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Executive Summary

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

Original Application

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

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

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

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

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

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

Public Testimony

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

Original Staff Recommendation

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

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

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

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

Revised Staff Analysis and Recommendations

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

1) Analysis of the Applicant’s proposal.

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

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

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

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

Appendices

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

C. Excerpts from the Sandy Spring/Ashton Master Plan

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

E. Applicant’s correspondence countersigned by DPS

F. Memorandum from Environmental Planning Staff

Analysis of the Re-Submitted Proposal for Development

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

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

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

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

Analysis of the Parking Restriction on the Subject Site

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

The Memorandum from Staff dated March 30, 2007 (Appendix A, pages 7-9) provides an
overview of this issue. We continue to argue that parking in the R-60 Zone for services provided
in the C-1 zone of the subject site is not allowed. A letter from David Brown, representing the
Sandy Spring/Ashton Rural Preservation Consortium, concurs with this position and is attached
(Appendix D, pages 7-10). The following summary highlights previous arguments and addresses
the “parking flexibility” references in the Master Plan. Sections of the Zoning Ordinance are in
blue; sections of the Master Plan are green.
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The subject site is within the Sandy Spring/Ashton Rural Village Overlay Zone and is subject
to its particular requirements. When these requirements are not applicable, the underlying C-1
and R-60 zone requirements apply. With respect to the ability to provide commercial parking on
an adjacent residential zone, the Overlay Zone provides for such cases in two instances. The first
reference is in the regulations governing commercial development standards:

Sec. 59-C-18.182. Regulations

(b)  Commercial development. Where a lot is zoned either partially or totally in a
commercial zone the following regulations apply.

2) Development standards:

(D) In areas recommended in the Sandy Spring/Ashton Master Plan for
mixed use development, development should [be] consistent with the
recommendations of the master plan. In the residential portions of the
mixed-use areas, off-street parking for commercial uses is allowed
without a requirement for approval of a special exception.

Again, Staff continues to argue that the County Council decided that the southeastern
quadrant of the Ashton Village Center should be developed according to the existing zoning and
that commercial and residential uses should not be combined within sites or buildings. There are
two sections of the Council Resolution that reinforce this point:

Page 16 of the Resolution, Page 31 of the SS/A Master Plan (underline added text,
strikethrough deleted text — both by the Council):

- Encourage a land-use mix of stores and homes by maintaining the existing
mix of commercial and residential zoning within the village centers

..... A 1 hoanld hg onsalaimad 1oty and-h d41nc A

Page 20 of the Resolution, Page 39 of the SS/A Master Plan (strikethrough deleted by the
Council):

Limit residential development in the southeast quadrant to single-family
detached homes only, rather than townhouses. This Plan recognizes that

special exception uses may be appropriate as well. This-plan-reeommends-that
here-by-flexibility-in-ple ommercial-uses-in-the-southeast quadran

.....

We conclude from this language that the village centers should have a mix of uses
throughout the broader area with single-family homes, businesses, and civic buildings coexisting
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by maintaining the existing zoning patterns. But the existing zoning in the southeast quadrant,
which is confirmed by the Master Plan, does not allow C-1 Zone parking in R-60 zones as the
Zoning Code citations confirm. If the specific language relating to flexibility in placing
commercial uses to integrate the residential and commercial zones were not removed, this
quadrant of the Ashton Village Center would be considered a mixed-use area. But it was
removed and we are left to conclude that the intent of the Master Plan, as it stands, is to develop
the southeast quadrant according to the land use restrictions of the underlying zones.

The concept of flexibility that was denied in this section of the Master Plan, however, is
brought up in other areas with respect to parking in the Village Centers.

Specifically on page 31:

e Develop the new Rural Village Overlay Zone to include the following features
to encourage coordinated design, simply requirements and protect the viability
of existing businesses.

- flexibility in parking requirements.
And on page 81, in the implementation section discussing the Overlay Zone:
For Commercial

- Flexibility in siting to allow parking in conjunction with commercial uses
to float between certain adjacent properties to the most desirable locations
on the site if the master plan so recommends.

