historic preservation staff to
catalogue the location of the remains and consider whether the site is appropriate for listing in the
County’s Cemetery Inventory. The Applicant will also be required to comply with all applicable laws
governing the disturbance of human remains, including but not limited to Md. Code, Criminal Law Article,
Title 10, Subtitle 4 – Crimes Relating to Human Remains. 2

1
2

Information is from the 12/1/2005 recollection of a Mr. Snowden, a funeral director in the area
See Attachment 15 for historical preservation background
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Figure 2 - Aerial
Site Analysis
The Subject Property is 25.32 acres and is made up three (3) platted parcels and one (1) unplatted parcel
(Figure 1 & 2). The Property is located within the Cabin John Creek watershed, classified by the State of
Maryland as Use Class I-P waters. There are approximately 1.86 acres of forest on the Property as well as
numerous large trees, including specimen trees. The remainder of the Property consists of a developed
shopping center with associated surface parking and a stormwater management pond. The Property
generally slopes upward from Tuckerman Lane approximately 25-30 feet in elevation as the gradient
moves northward. From the Subject Property’s eastern boundary, the land drops off considerably down
to the Cabin John Regional Park.

SECTION 3 – APPLICATIONS AND PROPOSAL
Previous Approvals
Administrative Subdivision Plan No. 620170050 was approved to create Parcel ‘D’ by consolidating parts
of platted parcels into one lot of approximately 13.10 acres in size to develop two retail pad sites
(Attachment 8). The Administrative Subdivision included approval of a Final Forest Conservation Plan for
the 13.10 acres; therefore, this area was deducted from the Forest Conservation Plan for this Application.
The Final Forest Conservation Plan for the Administrative Subdivision included retention of 0.03 acres of
forest existing within that portion of the Property, and a forest planting requirement of 1.93 acres to be
satisfied at an off-site location.
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Current Application
Preliminary Plan 120180120
The plan, designated as Preliminary Plan No. 120180120, Cabin John Village (“Preliminary Plan” or
“Application”), proposes to subdivide from three (3) platted parcels and one (1) unplatted parcel in order
to create 59 lots for 59 attached single family units (townhouses) and two lots for 300,000 square feet of
commercial/retail uses in the CRT-0.75, C-0.5, R-0.25, H-35 zone. The Application lays the groundwork for
the Applicant to transform this aging shopping center into a more walkable mixed-use shopping center
with a residential component. The shopping center currently contains approximately 240,000 square feet
of commercial uses. This Application proposes to add approximately 60,000 additional square feet of
commercial uses (includes 18,255 square feet of demolition). Public water and sewer will serve all lots
associated with the Application. The Application is already in compliance with the right-of-way
requirements for both Seven Locks Road and Tuckerman Lane according to the 2002 Potomac Subregion
Master Plan. The Application is proposing to dedicate up to an additional 7 feet on Tuckerman Lane to
ensure that the pedestrian and bicycle frontage upgrades are within the future right-of-way. All internal
streets, parking areas, and driveways will be private including Coddle Harbor Lane. Coddle Harbor Lane is
proposed to be reconstructed and placed in a private street parcel from Seven Locks Road to the existing
townhouse community adjacent to this Application.
The Application proposes frontage improvements along Tuckerman Lane to provide bike and pedestrian
infrastructure consistent with the Draft 2018 Bicycle Master Plan. Furthermore, the Application proposes
to extend frontage improvements beyond the Subject Property frontage in conformance with Section
50.4.3.E.5.b which allows for off-site sidewalks and bikeways to connect to a public facility, such as a park,
for residents or uses of a development. The Applicant will extend a 5-foot sidewalk and extend a 5.5-foot
bike lane, which will connect to the bike lane as part of the frontage improvements along the Subject
Property, down to the parking lot entrance of Cabin John Park on Tuckerman Lane.

Figure 3 – Preliminary Plan, Townhouse and Retail Section (blue outlines are new commercial buildings
and yellow are new townhouses, grey is existing structures)

11

Figure 4 – Preliminary Plan, Tuckerman Lane frontage - Integrating new commercial into the existing
shopping center along Tuckerman (blue outlines are new commercial buildings, grey is existing
commercial)
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Figure 5 – Preliminary Plan, Seven Locks Road frontage – Additional new commercial buildings and
townhouses (blue outlines are new commercial buildings and yellow are new townhouses, grey is
existing structures)
Phasing and Interim Improvements
The project will be developed in phases over the span of several years. Phase 1, which is currently under
review under Site Plan No. 820190020, encompasses the 48 townhouses and 45,000 square feet (18,255
square feet to be demolished) of new commercial square footage, Phase 2 includes 32,000 square feet of
commercial uses, and Phase 3 includes 11 townhouses and 3,000 square feet of new commercial uses.
The timing and sequencing of futures phases is dependent upon market conditions and it has not been
finalized yet.
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Given that the project will be phased over 10 years, and in response to community input regarding current
conditions, the Applicant intends to make interim improvements to the existing parking lot in front of
Giant/CVS and existing building facades. The parking lot will be improved in order to comply with ADA
accessibility requirements, and upgrade the existing lighting, landscaping, and parking space widths. The
Applicant will add landscape islands to add tree canopy coverage in this parking area. Additionally, the
facades of the existing buildings will also be updated and enhanced to create a more attractive and
modern look for the center that will be consistent with the architecture and design of the proposed new
buildings. These interim improvements are not subject to review as part of this Preliminary Plan, and they
are located outside the boundaries of the Phase I Site Plan No. 820190020, which is currently under
review.

SECTION 4 – ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS - Preliminary Plan No. 120180120
1. The Preliminary Plan substantially conforms to the Master Plan
The Preliminary Plan substantially conforms with the recommendations of the 2002 Potomac
Subregion Master Plan. The Master Plan specifically identifies the Subject Property and makes specific
recommendations starting on Page 43. However, it should be understood that the Master Plan
envisioned the Subject Property to be completely razed to achieve the Master Plan vision. The
Application proposes to retain all but 18,255 square feet of the existing buildings and strives to
substantially conform to the Master by adapting the Subject Property and its existing buildings to
meet the Master Plan vision.
At the time the Master Plan was approved, optional method development in the RMX zones was
explicitly identified as an appropriate tool for mixed use development. Because the optional method
language in the old zoning code explicitly allowed increases in uses and densities if they were in accord
with “density, numerical limitations and other guidelines” in the applicable master plan, the optional
method was deemed the most suitable way to achieve the Master Plan’s recommendations. It also
reflects an effort to increase the ability of the Master Plan to control development on this site, in
response to concerns from local residents. The optional method also enabled the provision of
townhouses, which would not have been allowed under the standard method.
The optional method specification was intended to be used to facilitate the total number of units
(135) proposed in the Master Plan and the mix (75 units of elderly housing and 60 units of townhouses
and housing over retail). The Master Plan’s guidelines also specified building heights, townhouse
location along Coddle Harbor Lane, removal of the gas station, and provision of structured parking.
The Master Plan’s assumption was that subsequent site plan review would offer the opportunity to
achieve development that followed its recommendations.
Establishment of the CR family of zones in the 2014 Zoning Ordinance allowed mixed use development
while providing more defined development standards. Site plan review for a broader array of
development projects provides the opportunity for detailed review of standard method as well as
optional method projects. Since the Master Plan’s mixed-use development goals can be achieved in
standard method projects, the Master Plan’s requirement for optional method development when
housing is proposed can be considered obsolete.
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Figure 6 – Cabin John Center Concept, Page 47 of the 2002
Potomac Subregion Master Plan
Other requirements in the Master Plan—for store types and sizes, structured parking and detailed
height requirements—should be viewed similarly. The Master Plan’s intent is that housing be
provided as part of any redevelopment of the Subject Property, enabling creation of a mixed-use
village center, so the Master Plan’s limit of 40 townhouses need not be a hard and fast ceiling. The
Applicant may apply currently allowed measuring techniques to determine appropriate heights in the
context of the Master Plan recommendations. To maximize compatibility with the existing Inverness
Knolls community, residential uses along Coddle Harbor Lane remain an important component of
appropriate development of the center. Redevelopment proposals should include a commitment,
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through phasing of development, to residential uses in that portion of the Subject Property. With that
commitment, housing in the northeast portion of the site complies with Master Plan’s intent.
Setbacks
The Master Plan set out the original Cabin John Village setbacks because the recommended RMX zone
deferred to applicable master plans for densities and development standards. The pre-rewrite
ordinance included a provision in that zone requiring substantial compliance with the Master Plan as
a condition of approving a site plan for the Subject Property. The Master Plan recommended a setback
of 100 feet along the northeastern property line but provided an acceptable alternative setback for
optional method projects (which the Master Plan assumed would be any new project that included
housing). An optional method project could propose a 50-foot setback along the zoning boundary
(RMX to R-90 at the time the Master Plan was approved), to achieve “a more compatible site layout
that accommodates a significant residential component.” (p 49)
The comprehensive revision of the Zoning Ordinance replaced the RMX Zone on this Property with
the CRT Zone, which provides specific setbacks for standard method projects and defers optional
method setback determinations to the site plan process. The applicable standard method setback for
townhouses in the CRT Zone is 10 feet, considerably less than the 100-foot recommendation in the
Master Plan or the 50-foot optional method alternative. The Master Plan’s intent for this part of the
Property is to provide separation between any new mixed-use development and the existing
Inverness Knolls community. More broadly, the Master Plan intends to create a mixed-use center with
a neighborhood focus—a “walkable village center compatible with adjacent neighborhoods”—from
the existing entirely non-residential strip shopping center.
The 10-foot setback permitted under the CRT Zone in standard method development is unlikely to
achieve either objective; it is insufficient to achieve clear natural separation from Inverness Knolls,
which in turn would fail to achieve compatibility with the adjacent neighborhood. The 37-foot setback
proposed is less than the 50-foot optional method setback set out in the Master Plan guidelines, but
clearly more than the 10 feet permitted in the zone. It should be noted that the zoning boundary in
the portion of the Property proposed for townhouses does not entirely follow a property line; it
bisects a single parcel owned by the Applicant and is included in its entirety in the Application. In this
portion of the Property the proposed setback is augmented by existing open space also owned by the
Applicant. An illustrative drawing in the Master Plan shows a stormwater facility in this area, but
current aerial photography shows forest in this area. The proposed setback, combined with existing
open space on the R-90 side of the zoning boundary, does comply with the Master Plan’s intent for
this portion of Cabin John Village.
2. Public facilities will be adequate to support and service the area of the approved subdivision.
Roads and Other Transportation Facilities
Transportation access is adequate to serve the proposed development by this Preliminary Plan. The
Subject Property has frontage on two public roads (Seven Locks Road and Tuckerman Lane) and
proposes a network of private streets, alleys, and commercial driveways to serve the interior of the
project.
Master Planned Improvements
Seven Locks Road is a Master Planned Arterial Road (A-79) with two lanes, except at intersections
where localized improvements are allowed. It is master planned with a minimum 80-foot right-of16

way. In both the 2005 Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan and the Draft 2018 Bicycle Master
Plan, Seven Locks Road is designated to have a sidepath on the west side and signed shared roadway
(2005) or bikeable shoulders (2018). The minimum required right-of-way already exists on Seven Locks
Road. However, the MCDOT Seven Locks Bikeway & Safety Improvements Project (P501303) will
implement an 8-foot wide shared use path on the west side of Seven Locks Road and bikeable
shoulders (5-foot bike lanes) per the Master Plan and require up to 11 feet of additional right-of-way
along the Subject Property that is conditioned. This MCDOT project has started design, land
acquisition will start in fiscal year (FY) 2019, and according to the County’s website will be completed
by FY 25. Sidewalks already exist along the Property frontage along Seven Locks Road.
Tuckerman Lane is a Master Planned Arterial Road (A-71) with two lanes, except at intersections
where localized improvements are allowed. It is master planned with a minimum 80-foot right-ofway. The 2005 Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan recommends bike lanes and the Draft
2018 Bicycle Master Plan recommends one-way separated bike lanes on both sides. However, there
is an ongoing MCDOT capital improvement project to design bicycle and pedestrian improvements on
Tuckerman Lane. The Tuckerman Lane facilities proposed by the Draft 2018 Bicycle Master Plan
include conventional bike lanes (approximately 5-foot wide bike lanes with no buffer) and a shared
use path which would run on the north side of Tuckerman Lane from Seven Locks Road to Angus Place
then switch to the south side of the road. The Applicant is proposing to dedicate the additional rightof-way necessary to implement the ultimate bicycle and pedestrian improvements on Tuckerman
Lane as currently agreed to by M-NCPPC and MCDOT staff in July (5.5 foot bike lane, 6 foot tree panel,
and 12 foot shared use path west of Angus Place and 5.5 foot bike lane, 5 foot tree panel, 5 foot
sidewalk, and 2 foot maintenance strip east of Angus Place), including up to 7 feet of additional rightof-way dedication (up to seven feet will be needed west of Angus Place, around two feet will be
needed east of Angus Place). Additional right-of-way may be required at the entrance drive of the
project and Tuckerman Lane (at Angus Place) in order to avoid recently implemented signal and utility
poles. In this area, additional right-of-way will be acquired in the form of a Public Improvement
Easement (PIE) and will be determined prior to approval of the certified preliminary plan. The
Applicant is proposing to construct these improvements east of Angus Place while working around
the constraints of existing utility poles, but given excessive grading and physical constraints (i.e., utility
poles, existing sign for the development) is constructing an interim solution west of Angus Place
coordinated with staff. The interim solution west of Angus Place includes a 5.5 foot bike lane, 2 foot
grass panel, 10 foot sidepath, and a retaining wall where needed.
In addition to the frontage improvements on Tuckerman Lane, Planning Staff requested the Applicant
construct bicycle and pedestrian improvements off-site to connect the project to the Cabin John Picnic
Area parking lot to the east (per 50.4.3.E.5.b – reasonable amount of off-site improvements). The
Applicant has agreed to these improvements and will construct a westbound 5 foot bike lane, 5 foot
buffer, and 5 foot sidewalk from the southeast corner of their property to the vehicular entrance of
the Cabin John Picnic Area parking lot approximately 450 feet to the east.
Internal Circulation and Parking
The Applicant proposes to reconstruct Coddle Harbor Lane to modified Primary Residential Street
standards as a private street, as this road is currently not designated public or private. The Applicant
is also proposing to create private streets to connect from Coddle Harbor Lane back to the townhouse
units as recommended by staff. Alleys and private streets will be placed in their own parcels adjacent
to the townhouse development to provide access to the townhouses and another alley will provide
access to the alleys serving the 48 townhouses in the eastern corner of the site, while also serving the
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back of the retail (behind the existing Giant). For the alley which serves both townhouses and retail,
Staff is requiring the Applicant to build the alley to commercial alley standards as it will serve as the
loading and access for trucks serving the commercial development. The remainder of the Property
will consist of the existing commercial driveways that currently serve the shopping center.

