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/ 
EETH~SDA CED S;CTOR PL\N 

i_ Adopted June 1976 
/ June 9, 1976 County council Resolution 

MCPB No. 76-16 

J April 12, 1978 

No. 8-827 

M-NCPPC No. 76-26 

To reduce the right-of-way for a segment of 
Waverly street, on the Street and Highway Plan 
for the Bethesda Central Business District Secto= 
Plan. 

County Council Resolution No. 8-1841 
MCPB No. 78-11 
M-NCPPC No. 78-4 

j February 13, 1980 To revise the staging plan map for the Bethesda -­
Central Business District Sector Plan. 

county council Resolution No. 9-571 
MCPB No. 80-1 
M-NCPPC No. 80-2 

November 18, 1981 To designate a site on Battery Lane as suitable 
for housing for the elderly. 

1 
,., 

County Council Resolution No. 9-1549 
MCPB No. * = 
M-NCPPC 81-32) 
* Not available, per Rosemary Krygier, 7/86. 

November 10, 1982 To revise the staging plan for the Bethesda 
Central Business District Sector Plan. 

April 11, 1984 

July, 1986 

County Council Resolution No. 9-2001 
M-NCPPC No. 82-32 
""-c Pe> ~?--I~-
Extension of Waverly street, widening of 
Avondale Street and realignment of Commerce Lane. 

County Council Resolution No. 10-624 
MCPB No. 84-4 
M-NCPPC No. 84-7 

To limit standard method development to stay 
within traffic capacity. 

county Council public hearing on Final Draft 
Amendment (March, 1986) 
MCPB 
MNCPPC 86-24 
M.C.C. 10-2076 

Nov. 1986 Georgetown Branch Amendment 
l"\ C" t 
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APPROVED AND ADOPTED 

AMENDMENT TO THE SECTOR PLAN FOR THE 
BETHESDA CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT 

An amendment to the Sector Plan for the Bethesda central Business 
District, 1976 as amended; being also an amendment to the Master 
Plan for the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Planning Area, 1970; and an 
amendment to the General Plan for the Physical Development of the 
Maryland-Washington Regional District within Montgomery county. 

Prepared By: 

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 
Montgomery County Planning Board 

8787 Georgia Avenue 
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760 

September 1988 

Revised By: 
The Montgomery County Executive 

January 27, 1988 

Approved By: 
The Montgomery County Council 

June 14, 1988 



ABSTRACT 

TITLE: Approved and Adopted Amendment to the Sector Plan for 
the Bethesda Central Business District; 1976, as 
amended 

AUTHOR: The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission 

SUBJECT: Approved and Adopted Amendment to the Sector Plan for 
the Bethesda Central Business District, 1976, as 
amended 
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Planning Commission 

SOURCE OF COPIES: The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning commission 
8787 Georgia Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD 20910-3760 

DATE: September 1988 
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ABSTRACT: This document contains the text for an amendment to the 
sector Plan for the Bethesda Central Business District, 
1976, as amended; being also an amendment to the Master 
Plan for the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Planning Area, 
October, 1970; and an amendment to the General Plan for 
the Physical Development of the Maryland Washington 
Regional District within Montgomery county. 

It establishes an approach that equalizes the amount of 
net additional square footage allowed for retail and 
office uses in Standard Method Development projects 
requiring subdivision approval. 
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' THE MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT PROCESS 

Staff Draft -- This document is prepared by the Montgomery County 
Planning Department for presentation to the Montgomery County 
Planning Board. It is a working paper that identifies the major 
issues being addressed by the proposed amendment. Alternative 
courses of action and specific recommendations are presented. 
The public is given the opportunity to comment on the Staff 
Draft, often at worksessions. A Preliminary Draft Amendment is 
then prepared for approval by the Planning Board. The Prelim­
inary Draft incorporates those changes to the Staff Draft which 
the Planning Board considers appropriate. 

Preliminary Draft Amendment -- This document is a formal proposal 
to amend an adopted master plan. It is prepared by the Mont­
gomery County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission. Before proceeding to publish a 
final draft amendment, the Planning Board must hold a public 
hearing. After the close of the record of this public hearing, 
the Planning Board holds open worksessions to review the testi­
mony, and to determine whether to make any revisions to the 
preliminary draft. 

Final Draft Amendment -- This document contains the Planning 
Board's final recommendations. It is transmitted to the County 
Executive, who must review it and forward it to the County Coun­
cil , with any revisions deemed appropriate. If the County Execu­
tiv·e makes no revisions in the Planning Board's final draft, the 
Council may adopt the unchanged draft without holding a public 
hearing. If the Executive does make revisions, or if the Council 
wishes to consider any revisions, the Council must schedule a 
public hearing. After the close of record of this public hear­
ing, the Council holds an open worksession to review the testi­
mony, and then adopts a resolution approving, modifying, or 
disapproving the final plan amendment. 

