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MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD 
Tl IE MARYI..\ND-N,\TION.\I. C.\ PffAJ. 11,\ RK ,\ ND PL\NNING COMMl$SlON 

MCPB No. 21-066 
Site Plan No. 820200190 
Thrive Veterinary Clinic 
Date of Hearing: July 22, 2021 JUL 2 7 2021 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, under Section 59-7 .1.2 of the Montgomery County Zoning 
Ordinance, the Montgomery County Planning Board is authorized to review site plan 
applications; and 

WHEREAS, on May 17, 2021, Rock Creek Village LLC ("Applicant") filed an 
application for approval of a site plan for conversion of approximately 1,782 square feet 
of commercial space in an existing shopping center to a veterinary office/hospital use 
with an outdoor animal relief area on 9.39 acres of NR-0. 75, H-45 zoned-land, located 
within the Rock Creek Village Shopping Center on the south side of Norbeck Road (MD• 
28), between Baltimore Road and Bauer Drive ("Subject Property"), in the Aspen Hill 
Policy Area and the 1994 Aspen Hill Master Plan ("Master Plan") area; and the 
applicant was required to submit a site plan application because the property confronts 
a residential detached zone, R-90, that is improved with a residential use across Bauer 
Drive, per Zoning Ordinance Section 59.3.5. t .C.2.a.iii. 

WHEREAS, Applicant's site plan application was designated Site Plan No. 
820200190, Thrive Veterinary Clinic ("Site Plan" or "Application"); and 

WHEREAS, following review and analysis of the Application by Planning Board 
staff ("Staff') and other governmental agencies, Staff issued a memorandum to the 
Planning Board, dated July 9, 2021, setting forth its analysis and recommendation for 
approval of the Application, subject to certain conditions ("Staff Report"); and 

WHEREAS, on July 22, 2021, the Planning Board held a public hearing at which 
it heard testimony and received evidence on the Application; and 

WHEREAS, at the hearing, the Planning Board voted to approve the Application 
subject to certain conditions, by the vote certified below. 

2425 Reedie Drive, 14'" Floor, \X'heaton, 1Iaryland 20902 Phone: 301.495.4605 Fax: 301.495.1320 
ww·w.rnontgorneryplanningboard .org E-Mail: rncp-chair@rnncppc.org 

Approved as to 
Legal Sufficiency: /s/ Delisa Coleman 

M-NCPPC Legal Department 
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Thrive Veterinary Clinic 
Page 2 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Board approves Site 
Plan No. 820200190 for conversion of approximately 1,782 square feet of commercial 
space in an existing shopping center to a veterinary office/hospital use with an outdoor 
animal relief area, the Subject P1·operty, subject to the following conditions: 1 

1. The veterinary office/hospital use hours of operation are limited to Monday 
through Saturday, 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P .M. 

2. The outdoor animal relief area must be fenced and located a minimum of 50 feet 
away from any residentially zoned property. 

3. Animals will not be boarded overnight at the Subject Property, except as needed 
as a result of recuperation after surgery or for observation after other medical 
treatment. 

4. The subject retail bay must be adequately soundproofed so that noise will not 
violate County Noise regulations, nor will it cause any disturbance in adjacent 
units. The building shell must attenuate the projected exterior noise levels to an 
interior level not to exceed 45 dBA Ldn. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that all site development elements shown on the 
latest electronic version of Thrive Vete1·inary Clinic, 820200190, submitted via ePlans 
to the M-NCPPC as of the date of the Staff Report, are required, except as modified by 
the above conditions of approval; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that having considered the recommendations and 
findings of its Staff as presented at the hearing and as set forth in the Staff Report, 
which the Board hereby adopts and incorporates by reference (except as modified 
herein), and upon consideration of the entire record, the Planning Board FINDS, with 
the conditions of approval, that: 

1. The development satisfies any previous approval that applies to the site. 

Not applicable. The subject Property is not covered by any other land use 
approval except Preliminary Plan 119990550, of which the approval conditions 
do not conflict with this site plan proposal. 

2. The development satisfies the binding elements of any development plan or 
schematic development plan in effect on October 29, 2014. 

Not applicable. 