Figure 7 – Circulation Plan
Within the site, adequate pedestrian circulation is provided, including lead-in sidewalks along one side
of each of the access drives to the property. The Applicant is providing bicycle parking for both the
existing and proposed development and providing vehicular parking within the range of parking
required by zoning. While the majority of parking will be provided in surface parking lots, some will
be provided as parallel parking spaces and part of the parking will be provided in a parking garage that
is proposed in a later phase along the Tuckerman Lane frontage. The parking garage will be built into
the hillside, so as to reduce the visual impacts to the project. While the vehicular circulation to the
parking garage requires visitors to create a loop through the commercial center to leave the Property,
the Applicant acknowledges this constraint and has worked with Staff to create the safest internal
circulation design possible.
Transit and TMAg or equivalent transportation agreement
Two Ride-On bus routes serve the Subject Property: Routes 47 and 37. Ride-On Route 47 serves the
bus stop near the Seven Locks Road access drive aisle to the project. Route 47 runs between Bethesda
and Rockville Metro stations, providing service every 25-30 minutes on weekdays and weekends.
Ride-On Route 37 serves the bus stop near the Tuckerman Lane access drive aisle (at Angus Place) and
runs between the Potomac Community Center and the Grosvenor Metro Station, with certain trips
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extending to the Wheaton Metro Station. Route 37 runs on weekdays only approximately every 30
minutes and only during peak morning and evening periods.
The Potomac Subregion Master Plan includes the following recommendation for this property: “a bus
shelter and shuttle service to Metro or acceptable traffic mitigation alternatives must be provided
with any increase in density” (p. 46). However, because the Subject Property is located outside of a
Traffic Management District, the Applicant opposes MCDOT recommendation for a Transportation
Mitigation Agreement (TMAg). Instead, the Applicant has agreed to provide traffic mitigation
alternatives similar to those recommended by MCDOT, in order to support the guidance provided by
the Master Plan, via an agreement between the Applicant and other appropriate agencies, as
determined by Staff. As conditioned, the details of this agreement will be negotiated prior to approval
of Site Plan No. 820190020.
Justification of Private Roads
The Applicant is proposing turning Coddle Harbor Lane into a private street and proposing a private
street (Private Road ‘A’) that will connect off Coddle Harbor Lane to serve the 48 townhomes in the
back part of the Subject Property. Per section 50.4.3.E.4.b of the Subdivision Code, an applicant must
provide a list of proposed design elements that do not meet public road standards and justify why
those design elements are necessary for the proposed development (Attachment 1 and 7). The
Applicant has requested the following revisions to the public road design elements:
•
•
•
•
•

Intersection spacing (i.e., Coddle Harbor Lane and where the secondary portion of Coddle Harbor
Lane intersects – within 100 feet of Seven Locks Road)
Reduced width parcels and therefore insufficient spacing for street trees, five-foot wide sidewalks
or sidewalks on both sides, and maintenance strips
Horizontal and vertical curve alignments
Minimum centerline radii
Revised cross slope (i.e., no crown) due to the existing grading and drainage systems

Minimum sidewalks are being provided where alternative sidewalk options are not available and
where Planning Staff thought they were necessary or logical. The private roads, when reconstructed
to the proper structural depth with subgrade, should function properly for safe vehicular and
pedestrian traffic and emergency access. The Applicant has also proposed four private alleys serving
townhouse Lots 1 through 48.
Signal Warrant Analysis
The Potomac Subregion Master Plan also includes a recommendation to explore with MCDOT whether
a traffic signal is warranted at the intersection of Seven Locks Road and Coddle Harbor Lane “to
enhance vehicular and pedestrian safety and accommodate the traffic volume” (p.48). Therefore, the
Applicant completed a signal warrant analysis. Planning Staff defers to MCDOT with regard to
operational improvements such as traffic signals. MCDOT, in its letter dated September 21, 2018,
concurred with the Applicant’s traffic consultant that a traffic signal was not warranted at the
intersection of Coddle Harbor Lane and Seven Locks Road.
Local Area Transportation Review (LATR)
The Preliminary Plan was reviewed using the 2016-2020 Subdivision Staging Policy and associated
2017 Local Area Transportation Review (LATR) Guidelines. The project would generate 74 person trips
during the AM weekday peak hour and 294 person trips during the PM weekday peak period based
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on the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition and adjusted for the Potomac policy area. Because
the project generated 50 or more person trips during a peak hour, a full traffic study was required to
satisfy the LATR Guidelines. The project would not generate enough transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
person trips to require additional analysis for any of those transportation modes. Additionally, the
project would generate 49 AM and 202 PM peak hour auto driver trips (excluding pass-by trips), and
therefore only one tier of intersections was analyzed in the traffic study.
The traffic study was completed on July 24, 2018 and studied two local intersections in addition to the
three access points of the project. All study area intersections were located within the Potomac policy
area, where the Critical Lane Volume (CLV) standard for intersections is 1450. The traffic study looked
at existing conditions, background conditions which include approved but unbuilt projects that may
send trips through the study area intersections, and total future traffic which adds the projected
impact of the Application to the background traffic. The traffic study also analyzed the study area
intersections both with and without the planned MCDOT improvements associated with the Seven
Locks Bikeway & Safety Improvements Project. This project includes the addition of northbound and
eastbound auxiliary lanes, as well as on-road bike lanes, at the intersection of Seven Locks Road and
Tuckerman Lane, in addition to minor changes to lane use at other study intersections. This project
is funded for design in FY 18, but construction funding is programmed beyond the six-year horizon of
the Capital Improvements Program (CIP). Given that construction funding is not allocated within the
six-year CIP, the project improvements were not considered in the analysis by staff.
Two of the five studied intersections in the future condition would have CLV values under the CLV
threshold of 1350 and, therefore are considered adequate based on the LATR Guidelines. Three of the
five studied intersections in the future traffic condition would have a CLV standard that exceeds 1350,
the LATR threshold at which additional Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) delay-based level of service
analysis is required. These three intersections (Seven Locks Road and Coddle Harbor, Site Access, and
Tuckerman Lane) were evaluated using the HCM methodology and evaluated against the Potomac
policy area HCM average vehicle delay standard of 55 seconds. Two of these three intersections were
found to have average delays that did not meet or exceed 55 seconds and, therefore are considered
adequate. The intersection of Coddle Harbor Lane and Seven Locks Road did exceed the 55 second
average delay threshold in the PM peak hour without the MCDOT intersection improvements (66.5
seconds) and, therefore, would require mitigation. The Applicant is proposing to mitigate the delay
at this intersection by providing separate left and right turn lanes for the westbound Coddle Harbor
Lane approach. This improvement would cause the intersection to operate better than the 55 second
delay threshold, thereby meeting the requirements of the LATR Guidelines.
Table 1- Critical Intersection Capacity and Delay Analysis without MCDOT Improvements
CLV Analysis
Intersection
Existing
Background
Total Future
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
Seven Locks Rd & Gainsborough Rd
1137
1174
1138
1177
1144
1193
Seven Locks Rd & Coddle Harbor Ln
949
1394
950
1401
958
1429
Seven Locks Rd & Site Access
573
1295
575
1315
602
1415
Seven Locks Rd & Tuckerman Ln
1275
1381
1275
1385
1287
1419
Tuckerman Ln & Angus Pl/Site Access
965
849
966
858
971
913
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Seven Locks Rd & Coddle Harbor Ln
Seven Locks Rd & Site Access
Seven Locks Rd & Tuckerman Lane
Seven Locks Rd & Coddle Harbor Ln

HCM Analysis (seconds)
Existing
Background
Total Future
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
----2.7
66.5
----1.0
5.5
----50.8
53.7
HCM Analysis with Mitigation (seconds)
----3.6
34.0

Preliminary Plan Validity and Adequate Public Facilities Validity Extension
Preliminary Plan Validity
Under Section 50.4.2.G.2.b, multi-phase projects are subject to the following standards:
i.

An approved preliminary plan for a multi-phase project remains valid for the period of time
allowed in the phased schedule approved by the Board
The phasing schedule for Preliminary Plan validation in the State of Justification indicates
the following:
Table 2 – Preliminary Plan Validation Phasing
Phase
Benchmark
Phase I
Recording of plats for 48 residential lots, three
private road parcels, one stormwater management
parcel, and rerecording of plat for one commercial
lot
Phase II
Rerecord one commercial lot
Phase III

ii.

Recording plats for 11 residential lots and recording
of one commercial lot

Duration
36 months

36 months (72 months
cumulative)
36 months (108 months
(9 years) cumulative)

The applicant must propose a phasing schedule and the duration of the validity period for
each phase as part of an application for preliminary plan approval or amendment. The Board
must assign each phase a validity period after considering the size, type, and location of the
project.
Staff recommends that the Planning Board approve a validity period of 36 months for each
phase.
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Figure 8 – Phase I
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Figure 9 – Phase II
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Figure 10 – Phase III
iii.

The time allocated to any phase must be 60 months or less after the initiation date for that
particular phase for any preliminary plan approved after March 31, 2009, but before April 1,
2017, and 36 months after the initiation date for that particular phase for any preliminary
phase for any preliminary plan approved after March 31, 2017.
This Application is being approved after March 31, 2017. As such, each preliminary plan
phase conforms with the 36-month requirement for each phase.

iv.

The cumulative validity of all phases must be shorter than or equal to the APFO validity
period which begins on the initiation date of the first preliminary plan approval, including
any extension granted under Section 4.3.J.7.
The recommended APFO validity period is 10 years. The recommended preliminary plan
validity period is 9 years. This allows the Applicant to obtain the final building permits in the
final year of the project. The Application meets this finding.

v.

If the recordation of an approved preliminary plan occurs within 5 years of approval for a
multi-phase project that includes land or building space to be transferred to the County for
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an arts or entertainment use under Section 59-C06.2356 of the zoning ordinance in effect on
October 29, 2014, all phases of the preliminary plan are validated. After approval, an
amendment or modification to the phasing plan or the preliminary plan will not affect the
validations if the requirements of the Subsection have otherwise been met.
This section does not apply because the proposed Preliminary Plan does not intend to
transfer land or building space to the County for an art or entertainment use.
Adequate Public Facilities
The Applicant has requested an extended validity of the Adequate Public Facilities finding for 10
years (121 months) instead of the typical 5 years (61 months).
Under Section 50.4.3.J.5.iv, an Adequate Public Facilities finding shall be “for no less than 5 and no
more than 10 years after the preliminary plan is approved, as determined by the Board when it
approved the plan, for any plan approved after July 31, 2007, and before April 1, 2009, or after
March 31, 2017.” As such, the Applicant’s request is for the maximum allowable time period under
the Subdivision Regulations.
The Subdivision Regulation continues under Section 50.4.3.5.b:
“If an applicant requests a longer validity period than the minimum specified in 5.a, the applicant
must submit a development schedule or phasing plan for completion of the project in the Board for
its approval.
i.

At a minimum, the proposed development schedule or phasing plan must show the minimum
percentage of the project that the applicant expects to complete in the first 5 or 7 years,
where is the applicable minimum, after the preliminary plan is approved.
The phasing plan indicates that the Phase I will take approximately 5 years to complete. This
includes the 48 townhouse units and 45,000 square feet of commercial square footage. This
phase is the most intensive phase of the three comprising over 50% of the overall project.
Table 3 – Adequate Public Facilities Phasing
Phase
Benchmark
Phase I
Building permits for 48 residential units and up
to 45,000 sq. ft. (net increase of approx.
29,000 square feet) of commercial uses
Phase II
Building permits for 32,000 sq. ft. of new
commercial uses and structured parking
facility
Phase III
Building permits for 11 residential units and
3,000 sq. ft. of new commercial uses (345 sq.
ft. of net new commercial uses)

ii.

Duration
60 months
48 months (108 months
cumulative)
12 months (120 months (10
years) cumulative)

To allow a validity period longer than the specified minimum, the Board must find that the
size or complexity of the subdivision warrant the extended validity period and would not be
adverse to the public interest. The Board must condition a validity period longer than the
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specified minimum on adherence to the proposed development schedule or phasing plan,
and may impose other improvements or mitigation conditions if those conditions are needed
to assure adequate levels of transportation or school service during the validity period.
Upon reviewing the Applicant’s request for 10 years of APF validity, Staff recommends
approval of the increased validity period as requested. Staff finds that the size and complexity
of this project warrants the extended validity period due to the amount of new residential
and commercial square footage while keeping the shopping center open for existing tenants,
retrofitting new open spaces into an existing shopping center, implementing construction
around long-term leases of existing tenants, and responding to market forces during the life
span of the project. This increase in APF validity is not adverse to the public interest. In fact,
by increasing the APF validity period, it gives the Applicant more flexibility to reduce
disruption and improve the public experience during implementation.
Other Public Facilities and Services
Other public facilities and services are available and adequate to serve the proposed lots. The Subject
Property is in the W-1 and S-1 water and sewer service categories, respectively, and will utilize public
water and sewer.
The Application was reviewed by the MCDPS, Fire Department Access and Water Supply Section, and
a Fire Access Plan was approved on July 23, 2018 (Attachment 14). Other utilities, public facilities and
services, such as electric, telecommunications, police stations, firehouses and health services are
currently operating within the standards set by the Subdivision Staging Policy in effect at that time
that the Application was submitted.
Applicable School Test
Preliminary Plan #120180120 for Cabin John Village is scheduled for Planning Board review after June
30, 2018, therefore the applicable annual school test is the FY19 Annual School Test, approved by the
Planning Board on June 21, 2018 and effective July 1, 2018.
Calculation of Student Generation
To calculate the number of students generated by the proposed development, the number of dwelling
units is multiplied by the applicable regional student generation rate for each school level. Dwelling
units are categorized by structure type: single family detached, single family attached (townhouse),
low- to mid-rise multifamily unit, or high-rise multifamily unit. The Subject Property is located in the
southwest region of the County.
Table 4 - Per Unit Student Generation Rates – Southwest Region
Elementary School
Middle School

High School

SF Detached

0.193

0.111

0.147

SF Attached

0.191

0.094

0.124

MF Low- to Mid-Rise

0.146

0.063

0.083

MF High-Rise

0.055

0.022

0.031
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With a net of 59 single family attached units, the proposed project is estimated to generate the
following number of students:
Table 5 – Student Generation Rate
Net
Number
of Units

ES
Generation
Rates

ES Students
Generated

MS
Generation
Rates

MS Students
Generated

HS
Generation
Rates

HS Students
Generated

SF Attached

59

0.191

11.269

0.094

5.546

0.124

7.316

TOTAL

59

Type of Unit

11

5

7

This project is estimated to generate 11 new elementary school students, 5 new middle school
students, and 7 new high school students.
Cluster Adequacy Test
The project is located in the Winston Churchill High School Cluster. The student enrollment and
capacity projections from the FY19 Annual School Test for the Churchill Cluster are noted in Table 6:
Table 6 – Cluster Adequacy Test
Projected Cluster Totals, September 2023
Enrollment

Program
Capacity

% Utilization

Moratorium
Enrollment
Threshold

Elementary

2,396

2,849

84.1%

3,419

2,407

Middle

1,358

1,794

75.7%

2,153

1,363

High

2,031

1,986

102.3%

2,384

2,038

School
Level

Projected
Enrollment +
Application Impact

The Moratorium Enrollment Threshold identified in Table 6 is the enrollment at which the 120%
utilization threshold is exceeded, resulting in a cluster-wide residential development moratorium. As
indicated in the last column, the projected enrollment plus the estimated impact of this application
fall below the moratorium thresholds at all three school levels. Therefore, there is sufficient capacity
at the elementary, middle and high school cluster levels to accommodate the estimated number of
students generated by this project.
Individual School Adequacy Test
The applicable elementary school and middle school serving this project’s property are Beverly Farms
ES and Herbert Hoover MS, respectively. Based on the FY19 Annual School Test results, the student
enrollment and capacity projections for these schools are noted in Table 7:
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Table 7 – Individual School Adequacy
Moratorium Enrollment
Thresholds

Enrollment

Program
Capacity

%
Utilization

Seat
Deficit

120%
Utilization

Seat
Deficit

Projected
Enrollment +
Application
Impact

Beverly
Farms ES

518

690

75.1%

+172

829

800

529

Herbert
Hoover MS

760

1,139

66.7%

+379

1,367

1,319

765

Projected School Totals, September 2023
School

Under the individual school adequacy test, a school is deemed inadequate if the projected school
utilization rate exceeds 120% and if the school seat deficit meets or exceeds 110 seats for the
elementary school or 180 seats for the middle school. If a school’s projected enrollment exceeds both
thresholds, then the school service area is placed in a residential development moratorium.
The Moratorium Enrollment Thresholds identified in the table above are the enrollments at which the
120% utilization threshold and the seat deficit threshold are exceeded. As indicated in the last
column, the projected enrollment plus the estimated impact of this application falls below both
applicable moratorium thresholds for both Beverly Farms ES and Herbert Hoover MS. Therefore,
there is sufficient anticipated school capacity to accommodate the estimated number of students
generated by this project.
Analysis Conclusion
Based on the school cluster and individual school capacity analysis performed, using the FY2019
Annual School Test, there is adequate school capacity for the amount and type of development
proposed by this application.
3. The size, width, shape, and orientation of the approved lots are appropriate for the location of the
subdivision, taking into account the recommendations included in the applicable master plan, and for
the type of development or use contemplated.
The Preliminary Plan meets all applicable sections of the Subdivision Regulations. The proposed lot
sizes, widths, shapes and orientations are appropriate for the location of the subdivision, taking into
account the recommendations of the Master Plan, and for the building type (townhouses and
commercial retail) contemplated for the Property.
The lots intended for townhouses provide an orientation allowing the rear of each lot to face the rear
of another lot. This allows for each lot to be rear loaded with a garage space. Conversely, the lot
orientation of the townhouses allows the front yard of each lot to face the front of another lot. As a
result, the front of each townhouse lot looks at either a central muse, common open space, or forest
area on adjacent property.
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The two proposed parcels are of appropriate size, shape and orientation to provide a floor area ratio
in compliance with the CRT while being large enough to provide all the required parking within the
minimum and maximum range allowed. Under the definition of a Reduced Parking Area in Section
59.1.4.2, the Subject Property qualifies as a Reduced Parking Zone due to it being zoned CRT.
Currently, the Subject Property includes 1,229 parking spaces to serve all uses. At full build out, this
Application will reduce the parking count by 99 parking spaces compared to the existing condition.
This results in a parking ratio of 3.77 spaces per 1,000 sq. feet. The proposed parking is 165 vehicle
parking spaces in excess of the minimum required by the Zoning Ordinance (Table 8).
Staff finds that the parking ratio proposed of 3.77 spaces per 1,000 feet is adequate, especially when
compared to other commercial projects recently approved by the Planning Board in the CRT zone. The
Pike & Rose project in the While Flint area has 1.7 million sq. feet of commercial development
resulting in 2.4 spaces per 1,000 sq. feet. Travilah Square in the Great Seneca Science Corridor area
has 260 spaces to serve 58,102 sq. feet of commercial resulting in 4.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. feet. Finally,
the retail component of the Park Potomac project at Montrose and Seven Locks Road provides 407
spaces to serve 108,382 sq. feet resulting in 3.7 spaces per 1,000 sq. feet.