If the Council action modifies and approves the Executive's 
Revised Final Draft Amendment, the Approved Amendment must be 
sent to the County Executive for approval or disapproval. If 
disapproved by the County Executive, the Council may override the 
disapproval of the Plan by an affirmative vote of five members. 

Failure of either the County Executive or the Council to act 
within the prescribed time limits constitutes approval of the 
plan amendment as submitted to the body which fails to act. 

Adopted Amendment -- The amendment approved by the County Council 
is forwarded to The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission for adoption. Once adopted by the Commission, the 
amendment officially amends the various master plans cited in the 
Commission's adoption resolution. 



; 
THE AMENDMENT 

The recent Planning Department study, "Retail and Service 
Establishments in the Bethesda Business District,"* recommended 
that the Sector Plan for the Bethesda Central Business District 
be amended to allow an equal amount of square footage for retail 
as for office uses in new Standard Method developments requiring 
subdivision approval. The July, 1986 Amendment to the Sector 
Plan established a five-trip limit on such new development, at 
the time of preliminary subdivision plan approval. Because of 
the higher trip generation rate applied to retail uses (1 .94 per 
1000 square feet of retail vs. 1.15 per 1000 square feet of 
office), a limitation of 5 trips allows 2,800 square feet of 
retail space vs. 4,700 of office space. The Retail Report 
concluded that County policy should support retail uses by 
providing the same opportunity to create retail space as provided 
for office space. 

This Amendment accordingly would allow 4,700 square feet of 
net additional space for either office or retail uses. For 
projects combining retail and office, a maximum of 4,700 square 
feet of new space would be allowed. The effect would be to allow 
up to five additional trips as established by the July, 1986 
Amendment for office uses, and to allow up to nine additional 
trips for retail uses. The new procedure for calculating trips 
is explained in the Trip Procedure Appendix. 

AN AMENDMENT TO THE 
SECTOR PLAN FOR THE BETHESDA CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT 

Based on the above findings, it is the purpose of this 
document to delete the following statement from the July, 1986 
Amendment to the Sector Plan for the Bethesda Central Business 
District and to further amend the Sector Plan: 

Any subdivision which would result in a net increase of 
no more than five (5) new trips shall be approved. 
This five-trip limit achieves the public purpose of 
providing for small scale development and the 
renovation and expansion of existing buildings. 

* "Retail and Service establishments in the Bethesda Business 
District: Recommended strategies for preserving Local 
Retail, Current status of Retail in Bethesda, and Local 
Government Policies regarding Standard/Optional Method 
Projects and related programs," June 29, 1987. Montgomery 
County Planning Department, in cooperation with the 
Department of Housing and Community Development, the Office 
of Economic Development", and the Bethesda-Chevy Chase 
Government Service Center. 
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The following language replaces the above paragraph from the 
July, 1986 Amendment: 

Any subdivision may be approved if it would result in a 
net increase of no more than 4700 square feet above the 
floor area which could be supported by existing trip 
generation from the property. The effect, of the added 
floor area will be to allow up to five net -new trips 
for office projects or nine net new trips for retail 
projects. This provision achieves the public purpose 
of providing for small scale development and the 
renovation and expansion of existing buildings for 
equal amounts of office and retail uses. 

2 



TRIP PROCEDURE APPENDIX 

EXISTING SYSTEM 

The 5-trip limit established by the 1986 amendment had 
the effect of allowing a larger number of square feet for 
office than for retail, as shown below: 

All Office: 

4,700 sq. ft. 1- 1000 = 4.7 x 1.15 = 5.4 (or 5 trips). 

All Retail: 

2,aoo sq. ft. 1- 1000 = 2~a x 1.94 = 5.4 (or 5 trips). 

When combining office and retail, the policy has the 
effect of allowing fewer square feet than would be allowed 
if the project consisted entirely of office: 

Equal Mix of Office and Retail: 

1700 sq.ft 1- 1000 = 1.7 X 1.15 = 2 
1700 sq.ft 1- 1000 = 1.7 X 1.94 = 3.3 

Total 3400 sq·. ft. 5.3 = 5 trips 

PROPOSED SYSTEM 

The proposed system would r~dress the existing inequality by 
allowing an equal amount of square feet for retail as for office. 
This objective can be achieved by allowing 4700 net additional 
square feet, which would allow 5 trips for office and 9 trips for 
retail projects. 

All Office: 

4,700 sq.ft. 1- 1000 = 4.7 x 1.15 = 5 . 4 (or 5 trips). 

All Retail: 

4,700 . sq.ft. 1- 1000 = 4.7 x 1.94 = 9.1 (or 9 trips). 