1 For the purpose of these conditions, the term "Applicant" shall also mean the developer, the owner 
or any successor(s) in interest to the terms of this approval. 
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3. The development satisfies any green area requirement in effect on October 29, 
2014 for a property where the zoning classification on October 29, 2014 was the 
result of a Local Map Amendment. 

Not applicable. 

4. The development satisfies applicable use standards, development standards, and 
general requirements under the Zoning Ordinance. 

a. Use Standards 

The new use, a veterinary office/ hospital, is allowed as a limited use in 
the NR zone and the setting and proposal meet all of the limited use 
requirements as well as the development standards for the NR zone. 

b. Development Standards 

The Subject Property includes approximately 9.39 acres zoned NR-0. 75, 
H-45. The Application satisfies the applicable development standards as 
shown in the following data table: 

Table 1: Site Plan Data Table 
NR-.75 Zone Required/Permitted Approved (as existina:) 

Lot.Area 
Lot (min) n/a 9.39 acres 

Density (max) .75 FAR 103,200 sf(.25 FAR) 

Public Use Soace (min) 
Percentage 10% 11.60% 
Square footage 40,902 sf 47,570 sf 

Parking (min) 516 spaces 606 spaces 
11 spaces 
(2x2.5 for 

Parking for Veterinary veterinarians, 6xl.0 Provided within existing 
Office/Hospital for staff) parking 

The Project does not involve any changes to development density and does not 
propose any changes to the existing shopping center except the addition of the 
outdoor animal relief area. The existing shopping center conforms to the 
development standards and general requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
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5. The development satisfies the applicable requirements of Chapters 19 and 22A of 
the Montgomery County Code. 

a. Chapter 19. Erosion. Sediment Control. and Stormwater Management 
There are no structural, landscape, or hardscape changes proposed as part 
of this Site Plan except the addition of a fence around the proposed 
outdoor animal relief area. This activity on site involves less than 5,000 
square feet of disturbance and does not require any permits under 
Chapter 19. 

b. Chapter 22A, Forest Conservation 

Environmental Guidelines 
The Site contains no streams or their buffers, wetlands or wetland 
buffers, steep slopes, 100-year floodplains, or known occurrences of rare, 
threatened or endangered species. There are no forests or specimen trees 
on the property. 

Forest Conservation 
The Project is exempt from submitting a forest conservation plan as a 
modification to an existing developed property. An Exemption, 
designated No. 42020210E, was approved on May 5, 2021. As submitted, 
the Site Plan is in conformance with the Environmental Guidelines and 
complies with Chapter 22A, the Forest Conservation Law. 

6. The development provides safe, well-integrated parking, circulation patterns, 
building massing and, where required, open spaces and site amenities. 

The Applicant's proposal is to add a unique tenant in an existing building in a 
mature shopping center that historically has operated in a safe and efficient 
manner. Parking is 1·eadily available in front of the proposed location and in the 
larger parking field in the center of the "U" shaped center. Access to the outdoor 
exercise/ animal relief area will be through a rear parking lot which is primarily 
used by employees (rather than patrons) of the shopping center, so the parking 
vehicles are not often moved during the workday and vehicle traffic within this 
parking area is light. Since the Subject Application does not change any 
external physical feature of the shopping center (aside from the addition of an 
outdoor animal relief area), the shopping center is expected to continue to 
operate in a safe and efficient manner. 

Attachment B



MCPB No. 21·066 
Site Plan No. 820200190 
Thrive Veterinary Clinic 
Page 5 

7. The development substantially conforms to the recommendations of the applicable 
master plan and any guidelines approved by the Planning Board that implement 
the applicable plan. 

The maste1· plan covering this Property, the 1994 Aspen Hill Master Plan, 
designates the Rock Creek Village Shopping Center as a "significant parcel". 
Text in the plan on page 81 reads: 

"New uses could be incorporated into shopping center locations that would 
make them community serving as well as commercial centers. Some of 
the new or additional uses could be branch post offices, community 
meeting facilities, and a mix of housing, medical and family services in 
addition to shopping." 

Rock Creek Village Shopping Center has pursued conformance of the above 
granted text from the Master Plan with such clever and unique community 
services facilities as an impo1·tant and much used kidney dialysis center. 
Introduction of a veterinary hospital into the center would provide another 
service that would be valuable for the surrounding community. 