Figure 11 – Proposed Lot Layout
The lots were reviewed for compliance with the dimensional requirements for the CRT-0.75, C-0.5, R0.25, H-35 and R-90 zones as specified in the Zoning Ordinance. The lots will meet all the dimensional
requirements for area, frontage and can accommodate the residential and commercial (both existing
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and proposed) buildings which can reasonably meet the width and setbacks requirements in that
zone. A summary of this review is included in Table 8. The Preliminary Plan has been reviewed by
other applicable county agencies, all of whom have recommended approval.
Table 8 – Development Standards Table - CRT-0.75, C-0.5, R-0.25, H-35
CRT-0.75, C-0.5, R-0.25, H-35
FAR (Floor Area Ratio)
Commercial
FAR (Floor Area Ratio) Residential
Total FAR
Open Space
- Public Open Space (Commercial)
- Common Open Space
(Townhouses)
Minimum Lot Frontage
Minimum Lot Width at B.R.L.
Maximum Lot Coverage
Min. Setbacks (Commercial)
Front
Side, abutting R-90
Rear, abutting R-90
Side, abutting RT-15
Rear, abutting RT-15
Side, all other
Rear, all other
Rear, alley
Min. Setbacks (Residential)
Front
Side Street
Side
Side (abutting R-90/RT-15)
Rear (abutting R-90/RT-15)
Rear
Rear, alley
Building Orientation
Entrance Facing Street or Open
Space
Build-to-Area (Commercial)
Front
Side Street
Building in Front BTA

Required by the Zone

0.50 FAR (509,652 sq. ft.)

Proposed for Approval

0.29 FAR (300,000 sq. ft.)

0.25 FAR (254,826 sq. ft.)
0.75 FAR (764,478 sq. ft.)

0.20 FAR (200,000 sq. ft.)
0.49 FAR (500,000 sq. ft.)

10% min.
10% min.

10% min.
10% min.

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

0 feet
12 feet min. (1.5 X 8 feet)
37.5 feet (1.5 X 25 feet)
12 feet min. (1.5 X 8 feet)
30 feet min. (1.5 X 20
feet)
0 feet min.
0 feet min.
4 feet min.

0 feet
12 feet min.
37.5 feet
12 foot min.
30 foot min.

5 foot min.
5 foot min.
2 foot min.
4 foot min.
10 foot min.
10 foot min.
4 foot min.

5 foot min.
5 foot min.
2 foot min.
4 foot min.
10 foot min.
10 foot min.
4 foot min.

Required

To be provided at Site Plan

20 feet max.

20 feet max or as approved on
Site Plan
20 feet max or as approved on
Site Plan
70% min. or as approved on Site
Plan

20 feet max.
70% min.

0 foot min.
0 foot min.
4 foot min.
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CRT-0.75, C-0.5, R-0.25, H-35
Building in Side Street BTA
Townhouse Residential
Front
Building Front in BTA

Building Height
Total Vehicle Parking 3
Motorcycle Parking
Bicycle Parking, Short Term
Bicycle Parking, Long Term
Site Plan Required

Required by the Zone

Proposed for Approval

35% min.

35% min. or as approved on Site
Plan

15 feet max.

15 feet max. or as approved on
Site Plan
70 feet min. or as approved on
Site Plan

70% min.
35 feet max.
965 spaces min. – 1,940
spaces max.
10
34
11
Yes

35 feet (Building Height
Averaging using all buildings on
the site, per Section 4.5.2.C.2.f)
1,130 spaces
11
34
11
Yes

Table 9 – Development Standards Table – R-90
R-90

Required by the Zone

Proposed for Approval

Minimum Lot Area
Minimum Lot Frontage
Minimum Lot Width at B.R.L.
Maximum Lot Coverage
Min. Setbacks (for all lots)
Front
Side, abutting Residential
Rear, abutting Residential
Building Height
Site Plan Required

9,000 sq. ft.
25 feet
75 feet
30%

179,467 sq. ft.
444 feet
N/A
N/A

30 feet
8 feet min./ 25 feet total
25 feet
35 feet max.
Yes

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Yes

4. The Application satisfies all the applicable requirements of the Forest Conservation Law, Montgomery
County Code Chapter 22A.
The Subject Property is in compliance with all of the applicable requirements of the Forest
Conservation Law including the tree variance.
Natural Resource Inventory/Forest Stand Delineation

3

The total parking calculation includes the residential, retail, office and restaurant uses.
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The Natural Resource Inventory/Forest Stand Delineation (NRI/FSD) #420171210 for the Property was
approved on December 13, 2017. The NRI/FSD identifies the environmental features and forest
resources on the Property. The Property contains approximately 1.86 acres of forest, including
approximately 0.39 acres of forested stream valley buffer. There is one tributary stream to Cabin John
Creek that originates below the on-site stormwater management pond in the northeastern corner of
the Property. This stream flows off-site onto the adjacent Cabin John Regional Park. An off-site
stream exists east of the southeastern corner of the Property, and the buffer associated with this
stream is on-site. A total of 1.13 acres of stream buffer exists on the Property, 0.39 acres of which is
forested. The remainder of the stream buffer includes an existing stormwater management pond in
the northeast corner and existing development and related slope and storm drain easements in the
southeastern corner of the Property. Approximately 0.02 acres of non-forested wetlands were
identified around the perimeter of the existing stormwater management pond in the northeastern
portion of the Property. The Property does not contain any 100-year floodplain or highly erodible
soils. Steep slopes (≥25%) are located within the slope easement adjacent to Tuckerman Lane and in
the southeastern corner of the Property. There are 97 trees greater than or equal to 24” Diameter at
Breast Height (DBH) that were identified on or adjacent to the Subject Property, 17 of which are 30”
DBH and greater. The Property is not located within a Special Protection Area.
Forest Conservation Plan
The Application meets the requirements of Chapter 22A of the Montgomery County Forest
Conservation Law. As required by the County Forest Conservation Law (Chapter 22A of the County
Code), a Preliminary Forest Conservation Plan (“FCP”) for the project was submitted with the
Preliminary Plan (Attachment 3). The net tract area for forest conservation is 12.84 acres, which
excludes 13.10 acres previously covered under the approved Forest Conservation Plan for Parcel ‘D’
as part of Administrative Subdivision Plan 62017050, and 0.07 of land located within existing storm
drain, slope and stormwater management easements. Approximately 0.69 acres that will be
disturbed to construct required off-site improvements along Tuckerman Lane is included in the net
tract area. After deducting the forest located on the 13.17 acres of land deducted from the net tract
area, the FCP includes 1.70 acres of existing forest located within and adjacent to the stream valley
buffers. The Application proposes to retain 1.21 acres and remove 0.49 acres of forest. The retained
forest will be protected in a Category I conservation easement but will allow for a proposed natural
surface trail within the easement that connects to the trail system on the adjacent Cabin John Regional
Park. The proposed forest clearing generates a reforestation requirement of 0.98 acres, and there is
an additional afforestation requirement of 0.23 acres, for a total of 1.21 acres of forest mitigation
planting required. The Applicant proposes to meet the planting requirement through a combination
of forest planting on the Property and at an off-site location to be determined at time of Final Forest
Conservation review.
The Applicant has proposed to remove portions of the existing stormwater management easement
and convert these areas to Category I conservation easement, and to consolidate the location of the
proposed stormwater management pond ingress/egress easement with the proposed storm drain
outfall to the pond. These efforts have increased the amount of existing forest that will be protected
in a Category I conservation easement.
Approximately 0.44 acres of the proposed 0.49 acres of forest clearing is along the edge of the existing
forest in the northeastern corner of the Property. This forest is contiguous with the forest on the
adjacent Cabin John Regional Park. Staff worked with the Applicant to try to preserve all of this forest.
Given the various constraints on the Property, including preserving much of the existing development
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and buildings, and the limited area available for residential development, it was determined that there
was not a layout that allowed the preservation of the forest and the Applicant’s desired number of
residential units. The forest is proposed to be cleared for the construction of a private road with
parallel parking spaces designed to serve visitors to the park and the proposed residences, and a storm
drain system, including stormwater management facilities. The road is the minimum width necessary
to meet fire access requirements. Staff has concerns that the removal of the existing forest edge will
result in additional forest loss and potential hazards due to dieback experienced by exposing interior
forest to these altered conditions. To alleviate these concerns, Staff recommends a condition of
approval requiring further evaluation of proposed tree protection measures to minimize the stress to
the trees during and after construction and to maintain and enhance the forest that will now include
a natural surface path system connecting to the Cabin John Regional Park. This new forest edge will
be located along a private road, parallel parking spaces, and a newly defined access point to a trail
system that connects to the adjacent park. Additional measures may include pruning, removal of
dead, dying or hazardous limbs and trees, and replanting of native trees if necessary to maintain a
healthy, intact and continuous forest edge. These proposed requirements will be incorporated into
the Final Forest Conservation Plan. The remaining 0.05 acres of forest clearing is located off-site,
along Tuckerman Lane. This clearing is a result of improvements within the right-of-way of Tuckerman
Lane.
Forest Conservation Variance
Section 22A-12(b)(3) of the Montgomery County Forest Conservation Law provides criteria that
identify certain individual trees and other vegetation as high priority for retention and protection.
The law requires that there be no impact to: trees that measure 30 inches or greater DBH; are part of
an historic site or designated with an historic structure; are designated as national, State, or County
champion trees; are at least 75 percent of the diameter of the current State champion tree of that
species; or trees, shrubs, or plants that are designated as Federal or State rare, threatened, or
endangered species. Any impact to high priority vegetation, including disturbance to the critical root
zone (CRZ) requires a variance. An applicant for a variance must provide certain written information
in support of the required findings in accordance with Section 22A-21 of the County Forest
Conservation Law. Development of the Property requires impact to trees identified as high priority
for retention and protection (Protected Trees), therefore, the Applicant has submitted a variance
request for these impacts. Staff recommends that a variance be granted.
Variance Request – The Applicant submitted a variance request in a letter dated September 7, 2018,
for the impacts to trees (Attachment 13). The Applicant wishes to obtain a variance to impact, but
not remove, ten (10) Protected Trees that are considered high priority for retention under Section
22A-12(b)(3) of the County Forest Conservation Law. Details of the Protected Trees to be affected
but retained are listed in Table 10 and shown graphically in Figure 12 & 13.
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Table 10 - Protected Trees to be affected but retained
Tree
Common
Size
Botanical Name
No.
Name
(DBH)
2
White Oak
Quercus alba
30 inch

CRZ
Impact
29%

Tree
Location
Condition
Good
Tuckerman Ln. bike path

8

Red Oak

Quercus rubra

30 inch

11%

Good

Offsite; Private Road ‘A’

42

Pin Oak

Quercus palustris

34 inch

4%

Good

SWM and curb construction

44

Tulip Tree

Liriodendron tulipifera

37 inch

27%

Good

Private Road ‘A’; SWM

46

Tulip Tree

Liriodendron tulipifera

30 inch

5%

Fair/Poor

SWM access; storm drain

55

Tulip Tree

Liriodendron tulipifera

31 inch

2%

Good

Storm drain connection

65

Red Oak

Quercus rubra

31 inch

5%

Good

Private Road ‘A’

74

Post Oak

Quercus stellata

31 inch

34%

Good

Offsite; Private Road ‘A’

66221

Tulip Tree

Liriodendron tulipifera

32 inch

13%

Good

Offsite; Tuckerman Ln. bike path

66231

White oak

Quercus alba

42 inch

23%

Good

Offsite; Tuckerman Ln. bike path

Figure 12 - Protected Trees to be affected but retained on the north side of the Property

34

Figure 13 - Protected Trees to be affected but retained along the Tuckerman frontage
Unwarranted Hardship Basis – Per Section 22A-21, a variance may only be considered if the Planning
Board finds that leaving the Protected Trees in an undisturbed state would result in an unwarranted
hardship, denying an applicant reasonable and significant use of the Property. The Applicant contends
that an unwarranted hardship would be created due to existing conditions on the Property and the
development requirements for the Property.
The Protected Trees are located adjacent to existing development on the Property and an existing
stormwater management pond. In order to redevelop the Property, improvements to the existing
infrastructure, including roads, drive aisles, and a stormwater management pond, are required. These
existing conditions are such that any application to redevelop this Property for the recommended use
and density would result in the need for a tree variance. Staff worked with the Applicant to revise the
limits of disturbance to minimize the impacts to the Protected Trees as much as possible. There is an
existing stormwater management pond located immediately adjacent to existing forest, including
Protected Trees. In order to manage the stormwater runoff from the development, storm drains must
connect to this facility and access to maintain the facility are necessary and will impact the critical
root zones of Protected Trees. The new development was designed around some of the existing
buildings and parking lot areas that will remain. Existing parking spaces and drive aisles will be
converted into a private road to access the proposed townhomes. This road must meet the required
development standards, including safety standards for fire and rescue vehicles. Three of the trees
will be impacted due to construction of a required path along Tuckerman Lane. The number and
location of the Protected Trees within the developable portions of the Property, and the development
requirements create an unwarranted hardship. If the variance were not considered, the development
anticipated on this Property would not occur. Staff has reviewed this Application and finds that there
would be an unwarranted hardship if a variance were not considered.
Variance Findings – Section 22A-21 of the County Forest Conservation Law sets forth the findings that
must be made by the Planning Board or Planning Director, as appropriate, for a variance to be granted.
Staff has made the following determination based on the required findings in the review of the
variance request and the forest conservation plan:

35

Granting of the requested variance:
a. Will not confer on the applicant a special privilege that would be denied to other applicants.
Granting the variance will not confer a special privilege on the Applicant as the disturbance to the
Protected Trees is due to the reasonable development of the Property. Protected Trees are
located in the developable area of the Property, including adjacent to Tuckerman Lane, and along
the existing access to the Property from Coddle Harbor Lane. In order to utilize this existing
access, improvements are required to meet the requirements for a private road and to provide
stormwater management resulting in impacts to Protected Trees. Additional impacts to
Protected Trees will occur due to requirements to construct a path along Tuckerman Lane. The
requested impacts to Protected Trees are due to required road improvements and storm drain
connections that would be necessary under any application for development of the Property, and
disturbance within the anticipated developable area of the site. Any redevelopment considered
for this Property would be faced with the same considerations. Granting a variance to allow land
disturbance within the developable portion of the Property is not unique to this Applicant. Staff
believes that the granting of this variance is not a special privilege that would be denied to other
applicants.
b. Is not based on conditions or circumstances which are the result of the actions by the applicant.
The need for the variance is not based on conditions or circumstances which are the result of
actions by the Applicant. The requested variance is based upon existing Property conditions,
including the location of the Protected Trees within the developable area.
c. Is not based on a condition relating to land or building use, either permitted or non-conforming,
on a neighboring property.
The need for a variance is a result of the existing conditions and the proposed design and layout
of the Property, and not a result of land or building use on a neighboring property.
d. Will not violate State water quality standards or cause measurable degradation in water quality.
The variance will not violate State water quality standards or cause measurable degradation in
water quality. None of the Protected Trees are proposed to be removed, adequate tree
protection measures are proposed during construction and the severed roots will be allowed to
regenerate and continue to function as they do today. In addition, the Montgomery County
Department of Permitting Services (MCDPS) has found the stormwater management concept for
the proposed project to be acceptable as stated in a letter dated June 25, 2018 (Attachment 11).
The stormwater management concept incorporates Environmental Site Design standards.
Mitigation for Protected Trees – None of the trees subject to the variance provision will be
removed. Staff does not recommend mitigation for trees affected, but not removed. The
affected root systems of these trees will receive adequate tree protection measures allowing
the roots to regenerate and the functions provided restored.
County Arborist’s Recommendation on the Variance – In accordance with Montgomery County
Code Section 22A-21(c), the Planning Department is required to refer a copy of the variance
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request to the County Arborist in the Montgomery County Department of Environmental
Protection for a recommendation prior to acting on the request. The request was forwarded to
the County Arborist as part of the review process. As of the date of this staff report, no response
related to this request has been received from the County Arborist.
Variance Recommendation – Staff recommends that the variance be granted with no additional
mitigation as described above.
5. All stormwater management requirements shall be met as provided in Montgomery County Code
Chapter 19, Article II, titled “Storm Water Management,” Sections 19-20 through 19-35.
The Preliminary Plan received an approved water quality inventory from the Montgomery County
Department of Permitting Services, Water Resources Section on June 21, 2018 (Attachment 11). The
Application will meet stormwater management goals through the use of microbioretention and
structural methods.