Equal Mix of Office Retail: 

Total 

2,350 sq.ft. ~ 1000 = 
2,350 sq.ft. ~ 1000 = 
4,700 sq.ft. 

2.35 X 1.15 = 2.7 
2.35 X 1.94 = 4.6 

7.3 (or 7 trips). 
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• Trip Credits for Buildings that are Renovated and Change Uses 

In some cases a new project will involve renovation or 
demolition of an existing building and transfer of the associated 
trips to the new project on the same site. The following example 
shows that, under the existing system, if an office building is 
converted to retail then a smaller amount of replacement retail 
space is possible. · This is because the higher retail trip rate 
is equivalent to a smaller amount of floor area than office. 

The Amendment will require that trip credits from existing 
buildings and the potential new floor area be calculated first, 
followed by the addition of 4,700 square feet of new floor area. 
The result is that a larger amount of retail space, comparable to 
the addition of office space, will be possible. 

EXAMPLE: 10,000 sq. ft. office being converted to retail 

Existing System 

10,000 sq. ft.~ 1,000 = 10 x 1.15 = 11.5 trips (credit) 
+ ~ 

16.9 trips allowed 

16.9 trips~ 1.94 = 8.71 x 1,000 = 8,710 sq. ft. allowed 

Proposed System 

11.5. trips~ 1.94 = 5.93 x 1,000 = 5,930 sq.ft. 

4 

+ 4,700 (or 9 addt'l trips) 
10,630 sq. ft. allowed 



Subject: 

Resolution No.: 11-895 
Introduced: June i4, 1988 
Adopted: June 14 , 1988 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PORTION 

OF THE MAR.YI.AND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT 
WITHIN MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MAR.YI.AND 

By: District Council 

Final Draft Amendment to the Sector Plan for the Bethesda 
Central Business District 

Background 

1. Ou January 27, 1988, the Executive's Recommended Final Draft Amendment to the 
Sector Plan for the Bethesda Central Business District was· submitted to the 
District Council for consideration. 

2. The Final Draft Amendment proposes that an equal amount of square footage for 
retail and office uses be allowed in new standard method projects in the Bethesda 
Central Business District. 

3. The Final Draft Amendment was prepared by the Montgomery County Planning Board 
and transmitted to the County Executive on October 29, 1987, in accordance witl: 
the provisions of Chapter 33-A of the Montgomery County Code which contains 
procedures for the preparation, submission and approval of Master an~ Sector Plan . 
Amendments. · 

4. On March 29, 1988,"the District Council held a public hearing on the Final Draft 
Amendment and received oral and written testimony for the record. 

5. On June 2, 1988, the Planning, Housing and Economic Development Committee 
re,-iewed the Final Draft Amendment and the testimony presented at the public 
hearing. It was the position of the Committee that the current five-trip 
lilll1tation unfairly penalizes retail relative to office uses, and that the 
Bethesda Central Business District Sector Plan Amendment should be approved as 
submitted. 

6. On June 14, 1988, the District Council reviewed the Final Draft Amendment to the 
Sector Plan for the Bethesda. Central Business District and the recommendations of 
the Planning, Housing and Economic Development Committee. The Council supports 
the recommendations of the Committee and of the ·aetail And Service 
Establishments -In The Bethesda Business District• report to equalize the amount 
of retail and office square footage that can be approved in standard method 
projects in the Bethesda Central Business District. 
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Resolution No. 11-895 · 

Action 

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as the District 
Council for that portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District in Montgomery 
County, Maryland approves the following resolution: 

. The Final Draft Amendment to the Sector Plan for the Bethesda Central Busi~ess 
District, which establishes an approach that equalizes the amount of net additional 
square footage allowed for retail and office uses in standard method development 
projects requiring subdivision approval, is APPROVED as amended: 

Underlining indicates amendments made by the Council to the Final Draft Amendment: 

-Any subdivision may be approved if it would result in a net increase of no 
more than 4700 square feet above the floor area which could be supported by 
existing trip generation from the property. The effect of the added floor 
area will be to allow up to five m n~v tripe for office projects or nine 
net new trips for retail projects. This provision achieves the public 
purpose of providing for small scale development and the renovation and 
expansion of existing buildings for equal amounts of office and retail uses. 

This is a correct copy of Council action. 