8. The development will be served by adequate public services and facilities, 
including schools, police and fire protection, water, sanitary sewer, public roads, 
storm drainage, and other public facilities. 

This proposal does not change the nature, character or intensity of the shopping 
center. Today, the shopping center is served by an adequate transportation 
network and other public services, both utilitarian and emergency in nature. 
Those conditions will not change as a result of a retail bay in the center now 
being occupied by a veterinary office/ hospital use. Police, fire protection, water, 
sanitary sewer, public roads and storm drainage will remain adequate. 

9. The development is compatible with existing and approved or pending adjacent 
development. 

The Property is compatible with existing and app1·oved or pending adjacent 
development. The proposed veterinary office/hospital use is converted from a 
former retail space and does not constitute a substantial change to the existing 
compatibility of the Project within the shopping center. 

Rock Creek Village Center is a high quality, mature, neighborhood oriented 
commercial cente1·. Having been in operation since the late 1960s, the center is 
assimilated into its surrounding neighborhood and operates compatibly with its 
adjacent development. The introduction of a veterinary office/ hospital use into 
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the shopping center will result in no physical changes to the center (except for 
installation of a fence around the animal exercise and relief area and a new wall 
sign to be located at the front entrance) and will not alter the intensity of the 
existing use. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Resolution incorporates by reference all 
evidence of record, including maps, drawings, memoranda, correspondence, and other 
information; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Site Plan shall remain valid as provided 
in Montgomery County Code§ 59-7.3.4.H; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Resolution constitutes the written 
opinion of the Board in this matter, and the date of this Resolution is 

JUL I '1 2021 (which is the date that this resolution is mailed to all parties of 
record); and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that any party authorized by law to take an 
administrative appeal must initiate such an appeal within thirty days of the date of 
this Resolution, consistent with the procedural rules for the judicial review of 
administrative agency decisions in Circuit Court (Rule 7-203, Maryland Rules). 

* * * * * * * * * * * 
CERTIFICATION 

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by 
the Montgomery County Planning Board of the Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission on motion of Vice Chair Fani-Gonzalez, seconded by 
Commissioner Cichy, with Chair Anderson, Vice Chair Fani-Gonzalez, and 
Commissioners Cichy and Verma voting in favor of the motion, and Commissioner 
Patterson absent at its regular meeting held on Thursday, July 22, 2021, in Wheaton, 
Maryland. 

Ee 
Casey Anderson, Chair 
Montgomery County Planning Board 
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DPS-ROW CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL February 27, 2023 

82020019A Rock Creek Village Shopping Center 
Contact: Sam Farhadi at 240 777-6333 

We have reviewed site plan file:  

 “07-RSITE-82020019A-004.pdf” uploaded on/ dated “1/5/2023”. 

As there seems to be minimal impact to the County ROW, we do not have any comment 
at this point.  
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To: The Montgomery County Planning Board 
From: Manor Lake Civic Association 
Re: New Establishment at Rock Creek Village Center           

Dear Planning Board,  

On behalf of the Manor Lake Civic Association (MLCA), our board has some concerns over the 
establishment of a fast casual drive through restaurant in place of the former SunTrust Bank in 
the Rock Creek Village Center. The MLCA had a meeting with Troy Leftwich and Richard 
Brockmyer on June 14, 2023, after that conversation, it is our understanding that:       

• The applicant proposes that the net increase of cars in their location will be less than 50
cars during peak hours.

• The transportation coordinator, we understand that he has completed his assessment using
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) data set and agrees with the proposal.

• Based on the current policy, a net increase of greater than 50 trips would trigger a traffic
study.

MLCA would appreciate it if the Planning Board would reconsider their decision to forgo a 
traffic study at the Rock Creek Village Center for the following reasons: 

1. Our concern for the potential for increase in traffic in the main Rock Creek Village
Center lot.

a. Currently, the application site produces 0 (zero) person trips, as it has been closed
for years. During peak hours, the Rock Creek Village Center lot in front of the
proposed business is close to capacity.  While the proposed new business would
not likely require significant parking allocation, it speaks to the high traffic
capacity already within an area looking to add a drive-through.

b. This shopping center was designed decades ago when fewer people lived and
traveled in this area. And while there have been tenant changes, none of those
individual tenant changes has generated a trip increase threshold to warrant traffic
study. The cumulative increases, especially considering the addition of this
application could exceed the threshold handedly, and the shopping center’s traffic
capacity and current challenges as they are now (detailed below), should be
considered.