In these two cases, the first quote is a recommendation that was fulfilled in the Overlay Zone
as seen in the citation above and the following citation, but the specifics of implementation are
left to the Overlay Zone. The particular reference to simplifying requirements is based on the
special exception authorization, which, based on the Ordinance, could not be approved in this
case. This is also seen in the quote from page 81, but in more detail. This recommendation was
directly related to specific properties as prescribed by the Master Plan and resulted in the
following section of the Overlay Zone:

Sec. 59-C-18.185. Off-street parking and loading.
Parking must be provided in accordance with the provisions of Division 59-E with the following
exceptions:

(b)  Properties in a residential zone that are designated in the Sandy Spring/Ashton Master
Plan as suitable for mixed use or non-residential use may be utilized for off-street
parking in connection with commercial uses without the necessity for approval of a
special exception under Sec. 59-G-2.39.

There are properties specifically mentioned in the Master Plan and a recommendation that
directly responds to the two sections of the Overlay Zone we have been discussing on page 34:
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To allow better design, incorporate the village green and accommodate the
new fire station, this Plan recommends allowing parking in connection with
commercial uses on the properties east of Brook Road, which also front on MD
108, where properties are zoned commercial and residential. ... Under the
provisions of the Village Overlay Zone, the residential portion of these sites is
suitable for parking in conjunction with the current uses in the C-2 zone, without
the necessity for obtaining a special exception. ... This will permit relocation
and redevelopment of the existing commercial uses without a net increase in the
overall amount of commercial zoning in the Sandy Spring Village Center. The
Village Overlay Zone attempts to address parking concerns of local businesses by
providing flexibility where parking can be located.

There is no such similar discussion related to the Ashton Village Center. These two sections
of the Overlay Zone are based on recommendations for the Sandy Spring Village Center and do
not provide Staff with the necessary recommendations to permit parking in connection with
commercial uses on the R-60 zoned area of the subject site.

There is one last place in the Master Plan, in the Implementation section, which provides a
reference to “flexibility” in design. In this case, it is with respect to the exact demarcation of the
Overlay Zone boundaries.

From page 82:

Once the zone is adopted, the specific properties where it will be applied will be
determined via the Sectional Map Amendment using the following guidelines:

- Commercial properties and adjacent residential uses where design
flexibility is recommended in the Plan.

- Residential properties to maintain residential height limits consistent with
the neighborhood character. ’

- Residential properties where flexibility in lot sizes is desirable.

As we have seen, the residential properties adjacent to the commercial properties within the
subject site were specifically denied flexibility in integrating commercial and residential uses by
the Council. But, based on the underlying zone, the maximum building height could be )
approved up to 40 feet during site plan review if it weren’t for the limits of the Overlay Zone,
which restrict all building heights to 35 feet if the Planning Board finds the additional height is
compatible with the adjoining uses and is consistent with the intent of the master plan. Again
Staff is left to conclude that this section of the Master Plan does not apply to the subject site,
which was not designated a mixed-use area and, thus, cannot take advantage of the R-60 zoned
area for commercial parking.

Because these particular allowances of the Overlay Zone do not apply to the subject site, the
land use requirements of the underlying zones apply to all parking restrictions. In this case,
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parking in connection with commercial uses is allowed in the R-60 Zoned portion of the site only
be special exception. ’

Sec. 59-C-1.31. Land uses.

No use is allowed except as indicated in the following table:

— Permitted Uses. Uses designated by the letter “P” are permitted on any lot in the zones
indicated, subject to all applicable regulations.

— Special Exception Uses. Uses designated by the letters “SE” may be authorized as
special exceptions, in accordance with the provisions of Article 59-G.

RE- | RE- | RE- | R- R- R- R- R- | R4 | RMH
2 2C |1 200 [ 150 | 90 60 | 40 | plex | 200
.y

Parking of automobiles, off-street in P¥ [ P¥ [P | P % | SE | SE SE
connection with commercial uses. 3

In order to obtain the special exception use, however, the commercial use cannot be in the C-T or
C-1 Zone unless they comply with a two grandfather clauses that are not relevant to the subject

property.
Sec. 59-G-2.39. Parking of automobiles, off-street, in connection with commercial uses.

A special exception may be granted for off-street parking of motor vehicles in connection with
commercial uses, subject to the following findings and requirements:

(b)  The commercial uses to be served by the facility are not in the C-T or the C-1 zone,
unless the land in the C-1 zone complies with the exceptions to this provision stated
in either subparagraph (h) or subparagraph (i), below.

Thus, a special exception for parking in connection with the commercial uses could not be
approved on the R-60 zoned portion of the subject site. Thus, we conclude that the parking
requirements for the C-1 Zoned commercial uses must be provided on the C-1 Zoned portion of
the site.

Parking Garages in the C-1 Zone .