Kathleen A. Freedman, CMC 
Secretary of the Council 

Approved: 

Date 
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MN 
THE I MARYL~ND-NATIONAL 

PP ~Jc 
MCPB No. 88-31 
M-NCPPC No. 88-23 

CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 
8787 Georgia Avenue • Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission, by virtue of Article 28 of the Annotated Code of 
Maryland, is authorized and empowered, from time to time, to make 
and adopt, amend, extend, and add to a General Plan for the 
Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington Regional 
District; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board of the Mary­
land-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, pursuant to 
said law, held a duly advertised public hearing on December 3, 
1987, on the Preliminary Draft of a proposed amendment to the 
Sector Plan for the Bethesda Central Business District, 1976; 
being also an amendment to the Master Plan for the Bethesda-Chevy 
Chase Planning Area, 1970, and the General Plan for the Physical 
Development of the Maryland-Washington Regional District; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed amendment establishes an approach that 
equalizes . the amount of net additional square footage allowed for 
retail and office uses in standard method development projects 
requiring subdivision approval; and · 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board, after said 
public hearing and due deliberation and consideration, on 
December 17, 1987, approved the Final Draft of the proposed 
amendment, and recommended that it be approved by the Montgomery 
County Executive to forward to the Montgomery County Council for 
their approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Executive reviewed the Final 
Draft of the proposed amendment to the Sector Plan for the 
Bethesda Central Business District and transmitted the amendment 
to the Montgomery county Council on January 27, 1988; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Council, sitting as the 
District Council for the portion of the Maryland-Washington 
Regional District lying within Montgomery County, held a public 
hearing on March 29, 1988, wherein testimony was received con­
cerning the Final Draft of the proposed amendment; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Council, sitting as the 
District Council for that portion of the Maryland-Washington 
Regional District lying within Montgomery County on June 14 1988, 
approved modifications and revisions to the Final Draft of the 
proposed amendment by Resolution No. 11-895; and 
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WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Executive, on June 21, 1988, 
approved the Amendment to the Sector Plan for the Bethesda 
Central Business District, 1976; and 

NOW' THEREFORE' BE IT RESOLVED,· that the Montgomery County 
Planning Board and the Maryland-National Capital Park and Plan­
ning Commission do hereby adopt said Amendment to the Sector Plan 
for the Bethesda Central Business District, 1976, together with 
the Master Plan for the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Planning Area, 1970, 
and the General Plan for the Physical Development of the Maryland­
Washington Regional District as approved by the Montgomery County 
Council in the attached Resolution 11-895; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that as to Resolution No. 11-895, 
this adoption be effective August 13, 1988, nunc pro tune; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that copies of said Amendment shall 
be certified by the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission and filed with the Clerk of the Circuit Court of each 
of Montgomery and Prince George's Counties, as required by law. 

* * * * * 
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 Commissioner Floreen, seconded by 
Commissioner Henry, with Commissioners Christeller, Keeney, 
Floreen, Henry and Hewitt voting in favor of the motion, at its 
regular meeting held on Thursday, August 4, 1988, in 
Silver Spring, Maryland. 

~ ~J;il-~J 
r . 

· John F. Downs, Jr. 
cting Executive Director 

* * * * * 
This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct 

copy of a resolution adopted by the Maryland-National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission on motion by Commissioner Henry, 
seconded by Commissioner Floreen, with Commissioners Botts, 
Rhoads, Dabney, Christeller, Henry, Keller, Yewell, and Floreen 
voting in favor of the motion, with Commissioners Keeney and 
Hewitt being absent at its regular meeting held on Wednesday, 
September 7, 1988, in Silver Spring, Maryland. 

d ~~---A 
John F. Downs, J-1J' 
ng Executive Director 
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An Amendment to the Silver Spring CBD Plan, Bethesda CBD Plan, 
North Silver Spring Sector Plan, Westbard Plan, West Silver 
Spring Master Plan, Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan, Master 
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ABSTRACT: This Amendment designates the Georgetown Branch right­
of-way a public right-of-way intended to be used for 
public purposes. Any transit use will require a 
further master plan amendment. 
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.. THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission is a 
bi-county agency created by the General Assembly of Maryland in 
1927. The Commission's geographic authority extends to the great 
majority of Montgomery and Prince George's Counties; the Mary­
land-Washington Regional District (M-NCPPC planning jurisdiction) 
comprises 1,001 square miles, while the Metropolitan District 
(parks) comprises 919 square miles, in the two Counties. 

The Commission has three major functions: 

(1) The preparation, adoption, and from time to time amend­
ment or extension of the General Plan for the physical 
development of the Maryland-Washington Regional Dis­
trict; 

(2) The acquisition, development, operation, and mainte­
nance of a public park system; and 

(3) In Prince George's County only, the operation of the 
entire County public recreation program. 

The Commission operates in each county through a Planning Board 
appointed by and responsible to the county government. All l ocal 
plans, recommendations on zoning amendments, administration of 
subdivision regulations, and general administration of parks are 
responsibilities of the Planning Boards. 
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; INTRODUCTION 

The Georgetown Branch is a railroad spur located in Mont­

gomery county and the District of Columbia. It runs from the 

B & O's main line in Silver Spring to Georgetown via Bethesda. 

(See map.) The 6.76-mile portion in Montgomery County varies in 

width from 60 feet to 220 feet. Most of the Branch is 125 feet 

or less in width. 