2. Our concern for the traffic flow egresses from the main Rock Creek Village Center lot
back onto Bauer drive.

a. There are two main entrances/exits to the main surface lot of the Rock Creek
Village Center. An uncontrolled (no light) entrance/exit just south of the Exxon
and a controlled (light) entrance/exit just North of the Safeway. The proposal
utilizes the uncontrolled entrance/exit for the drive through lane traffic.

b. Left turns at the uncontrolled intersection are difficult, and near impossible during
busy hours, due to:

i. Bauer traffic makes left hand turns difficult.
ii. Traffic queuing on Bauer at the traffic signal (Bauer/Norbeck) does not

provide space to enter the roadway.
iii. Due to elevation differences, there is limited sight of traffic turning right

onto Bauer from Norbeck and traffic heading north on Bauer towards
Norbeck.
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iv. Due to the proposed business drive-through, cars could back up and
prohibit entering using this entrance.

c. At the controlled entrance/exit left hand turns are also complicated:
i. The green light to allow traffic to egress from the Rock Creek Village

Center is short, allowing only a few cars through each cycle.
ii. The cars queued up waiting to turn left at the light block egress from the

parking lot lanes and block traffic flow for those looking for parking or
looking to join the que to turn left at the light.

3. Our concern for pedestrian safety – particularly minors.
a. The Rock Creek Village Center is within walking distance of both the Earle B.

Wood Middle School (across Bauer Dr. from the shopping center) and Rockville
High School. Many students from Manor Lake and Aspen Hill, who are required
to walk to school, visit the center when school is released.

b. The controlled entrance to the shopping center is a protected pedestrian
crosswalk, where traffic is stopped in all directions while pedestrians are given the
signal to cross. This is an important safety feature but complicates the egress out
of the main Rock Creek Village Center parking lot as mentioned above.

c. Pedestrians going between their vehicles and Safeway need to move amongst the
queued cars waiting for the light at the protected entrance/exit. We fear distracted
and/or hurried drivers trying to make a short light will not take pedestrians’ right
of way into account and this increased traffic flow from the new establishment
could increase that threat.

d. Multiple bus stops on Bauer and Norbeck, by the Rock Creek Village Center
already increase pedestrian traffic and any new establishment would increase that.

e. There is an egress from the Bauer Park Apartments across from this uncontrolled
entrance/exit, further complicating the traffic pattern.

f. There is a pedestrian crosswalk at the uncontrolled entrance/exit, but shrubbery
makes it difficult to see pedestrians prior to almost being in the crosswalk.

We disagree with a decision to approve the application as-is and have the local government 
attempt to adjust conditions after the fact, in a “piecemeal fashion” as was suggested during our 
meeting with the county representatives. Certain improvements may need the cooperation of the 
owner and after the approval of this application, incentive to engage with needed improvements 
diminishes.  A full traffic study to collect actual data of this specific environment would be useful 
for planning effective long-term strategies for improved land utilization and safety. 

We have taken a lot of time studying the documentation and meeting with representatives and we 
would like to ask for a traffic study to be conducted before access is given to this establishment 
to come into the shopping center.  

Thank you for your time and consideration, 
The Manor Lake Civic Association 
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From: Brockmyer, Richard
To: Michael Wolf
Cc: Folden, Matthew; Leftwich, Troy
Subject: RE: Application #82020019A Rock Creek Village Shopping Center
Date: Wednesday, June 21, 2023 4:39:09 PM
Attachments: image007.png
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Mike,

Troy and I have discussed your questions and I wanted to provide you with responses prior to the staff report being finalized/posted and the upcoming Planning Board

hearing scheduled for July 13th. Let me know if you have any further questions about any of my responses.
______________________

Question/Comment: Can you explain the basis of the 70 weekday peak-hour person trips for the bank scenario? Is that based on site-specific measurements, or as
I suspect, a "standard" or "typical" bank with drive-thru, or based on standards when the original site plans when the shopping center was built in the late
1960s/early 70s?. My concern is that, based on my local observations, over the past 10+ years, well prior to this bank's closure and before covid's impacts on
traffic, the daily traffic to that bank was extremely low and far less than 70, likely due to online banking. I rarely saw more than 2-3 cars at the bank even during
evening rush hour (and I realize that is purely anecdotal/limited data). I think it's safe to assume that this bank branch was one of the locations selected for closure
following the recent SunTrust/BB&T merger due to low customer use.