SECTION 5 – CITIZEN CORRESPONDENCE AND ISSUES
This Application was submitted and noticed in accordance with all Planning Board adopted procedures.
One sign referencing the proposed Application was posted along the Subject Property’s frontage. A presubmission meeting was held at the Herbert Hoover Middle School Cafeteria located at 8810 Post Oak
Road in Potomac, Maryland on December 19, 2017.
As of the date of this report, Staff has received nine letters in opposition (Attachment 16) to this
Application. The concerns stated in the letters focus on primarily the granting on a tree variance, parking,
redevelopment of the shopping center as a whole, increased traffic, and the removal of the gas station.
Staff met with a group of citizens primarily made up of citizens from the Inverness neighborhood
concerned about the proposed tree variance and the proposed tree impacts in M-NCPPC office. During
this meeting, the citizens better understood the tree impacts to the specimen trees and appreciated Staff
clarifying which trees would be removed or affected. They were reassured that a substantial amount of
forest would remain as a buffer between their homes and the proposed development.
Citizens were concerned that not enough parking is provided with this application. After further review
and analysis, the Application is 165 parking spaces over the minimum requirement in the Zoning
Ordinance. Furthermore, the parking ratio provided by this Application is comparable to other similar
mixed-use projects recently approved in the County.
Other citizens have expressed concerns about this shopping center becoming more of the regional center
than a neighborhood center, the Master Plan which had significant input from citizens in 2002 envisioned
a very similar type of project with the exact amount of square footage proposed by this Application.
The letters also raise concerns with increased traffic on Tuckerman Lane, Seven Locks Road, and in the
area as a whole. As part of this application, the Applicant was required to perform a signal warrant analysis
at Coddle Harbor Lane and Seven Locks Road which did not meet the criteria to require signalized
intersection. Furthermore, a traffic study has been reviewed and approved by M-NCPPC Staff and MCDOT
which has determined that the transportation system meets all the requirements to handle the trip
generation created by the Application at full build-out.
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Finally, many citizen letters have expressed a desire to retain the gas station as a land use on the Property.
The Applicant has informed Staff that the gas station has a long-term lease, and therefore, the gas station
cannot be removed at the time. However, current plans indicate that the gas station will be removed in
Phase 3 of the project to accommodate residential development. Any property owner may add or remove
any land use permitted under the Zoning Ordinance.

SECTION 6 – CONCLUSION
The proposed lots meet all requirements established in the Subdivision Regulations in Chapter 50, Forest
Conservation Law in Chapter 22A, and the proposed use substantially conform to the recommendations
of 2002 Potomac Subregion Master Plan. Access and public facilities will be adequate to serve the
proposed lot, and the Application has been reviewed by other applicable county agencies, all of whom
have recommended approval of the Preliminary Plan with the conditions provided. Therefore, approval
of the Application with the conditions specified herein is recommended.
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Attachment 7
Private Road Comparison to Public Road Sections
Section 2
MC-2003.11 vs Modified Section
The 2’ sidewalk abuts the curb on the left which shifts the landscape strip on that side of the modified
section
The landscape strip is narrower on the right side of the modified section
There is a drainage swale on the left side of the modified section
The right of way is 22’ narrower on the modified section for the private road (public 70’ – private 48’)
The paving section is wider on the section for the public road by 2.5’
The public road section is no symmetrical (70’ – 39’/31’)
The private road section is not symmetrical (48’ – 28’/20’)
The travel lanes are 1’ to 1.5’ narrower for the private road
Section 3
MC-2001.01 vs Modified Section
The right of way is 4’ narrower on the modified section for the private road
There is no sidewalk on the modified section
The paving is 2’ wider on the modified section
Section 4
MC-2002.03 vs Modified Section
The 2’ sidewalk abuts the curb and is 3’ narrower on the modified section
The landscape strip on the left side of the modified section is behind the sidewalk
The modified section is not symmetrical (50’ - 28’/22’)
The modified section is 20’ narrower which results in narrower lawn panels on both sides
Section 5
MC-2002.02 vs Modified Section
There’s no sidewalk on the left side of the modified section
The sidewalk is located on the right side of the modified section
The paving is 1.5’ narrower on the modified section
The right of way is 18’-10” narrower on the modified section
The public road section is no symmetrical (60’ – 33.5’/26.5’)
The private road section is not symmetrical (41’-2” – 19.67’/21.5’)
The landscape strip is narrower on both sides of the modified section
The sidewalk is 1’ narrower on the modified section
Section 6
MC-2001.01 vs Modified Section
There’s no sidewalk on the left side of the modified section
The sidewalk is located on the right side of the modified section.
The right of way is narrower on the modified section

Section 7
MC-201.01 vs Modified Section
There’s sidewalk and landscape strip on the left side of the modified section
The right of way is wider on the modified section
There is curb on the modified section
There is parallel parking on the left side of the modified section
The paving is wider on the modified section

MONTGOMERY
PLANNING
DEPARTMENT
MONTGOMERY
PLANNING
DEPARTMENT
THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL
CAPITAL PARK AND
PLANNING
COMMISSION
THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL
CAPITAL
PARK
AND PLANNING

COMMISSION

CertifiedPlan
Preliminary
Plan - 620170050
Certified
- 620170050

APPROVAL
APPROVAL
10/06/17
10/06/17

Attachment 8

Attachment 9

Attachment 10

Attachment 11

Attachment 12

Attachment 13

September 7, 2018

Forest Conservation Program Manager
Maryland National Park & Planning Commission
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Re:

Cabin John Village - Variance Request (amendment)
Preliminary Forest Conservation Plan No. 120180120

On behalf of the applicant, EDENS, we are requesting a variance of Section 22A12.(b)(3)(c) of the Montgomery County Code.
(3) The following trees, shrubs, plants, and specific areas are priority for retention and
protection and must be left in an undisturbed condition unless the Planning Board or Planning
Director, as appropriate, finds that the applicant qualifies for a variance under Section 22A-21:
(C) Any tree with a diameter, measured at 4.5 feet above the ground, of:
(i) 30 inches or more; or
(ii) 75% or more of the diameter, measured at 4.5’ above ground of the current
State champion tree of that species.
This variance request is an amendment to the previous request granted for FCP
620170050 for Parcel D. This request is for the redevelopment of the overall site that includes
Parcels C, O and Tax Parcel 328, as well as Parcel D.
The subject property, known in the community as the Cabin John Shopping Center,
contains a gross tract area of approximately 25.32 acres and is generally located at 7817
Tuckerman Lane and 11325 Seven Locks Road in the northeast corner of the intersection of
Tuckerman Lane and Seven Locks Road, in Potomac, Maryland. More specifically, the Property
is comprised of recorded lots known as Parcel D of the Seven Locks Plaza Subdivision, as shown
on a Record Plat recorded among the Land Records of Montgomery County, Maryland (the
“Land Records”) at Plat No. 25334 on November 16, 2017, Parcel C of the Seven Locks Plaza
Subdivision, as shown on a Record Plat recorded among the Land Records at Plat No. 11341 on
September 27, 1976, Parcel O of the Inverness Knolls Subdivision, as shown on a Record Plat
recorded among the Land Records at Plat No. 12383 on April 9, 1979, and unrecorded
Parcel 328. The Property is currently improved with a commercial strip shopping center, a twostory mall building, and surface parking.

M-NCPPC Forest Conservation Program Manager
Cabin John Village – Variance Request

September 7, 2018
Page 2 of 6

The majority of the Property is zoned CRT-0.75, C-0.5, R-0.25, H-35T pursuant to the
Countywide District Map Amendment effective on October 30, 2014, although the northern
portion of Parcel O is zoned R-90. The Property is located within the planning boundaries of the
2002 Potomac Subregion Master Plan.
Pursuant to the applicable provisions of Chapter 50 of the Montgomery County Code, the
Applicant submitted a preliminary plan application to seek approval for the proposed
development on the Property of an additional 59,085 square feet of commercial development,
which would create a total of 300,000 square feet of commercial uses on the Property, and up to
200,000 square feet of new residential uses consisting of approximately 59 single-family
attached townhouse units.
The site is bordered along the east side by a wooded area that is part of Cabin John
Regional Park, The Inverness townhome community to the north and single family detached
houses to the west and south. The northern portion of the site contains an existing outdated
stormwater management facility that treats the stormwater on a portion of the property. The
remaining areas of the property were built prior to current stormwater management regulations
and have no stormwater management treatment for the surface areas that flow to the Cabin John
Creek.
As part of development on the Subject Property, the applicant is requesting a variance to
affect the following trees that measures 30” or greater in diameter at breast height (dbh).
TREE #

2
8 (401)
42 (102)
44 (117)

46 (119)
55 (310)
65 (320)
74 (330)
66221
66231

TREE TYPE

%
DISTURBED

White Oak
30” dbh
Red Oak
30” dbh
Pin Oak
34” dbh
Tulip Poplar
37” dbh

29%

Tulip Poplar
30” dbh
Tulip Poplar
31” dbh
Red Oak
31” dbh
Post Oak
31” dbh
Tulip Poplar
32”
White oak
42”

5%

REASON

DISPOSITION

Proposed Bike Path Construction along
Tuckerman Lane.
Construction of Private Road ‘A’.

To be disturbed

To be disturbed

2%

Curb and SWM construction and
associated grading.
Construction of Private Road ‘A’, Site
construction, SWM facilities and
associated grading.
Storm drain construction, SWM access,
site construction and grading.
Storm drain construction

5%

Construction of Private Road ‘A’.

To be disturbed

34%

Site construction and associated grading

To be disturbed

13%

Proposed Bike Path Construction and
grading.
Proposed Bike Path Construction and
grading.

To be disturbed

11%
4%
27%

23%

To be disturbed

To be disturbed

To be disturbed
To be disturbed

To be disturbed
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Section 22A-21 (b) lists the criteria for the granting of the variance requested herein. The
following narrative explains how the requested variance is justified under the set of
circumstances described above.

1. Describe the special conditions peculiar to the property which would cause the unwarranted
hardship:
Disturbance of Tree #2, 8, 42, 44, 46, 55, 65, 74, 66221 & 66231
The proposed development of additional retail area and residential townhouses on the
Subject Property will require new building construction, associated grading, utility installation,
access/road frontage improvements, parking lot construction, on-site stormwater management
and other associated improvements on the property. The proposed building layout was designed
to minimize disturbance and impacts to the existing shopping center, landscape and adjacent
forested area, while taking advantage of existing utility lines and vehicular circulation.
o Tree #2 (Previous variance approved) will be impacted by required addition of an 8’
shared-use bike path along Tuckerman Lane.
o Tree #8 (Off-site) will have minimal impacted by the conversion of existing parking
spaces to Private Road A along the eastern edge of the property along Cabin John Park. A
large section of the new curb will be in the same location as the old curb
o Tree #42 (Off-site) will have minimal disturbance to its critical root zone to construct a
SWM facility and parking lot revisions.
o Tree #44 will have disturbance to its critical root zone to construct a retaining wall, SWM
access, Private Road A construction, and utility installation. Specialized construction
techniques will be utilized to help preserve this tree.
o Tree #46 will have minimal disturbance in order to provide SWM access to the existing
stormwater management facility located on the northern parcel of the site. The existing
SWM facility was not originally constructed with an access road, but the applicant will
be required to install a new access road as part of the site redevelopment.
o Tree #55 will have minimal disturbance to its critical root zone to construct a storm drain.
o Tree #65 will be disturbed to construct new curb and parking for the proposed site
redevelopment.
o Tree #74 will be impacted by the conversion of existing parking spaces to Private Road
A, a retaining wall and site construction along the eastern edge of the property along
Cabin John Park. A large section of the new curb will be in the same location as the old
curb. Specialized construction techniques will be utilized to help preserve this tree.
o Tree #66221 & 66231 will have disturbance to the critical root zone to construct the
required path along Tuckerman Lane.
Not being allowed to disturb the critical root zones of these trees and obtain a Specimen
Tree Variance would deprive the Applicant of the reasonable and substantial use of the Property
and clearly demonstrate an unwarranted hardship. The ability to provide residential housing,
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additional commercial density, parking, and site construction is allowed within the existing
zoning and within a reasonable and substantial use of the Property. Not allowing disturbance in
these areas would deny the Applicant the ability to provide the required on-site stormwater
management and would therefore not comply with the Stormwater Management Concept Plan. If
a Variance were to be denied, the Applicant would be deprived from developing the Property for
a reasonable and significant use enjoyed by virtually all others similar property owners in the
community

2. Describe how enforcement of these rules will deprive the landowner of rights commonly
enjoyed by others in similar areas:
The subject specimen trees are located mostly on the perimeter of the property, and in the
rear of the property on Parcel O. There is an existing environmental ground contamination
condition on-site that limits any current residential development to the area of Parcel O. With the
configuration of the existing development on the Subject Property including the shopping center
building, parking areas, driveway access and forest cover along the perimeter of the property, in
combination with the proposed retail pads, the remaining potential development area for
additional commercial development was limited to the already developed portion of the site, and
residential development on Parcel O. The proposed retail and residential additions, associated
parking and utility improvements have been specifically designed to maximize the already
improved areas of the site, use the existing access/utilities and minimize any forest impacts. As
stated previously, the existing site contains inadequate stormwater management and the existing
trees occupy suitable areas for stormwater management. The ten (10) impacted specimen trees
are located in the areas of utility, stormwater management, private road, parking or shared-use
bike path construction and denial of a variance would keep the applicant from fulfilling the
county’s goal of avoiding sprawl and locating density in already developed areas, and providing
additional housing including affordable housing in Montgomery County.
Not granting the variance would cause undue hardship on the applicant because
development would be very limited or not possible, and therefore will deny the applicant ability
to fully use the property. By denial of a Variance, it will deprive the landowner the significant
and reasonable use on the property as allowed in the zone, and as shown in the Master Plan.
Granting of the variance will ultimately allow the property to be developed in a safe and efficient
manner as other property owners in the community.

3. Verify that State water quality standards will not be violated or that a measurable
degradation in water quality will not occur as a result of the granting of the variance:
The variance will not violate state water quality standards or cause measurable
degradation in water quality. All proposed land development activities in Montgomery County
require Conceptual Storm Water Management Plan approval and detailed technical Sediment
Control and Storm Water Management Plan approvals by Montgomery County Department of
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Permitting Services. A Storm Water Management Concept Plan will be approved by the
Montgomery County Department of Permitting Service. The approval of these plans confirms
that the SWM Concept Plan meets or exceeds all Montgomery County and State of Maryland
storm water management regulations and water quality standards through the use of micro-bio
filters and other similar treatment features and therefore verify that State water quality standards
will not be violated or that a measurable degradation in water quality will not occur. In addition
to providing state-of-the-art “Environmental Site Design” storm water management for a site that
currently has virtually no storm water management and completely uncontrolled runoff, the
proposed development will add significant stormwater management to the site while also be
reducing the existing uncontrolled overland flow on adjacent properties, and provide forest cover
through additional site afforestation.