The Georgetown Branch has long been viewed as the site for a 

potential public transit link between Silver Spring and Bethesda 

in Montgomery County, as demonstrated by a series of M-NCPPC reports 

begun in the 1970's, including the Lower Montgomery Cross-County 

Transitway Concept Study. 

BACKGROUND 

It appears that the Georgetown Branch has lost its utility 

as a rail spur due to the decline in industrial activity at its 

Georgetown terminus. The spur's owner, the CSX Corporation, has 

filed for abandonment with the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Given this expression of intent to abandon, this Amendment to 

several master plans will safeguard this right-of-way for the 

public interest. This Amendment recommends that the right-of-way 

be acquired by the County for possible multiple future uses, such 

as conservation, recreation, transportation, and utilities. Any 

future transit uses would require further master plan amendments. 

A bikeway would create a recreation and commuting facility 

unique in the Washington Metropolitan area. This path offers a 

gentle grade and many traffic-free road crossings. It connects 

with other bicycle paths. Its urban location provides bicycle 
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commuting and Metrorail access opportunities while serving many 

suburban neighborhoods. 

The Georgetown Branch right-of-way also offers an excellent 

recreational opportunity for pedestrians. It can be utilized by 

walkers and hikers as it crosses lower Montgomery county connect­

ing several neighborhoods and stream valley parks. 

The Georgetown Branch right-of-way also provides a possible 

alternative alignment for public utilities, such as an interconnection 

of the water system between Project 80 in Bethesda and the Dale­

carlia Filtration Plant in the District of Columbia. The Compre­

hensive Water Supply and Sewerage System Plan, adopted by the 

County Council in July 1983, shows the possible alignment for 

this interconnection through Little Falls Parkway. The George-

town Branch, which parallels this proposed alignment north of 

Massachusetts Avenue, could offer an alternative alignment that 

may be more cost effective and environmentally desirable. This 

Amendment recommends that the Georgetown Branch right-of-way 

alternative be further studied for its environmental impacts 

before the project is considered for approval. This review 

must include the pipeline's effect on other right-of-way uses. 

The Montgomery County Department of Transportation has com­

pleted a preliminary study of the feasibility of the use of the 

Georgetown Branch as a transitway between the Silver Spring and 

Bethesda Metro stations. This study finds that a transitway can 

be built at a cost commensurate with the public benefit to be 

gained. This study is supplementary to this Amendment. Addi­

tional studies are needed for detailed economic, engineering , 
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environmental, operations, and community impact before any spe­

cific implementation of a transitway can begin. These studies 

shall include a review of the several opportunities that exist 

for access between the Bethesda Metro station and the transitway 

including a south portal entrance. 

Utilization of any portion of the right-of-way for transit 

purposes may be feasible in the future and should not be ruled 

out. Any transit utilization, however, would require additional 

master plan amendments. 

The Georgetown Branch traverses portions of Montgomery Coun­

ty that are included in the land use master plans for West Silver 

Spring, Bethesda-Chevy Chase, the Bethesda Central Business Dis­

trict,and Westbard. The North Silver Spring Sector Plan and the 

Silver Spring Central Business District Plan must also be in­

cluded to tie the Georgetown Branch to the Silver Spring Metro 

station, an additional 5,700 feet. These master plans that in­

clude portions of the Georgetown Branch contain, in part, land 

use and zoning recommendations for properties abutting the 

Georgetown Branch. The Georgetown Branch is shown as a railroad 

spur for most of its length. In the Bethesda Central Business 

District, the railroad spur has air rights development east of 

Wisconsin Avenue. 

Moving east to west, the land use master plans which address 

the spur directly or indirectly contain the following recommenda­

tions: 

SILVER SPRING CBD PLAN, 1975 

"The future Silver Spring should be increasingly 
oriented to use by pedestrians and riders of public 
transit. The METRO rapid rail transit line should be 

& 
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part of an improved public transportation system 
designed to induce travelers to use public transport 
rather than private automobiles for inter- and intra­
County movements. The METRO station in Silver Spring 
should be provided with feeder and circulation systems 
which facilitate transit use." pg. 25 

Implementation of the proposed transitway and bikeway might 

support the Silver Spring Plan's concept cited above. A connec­

tion between the Branch and the Silver Spring Metro station 

would be needed. 

NORTH SILVER SPRING SECTOR PLAN , 1978 

"In addition to Metro, the Georgetown Branch of the 
B & o Railroad (which runs between North Silver Spring, 
Bethesda and ultimately to Georgetown in the District 
of Columbia) is another existi ng rail facil i ty. While 
currently not being used for passenger service, a fea­
sibility study has been prepared to determine the best 
method wherein this cross-county , right-of-way could be 
used for east-west travel. A demand for some type of 
light-rail se;vice was indicated by preliminary data. 
A station at North Springwood Drive and the railroad 
line was included in the feasibility study for purposes 
of theoretically determining patronage. If this sta­
tion proves feasible and desirable it is envisioned to 
be the walk-to type with no parking facilities. How­
ever, it appears likely that the primary transfer stop 
would be best located at the Metro rail station in 
Silver Spring." pg. 51 (Also, see map from page 50.) 