REPSONSE: The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual is used as the foundation for determining trip generation. This is an
industry standard approach to developing trip generation for transportation analysis as it uses survey data of similar land uses across the country to provide
trip generation rate calculations. Per the Local Area Transportation Review (LATR) Guidelines, trip generation rates are adjusted based on the policy area
where a project is located. In this case, an adjustment is made for the Aspen Hill policy area. A separate mode split assumption is also made based on the
policy area. These modifications and factors are meant to better reflect trip making behavior of the specific area where a project is located. Please note that
the 70 trips you reference are person-trips, not just vehicle trips. The LATR guidance is written to focus on in person trips, not just vehicle trips. So, this
includes auto, non-motorized, and transit trips. To have a standard and predictable development review process, we use this method to analyze trip
generation for all development projects.

Question/Comment: Likewise, I don't understand the basis of the estimated 113 weekday peak-hour person trips for the proposed Chipotle scenario? As I recall
the application mentioned several examples in Ohio for this new drive-thru concept, and referenced traffic counts at those sites. I am highly skeptical that traffic at
those locations is anywhere close to the traffic at this location, and therefore those examples seem to be irrelevant. 

REPSONSE: While the applicant's transportation statement did cite other examples, we did an independent review of the trip generation. In this case, we did
not use any of the examples provided by the applicant's study. Rather, like the drive-through bank use, we used the industry standard ITE trip generation rate
for a drive-through restaurant and the LATR factors to determine the trip generation for the new use.  

Question/Comment: I believe the application downplays the expected number of peak-hour trips for this location. Although the applicant claims that
because orders must be placed online via app, and paid in the same fashion, and there will be no onsite ordering, customers will not be making "last minute" or
spontaneous trips to the restaurant. I think that is a simplistic and unrealistic assumption, as it is easy for vehicle passengers (unfortunately, easy even for drivers)
to decide spontaneously on the commute home to order dinner online, when a few minutes from the restaurant. When traffic is backed up on Norbeck during
evening rush hour, orders can (and will) be placed spontaneously. Therefore, the estimated 43 added peak hour trips is likely significantly low.

REPSONSE: Our independent trip generation analysis confirmed that the project trip generation would be below the threshold that requires a full TIS. That
threshold is a net increase of 50 person trips or more. The analysis showed a net increase of 43 person trips. I would also note that in our analysis we treated
the land use like any other drive-through restaurant, we did not make any adjustments based on the type of ordering the applicant is proposing.

Question/Comment: Traffic at the Norbeck/Bauer intersection is always extremely heavy. There are routinely backups when turning from Norbeck onto Bauer
borth from the north and south, compounded when vehicles are pulling into the Exxon Station entrance, and when Ride-on buses are turning at that tight corner
and for passenger pickups/drop-offs at the shopping center. There are frequent accidents at the intersection. There are also many pedestrians crossing that
dangerous intersection, including elderly and disabled residents from the HOC apartments across the street and children crossing from Manor Lake (including
during peak hours after school activities).

REPSONSE: We understand the concern about heavy traffic and safety concerns at this location. However, per the development review requirements and
guidance that we must follow, the project does not produce the number of person trips that would require a TIS. Given that many of the concerns you note
are based on existing conditions I would suggest reaching out to the MCDOT Division of Traffic Engineering and Operations (contact info below) to share this
information.
Division of Traffic Engineering and Operations
100 Edison Park Dr 4th Floor
Gaithersburg, MD 20878
Telephone: 240-777-2190
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/dot-traffic/

Question/Comment: I believe that a traffic count and formal study will confirm my observations that the intersection and the streets adjoining the shopping
center are already at or above capacity, and that even 43 added trips per peak hour (which as discussed above I believe is a significantly low estimate) will cause
additional accidents and backups. If the actual number of added trips turns out to be 80-100, which I predict, the traffic situation will be untenable and the
driveways/parking areas in that portion of the shopping center, combined with the gas station traffic, will be hazardous.
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REPSONSE: Per the development review process, policy, and guidance a TIS is not required for this project. The applicant is below the 50-person trip threshold
and therefore we cannot require that a TIS be completed. 