This issue remains to be fully addressed by the Planning Board and the Applicant and Staff’s
position remains unchanged from the March 30, 2007 Memorandum. The arguments against
allowing parking structures/garages in the C-1 Zone are on pages 9-12 of that Memorandum.

The two substantive arguments put forward thus far to allow parking garages in the C-1 Zone
are:

1) There are environmental benefits with respect to impermeable surface and site
disturbance.
2) Parking garages have been allowed in C-1 zoned sites in the past.
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The first argument is perfectly legitimate and in many cases probably preferred but still not
permitted. The second argument, while more troublesome, does not mean that the approved
projects should have been allowed or that our interpretation cannot evolve through closer
analysis of these complicated zoning issues especially given that the issue has never been
contested before the Planning Board in any of the prior cases.

Staff has received two letters from the Applicant that have been countersigned by the
Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services. In response to the Applicant’s position
that structured parking is allowed due to their interpretation of Section 59-E-1.2, the signed
stamp reads, “I have reviewed the content of this letter and agree that structured parking that is
incorporated within buildings on a site to serve permitted uses is allowed in the C-1 Zone. David
Niblock, Department of Permitting Services.” In response to M-NCPPC Staff’s presentation of
their recommendation of denial of the subject site plan, a further signed letter states, “The
Department of Permitting Services has final authority on the interpretation of the Montgomery
County Zoning Ordinance to determine uses to be located in the C-1 Zone. Susan Scala-Demby,
Department of Permitting Services.” We respectfully disagree with this assertion and hold that,
given the Planning Board’s jurisdiction over Preliminary and Site Plan approvals, that it would
be incongruent for Planning Board Staff not to have the ability to interpret zoning provisions that
affect said Plans. Thus, we believe the interpretation and recommendation we have outlined is
correct and supported in the language in the zoning ordinance.

Analysis of the Sandy Spring/Ashton Master Plan
Design and Land Use Recommendations

Unlike most site plan reviews, projects in the Sandy Spring/Ashton Rural Village Overlay
‘Zone have specific findings directly tied to recommendations of the Master Plan:

Sec. 59-C-18.184. Site plan contents and exemptions.

In the course of site plan approval, the Planning Board must make a finding as to whether or not
the proposed development substantially conforms with the design guidelines for new
development contained in the approved and adopted Sandy Spring/Ashton Master Plan.

Sec. 59-C-18.186. Planning Board Approval.

The procedures for Planning Board approval under Section 59-D-3.4 are modified for this
overlay zone to require the following additional findings:

(@) The site plan is consistent with the recommendations in the approved and adopted
Sandy Spring/Ashton Master Plan.

The relevant design guidelines and recommendations are found in the “Village Centers” and

“Implementation” sections of the Master Plan (Appendix C). We have broken these guidelines
and recommendations into three categories:
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1) The rural village experience.
2) The rural village identity.
3) The existing Ashton Village center.

\

The Rural Village Experience

According to the Master Plan, a key to the experience of the Village Centers is the perception
one has of both Sandy Spring and Ashton upon arrival — what the Master Plan calls the “rural
entries” along MD 108 and MD 650.

From page 29, underline added:

The rural entries along MD 108, Norwood/Dr. Bird Road, and Norwood Road
separate the village centers from other nearby areas of settlement, such as the
Olney Town Center and Cloverly. The entries create attractive entrances to the
village centers and help establish the character of the areas. These roads are lined
with homes of varied vintage. scattered vistas of open cropland and fields,
woodland. hedgerows and some of the area’s institutions. The importance of the
rural entry experience was recognized in the 1980 Plan and remains an important
theme of this Plan.

From page 43:

The New Hampshire Avenue [MD 650] area contains one of the community’s
most important roads and is the area most affected by change. It serves as an
important rural entry to Sandy Spring/Ashton, a main street for the Ashton village
center and a route for through traffic. Recent changes have raised significant
community concerns about the area’s future ability to retain its rural character.

The important “gateway” areas for the subject site are on the southern end of the site along
MD 650 and the eastern side of the site along MD 108. These areas, both of which comprise the
R-60 zoned portion of the subject site, are indicated on both the Land Use Plan and the Village
Centers map as “Rural (1 dwelling unit/acre)” and are not included in the “Commercial/Office”
areas of those plans. Conversely, they are included within the Zoning Plan for the Village
Centers, although they are designated as areas for “Residential, One Family”. These strips of R-
60 within the Overlay Zone should provide the transition from rural to commercial based on this
“entry” concept and the recommendations on page 39:

Limit residential development in the southeast quadrant to single-family
detached homes only, rather than townhouses. This Plan recognizes that
special exception uses may be appropriate as well. The existing zoning should be
confirmed.