4. Provide any other information appropriate to support the request:
The variance request is not based on conditions or circumstances which result from the
actions of the applicant. The applicant has taken great care to locate development in the buildable
area of the site while trying to maximize usage of existing utility lines and minimize disturbance
to the significant and specimen trees. The Applicant intends to implement tree preservation
measures, potentially including standard tree protection fencing, signage, root pruning, vertical
mulching and fertilization to further aid in mitigating disturbance and protecting the forest line.
This will be explored and identified as part of the Final Forest Conservation Plan included with
the upcoming Site Plan. The applicant recognizes the value and need for mature trees and will
give special attention to any construction work that may impact the critical root zones of
specimen trees as noted above.
The Applicant believes that the information set forth above is adequate to justify the requested
variance to disturb ten (10) specimen trees on the Subject Property. Furthermore, the Applicant's
request for a variance complies with the "minimum criteria" of Section 22A-21 (d) for the
following reasons:
1. This Applicant will receive no special privileges or benefits by the granting of the
requested variance that would not be available to any other applicant.
2. The variance request is not based on conditions or circumstances which result from the
actions of the applicant. The applicant did not create the existing site conditions,
including the random location of the specimen trees.
3. The variance is not based on a condition relating to the land or building use, either
permitted or nonconforming on a neighboring property.
4. The impact to, or loss of the requested trees will not violate State water quality standards
or cause measurable degradation in water quality.
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If you have any further questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,
Kevin Foster
Kevin Foster, ASLA AICP

Attachment 14
Department of Permitting Services
Fire Department Access and Water Supply Comments
DATE:

23-Jul-18

TO:

Tim Longfellow
Gutschick Little & Weber, PA
Marie LaBaw

FROM:
RE:

Cabin John Village
120180120

PLAN APPROVED
1. Review based only upon information contained on the plan submitted 23-Jul-18 .Review and approval does not cover
unsatisfactory installation resulting from errors, omissions, or failure to clearly indicate conditions on this plan.
2. Correction of unsatisfactory installation will be required upon inspection and service of notice of violation to a party
responsible for the property.

*** Intersection detailed on Sheet 2 Insets 1A&B to be reevaluated for layout and functionality at
site plan ***
*** Proposed alternative surfaces to be detailed and approved at site plan ***
*** Parking restrictions to be finalized at site plan ***

Attachment 15

Attachment 5

Cemetery Assessment for the Cabin John Shopping Center
Potomac, Montgomery County, Maryland
August 23, 2017
Introduction
The Ottery Group has prepared this assessment in order to evaluate the potential for one or more
unmarked cemeteries associated with the historically African American community of Scotland to have
existed at the location of the Cabin John Shopping Center. The shopping center, owned by EDENS,
is located at the intersection of Seven Locks Road and Tuckerman Lane in Potomac, Maryland.
EDENS requested this assessment for purposes of due diligence associated with planning future
construction at the property.
African Americans purchased land along Seven Locks Road after the Civil War. Many had been
enslaved, and at least one founder of the community that became Scotland was a Civil War veteran;
Henry Dove who resided in this area by 1879 (Hopkins 1879) had served in the 37th Regiment of the
United States Colored Troops. The community grew to fifty to seventy-five families, dwelling on
approximately fifty acres from north of Tuckerman Lane reaching south to the location of Democracy
Boulevard. Originally the community was called Snake Den, after the Snake Den Branch of Cabin John
Creek; this place name was established during the mid-eighteenth century, well before African
American settlement (Levine 2000). The community had an elementary school by 1901, on Seven
Locks Road north of Tuckerman Lane, and a community of worship with two churches, one of which
became the Scotland African Methodist Episcopal (AME) Zion Church, established by 1906 and
erected in its current location by 1924. Snake Den began to be called Scotland around 1915. By the
middle of the twentieth century houses in the area became dilapidated, even though people throughout
the community were employed; Scotland received no sewer or water infrastructure, and the county
provided no trash collection. Montgomery County desired land for the creation of Cabin John Regional
Park, and real estate speculators and developers put a premium on the land as well. Facing
condemnation of their homes, Scotland residents pooled their capital and invested in the first
affordable housing development in the county, the Scotland Community Apartments, which were
completed between 1968 and 1971 using grants and loans from the Federal Housing Administration
(FHA) under President Johnson’s administration. Developer Carl M. Freemen purchased large areas
in the north part of Scotland for redevelopment, creating Cabin John Shopping Center during the same
period.
The Montgomery County Planning Department Cemetery Inventory includes two cemeteries
associated with Scotland, one located adjacent to the Scotland AME Zion Church (MIHP M:29-15)
approximately one-half mile south along Seven Locks Road, and one identified as “Scotland Cemetery”
and “Snake Hollow Cemetery” in the inventory, located generally in the vicinity of Seven Locks Road,
Tuckerman Lane, and Coddle Harbor Lane on the northeast side of these intersections (Montgomery
County Planning Department 2007a; 2007b). This assessment consisted of compiling available research
on the history of the Scotland community including title histories, reviewing historical source materials,
and an analysis of this research in order to evaluate and assess the likelihood for this or another
cemetery to exist within the 23.55 ac EDENS property.
This preliminary effort did not include a field investigation of the property other than a visual walkover
to document existing conditions, including examination of the approximately two-acre wooded area in
the eastern portion of the property (Attachment 1), and utilizes only publicly available documents from
various repositories located in Washington DC and Maryland.
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Methodology for Survey of Primary Documentary Research
This assessment builds upon research with primary historical documents, defined as documents with
known provenience, authored in past contexts, and associated with events pertaining to the property
under investigation, such as newspaper reports, legal records such as deeds and plats, administrative
records, and other available documents. The Ottery Group carried out background historical research
into the following records and topics:
Historic land records. Digital imagery of Montgomery County land records is accessible online via the
retrieval system hosted at www.mdlandrec.net, and http://plats.net, the latter being supported by the
Maryland State Archives. Title history research was carried out for the entire EDENS property for
Cabin John Shopping Center (Attachment 2), in order to identify portions of the property associated
with the Scotland community and thus having potential to contain unrecorded family cemeteries. The
full text of all deeds was reviewed for information about possible cemeteries. Historic title information
is presented in Attachment 3.
Historic maps and aerial photography. Relevant maps including U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps,
real estate atlases, and aerial photographs were accessed and provide pertinent spatial data and
chronological markers for development of Cabin John Shopping Center and adjacent lands. A GIS
database layering together historical map data with information contained in deed and plat records has
not been created under the present scope of work.
Historic newspapers. Regional newspapers were used to develop a basic chronology and land use history,
alongside deed research, tax assessments, and other documentary sources. These can help identify
specific information about cemeteries operating in Scotland. In some cases, published death notices
can be linked with other archival records, namely death certificates on file at the Maryland State
Archives in Annapolis.
The Washington Evening Star, the newspaper of record for the District of Columbia and adjacent
areas in Maryland is available digitally through the District of Columbia Public Libraries as keyword
searchable, full-text original print images from 1852-1981, as is the Washington Post starting in 1877.
These newspapers were searched for relevant material using keywords such as “Snake Den”, “Scotland
Cemetery”, “Snake Hollow Cemetery”, “Scotland AME Zion”, “Scotland, Md”, and so forth. This
yielded several pertinent stories under some topics, which helped to refine the timeline for
development of the Scotland community, and placement of landmarks such as schools and churches.
A small number of published death notices mentioning Scotland area cemeteries were identified.
The Jane C. Sween Library of the Montgomery County Historical Society in Rockville, Maryland
maintains a vertical file on the Scotland community, containing a complete record of relevant
newspaper items from the period of Scotland’s relocation from 1964 through 1971, and after.
Genealogical records. Genealogical material contained in the Maryland State Archive (MSA) was accessed,
including Donna Cuttler’s (Cuttler 2000) The Genealogical Companion to Rural Montgomery County Cemeteries,
which contains no references to Scotland, and the Genealogical Council of Maryland’s Directory of
Maryland Burial Grounds (Maryland 1996), which similarly excludes Scotland’s cemeteries. The MSA also
holds Maryland census records, tax assessments, wills and probates, records of the Orphan’s Court and
other court records. Many of these records are also available from other sources, for instance the
Maryland Room of the University of Maryland Libraries in College Park, the Enoch Pratt Free Library
in Baltimore, and www.Ancestry.com. These wider genealogical records were selectively consulted, but
hold potential to characterize the historical African American community of Scotland, and the social
networks linking them with the region more broadly.
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Death records are an important component of genealogical research, and archived death records in
Maryland are organized for the convenience of amateur and professional genealogists who are
searching these records for named individuals. Pertinent death records consist of State of Maryland
death certificates and indices recording names, counties of residence, and dates of death. Death records
held at the MSA for the period from 1897 to 1972 are available, often in digital format, organized by
county, year of death, and name of the decedent (MSA 2015a; 2015b; 2015c).
The Montgomery County Archives contain no death records for the county, but the Montgomery
County Planning Department maintains an inventory of cemeteries in the county, at
http://www.montgomeryplanning.org/historic/education/cemeteries_locational.shtm.
The
associated records including hand-written notes and forms for the county’s cemetery inventory are
held at the Montgomery County Historical Society in Rockville, and these were consulted, resulting in
the identification of two cemeteries associated with Scotland. The Montgomery County Historical
Society maintains a vertical file on cemeteries, and a cemetery card file created by a genealogy club
during the 1970s, searchable by name and cemetery within a selection of burying grounds in
Montgomery County, both held in the Jane C. Sween Library in Rockville; these resources contained
no mention of any cemeteries in Scotland.
Using published death notices and census data for the family of Henry Dove, available on
www.Ancestry.com, one death certificate was identified at the MSA listing Scotland cemetery as the
place of burial in 1933, and another listed the Dove family cemetery as place of burial, in 1953;
subsequent research locates this cemetery outside of the EDENS property at Cabin John Shopping
Center.
Overview and Land Use History
Land within the Cabin John Shopping Center derives partly from a large landholding of the Scriven
family of Washington, DC, which passed through several speculative real estate companies during the
middle decades of the twentieth century, and partly from the accumulation of small parcels associated
with the Scotland community. The African American community at Scotland traces its founding to the
1879 purchase at auction of 36 acres by freeman William Dove, one progenitor of a large clan that
remained associated with the Scotland community into the twenty-first century; the Scotland
Community Apartments had a section nicknamed “Dove Land” at the time Dove descendent Bette
Thompson was interviewed by the Washington Post in 2005 (Rathner 2005). The settlement was
initially known as Snake Den, after the Snake Den Branch of Cabin John Creek, which runs on the
west side of Seven Locks Road near what was historically Dove family property northeast of the
intersection of Seven Locks Road and Tuckerman Lane. Henry Dove, William Dove’s uncle, a former
slave and Civil War veteran who was enlisted in the 37th Regiment of the U.S. Colored Troops
(Ancestry.com 2017), purchased 28.5 ac in this area in 1886, and his land was divided among his heirs
who held it until the mid-twentieth century (Attachment 4).
The place name was changed to Scotland by 1917, possibly earlier, based upon references to the place
as Scotland in public notices (Evening Star 1917; 1918). Scotland grew to a community of
approximately 75 African American families by the mid-twentieth century, but subdivision of land
within families, and regulation of acceptable land use by Montgomery County authorities, constrained
improvements by Scotland residents, created extremely poor housing conditions in the community
(Montgomery Sentinel 1965c). Decades of disinvestment by the county led to the Scotland residents
eventually selling their land and relocating to Scotland Community Apartments, the first such
affordable housing project in Montgomery County, between 1968 and 1971. Developer Carl M.
Freeman acquired much of the land in Scotland north of Tuckerman Lane by 1955, including the Cabin
John Shopping Center property, and the mall and shopping center were constructed starting in 1968
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and continuing into the 1970s (Levine 2000; Rathner 2005; Ryan 2009). Title research shows that a
portion of the EDENS property is comprised by lands formerly owned by Scotland residents, namely
Henry Dove’s descendants (see Attachments 3-4).
The Scotland community extended from north of Tuckerman Lane to reach the present-day location
of Democracy Boulevard, with the intersection of Tuckerman Lane with Seven Locks Road being the
location Scotland Elementary School, which existed by 1901 (Evening Star 1901) and was dilapidated
by the 1920s (Montgomery Sentinel n.d.) but provided an alternative to the Seven Locks Colored
Elementary School, established in 1879 further north within the county-operated, state-funded
segregated school system. Construction of Scotland AME Zion Church in its present location was
completed in 1924 (Dwyer 1975), and a one-room Rosenwald elementary school was established
nearby in 1927 (Diggins 1964; Levine 2000; Montgomery Sentinel 1965b). These structures appear on
historic maps and atlases of the vicinity (Baist 1918; USGS 1923; USGS 1944). Scotland AME Zion
Church was home to a group of worshipers that first gathered in 1906 as the Warren Church and held
services in a private home until completion of the church building in 1924 (Dwyer 1975). There is
some evidence that services took place in a building located on Seven Locks Road immediately
northeast of the intersection with Tuckerman Lane; a map published by the United States Geological
Survey (USGS) in 1923 shows a church in this location, on the south side of the road that became
Coddle Harbor Way (USGS 1923) (Attachment 5). The structure is not labeled except to identify it as
a church or place of worship, and a structure is depicted in the same location on a USGS topographic
map published in 1944, but is not indicated as a church. Bette Thompson, born around 1935 and greatgranddaughter of Henry Dove, commented during an interview with Bethesda Magazine interview
2009 that “The Scotland AME Zion Church… Until 1905, it was where Cabin John Shopping Center
is” (Ryan 2009). Bette Thompson’s 2009 statement and the structure included on the 1923 USGS
topographic map are the only historical data identified during preparation of this assessment indicating
a church in this location.
Circumstances of land ownership in Scotland became complicated to the point of obscurity by
midcentury (Zweigenhaft 1965). “Much of the land is in joint or indeterminate ownership, making it
difficult at present for individuals or families to sell even if they wanted to do so,” reported the
Montgomery Sentinel in July 1965 (Montgomery Sentinel 1965d). “Tracts, cut up and handed down
from one generation to the next, have cloudy titles; many of the lots are too small to meet county
minimum legal requirements for septic tanks and wells” (Evening Star 1965a). Intervention in Scotland
by county, state and federal agencies was heralded by efforts of the Scotland Civic Association and the
organization called Save Our Scotland, which held its first meeting in February 1965 and publicized
the living conditions of the approximately fifty families residing there in severe deprivation (Diggins
1964; Montgomery Sentinel 1965c, 1965d; Rathner 2005).
The Scotland Community Development Corporation was created in 1965, with Scotland residents
pooling their land and receiving equity shares in a new housing development, the current Scotland
Community apartments located on Scotland Drive in Potomac, Maryland. An FHA demonstration
grant was secured in 1965, and a $1.6 million FHA loan to construct townhomes followed in 1967
(Evening Star 1965b; Evening Star 1967; Montgomery Sentinel 1965a). Construction on the 100-unit
townhome development began in 1967 and was completed in 1971, with units being occupied by
owners or tenants as quickly as they were finished (Montgomery Sentinel 1971).
The Cabin John Shopping Center began construction in 1968, and examination of available aerial
photography shows that the southern, shopping center portion of the development was completed by
1969 (Real Estate Directories 1970). The Cabin John Mall began construction by November 1970, and
a portion of the neighboring Inverness development were completed by 1979.
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Preliminary Results
Three cemeteries associated with the Scotland community were identified within proximity to the
Cabin John Shopping Center, but it does not appear that these occur within the 23.55 ac EDENS
property. Two of the cemeteries have recorded locations. These consist of the cemetery associated
with Scotland AME Zion Church, directly adjacent to the present-day church property on Seven Locks
Road (Montgomery County Planning Department 2007a), which is still extant and was presumably
established after construction of the church in this location began in 1915, and the Dove family
cemetery, which is situated a short distance north of the shopping center within a portion of the
Inverness development, north of Coddle Harbor Lane.
The Dove family cemetery was identified during title history research for that part of the current land
title survey for Cabin John Shopping Center identified as Parcel “O” (Plat No. 12383), which is part
of the Inverness Knolls subdivision, in the eastern portion of the shopping center. Carl M. Freeman’s
1955 purchase of a number of parcels totaling 28.35 ac included much of the land in the northernmost
part of Scotland, including the former properties and homeplaces of Henry Dove and his descendants,
among them a woman named Elizabeth M. J. Dove. A plot of land containing 7,250 square feet, and
a right of way providing access to it, were held back from the sale of 21.5 ac by Elizabeth Dove, and
subsequent deed records for transfers in 1966 and 1977 maintain the exclusion of this small plot,
indicating that it contains a cemetery. No cemetery is visible on aerial photography of the 21.5 ac
property, but real estate atlases published in 1970 and 1972 appear to show the location of the cemetery
clearly (ARCATA Real Estate Data 1972; Real Estate Directories 1970) (for instance, Attachment 6).
Finally, a death certificate for Tilghman Edward Dove, a descendant of Henry Dove, was located at
the MSA, and this record indicates that he was buried at the Dove Cemetery in Scotland in October
of 1953.
The Montgomery County Planning Department’s Cemetery Inventory includes one additional
cemetery associated with Scotland, called Scotland Cemetery or Snake Hollow Cemetery (Montgomery
County Planning Department 2007b) (Attachment 7). The location of this cemetery could not be
ascertained, and little corroborating evidence regarding the cemetery was discovered during this
assessment. Information in the county’s inventory draws on several sources: recollections of George
R. Snowden, Sr. who operated the Snowden funeral home in Rockville, Maryland and had first-hand
experience of the cemetery; recollections of Bette Thompson, a Dove descendant and community
leader who pursued the relocation of Scotland during the 1960s; and unspecified Catholic records
referencing Snake Hollow Cemetery. This last note suggests that the cemetery was Catholic, or interdenominational. According to George Snowden’s description, graves were never removed from the
cemetery, and the cemetery was not visible at the time that Cabin John Shopping Center and Mall were
constructed. The location recorded in the inventory is “Vicinity of Seven Locks Rd/Tuckerman
Lane/Coddle Harbor Lane – NE side”. Other comments in the inventory suggest that the surveyors
had located and visited the cemetery, in December 2005 when vegetation would have died back giving
grave markers greater visibility. The form notes that the Snake Hollow Cemetery is “Overgrown, in
woods with new houses around. Near Park & Planning [facilities for Cabin John Regional Park] off
Tuckerman Lane. Mostly uncarved stones. Family names are Cooper, Thomas, Simms, et al”. If the
cemetery was visited in 2005, as it appears, then it would not have been directly impacted by past
construction on the Cabin John Shopping Center property.
The Ottery Group staff carried out a pedestrian walkover of the undeveloped, wooded area in the
eastern portion of the shopping center property, in the vicinity of a stormwater management facility
(Attachment 2). This approximately two-acre area contains second-growth mixed hardwood forest on
a gradual hillslope that descends towards a drainage to the northeast, which exits a pond that collects
stormwater from the Cabin John Shopping Center and the adjacent Inverness Knolls development.
The stormwater management facility was built during the above-mentioned development projects, and
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was not examined. The balance of this two-acre area appears to contain the early twentieth-century
ground surface with regenerated forest. No evidence of a cemetery was noted within this portion of
the Cabin John Shopping Center property, suggesting that the Snake Hollow Cemetery likely falls on
M-NCPPC property, within Cabin John Regional Park.
Summary and Recommendations
The Ottery Group has prepared this assessment in order to assist in determining whether the EDENS
property at Cabin John Shopping Center in Potomac, Maryland is likely to contain one or more
unmarked cemeteries associated with the African American community of Scotland from the later
nineteenth century to the mid-twentieth century, when the property was assembled for subdivision and
redevelopment by developer Carl M. Freeman, and his partners. The Montgomery County Planning
Department Cemetery Inventory includes two cemeteries associated with Scotland, one associated with
Scotland AME Zion Church one half-mile south of the shopping center on Seven Locks Road, and
one located generally in the vicinity of the shopping center, known as Scotland Cemetery or Snake
Hollow Cemetery. Title history research and other documentary sources identified a third historic
cemetery, the Dove family cemetery formerly situated on a 21.5 ac parcel north of and adjoining Coddle
Harbor Lane north of the shopping center. This land is now part of the Inverness development, also
associated with developer Carl M. Freeman.
Historic map and title information clearly situate the Dove family cemetery outside of the Cabin John
Shopping Center property. The position of the cemetery may be depicted in real estate atlases published
in 1970 and 1972, when the small cemetery of 7,250 square feet was recognized as separate from the
lands that Freeman and his partners reassembled for subdivision in the Inverness development. The
site of the Dove family cemetery was not located on the ground and its present condition has not been
ascertained.
The Scotland Cemetery or Snake Hollow Cemetery has unclear associations. It may have been utilized
by Scotland residents prior to the establishment of the Scotland AME Zion Church cemetery further
south. Undertaker George R. Snowden indicated during an interview in 2005 that Scotland
Cemetery/Snake Hollow Cemetery was not visible at the time Cabin John Shopping Center was
constructed, implying disuse and neglect. Details in Montgomery County’s inventory data for the
cemetery suggest that it was located and visited during survey in 2005, and that it is situated in
woodlands near new residential construction, adjacent to M-NCPPC facilities for Cabin John Regional
Park. No evidence of a cemetery, such as carved or uncarved grave markers, was identified during
pedestrian survey of the approximately two acre, wooded, eastern portion of the shopping center
property. All of this suggests that Scotland Cemetery/Snake Hollow Cemetery is not located within
the 23.55 ac property associated with Cabin John Shopping Center, but further east along Tuckerman
Lane.
This assessment provides a baseline evaluation of the potential for a cemetery to be located on land
currently part of the Cabin John Shopping Center. The preliminary conclusion of this historical records
review is that no known cemeteries can be documented within the Cabin John Shopping Center
property. Based on the information presented in this assessment, no further measures or investigations
are recommended at this time.
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Attachment 1: Field Photographs Depicting Existing Conditions at Cabin John Shopping Center,
Potomac, Maryland