Again, please let me know if you have any questions about my responses or need anything further. As a reminder, the full staff report will be posted on June 29 th and the

Planning Board Hearing will be on July 13th, although a specific time for this item hasn’t been identified yet.

Thanks,

Richard Brockmyer, AICP

From: Leftwich, Troy <Troy.Leftwich@montgomeryplanning.org> 
Sent: Thursday, June 8, 2023 11:40 AM
To: Michael Wolf <mikewolf5510@gmail.com>
Cc: Brockmyer, Richard <Richard.Brockmyer@montgomeryplanning.org>; Folden, Matthew <matthew.folden@montgomeryplanning.org>
Subject: RE: Application #82020019A Rock Creek Village Shopping Center

Hi Mike,

Thanks for reaching out! There is a hearing date scheduled for July 13th. Planning Staff’s report will post on Friday 6/30. The item was extended addition month from the
original date because items were delay from the applicant. I will response to your email within the next few weeks as well. Once the report is posted you can use this link to
sign up to testify or submit testimony:

https://montgomeryplanningboard.org/meetings/signup-to-testify/

Thanks,

Troy Leftwich 

Midcounty Planning Division

From: Michael Wolf <mikewolf5510@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 8, 2023 11:30 AM
To: Leftwich, Troy <Troy.Leftwich@montgomeryplanning.org>
Cc: Brockmyer, Richard <Richard.Brockmyer@montgomeryplanning.org>; Folden, Matthew <matthew.folden@montgomeryplanning.org>
Subject: Re: Application #82020019A Rock Creek Village Shopping Center

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding.

Hi Troy, hope all is well. Just touching base on this project and whether a hearing date has been set. I don't see much new in the documents posted since we
corresponded last, other than a few conceptual drawings and Chipotle's Needs Study. I see that the project tracker shows the predicted Planning Board decision is
in late July so hoping a hearing date is soon.

Any updates you can provide would be greatly appreciated.

Mike

On Wed, Mar 29, 2023 at 3:10 PM Michael Wolf <mikewolf5510@gmail.com> wrote:

Thank you for your detailed response, Troy.

Can you explain the basis of the 70 weekday peak-hour person trips for the bank scenario? Is that based on site-specific measurements, or as I suspect, a
"standard" or "typical" bank with drive-thru, or based on standards when the original site plans when the shopping center was built in the late 1960s/early 70s?.
My concern is that, based on my local observations, over the past 10+ years, well prior to this bank's closure and before covid's impacts on traffic, the daily
traffic to that bank was extremely low and far less than 70, likely due to online banking. I rarely saw more than 2-3 cars at the bank even during evening rush
hour (and I realize that is purely anecdotal/limited data). I think it's safe to assume that this bank branch was one of the locations selected for closure following
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ITE
Land
Use Description ksqft

PM Peak-Hour
Trips

Aspen Hill ITE Adjustment
Factor

From Table 1a

Adjusted ITE Estimate
of Site-Generated

Vehicle Trips

Aspen Hill Mode
Split Assumption

From Table 1b

Final
Person
Trips

912 Drive-in Bank 2.43 51 99% 50.49 72.1% 70
934 Drive through Restaurant 2.49 82 99% 81.18 72.1% 113

43 Trip Difference

the recent SunTrust/BB&T merger due to low customer use.

Likewise, I don't understand the basis of the estimated 113 weekday peak-hour person trips for the proposed Chipotle scenario? As I recall the application
mentioned several examples in Ohio for this new  drive-thru concept, anhd referenced traffic counts at those sites. I am highly sceptical that traffic at those
locations is anywhere close to the traffic at this location, and therefore those examples seem to be irrelevant. 