It seems most appropriate to establish the edges of the Ashton Village Center with one-
family detached dwellings to integrate the site with the existing rural buildings and character,
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while providing the necessary services that any rural village might rely on through the special
exception process. ' '

The Rural Village Identity

4

Another key component of the village centers is the distinct separation of Sandy Spring and
Ashton and the creation of a sense of identity. Development on the subject site will set the
standard for the identity of Ashton for years to come.

From page 29:
Village Centers

Objective:  Ensure that the villages of Sandy Spring and Ashton maintain separate and
’ distinct identities.

The village centers of Sandy Spring and Ashton are located on the same roadway (MD 108) and
lie less than one-half mile from each other. The centers have maintained separate identities
because commercial uses are clustered within the villages and there is a low-density land use
pattern between the villages. The following recommendations will help reinforce the separate
identity of each village center.

The following sections apply to both village centers and are taken from Pages 31-32:

o Apply the new [Overlay Zone] to allow additional flexibility in development while
providing the option of design review to ensure conformance with this Plan.

 Balance the need for increased road capacity along portions of MD 108 with the need
to maintain a “main street” character on MD 108 within the village centers.

e Increases [in commercial density] need to be balanced with the Plan intent to
maintain the small scale of the existing centers.

e Develop the new Rural Village Overlay Zone to include the following features
to encourage coordinated design, simplify requirements and protect the
viability of existing businesses.

- Flexibility in parking requirements.

- FAR of 0.75 to be calculated on the underlying commercial zone portion of
the site.

- Flexibility to increase the building height up to 30 feet on the commercial
sites at site plan review.

e This Plan recommends the following development guidelines which, with design

review, will help ensure that new development maintain the small scale envisioned
for the village centers:
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- Encourage use of traditional village design, such as height limits compatible
with the Sandy Spring Historic District and buildings facing the main road.

- Encourage “active fronts” on buildings such as porches and street entrances.

- Encourage a land-use mix of stores and homes by maintaining the existing
mix of commercial and residential zoning within the village centers.

- Create pedestrian “traffic” with uses and designs that invite frequent visits by
all members of the community.

- Encourage stores and other uses that provide services to local residents and
are at a compatible scale.

- Encourage use of the Sandy Spring Historic District as a source for design.

- Create small parking areas that are well-landscaped, preserve trees, and
compatible with nearby uses both day and night.

- Place most off-street parking out of view of common space and active fronts,
rather than between buildings and the street.

These recommendations can be summarized as requiring any proposed development within
the Village Centers to provide a sense of place that is distinct, context-sensitive, small-scale,
neighborhood-oriented, and pedestrian friendly. Further, the character of any such development
'should have a main-street ambiance, maintain the existing sense of scale, massing, and open-
space, and generate minimal visual impacts from parking lots. In other words, the village identity
is the antithesis of suburban development, which places buildings setback from the road with
intervening parking lots, is large in scale, provides uses and services to regional populations, has
no sense of context, and is indistinct from any other suburban development. The main points of
the focus for the Village Centers are reiterated in the Implementation section of the Master Plan,
which provides recommendations for the Overlay Zone.

From pages 80-81:

Implementation

Sandy Spring/Ashton Rural Village Overlay Zone

The purpose of the Rural Village Overlay Zone is to address issues related to enhancing rural
village character and providing design flexibility. Rural Village Overlay Zone will help ensure
the continuation of land uses and patterns that characterize rural settlements.

For Residential Only

- Flexibility to reduce lot sizes with site plan review to create better design, with flexible
setbacks and zero lot line configurations, but with no change in density.

For Commercial

- Flexibility to create better design with site plan review.
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- Flexibility in siting to allow parking in conjunction with commercial uses to float
’ between certain adjacent properties to the most desirable locations on the site if the
master plan so recommends.

- Height limit consistent with the Sandy Spring Historic District and an appropriate FAR
limit for the size and scale of the village centers.

- Exclusion of new auto-oriented or typically large-scale uses that are inconsistent with
traditional rural development patterns with flexibility to ensure the continuation of
existing uses through grandfathering.