WEST SILVER SPRING MASTER PLAN, 1971 

"The separation of industrial land uses from resi­
dential land uses, along with increases in the amount 
of each, is a prime land use objective for the renewal 
area. The Plan proposes to accomplish this by encour­
aging the elimination of industrial uses and industrial 
zoning south of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad spur, 
while consolidating land north of the railroad for 
industrial use." pg. 10 

If a public transitway and bicycle path within the George­

town Branch right-of-way were approved~ it should be designed i n 

a fashion that supports the West Silver Spring Master Plan' s 
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objective of buffering residential and industrial land uses from 

each other. 

BETHESDA-CHEVY CHASE MASTER PLAN, 1970 

"The Little Falls Parkway shall be extended north­
eastward in the B & O Railroad (Georgetown Branch) 
right-of-way (if available) or within the same general 
corridor. The present character -- a parkway -- shall 
be maintained. This corridor should also be considered 
for some form of public transportation between Silver 
Spring and Bethesda." pg. 33 

"Proposed Highway Concept 

"The only feasible alternative to a north-south Free­
way parallel to Wisconsin Avenue is the construction of 
an extension of Little Falls Parkway northeast of 
Bethesda along the Georgetown Branch of the B & O 
Railroad or in its immediate vicinity. This extension, 
with improvements to the southerly portions of Little 
Falls Parkway, would carry much of the through traffic 
now using Wisconsin and Connecticut Avenues. However, 
Wisconsin Avenue congestion would continue as a result 
of the remaining through traffic, as well as continued 
growth and development in Bethesda which is expected to 
be augmented by the Rapid Transit System and the 
Parkway extension. Efficient separation of local and 
through traffic in the Bethesda Business District, 
therefore, requires a local access distributor system 
such as a single two-way street, or two one-way 
streets, parallel to Wisconsin Avenue . . In addition, 
this concept requires operational street improvements 
on Wisconsin and Connecticut Avenues. 

"A preliminary investigation indicates that the 
industrial land uses currently served by the B & O's 
Georgetown Branch may either be eliminated by various 
public or private projects or could be served by truck. 
Pending further investigation, this right-of-way would 
become available for the Parkway extension." pg. 34 

This Amendment would further modify the Bethesda-Chevy Chase 

Master Plan by deleting the proposed Little Falls Parkway extension 

contained in the above citation east of Wisconsin Avenue. 

BETHESDA CBD PLAN, 1976 

"In the l890's, public mass transportation came to 
Bethesda: a trolley line was extended along Braddock's 
route as far as Alta Vista. This signaled a change in 
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the plantation style of life, as suburbanites became 
attracted to the area. The Georgetown Branch of the 
Baltimore and Ohio Railroad arrived around 1910 and 
triggered a modest amount of industrial development. 
Retail trade focused at "Five Points" where Wisconsin 
Avenue, Old Georgetown Road, Edgemoor Lane, and East­
West Highway converged. Most of the surrounding farms 
were subdivided in the years prior to World War II and 
developed for single-family homes." pg. 13 

"In addition to improvements to the feeder bus system, 
the Sector Plan supports a minibus system to serve the 
CBD and nearby areas, such as the medical centers. 
Other proposals include a system of bus shelters, a 
study for use of the Georgetown Branch of the Baltimore 
and Ohio Railroad as a cross-County transitway, and a 
system of bicycle routes to permit residential access 
to the METRO site and other destinations in the CBD." 
pg. 14 

"CROSS-COUNTY TRANSITWAY 

The Adopted Master Plan and earlier studies recommend 
that the Georgetown Branch of the B & o Railroad be 
considered for some form of rapid transit line to link 
Bethesda with Silver Spring and possibly other points 
beyond. It is reported that the present line is used 
for a freight run to Georgetown no more often than once 
a day. The inference can be drawn that passenger 
trains could be operated over the same rail line with 
no disruption of the freight service or else that the 
freight service might eventually be phased out. 

Acting on advice of the Planning Board, the County 
Council recommended that WMATA design the Bethesda 
station gallery so that, eventually, a south entrance 
can be made under Wisconsin Avenue very close to the B 
& o Railroad. This will afford the opportunity, at 
some future date, for provision of a system for 
passengers to transfer from the METRO line to a 
possible cross-County rail passenger line. 