I believe the application downplays the expected number of peak-hour trips for this location. Although the applicant claims that because orders must be placed
online via app, and paid in the same fashion, and there will be no onsite ordering, customers will not be making "last minute" or spontaneous trips to the
restaurant. I think that is a simplistic and unrealistic assumption, as it is easy for vehicle passengers (unfortunately, easy even for drivers) to decide
spontaneously on the commute home to order dinner online, when a few minutes from the restaurant. When traffic is backed up on Norbeck during evening
rush hour, orders can (and will) be placed spontaneously. Therefore, the estimated 43 added peak hour trips is likely significantly low.

Traffic at the Norbeck/Bauer intersection is always extremely heavy. There are routinely backups when turning from Norbeck onto Bauer borth from the north
and south, compounded when vehicles are pulling into the Exxon Station entrance, and when Ride-on buses are turning at that tight corner and for passenger
pickups/drop-offs at the shopping center. There are frequent accidents at the intersection. There are also many pedestrians crossing that dangerous
intersection, including elderly and disabled residents from the HOC apartments across the street and children crossing from Manor Lake (including during peak
hours after school activities).

I believe that a traffic count and formal study will confirm my observations that the intersection and the streets adjoining the shopping center are already at or
above capacity, and that even 43 added trips per peak hour (which as discussed above I believe is a significantly low estimate) will cause additional accidents and
backups. If the actual number of added trips turns out to be 80-100, which I predict, the traffic situation will be untenable and the driveways/parking areas in
that portion of the shopping center, combined with the gas station traffic, will be hazardous.

I urge the Planning Department to require a traffic count of existing traffic, and a formal study for the proposed drive-thru so that more realistic added traffic
volumes can be determined.

I look forward to further information on this matter and the future hearing.

Kind regards,

Mike Wolf

On Wed, Mar 29, 2023 at 11:50 AM Leftwich, Troy <Troy.Leftwich@montgomeryplanning.org> wrote:

Hi Mike Wolf,

Per your email regarding if a Traffic Study would be required, please see our response below:

Please note this project is still under review and the final response will be provided within a Staff Report, prior to the Hearing.

Planning Staff reviews development projects using the Local Area Transportation Revie Guidelines (LATR) to evaluate the need for a transportation study (see links
below). The net increase in peak hour person trips is used. The net peak hour person trips are calculated by subtracting the peak hour person trips generated by the
existing use from the peak hour person trips generated by the proposed use as long as the proposed use replaces an existing land use that was occupied for more than
12 years. LATR, which includes transportation study, is applied to development projects that generate at least 50 total net new weekday peak-hour person trips. Projects
that produce fewer than 50 total net new weekday peak hour person trips must prepare a transportation study exemption statement describing the basis for any
exemption from LATR. The table below provides a summary of the existing and proposed land use trip generation calculations using the LATR guidance. The proposed
land use would not operate during the AM peak hour so only the PM peak hour was analyzed. As shown, the proposed land use results in a net increase in peak hour
person trips of 43, which is below the 50-trip threshold that would require a Transportation Study.

The existing use of a “Drive-in Bank” and the proposed new use of a “Drive through Restaurant” does not merit a traffic study because the trips generated by the new
use is under 50 person trips, based on the information stated.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the information I have provided and the links provided below. I will keep you posted regarding the Hearing date
(tentatively late June). I will include your concerns within the staff report and you will still a have the opportunity to present you concerns to the Planning Board via
testimony or written statement. 

Please see resource links below:
LATR guidelines: https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/LATR-Guidelines-Update-FINAL-2022.09.26.pdf

Transportation Development Review website:
https://montgomeryplanning.org/planning/transportation/transportation-development-review/
Planning Board Website:
https://montgomeryplanningboard.org/

Thanks,

Troy Leftwich 
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Midcounty Planning Division

From: Michael Wolf <mikewolf5510@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, March 20, 2023 4:03 PM
To: Leftwich, Troy <Troy.Leftwich@montgomeryplanning.org>
Subject: Application #82020019A Rock Creek Village Shopping Center

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding.

Mr.Leftwich, will there be a public meeting for this application, or other opportunities to submit comments? As a nearby resident I have concerns regarding 
the assumptions in the rationale provided for exemption from a traffic study, and would like those comments to be taken into account during the review.

Regards,

Mike Wolf
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