- Flexibility for on-street parking to count toward meeting the parking requirements for
new development if so determined by the Planning Board at the time of site plan review.

The purpose of the overlay zone and the actual form that the zoning ordinance gave to these
recommendations will be analyzed in the next section. For now, we will concentrate on a few
basic parameters laid out in the master plan.

First, residential densities must remain the same albeit with smaller lot sizes, which is typical
of a villagearea. Second, and most importantly, development, for which the Planning Board is
not typically given much design oversight, must be subject to detailed design review. This leads
to the last points: that flexibility for parking is only for “certain” properties as “the master plan
so recommends” and that a “main street” feeling in the commercial areas includes on-street
parking and eschews large, auto-oriented commercial centers that are inconsistent with
traditional village patterns. '

Given all these sections and various dictums, we will summarize the characteristics of a rural
village as prescribed by the Master Plan:

* Create a defined edge with a sense of entry.

* Maintain the size and scale of the existing buildings.

" Maintain a significant amount of open space and rural landscape features.

* Minimize visual impacts of parking and keep parking areas small and well landscaped.

* Design buildings according to historic styles.

» Site buildings, drives, and open spaces based on historic patterns.

» Create a sense of a “main street” with on-street parking, active storefronts, sidewalks and
pedestrian-oriented design.

= Allow for more flexibility than the underlying zones — which is typical of the way rural
villages would have organically grown — but balance that flexibility with tighter design
review.

* Provide services for local residents.

The Existing Ashton Village Center

The last part of this section provides a basic overview of the existing village center because
so many of the design guidelines are tied to the “existing size and scale” of the village center.
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The following summary provides basic development data for the commercial core centered on
the intersection of MD 108 and MD 650. '

Zoning:
Northwest quadrant: PD5 (not within the Overlay Zone)
Northeast quadrant: C-2, General Commercial
Southwest quadrant: C-1, Commercial/Office
Southeast quadrant: C-1, Commercial/Office

Building Coverage (approximate, based on net commergcial area):
Northwest quadrant: 21%
Northeast quadrant: 9%
Southwest quadrant: 15%
Southeast quadrant: 2%
Proposed Development: 47%

Largest Building (approx, square feet)
Northwest quadrant: 16,800
Northeast quadrant: 6,000
Southwest quadrant: 6,600 -
Southeast quadrant: 2,800
Proposed Development: 30,400

As we can see, the proposed development is nearly twice the size of the existing development
in terms of total coverage and individual building footprints. The mass of such a building is out
of character with the existing village fabric and the required supporting parking limits the ability
to provide open space and rural landscape features.

'Because the northeast quadrant is being reviewed at the same time as the subject site, we
have a unique opportunity to establish a lasting character on two of the three quadrants of the
Ashton Village Center. For example, buildings such as the Alloway and the proposed
commercial retail building on the northeast corner of MD 650 and MD 108 have fronts on the
street, with existing or proposed sidewalks along their frontage. This character should be unified
throughout the village center. Although the Overlay Zone allows for a maximum FAR of 0.75,
this scale of development should be limited to smaller commercial parcels where the master plan
does indeéd recommend parking on adjacent residential zones, viz., in Sandy Spring.

Analysis of the Sandy Spring/Ashton Rural Village Overlay Zone

Section 59-C-18.181. Purpose

It is the purpose of this overlay zone to:
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(a) Preserve and enhance the rural village character of the Sandy Spring and Ashton
Village centers by ensuring an attractive and traditional pattern of houses, commercial
establishments, open spaces and their relationship to roadways.

N (b) Encourage a compatible relationship between new or expanded houses or businesses
and traditional neighboring structures that reflects the best of local village character,
particularly in terms of scale, siting, design features, and orientation on the site.

Interpretation of Purpose

The traditional patterns in Ashton and Sandy Spring are created by individual buildings with
intervening space and large amounts of open space and views to open space. One-family
residential buildings are interspersed between and around commercial and office buildings in an
ad-hoc and vernacular pattern. Many one-family detached houses have been converted for
special exception uses. Roadway relationships should be tight to the main street and design
features should be historic or historically inspired. Scale and siting are paramount to creating a
sense of village character.

59-C-18.182. Regulations
(a) Development standards residential zones:
1. Land uses. All uses allowed in the underlying zone as set forth in Sec. 59-C-1.31.

2. Development standards. The development standards are the same as those in the
underlying zones, except as follows:

_(A) [Not relevant.]