In order to assess the feasibility of the cross-County 
rail system proposal, the Planning Board has engaged 
the Civil Engineering Department of the University of 
Maryland to evaluate the potential ridership of such a 
system, as well as to provide advice upon the kinds of 
facilities that should be considered. While not criti­
cal to the function of this Sector Plan, the cross­
County rail proposal should be considered for implemen­
tation after the METRO system is in operation. 

12 



The recommendations as to the specific transit mode, 
the number of stations, and the alignment of the fa­
cility should await completion of the current study and 
is, therefore, not a part of this Sector Plan." pg. 52 

"At one time, it was proposed to use the Georgetown 
Branch right-of-way of the B & o Railroad, which passes 
through the CBD in an east-west direction south of the 
core, as a bikeway. This route would connect with the 
M-NCPPC bikeway proposed in Little Falls Parkway which, 
in turn, would link with the C & o Canal towpath, which 
is used extensively for cycling. In the easterly di­
rection, the bikeway would intersect with the one being 
developed in Rock Creek Park and would then continue 
eastward to the Silver Spring CBD. Many impediments, 
however, now seem to rule out use of the B & O Railroad 
right-of-way as a bikeway. 

one drawback to the use of the B & o Railroad is the 
limited width of the right-of-way, particularly where 
it passes beneath the Air Rights Building and Wisconsin 
Avenue and at the bridges over Rock Creek and over 
Bradley Boulevard. Another drawback is the recommenda­
tion for utilization of the B & o Railroad right-of-way 
for rapid transit purposes. The fact that this line is 
used by freight trains at least once each day is an­
other impediment to its uses as a bikeway. The loca­
tion and route of the B & O railroad right-of-way are 
excellent for bikeway use -- if the problems can be 
resolved. For one thing, the flat gradients along the 
railroad are very favorable for bike travel as con­
trasted with the more severe inclines on East-West 
Highway." pg. 61 

Although the possible transitway and bicycle path proposed 

by this Amendment might carry forward the recommendations of the 

Bethesda CBD Plan, cited above, the issue raised by that Plan 

concerning impediments to the bicycle path can be better ad­

dressed after the County Department of Transportation has com­

pleted its feasibility and detailed engineering studies, and in 

connection with any master plan amendment proposing transi t use 

of the right-of-way. 
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WESTBARD SECTOR PLAN, 1982 

"At present, there are several impediments to re­
development in the area. The extent of commercial 
and industrial zoning now inhibits more desirable uses. 
The land areas bisected by the railroad right-of-way 
have limited potential for change due to their peculiar 
shape and lack of access other than via the existing 
easements parallel to the railroad tracks." pg. 19 

"The B&O Railroad right-of-way should be considered 
as a means of access from River Road to interior prop­
erties as an alternative to existing substandard road­
ways. If the use of the B&O Railroad right-of-way 
proves to be impractical or insufficient, then some or 
all of the right-of-way for a roadway should be ob­
tained from adjoining landowners." pg. 22 

"All of the properties," (Analysis Area F) "have in­
adequate access to River Road via private driveways 
parallel to and within the B&O right-of-way. None of 
the properties have frontage on a public street. The 
private roadways are generally unpaved and, therefore, 
muddy and in ill-repair." pg. 45 

"B&O Railroad Roadways 

Certain of the interior industrial properties north 
and south of River Road have difficulty gaining access 
to River Road due to the lack of adequate interior 
streets. Access to such parcels is currently provided 
by means of poorly constructed and maintained drive­
ways, access roads and reciprocal easements over or 
alongside the B&O Railroad right-of-way. In recent 
years, the B&O Railroad seriously considered discon­
tinuing the service on this branch. However, the rail 
line is vital for delivery of chemical supplies to the 
Federal Water Treatment plant at Dalecarlia as well as 
bringing in coal for the GSA power plant. Therefore, 
the Railroad reports that it will continue the line in 
service indefinitely; this intention is reinforced by 
their continuing to make roadbed improvements. 

Even though the rail line will continue in service, 
generally no more than one train a day can be expected 
in each direction. An opportunity exists for the re­
use of this right-of-way as a minor industrial roadway 
to provide enhanced access to the land-locked prop­
erties. It is proposed that such a roadway be de­
veloped if an agreement can be made with the railroad. 
Failing an agreement for an adequate right-of-way from 
the railroad, it may be possible to obtain sufficient 
rights-of-way from adjoining private properties. The 
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roadway should be limited to serve only the industri­
ally developed properties and not interconnect with 
existing streets to the north or south. 

The County Department of Transportation recommends 
that the industrial roadway be located alongside, but 
not within, the railroad right-of-way in order not to 
inhibit the development of a light rail (streetcar) 
route in place of the railroad. Studies by the Plan­
ning Board staff indicate that such a transit line 
would not be justified in the foreseeable future be­
cause of low ridership projections. Also, the B&O 
Railroad advises that it will continue to improve the 
roadbed and has no intention of abandoning the service. 