1. Overview of Cabin John Shopping Center, Facing West

2. Overview of the Cabin John Mall, Facing Northeast

3. View South from Coddle Harbor Lane at Northwest Corner of Cabin John Shopping Center Property,
Along Berm Separating Parking Lot from Public Way on Seven Locks Road (right of frame)

4. View of Proposed Construction Area at Southwestern Corner of Property, Parcel “A”

5. View Southeast from Soutwest Corner of Cabin John Shopping Center Property, Along Berm Separating
Shopping Center Driveway from Public Way on Seven Locks Road (right of frame)

6. View North from Southwest Corner of the Cabin John Shopping Center Property, Area for Proposed
Construction (Seven Locks Road at right of frame)

7. View Facing Northwest Along the Tree Line from the Eastern Corner of the Cabin John Shopping Center
Parking Lot, Wooded Portion of the Property at Right

8. View Facing North Along Eastern Property Line of Cabin John Shopping Center, Showing Ground Cover
and Conditions in Wooded Portion of Property

9. View Towards Southwest from Interior of Wooded Portion of Cabin John Shopping Center Property,
Showing Grade and Ground Cover

10. Overview of Stormwater Management Facility in the Wooded Portion of the Cabin John Shopping
Center Property, Facing East-Northeast

Attachment 2: Survey of Cabin John Shopping Center Property Completed in 2016, Noting Parcel
Divisions and Plat References Within the Property

Attachment 3: Title History for EDENS Property at Cabin John Shopping Center
Part 1, Parcel “A”, Plat 8584 (Scriven/Sherman Tract)
Book
53660

Page
431

Date
12/20/16

3586

497

12/1/66

3332

270

2/8/65

1429

583

540
392

Grantor
Cabin John
Associates Limited
Partnership, a
Maryland Limited
Partnership, and
Carl M. Freeman
Associates, Inc., a
Maryland
Corporation
Carl M. Freeman
Associates, Inc.

Grantee
Cabin John
(EDENS), LLC,
Bethesda

Acreage
25.33

9.89

The Edgemoor
Land Company

Cabin John
Limited
Partnership
Carl M. Freeman
Associates, Inc.

8/24/50

Park and Country
Club District, Inc.

The Edgemoor
Land Company

366

62

6/20/32

The Security Land
Company

274

1/12/26

Bethesda
Amusement
Corporation
James M. Mount,
The Security Land
and Zeru A. Mount, Company
his wife

366(?)

No
acreage
listed
366

Notes

"Being part of a
tract of land
called "Hensley",
"The Addition to
Hensley", "Rock
Spring", "Boon's
Good Luck
Again", or by
whatever name
or names the
same may be
known as and
called…"
Park and
Country Club
District
Incorporated,
formerly known
as Bethesda
Amusement
Corporation

Sale of three
parcels
specifically
excludes a tract
NOT conveyed
by Margaret V.
Sherman to
Cornelia
Elizabeth Scriven
et al, 6/12/1917,

Book

Page

Date

Grantor

310

71

9/22/21

George P. Scriven, James M. Mount
and Elizabeth
McQuade Scriven,
his wife, and
Katherine Scriven,
all of the District of
Columbia

Three
parcels
totalling
325.158
ac

310

76

9/22/21

James M. Mount

40

PBR268

152

6/12/17

Cornelia Elizabeth
Scriven, unmarried,
and Katherine
Scriven, unmarried,
of the District of
Columbia
Margaret B.
Sherman, widow, of
Mobile, Alabama

Cornelia Elizabeth
Scriven and
Katherine Scriven,
District of
Columbia

40

252

244

7/30/15

George P. Scriven,
widower, of the
District of
Columbia,
Katherine Scriven,
unmarried, of
Washington, and
Margaret B.
Sherman of Mobile,
Alabama

Grantee

Acreage

433.54

Notes
L268 f152, 69
acres. See Deets
and Maddox
1917 Real Estate
Atlas,
Attachment 4
"…pieces and
parcels of lands
and
premises…being
part of a tract of
land called
"Hensley" part of
a tract called
"The Addition to
Hensley", part of
a tract called
"Rock Spring",
and part of a
tract alled
"Boon's Good
Luck Again..."

Indenture;
references 1915
subdivision deed
of Geroge P.
Scriven, et ux., et
al.
All of the land
described as the
"Farm Property";
"…whereas the
said parties
hereto have
concluded to
make an
amicable division
of said "Farm
Property", and
have agreed
upon the
following
partition of said
"Farm
Property"…

Book
226

Page
253

Date
2/16/12

Grantor
Edward S. Bragg,
Fond du Lac,
Wisconsin

Grantee
Cornelia C. Bragg,
his wife, Fond du
Lac, Wisconsin

Acreage
433.54

Notes
Same three
parcels described
above, and the
same deed
references that
follow
(1) from L.226
f.253 above, "all
that piece or
parcel of land
called "Hensey",
"The Addition to
Hensey", "Rock
Spring", and
"Boones Good
Luck Again",
situated in the
County of
Montgomery,
State of
Maryland."
(2) from L.226
f.253 above. Also
"all that piece or
parcel of land
called, "Hensley",
"The Addition to
Hensey", "Rock
Spring", and
"Boones Luck
Again".."
Conveyance is
EBP 34 f325,
1885 sale of 452
ac from William
W. Anderson
and wife, and
Julie Anderson
to John H.
Bumgardiner?
(3) from L.226
f.253 above

TD27

68

9/1/03

James B. Wimer and George P. Scriven
Mary M. Wimer, his of the District of
wife, of the District Columbia
of Columbia

154.849

TD27

70

9/1/03

James B. Wimer and George P. Scriven
Mary M. Wimer, his of the District of
wife, of the District Columbia
of Columbia

145.175

180

16

9/24/04

George P. Scriven
of the District of
Columbia

133.52

TD 24

387

2/10/03

James B. Wimer and
Mary M. Wimer, his
wife, of the District
of Columbia
J. Hite Miller,
Charles M. Barrick,
and Cadwell C.
Tyler, all unmarried,
of the District of
Columbia

James B. Wimer

133.52 (?) Antecedent for
all three James B.
Wirt sales,
L.TD27 f.68, L.
TD27 f.70, and
L.180 f.16

Book
TD 12

Page
220

Date
Grantor
11/10/1899 Phil H. Tuck of
Baltimore City,
Attorney, German
H. Hunt, and The
Tenallytown and
Rockville Railroad
Land Company of
Montgomery
County
5/12/1899 German H. Hunt,
widower of
Baltimore City

JA43

29

1/24/1894

JA27

6

5/13/1891

JA23

64

9/20/1890

10/4/1815

The Tenallytown
and Rockville
Railroad Land
Company of
Montgomery
County
Annie Vance,
unmarried,
Washington City
District of Columbia

Julian H. Miller and
Anna L. Miller, his
wife

Thomas C.
Magruder
12/21/1813 Thomas C.
Magruder

Grantee
Acreage
J. Hite Miller,
442
Charles M. Barrick,
and Cadwell C.
Tyler, of the
District of
Columbia

J. Hite Miller,
Charles M. Barrick,
and Cadwell C.
Tyler, of the
District of
Columbia
German H. Hunt, 442
widower of
Baltimore City

The Tenallytown
and Rockville
Railroad Land
Company of
Montgomery
County

1230.125
and 10
square
perches

Annie Vance of
442
Washington City in
the District of
Columbia

Robert P.
Magruder
William Wilson

Notes

Mortgage

Deed documents
transfer of a
whole series of
holdings from
Annie Vance to
Railroad Land
Co., listing a
whole series of
deed references:
JA23 f.64, JA21
f. 309, JA21 f.
384, JA21 f. 381,
JA21 f.396, JA23
f. 41
Merges parcels
from
transactions
from Thomas C.
Magruder to two
grantees, deeds
dated 1815 and
1813; no clear
statement of how
the Millers
obtained the land
Referenced in L.
JA 23 f.64
Referenced in L.
JA 23 f.64

Part 2, Parcel “O”, Plat 12383
Southern section obtained through The Edgemoor Land Company in 1965, part of the
Scriven/Sherman Tract
Book
Page
Date
Grantor
Grantee
Acreage Notes
53660

431

12/20/16

3332

270

2/8/65

1429

583

8/24/50

Book
53660

4977

Cabin John
Associates Limited
Partnership, a
Maryland Limited
Partnership, and
Carl M. Freeman
Associates, Inc., a
Maryland
Corporation
Edgemoor Land
Company, a
Maryland
Corporation
Park and Country
Club District, Inc.,
a Maryland
Corporation,
formerly Bethesda
Amusement
Corporation

Cabin John
(EDENS), LLC,
Bethesda

25.33

Carl M. Freeman
Associates, Inc., a
Maryland
Corporation
Edgemoor Land
Company, a
Maryland
corporation

19.35

366

See title chain
for Part 1 for
continuation.

Northern section obtained from Dove descendants in Scotland in 1955
Page
Date
Grantor
Grantee
Acreage Notes
431
12/20/16
Cabin John
Cabin John
25.33
Associates Limited (EDENS), LLC,
Partnership, a
Bethesda
Maryland Limited
Partnership, and
Carl M. Freeman
Associates, Inc., a
Maryland
Corporation
225
5/13/77
Cabin John
Carl M. Freeman
28.35
"All that certain
Limited
Associates, Inc.
tract of land…
Partnership, a
Being part of
Maryland Limited
the Lancaster
Partnership
and Pumphrey
Tracts (Parcels
Nos. 2 and 10),
part of the
Thomas Tract
(Parcel No. 3)
and part of the
Elizabeth M. J.
Dove Property
(Tract No. 6),

Book

Page

Date

Grantor

Grantee

Acreage

3496

245

1/2/66

Carl M. Freeman,
individual and
Trustee, and
Virginia A.
Freeman, his wife,
and Carl M.
Freeman and
Alexander Chase,
Trustees

Cabin John
Limited
Partnership, a
Maryland Limited
Partnership

n.a.

2243

29

12/1/55

Martha E. Jordan,
Trustee

Carl M. Freeman,
Trustee

n.a.

60

138

9/10/1896

Sarah Ann Dove,
widow, Victorine
(?) D. Williams,
and Richard B.
Williams, her
husband, Caroline
V. Dove,
unmarried, Samuel
W. Dove and
Henrietta Dove,
his wife, Tilghman
E. Dove and Jane
Dove his wife, and
Bertha P.
Crawford and
Lorenzo S.
Crawford her

Lorenzo Snowden
Dove of
Montgomery
County

28.5

Notes
all described
in..." L. 3496 f.
245
One of the
parcels included
in this deed,
The Elizabeth
M. J. Dove
Property (Tract
No. 6) appears
to contain a
cemetery of
7,250 ft2 in
area, plus ROW
for access to
cemetery site;
Property with
cemetery is part
of the purchase
by Carl M.
Freeman in
1955, but does
not fall within
the 23.55 ac
EDENS
property;
Follow up
documents
below
See Plat No
4631 for
beginning point
metes and
bounds;
Being Lot No.
3 in the division
of the lands of
Cephas F.
Willett and an
adjoining tract
lying on the
East Side of the
public way
leading from
Rockville to
Orndorf's mill,
being part of a
tract of land
called
"Sweepstakes",
being the same

Book

Page

Date

Grantor
husband, all of
Montgomery
County

Grantee

JA 33

408

4/21/1886

Elizabeth A.
Willett of
Washington City,
District of
Columbia,
administratrix of
Cephas F. Willett,
deceased

Henry Dove

Acreage

Notes
lands which the
aforesaid Henry
Dove obtained
from Elizabeth
A. Willett
administratrix,
of Cephas F.
Willett,
deceased... "the
same lands
upon which the
said Henry
Dove resided at
the time of his
[Willett’s]
death."
Cephas F.
Willett died
while Henry
Dove was still
paying off the
land; his admin.
Elizabeth A.
Willett deeds
the land to
Dove after he
filed w/
Orphan's Court
saying that he
had paid the
balance of the
purchase
money. "All
that piece or
parcel of land
lying on the
East side of the
Public Road
leading from
Rockvile to
Orndorff's Mill,
being Lot No. 3
in the Division
of said Willetts
Lands being
part of a tract
of land called
"Sweepstakes"
of by
whatsoever
name the same

Book

Page

Date

Grantor

Grantee

Acreage

Notes
may be
called...", and
also a second
parcel, deed
ends "Being the
same land on
which the said
Henry Dove
and family now
reside.”