(B) [Irrelevant section.] .Site plan review in accordance with the provisions of .
Sec. 59-C-18.174 is required.

(C) Building height: A building must not exceed a height of 35 feet.

(b) Commercial development. Where a lot is zoned either partially or totally in a
commercial zone the following regulations apply:

1. Land uses. All permitted or special exception uses allowed in the underlying
zones are allowed in the commercial portion of the overlay zone.

2. Development standards:
(A) Where the property is in a commercial zone, the setback and green area
standards of the underlying zone are the same as set forth in Div. 59-C-

4. Building height must not exceed 24 feet, except that at the time of site
plan review the Planning Board may allow additional height up to 30
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feet if the board finds that the additional height is compatible with the
adjoining uses and is consistent with the intent of the master plan.

(B) Floor area ration. The floor area ration of commercial uses is limited to
FAR 0.75, and is computed only on the area of the underlying
commercial zoned portion of the site.

(C) [Not relevant]

(D) In areas recommended in the Sandy Spring/Ashton Master Plan for
mixed-use development, development should [be] consistent with the
recommendations of the master plan. In the residential portions of the
mixed-use areas, off-street parking for commercial uses is allowed

- without a requirement for approval of a special exception.

Interpretation of Regulations

With respect to the subject site, residential development must be built according to the
regulations of the underlying zone (although with some lot size exceptions that are not relevant
to the subject site) except that building height is limited to 35 feet. The added requirement for
conformance to Section 59-C-18.174(a) that,

“The Board must find that all retail uses proposed in new or renovated
buildings must be directly accessible from a sidewalk, plaza, or other public
space before approving a site plan for the neighborhood retail preservation
overlay zone”,

only serves to bolster the case for a pedestrian-oriented retail environment and the preservation
or creation of a large amounts of public open space '

Commercial development is subject to the underlying zone’s requirement for green space and
setbacks. Building height should be predominantly limited to two-stories, but allowed up to 30
feet if that third floor is judged to be more compatible with adjoining uses and remains consistent
with the design guidelines and recommendations of the Master Plan; FAR is allowed up to 0.75.
Commercial development must, in general, be consistent with the design guidelines and
recommendations of the Master Plan and exceptions for commercial parking on residential sites
is limited to sites designated as mixed-use areas in the Master Plan.

59-C018.184. Site plan contents and exemptions.

(b) A site plan for development in the Sandy Spring/Ashton Rural Village Overlay Zone
must include: [1-11 are requirement details for submission.]

In the course of site plan approval, the Planning Board must make a finding as to whether
or not the proposed development substantially conforms with the design guidelines for
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new development contained in the approved and adopted Sandy Spring/Ashton Master
Plan.

Interpretation of Site Plan Review

The Planning Board is given an unusual amount of design review jurisdiction for projects
within the Overlay Zone. As our previous discussion shows, there are numerous design
guidelines brought up in the Master Plan and each of these must be analyzed and adherence to
these guidelines must be assessed to make a finding of “substantial conformance”.

59-C-18.185. Off-street parking and loading.

Parking must be provided in accordance with the provisions of Division 59-E with the following
exceptions:

(a) In the course of site plan review, the Planning Board may allow some on-street parking to
fulfill the requirement for off-street parking to enhance compatibility, provide additional
green space and reduce impervious coverage.

(b)  Properties in a residential zone that are designated in the Sandy Spring/Ashton Master

- Plan as suitable for mixed use or non-residential use may be utilized for off-street parking
in connection with the commercial uses without the necessity for approval of a special
exception under Sec. 59-G-2.39.

The Sandy Spring Ashton Rural Village Overlay Zone encourages the parking of vehicles in the
side or rear yards. In addition, in order to reduce access points and thereby enhance safety,
adjoining parking facilities may be required to provide interpal connections. In exceptional
circumstances, limited parking may be allowed in the front yard.

Interpretation of Parking Recommendations

Parking should be limited to side and rear yards and along the streets to enhance the “main
street” character of the village center and maintain a pedestrian-oriented atmosphere. Front yard
parking is only allowed in “exceptional” cases.

59-C-18.186. Planning Board Approval.

The procedures for Planning Board approval under Section 59-D-3.4 are modified for this
overlay zone to require the following additional findings:

(a) The site plan is consistent with the recommendation in the approved and adopted Sandy
Spring/Ashton Master Plan;

(b)  The site plan meets all of the requirements of this overlay zone as well as the applicable
requirements of the underlying zone; and
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