Part 3, Parcel “C”, Plat 11341
Section of 1.5 ac within Parcel “C” on Plat 11341 (Balance of Parcel “C”, see L.3496 f.245 in Part 2,
Parcel “O” Inverness Knolls for continuation, and L. 3332 f. 270 in Part 1, Parcel “A”, the
Scriven/Sherman Tract.)
Acreage Notes
Book
Page
Date
Grantor
Grantee
53660
431
12/20/16
Cabin John
Cabin John
25.33
Associates Limited (EDENS), LLC,
Partnership, a
Bethesda
Maryland Limited
Partnership, and
Carl M. Freeman
Associates, Inc., a
Maryland
Corporation
4032
565
1/5/71
Eddington L.
Cabin John
1.5889
References plat
Crawford, widower Limited
of subdivision
Partnership, a
"Parcel A,
Maryland limited
Seven Locks
partnership
Plaza" Plat no.
8584
1173
550
7/26/48
Nancy Pratt
Virginia M.
1.5
All that tract of
Crawford and
land called
Eddington L.
"Sweepstake",
Crawford,
containing one
Tenants by the
and one-half
Entireties
acres of land,
more or less
668
131
5/10/37
Harvey Milton
Virginia M.
1.5
Same Matthews
Matthews and
Crawford of near
family as
Susie M. Matthews, Scotland,
resided in the
his wife, of
Maryland
River Road
Bethesda,
African
Maryland
American
community in
Bethesda;
"Whereas Basil
Matthews of

Book

Page

Date

Grantor

Grantee

Acreage

JLB 214

356

8/16/10

Berry E. Clark

Basil Matthews

1.5

Notes
Scotland
Montgomery
County, died
seized and
possessed of a
certain piece or
pieces, parcel or
parcels of
land… and left
as his sole heirs
at law two
persons, his
issue, a son
Harvey Milton
Matthews, and
a daughter
Virginia M.
Crawford, who
together as
tenants in
common would
lawfully inherit
the aforesaid
land..." Virginia
M. Crawford
has paid Harvey
Milton
Matthews $50,
for his interest
in the property
Sale of land by
clerk of MOCO
county
commissioners,
sold to settle
tax debt by
Emory H.
Bodley,
collector of
state and
county taxes.
Sale of land to
Basil Matthews
referenced
MOCO Circuit
Court
9/12/1906 No.
548 Misc.
Petitions

Book
EBP 15

Page
169

Date
1/4/1876

Grantor
Cephas F. Willett
and Elizabeth A.
Willett, his wife

Grantee
Margaret Handy

Acreage
1 ac 2
roods

JGH 2

245

5/19/1853

William
Thompson, late
Sheriff of
Montgomery
County

Cephas F. Willett
of Montgomery
County

See
antecedent
deeds

Notes
"…all that tract,
part of tract,
piece or parcel
of land called
"Sweepstakes",
situate, lying
and being in the
said
Montgomery
County and
conveyed by
William
Thompson of
R. Late Sherriff
to Cephas F.
Willett by
deed.."
Referenced for
metes and
bounds of 1.5
ac parcel. Metes
and Bounds
mention
properties of
Henry Dove
and Luke Lyles,
see Deets and
Maddox 1917
Real Estate
Atlas,
Attachment 4
Indenture lands known as
"Sweepstakes"
and "The
Reserve", the
latter being a
resurvey of
"Magruder's
Rich Levels"
and "Hickory
Levels"
(referenced
with three
deeds recorded
1807-1816)
seized and sold
to Cephas
Willett at
Sheriff's
auction, in

Book

Page

Date

Grantor

Grantee

P, G or
L
P, G or
L
N

47

1/1/1816

Warren Magruder

Burgess Willett

50

12/22/1815

Burgess Willett

421

10/15/1807

Henry Summers
and Mary Summers
Catherine Jones,
Jesse Leach and
Sarah Leach his
wife, and Polly
Willett of
Montgomery
County

Burgess Willett of
Montgomery
County

Acreage

Notes
judgement
against William
C. Chappell and
Burgess Willett,
deceased of
Montgomery
County –
possible relation
of the Chappell
family in
Tenleytown

"…whereas
Ninian Willett
late of the
county
aforesaid died
intestate and
seized in fee a
part of a tract
of land called
Sweepstakes
and part of a
tract called
Jones
Inheritance
lying in the
county
aforesaid", heirs
of Ninian
Willett sell the
land mentioned
and other lands,
but no clear
description of
the land in this
document.

Attachment 4: Detail of Deets and Maddox’s 1917 Real Estate Atlas of the Part of Montgomery
County Adjacent to the District of Columbia Depicting Land Ownership in the Vicinity of Seven
Locks Road and Tuckerman Lane.

Attachment 5: Detail of USGS Rockville Quadrangle Published in 1923, Depicting the Present-Day
Location of Cabin John Shopping Center and Historical Structures and Landmarks

Attachment 6: Detail of Montgomery County Real Estate Atlas Published in 1970 Depicting Dove
Family Cemetery Location on Former Property of Elizabeth Dove

Attachment 7: Montgomery County Planning Department Cemetery Inventory Sheet for ID 305,
Scotland Cemetery or Snake Hollow Cemetery (Accessed at
http://www.montgomeryplanning.org/historic/education/cemeteries.shtm:)

Montgomery County Cemeteries
Name:

Scotland Cemetery

ID: 305

Alternate Name: Snake Hollow Cemetery
Address:

Vicinity of Seven Locks Rd/Tuckerman Lane/Coddle Harbor Lane - NE side

Town:

Scotland

ADC Map: 35

Grid: A/B-1 vic

Cemetery Association: Free Black, Community, Enslaved?
Setting: Suburban

Condition: Poor

Negative Impacts:

Burials: Unknown

Date range of burials: Unknown

Description: Specific location unknown. According to George Snowden of Snowden's Funeral
Home, the graves here were not moved and were not visible by the time the Cabin John Shopping
Cemter and mall were constructed on the site (1967-78).
Comments: Overgrown, in woods with new houses around. Near Park & Planning off
Tuckerman Lane. Mostly uncarved stones. Family names are Cooper, Thomas, Simms, et al

Survey date: 12/1/2005
Historic Status:
Additional Sources: Catholic Records reference Snake Hollow Cemetery; Recollection of
George R. Snowden, Sr. Dec. 2005, Bette Thompson, Soctland AMEZ, 301-983-1094

Run date: 8/30/2007

Attachment 6

Historical Preservation Background/History of the Scotland Community in the Vicinity
Scotland Community History
The Property and neighboring land in the vicinity were the original nucleus of Scotland, a free black
community that grew after the Civil War. By the mid-1890s, Scotland extended along Seven Locks Road
from Democracy Boulevard to a point between Tuckerman and Montrose Roads. The area now known
as Scotland is about a half mile to the south of the intersection and consists of the Scotland African
Methodist Episcopal Zion Church, an individually designated historic site (MP 29/15) on the west side of
Seven Locks Road, and the Scotland townhouse community on Scotland Drive off the east side of Seven
Locks Road.
Historic maps and other documents give clues to the character of the early Scotland community, which
was first known as Snakeden or Snake Hollow for the nearby Snakeden Branch. The northeastern
quadrant of the intersection of Seven Locks Road and Tuckerman Lane contained dwellings owned or
occupied by black residents, an early black schoolhouse and associated privy, a church (probably African
American), and, per the Montgomery County Cemetery Inventory (See Attachment 4), a black cemetery
(precise location unknown). The northwestern quadrant of the intersection likewise contained dwellings
owned or occupied by black residents, a black family cemetery, and a church (probably African
American). Black residents also lived in the southeastern quadrant.
Suburbanization began in the broader area from the late 1950s, and Scotland underwent rezoning, land
swaps, and redevelopment in the late 1960s and early 1970s, resulting in new multi-family housing, a
community center, and a smaller footprint for the neighborhood. The northeastern quadrant of the
Seven Locks/Tuckerman Road intersection maintained its rural character until the late 1960s, when
developer Carl Freeman opened the Cabin John Shopping Center, on the subject Property. He opened
Cabin John Mall to north in 1978. About the same time, he also developed Inverness Knolls townhomes
to the north of Cabin John Mall. The northwestern quadrant of the intersection maintained its rural
character until single-family homes on Patriot and Declaration Lanes were built starting in the late
1960s, townhomes on Cedar Ridge Drive and Foxcrest Court were built starting in the late 1990s, and
larger homes were built on an extension of Patriot Lane in the mid-2000s. The southeastern quadrant
was developed with an assisted living facility in the late 1990s.

Attachment 16
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Karen Paikin Barall
MCP-Chair; Sigworth, Ryan; Kishter, Mary Jo
Allan Barall
EDENS - Protect our trees
Wednesday, March 07, 2018 6:41:34 PM

To the Forest Conservation Program Manager, Maryland National Park & Planning Commission:
We write to express opposition to the request amended on January 15, 2018, by Gitschick, Little and Weber, on
behalf of the applicant, EDENS, for a variance of Section 22A-12.(b)(3)(c) of the Montgomery County Code.
As part of the redevelopment of the Cabin John shopping center, Edens is requesting a variance to remove seven
trees that measure 30” or greater in diameter at breast height.
The trees in question are near our home and would impact the privacy of our neighborhood. Granting the variance
will be adverse to the use and enjoyment of our property.
We purchased our home in large part because of the green scenery and lovely woods that provide us with privacy
and a suburban setting. There are many townhouse communities in the surrounding neighborhoods, and we
chose to buy a home in Inverness because of the green space that surrounds our community. Without that, our
homes are less enjoyable and less valuable.
We are extremely concerned about this request and urge the planning commission to consider also the needs of
the neighbors in the existing townhouses. We are a community of families who chose to live in a green community,
and we would be greatly distressed to find the very trees that attracted us to our community removed.
Thank you for considering our request.

Karen and Allan Barall
7631 Coddle Harbor Lane
Potomac, MD 20854

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Alessandra Delgado
MCP-Chair; Sigworth, Ryan; Kishter, Mary Jo; Maziar
Request to oppose tree removal Cabin John Village
Monday, March 12, 2018 10:36:46 PM

To the Forest Conservation Program Manager, Maryland National Park & Planning Commission:
We write to express opposition to the request amended on January 15, 2018 by Gitschick, Little and Weber, on
behalf of the applicant, EDENS, for a variance of Section 22A-12.(b)(3)(c) of the Montgomery County Code. As
part of the redevelopment of the Cabin John shopping center, Edens is requesting a variance to remove seven
trees that measures 30” or greater in diameter at breast height.
Our community has been a natural haven from commercial constructions since its inception. With the significant
clearing of trees that has taken place in the last couple of decades in the Potomac/Rockville area, we strongly
advocate for the preservation of our community's natural integrity. We plea with you for the safety and tranquility of
our community and the preservation of our diminishing natural resources.
We also want to raise the issue of further cutting of trees in order to allow for the construction of commercial
buildings at the intersection of Seven Locks Road and Coddle Harbor Lane. We are concerned about the reduced
visibility and hence safety considerations that will result from this. Even before construction, this intersection has
witnessed numerous accidents and the reduced visibility at that intersection caused by additional construction will
only exacerbate this situation.
Please take into consideration that the Inverness Association constitutes family homes which enjoy the safety of
the natural buffer that the woods surrounding us offer. Our children walk to and from Cabin John Village knowing
there is little traffic in a natural environment where we enjoy foxes, birds, deer, squirrels and even bobcats. It is a
special community and we are reaching to you to keep it this way.
Thank you for for considering our request.

Maziar and Alessandra Kakhi
7512 Coddle Harbor Ln
Potomac, MD 20854

From:
To:
Cc:
Date:

Kerry.Brookes-Hebden@fco.gov.uk
MCP-Chair
Sigworth, Ryan; Kishter, Mary Jo
Tuesday, March 13, 2018 1:57:58 PM

To the Forest Conservation Program Manager, Maryland National Park & Planning
Commission:
We write to express opposition to the request amended on January 15, 2018 by Gitschick,
Little and Weber, on behalf of the applicant, EDENS, for a variance of Section 22A-12.(b)(3)
(c) of the Montgomery County Code.
As part of the redevelopment of the Cabin John shopping centre, Edens is requesting a
variance to remove seven trees that measures 30” or greater in diameter at breast height.
The trees in question directly abut our home, and granting the variance will be adverse to
the use and enjoyment of our property.
We purchased our home in large part because of the green scenery and lovely woods
behind it. There are many town house communities in the surrounding neighbourhoods, and
we chose to buy a home in Inverness because of the green space that surrounds our
community. Without that, our homes are less enjoyable and less valuable.
Our house is located in the last row of Inverness town houses that is closest to the shopping
centre and the row of new townhouses Edens plans to build. We enjoy being shielded from
the noise, lights and activity of the shopping centre by the trees in question. They provide
privacy and safety to our young children, who play in the yard. This separation and privacy
screen will become even more important during the long period of noise, dust, and general
upheaval due to the renovations Edens is undertaking. Without them, our family will be
completely vulnerable to the contamination of a major building project for months or years,
and our deck and backyard will eventually abut a new row of townhouses instead of a lovely
wooded area.
We are extremely concerned about this request and urge the planning commission to
consider also the needs of the neighbours in the existing townhouses. We are a community
of families who chose to live in a green community, and we would be greatly distressed to
find the very trees that attracted us to our community removed.

Thank you for considering our request.
Ian and Kerry Brookes-Hebden
7500 Heatherton Lane
Potomac
MD 20854
***********************************************************************************
Visit http://www.gov.uk/fco for British foreign policy news and travel advice and
http://blogs.fco.gov.uk to read our blogs.
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disclosure, storage or copying is not permitted.
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The FCO keeps and uses information in line with the Data Protection Act 1998. Personal information
may be released to other UK government departments and public authorities.
All messages sent and received by members of the Foreign & Commonwealth Office and its missions
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Dave Longtin
MCP-Chair
Kishter, Mary Jo; Sigworth, Ryan
Subject: EDENS request for a variance of Section 22A-12.(b)(3)(c) of the Montgomery County Code
Friday, March 16, 2018 10:18:47 AM

To the Forest Conservation Program Manager, Maryland National Park & Planning
Commission:
We are writing to express strong opposition to the request amended on January 15,
2018 by Gitschick, Little and Weber, on behalf of the applicant, EDENS, for a
variance of Section 22A-12.(b)(3)(c) of the Montgomery County Code. As part of the
redevelopment of the Cabin John shopping center, Edens is requesting a variance to
remove seven trees that measure 30” or greater in diameter at breast height.
The trees in question stand at the edge of the woods, across a drainage area, in
direct view of our home. Behind them stands the shopping center and its rear parking
lot. Presently the trees provide visual screening and help shield us from activity, street
lighting, and noise. We count on every single tree as contributing to the beauty of the
area and to our privacy.
The plan calls for townhouses to occupy the current parking lot and for a private drive
to replace the trees. A proposed natural surface trail that borders the drainage area
appears on their plan to be at points wider than the wooded area between it and the
proposed private drive. That would bring road and vehicles even closer to our
property than they now are with even less buffer. During a period of construction
these large trees will be all the more important as shields against the noise, dust, and
disturbances associated with the construction.
There are other reasons to preserve the woods as it now exists, and especially these
larger trees. The woods serve as a habitat for the local wildlife. Do not take lightly our
pleasure sitting in our kitchen or on our deck watching the birds and the serenity of
forest life. We are concerned that any tree removal will not only decrease the
pleasure of our surroundings but reduce the value of our home as well. If we wanted
to live in a congested, treeless community, there are many other places to go. This
wooded area is what is unique and valuable to our community and we ask you to
preserve these mature trees and the rest of the wooded areas.
We will end up viewing a townhouse development that towers over us, blocking light,
adding noise, and intruding on our privacy. The noise that already comes from one of
the restaurants blasting music, which is greatly magnified by the emptiness of the
drainage area, will be even greater with the loss of those trees. The lights of cars on
the new private driveway will be most disturbing. Every tree between us and this
development will help preserve some of the pleasure we have enjoyed up until now.
Montgomery County is known for their value of forest land and beautiful natural
resources. It is the reason we moved here. We appeal to you to hold fast to these
ideals and preserve these trees.

Thank you for considering our request.
Sincerely,
David and Luann Longtin
7502 Heatherton Lane
Potomac MD 20854
(301) 793-1450

Sigworth, Ryan
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

McGovern, Christopher
Wednesday, May 09, 2018 7:26 AM
Neam, Dominique; Sigworth, Ryan
MCP-DAICHELP
Re: Development application # 120180120

This is related to one of Ryan‘s plans. I was thinking maybe it should go into mctracker?
Chris
Sent from my iPhone
> On May 8, 2018, at 4:32 PM, Lynn Gowen <lynnmgowen@gmail.com> wrote:
>
> I'd like to know more about this proposed development. When is the hearing?
>
> My concerns are the added traffic, the reasoning behind more shops when Westfield Mall is 10 minutes away. There is
a closed shopping center off of Wooten Parkway. And 2‐ current Shopping Centers next to Westfield Mall with more
transportation options. Shopping meca is along Rockville Pike.
>
> This was intended as a small neighborhood shopping center‐ not a destination or drive through development area.
Was there any type of survey performed for the surrounding neighborhoods about wanting additional shopping? Did
anyone ask the close by homes if they 1‐ use public transportation or 2‐walk to the current shopping center when they
shop? these should be done before approval of enlarging this center and adding more homes. The roads are one lane
each direction which allows less accidents and lower speeds. Denser living units will create more traffic and will severely
impact the surrounding neighborhoods. We are already impacted by the new Wooten Parkway extension which allows
people to "skirt" 495 & 270 and use 7 Locks Road and Montrose as a cut through. More studies on current traffic
patterns would be best. Locating denser housing near more public transportation so they would use them would
benefit more.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Arielle Poleg
Kishter, Mary Jo; Sigworth, Ryan
Oren Poleg (ICE)
Re: Cabin John Village 120180120
Tuesday, March 06, 2018 1:17:58 PM
image003.png

Good afternoon, Mary Jo and Ryan:
I'm following up on your below email correspondence with Oren Poleg. I'm his wife and share
his concerns about this issue- detailed in writing here.
Please let us know if there are others we should speak to, and how we can go about registering
to attend the hearing on March 13th.
We write to express opposition to the request amended on January 15, 2018 by Gitschick, Little and Weber, on
behalf of the applicant, EDENS, for a variance of Section 22A-12.(b)(3)(c) of the Montgomery County Code.
As part of the redevelopment of the Cabin John shopping center, Eden’s requested a variance to remove seven
trees that measures 30” or greater in diameter at breast height.
The trees in question directly abut our home, and granting the variance will be adverse to the use and enjoyment
of our property.
We purchased our home in large part because of the green scenery and lovely woods behind it. There are many
town house communities in the surrounding neighborhoods, and we chose to buy a home in Inverness because of
the green space that surrounds our community. Without that, our homes are less enjoyable and less valuable.
Our house is located in the last row of Inverness town houses that is closest to the shopping center and the row of
new townhouses Edens plans to build. We enjoy being shielded from the noise, lights and activity of the shopping
center by the trees in question. They provide privacy and safety to our young children, who play in the yard. This
separation and privacy screen will become even more important during the long period of noise, dust, and general
upheaval due to the renovations Edens is undertaking. Without them, our family will be completely vulnerable to
the contamination of a major building project for months or years, and our deck and backyard will eventually abut a
new row of townhouses instead of a lovely wooded area.
We are extremely concerned about this request and urge the planning commission to consider also the needs of
the neighbors in the existing townhouses. We are a community of families who chose to live in a green community,
and we would be greatly distressed to find the very trees that attracted us to our community removed.
Thank you for for considering our request.

Arielle and Oren Poleg

On Tue, Mar 6, 2018 at 1:05 PM, Oren Poleg <orenpoleg@gmail.com> wrote:
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Kishter, Mary Jo <maryjo.kishter@montgomeryplanning.org>
Date: Wed, Feb 28, 2018 at 2:27 PM

Subject: Cabin John Village 120180120
To: orenpoleg@gmail.com <orenpoleg@gmail.com>
Cc: Sigworth, Ryan <Ryan.Sigworth@montgomeryplanning.org>

Mr. Poleg,

Thank you for your interest in this pending development application. As promised, I am
putting you in touch with the lead reviewer from our office. I’ve copied Ryan Sigworth on
this email. Please feel free to contact Ryan or myself with any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,
Mary Jo Kishter

Mary Jo Kishter
Planning Department, Area 3
M-NCPPC
(301) 495-4701
maryjo.kishter@montgomeryplanning.org
www.montgomeryplanning.org

Potomac Crest Homeowners Association
Potomac, MD. 20854
May 17, 2018
Development Application and Regulatory Coordination Division
MNCPPC
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20910-3760
Subject:

Cabin John Development
Admin. Subdivision Plan No. 620170050
Preliminary Plan No. 120180120

Dear Members of the DARC and the MNPPC:
This letter is written on behalf of the Potomac Crest Homeowner’s Association, a group
of more than 170 homes located directly across Tuckerman Lane and Seven Locks Road from
the Cabin John Shopping Center (“CJSC”).
We have met individually on March 30 with Ms. Katie Bucklew about Eden’s plans for
the CJSC and, in addition, attended the community meeting held recently at Churchill High
School (on May 16). On both occasions we presented the HOA’s concerns with the abovereferenced plans. These principally revolved around:
1. Inadequate parking in all Phases of the project.
2. Increased traffic in all Phases of the project.
3. Removal of the Sunoco gas station during Phase III.
Notwithstanding our expressed and repeated concerns, there is no indication that Edens is
considering taking any of them into account.
Indeed, at the community meeting on May 16 there was widespread condemnation of
the project on the grounds of inadequate parking and increased traffic, neither of which the
more than 100 attendees thought had been adequately addressed by the Edens
representatives. And, more significantly, there was NO indication that Edens plans on including
the community concerns into their final site plan.

May 17, 2018
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Instead, Edens is standing by its proposal to increase existing retail space in three
phases by more than 80,000 square feet (to more than 300,000 square feet; an increase of
30%) while, at the same time, reducing the number of parking spaces by almost 40%. (And this
does not include the effect of badly needed widening of all existing parking spaces by 6”.)
Given parking problems already being experienced during high volume periods, this in
itself is a recipe for disaster, not only for the community residents who frequent the CJSC, but
the new and existing tenants of the CJSC as well. One particular affected tenant comes to
mind: Lahinch restaurant, located at the north end of Building D adjacent to what is now a
parking lot, will soon lose all reasonable parking access to its location; replaced by 48
townhomes. When this was raised by many attendees at the May 16 meeting, Edens basically
said “customers could just walk there from the Giant parking lot,” ignoring rain, snow or
nighttime conditions or the needs of elderly residents who may be handicapped in one or more
ways.
It is our view that, in a misguided effort to maximize revenue and profit, Edens has
forsaken reasonableness and just plain ignored reality. There are many alternatives that would
better address the need for adequate parking and accessibility to all retail spaces, avoid traffic
problems due to high density residential space and improve the viability of existing and future
retail businesses. We are suggesting two (2) possible examples for your consideration that
would address these concerns.

or

1. Have Edens cut down the number of Phase I townhouses to 24 (instead of 48) and
eliminate the additional retail space identified as E-1 and E-2 to the rear of the
CVS and Giant.
2. Have Edens eliminate all residential space and locate all planned “satellite” retail
buildings (A-1, A -2, A-3, A-4, B-3, C-1, C-2, E-1, and E-2) to the rear of the CVS and
Giant.

This way, adequacy of parking and traffic additions can be measured before further
construction takes place. If Phase I is allowed to go forward as planned, the detriment to the
community and the CJSC will be realized with no hope of undoing or remedying the damage.
We appreciate Edens efforts to improve the look and feel of CJSC. But, we feel strongly
that their own goals will not materialize as a result of the plans set forth to date.

May 17, 2018
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Thank you for your consideration of these concerns which we believe are largely shared
by most homeowner associations and citizens groups throughout the nearby area.
Respectfully submitted,

JoAnn Marceron
JoAnn Marceron
President
Jmarceron1@aol.com
301-983-8383

Norm Leventhal
Norman Leventhal
Vice President
norml@comcast.net
301-983-8199
Cc:

Ryan Sigworth, Senior Planner, Area 3
Ryan.sigworth@montgomeryplanning.org
Katie Bucklew, Edens, L.P.
kbucklew@edens.com

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

caryn wechsler
MCP-Chair
Sigworth, Ryan; wex5@aol.com
EDENS project at Cabin John Village
Friday, September 14, 2018 1:49:37 PM

Dear Mr. Anderson,
I am writing in support of the EDENS plan to redevelop Cabin John Village. The preliminary plan for this
project will come before the Planning Board on October 4. As a resident of Montgomery County, I urge
you to vote for its approval.
My family has lived in Montgomery County since 1984. We visited Cabin John Village in our early years,
to meet some of our basic shopping needs. But in recent years we have not visited at all. The center is
outdated and has not seen a serious upgrade in decades. The stores are not interesting, traffic is
disorganized and congested, parking is poorly laid out, and the entire property is unwelcoming. As I
understand the plan EDENS has proposed, the "new" Cabin John village will become more of a
community area, easily walkable, and offering appealing restaurants and stores. As nearby residents,
living in a neighborhood historically drawn to Cabin John Village, we would welcome a revitalized
destination center that would meet the broadest range of our shopping and dining interests.
I am familiar with EDENS as a redeveloper of mature shopping centers. The company has a stellar
reputation in the industry and a proven track record. They have a history of enhancing parklike space in
their projects, which is a significant benefit for the local community. Their project would be a fabulous
addition to Montgomery County and a real improvement over what is currently available. I hope you will
hear the positive anticipation of area residents, and support this project.
Sincerely,
Caryn Wechsler
6520 Bradley Boulevard
Bethesda, MD 20817
(301) 365-3372

Email: Save the trees
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Email

Save the trees
Email
From

connie.wones@gmail.com

To

<MCP-Chair MCP-Chair>;
mc.org;

Cc

Clyde Dmonte ;

MCP-Chair #;

mcp-chair@mncppc-

MCP-Chair@mncppc-mc.org

Mary Jo Kishter;

maryjo.kishter@montgomeryplanning.org;

Ryan Sigworth;

Ryan.Sigworth@montgomeryplanning.org
Subject

Save the trees

Date Sent

Date Received

3/7/2018 2:00 PM

To the Forest Conservation Program Manager, Maryland National Park & Planning Commission:
I am writing to express opposition to the request amended on January 15, 2018 by Gitschick, Little
and Weber, on behalf of the applicant, EDENS, for a variance of Section 22A-12.(b)(3)(c) of the
Montgomery County Code.



The new additions to the Shopping Center are already causing confusion, difficulties getting in
and out of our neighborhood, and a lessening of the quality of the life of those of use who live
near the shopping center. Removing any of the barrier trees would do a serious dis-service to
the home owners of Inverness Knolls, and would ultimately lower the value of our homes.
Please deny the variance which would allow further distress to the neighborhood.
Thank you for your consideration of this important issue.
Constance G. Wones
7516 Coddle Harbor Lane
Potomac, MD 20854
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Email

EDENS request for a va…
Email
From

morahlivia@me.com

To

<MCP-Chair MCP-Chair>;
mc.org;

Cc

Clyde Dmonte ;

MCP-Chair #;

mcp-chair@mncppc-

MCP-Chair@mncppc-mc.org

Mary Jo Kishter;

maryjo.kishter@montgomeryplanning.org;

Ryan Sigworth;

Ryan.Sigworth@montgomeryplanning.org
Subject

EDENS request for a variance of Section 22A-12.(b)(3)(c) of the Montgomery County Code

Date Sent

Date Received

3/13/2018 2:39 PM

To the Forest Conservation Program Manager, Maryland National Park & Planning Commission:
We are writing to express strong opposition to the request amended on January 15, 2018 by Gitschick, Little and Weber, on
behalf of the applicant, EDENS, for a variance of Section 22A-12.(b)(3)(c) of the Montgomery County Code. As part of the
redevelopment of the Cabin John shopping center, Edens is requesting a variance to remove seven trees that measure 30” or
greater in diameter at breast height.
The trees in question stand at the edge of the woods, across a drainage area, in direct view of our home. Behind them stands
the shopping center and its rear parking lot. Presently the trees provide visual screening and help shield us from activity,
street lighting, and noise. We count on every single tree as contributing to the beauty of the area and to our privacy.
The plan calls for townhouses to occupy the current parking lot and for a private drive to replace the trees. A proposed
natural surface trail that borders the drainage area appears on their plan to be at points wider than the wooded area
between it and the proposed private drive. That would bring road and vehicles even closer to our property than they now are
with even less buffer. During a period of construction these large trees will be all the more important as shields against the
noise, dust, and disturbances associated with the construction.
There are other reasons to preserve the woods as it now exists, and especially these larger trees. The woods serve as a habitat
for the local wildlife. Do not take lightly our pleasure sitting in our kitchen or on our deck watching the birds and the
serenity of forest life. Had those woods and view not been there, we would have never purchased this house. We are
concerned that any tree removal will not only decrease the pleasure of our surroundings but reduce the value of our home as
well. If we wanted to live in a congested, treeless community, there are many other places to go. This wooded area is what is
unique and valuable to our community and we ask you to preserve these mature trees and the rest of the wooded areas.
We invite you to join us on our deck and look out at the view we now have. From there you can see the large trees that will
be cut down. We will end up viewing a townhouse development that towers over us, blocking light, adding noise, and
intruding on our privacy. The noise that already comes from one of the restaurants blasting music, which is greatly
magnified by the emptiness of the drainage area, will be even greater with the loss of those trees. The lights of cars on the
new private driveway will be most disturbing. Every tree between us and this development will help preserve some of the
pleasure we have enjoyed up until now. Montgomery County is known for their value of forest land and beautiful natural
resources. It is the reason we moved here. We appeal to you to hold fast to these ideals and preserve these trees.
Thank you for considering our request.
Sincerely,
Allen and Linda Zollman
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301-219-2100
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File Name
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jesse Sadikman
MCP-Chair
Sigworth, Ryan
Cabin John Shopping center letter of support
Friday, September 21, 2018 12:42:01 AM

Dear Montgomery County Planning Board Committee,
This is a letter in support of the Cabin John redevelopment project being undertaken by
Edens. Our family moved into the Cabin John area two years ago, and are in walking
distance to the Cabin John shopping center. We have been using the center for two years,
and are very excited about the redevelopment plans of Edens. In addition to the aesthetic
and parking/traffic flow improvements that are sorely needed, we are excited about the
communal space that will be created. We moved to Potomac from the Fallsgrove
community in Rockville where we had a first hand experience of what a walkable, livable
community looks and feels like, and are looking forward to a similar experience at Cabin
John. We have three children, and look forward to walking to the shopping center and
eating, shopping and using the bike/walking trails. There is a tremendous amount of
potential for this community, and we look forward to the changes to come!
Sincerely,
Jesse Sadikman MD
7825 Mary Cassatt Dr.
Potomac MD 20854
240-793-5574

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Caren S
MCP-Chair
Sigworth, Ryan
Cabin John Village project
Friday, September 21, 2018 1:02:35 PM

Dear Chairman Anderson and the Montgomery County Planning Board,
It is with enthusiasm that I write to express my family's support for
the revitalization of the Cabin John Shopping center. The Cabin John
Shopping Center has not seen any improvements or enhancements in over
40 years, and we are ready for rejuvenation! Currently, the buildings
are outdated and unattractive, and the parking/ walking situation is
outmoded. Enhancing and creating new pedestrian and bike paths,
bringing in live/work options, and introducing new retail and
restaurant options, will create a "village" feel that the community
needs.
The parking and traffic circulation situations are currently inferior,
and we welcome upgrades such as the widening of spaces in the
CVS/Giant lots, improvements at Coddle Harbor Lane, and the
re-orientation of buildings to provide better access for currently
underutilized spaces.
We especially welcome the creation of community/open space elements,
such as gathering spaces, parks, and enhancements to the Cabin John
trail.
We look forward to the achievement of the Master Plan to create a
"pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use village center." Edens’ Project conforms
to the goals and objectives of the Master Plan, and adheres to the
density caps of the Master Plan.
We are eager for this project to be implemented and executed as soon
as possible. We have been waiting a long time for something like this
in Potomac, having previously lived in Fallsgrove in Rockville, and
having watched the expansions and creations of other lovely mixed-use
areas in our county. The Cabin John Center deserves to be a "Village
Center" once and for all. Please move this project forward.
Thank you,
Caren Sadikman, MD  
240 426 5522
-Caren Sadikman, MD | Congressional Aesthetics
121 Congressional Lane
Suite 204
Rockville, Maryland 20852   
301.545.1000