From an analysis of the JCWP data, it has been 
determined that 40-45 percent of the left turn move­
ments that now occur on River Road would use the new 
intersection created by this roadway. This represents 
a fairly substantial consolidation of what are cur­
rently haphazard and dangerous turning movements. 

With this proposed roadway located in or adjacent to 
the right-of-way of the B&O Railroad, additional ele­
ments of a circulation system could be developed which 
would tend to reduce further the left turn movements 
along River Road. Specifically, long-range plans would 
show the ultimate connection of the south and north 
segments of such new roadway with Butler Road and Landy 
Lane respectively, thus providing efficient circulation 
systems in the northeast and southeast quadrants. Al­
though topography, existing development, and current 
community and property owner sentiments preclude the 
immediate development of these connections, they could 
be considered if and when redevelopment occurs in these 
areas." pg. 81 

It may be possible to utilize the Georgetown Branch right­

of-way for both the access road for Westbard's industrial a r ea 

and a future transitway. However, a future master plan amendment 

would be necessary to permit the transitway. 

The bicycle path aspect of this portion of the Georgetown 

Branch should be considered in a fashion that avoids conflicts 

with industrial traffic. 
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• PLAN AMENDMENT 

This Amendment designates the Georgetown Branch right-of-way 

a public right-of-way intended to be used for public purposes 

such as conservation, recreation, transportation, and utilities. 

It is not to be used for a continuous roadway. This Amendment 

also designates the portion of the B & o Railroad mainline and 

Metrorail rights-of-way between the Georgetown spur and the 

silver Spring Metro station as shared rights-of-way to connect 

the Georgetown Branch with the Silver Spring Metro station. This 

so amends the: Bethesda CBD Plan, silver Spring CBD Plan, 

Westbard Sector Plan, North Silver Spring Sector Plan, West 

Silver Spring Master Plan, Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan, 

Master Plan of Bikeways, Master Plan of Highways and General Plan 

for the Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington Regional 

District. 

The Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan is amended to remove 

the proposed Little Falls Parkway extension east of Wisconsin 

Avenue. The text to be deleted is from page 34: 

"Proposed Highway Concept 

The only feasible alternative to a north-south Free­
way parallel to Wisconsin Avenue is the construction of 
an extension of Little Falls Parkway northeast of 
Bethesda along the Georgetown Branch of the B & o 
Railroad or in its immediate vicinity. This extension, 
with improvements to the southerly portions of Little 
Falls Parkway, would carry much of the through traffic 
now using Wisconsin and Connecticut Avenues. However, 
Wisconsin Avenue congestion would continue as a result 
of the remaining through traffic, as well as continued 
growth and development in Bethesda which is expected to 
be augmented by the Rapid Transit System and the 
Parkway extension. Efficient separation of local and 
through traffic in the Bethesda Business District, 
therefore, requires a local access distributor system 
such as a single two-way street, or two one-way 
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streets, parallel to Wisconsin Avenue. In addition, 
this concept requires operational street improvements 
on Wisconsin and Connecticut Avenues." 

The Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan's remaining recommenda­

tions concerning extending Little Falls Parkway shall be 

addressed in the new Bethesda CBD Sector Plan. 

This Amendment recognizes that the acquisition of the 

Georgetown Branch right-of-way presents the County with the 

opportunity to address the need for an additional cross-county 

transit facility connecting the Silver Spring CBD and the 

Bethesda CBD which could be an important element of the County's 

long-term transportation system. 

The possibility of a transit connection into Georgetown at a 

later date has not yet been addressed by the District of Columbia. 

This right-of-way should be maintained as a near-term recreational 

and conservation asset and a potential long-term transportation 

asset. Any such transportation use of the right-of-way must 

carefully address economic, environmental and compatibility 

issues. Any transit use of the right-of-way will require future 

master plan amendments before it can be implemented. 

LAND USE AND ZONING ISSUES 

Land uses and zoning of property adjacent to the Georgetown 

Branch have been established by the several master plans which 

include the railroad right-of-way. In some cases, the Georgetown 
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- t Branch separates and becomes a buffer between land uses which 

might not be compatible if adjacent to each other. 

The proposal to change the use of the Georgetown Spur from a 

private railroad to a public transitway and bikeway has potential 

harmful impacts which must be avoided in any proposed utilization 

for transit. A proposal to use the right-of-way as a bike path 

and hiking path should carefully control the impact on adjacent 

properties. The following issues must be addressed and negative 

impacts avoided: 

• The location of stations. Station location decisions 

must be made with careful consideration being given to 

the impacts these sites may have upon adjacent develop­

ment and will require master plan amendments. No sta­

tion or parking area will be located adjacent to land 

zoned for single-family residences unless so designated 

in a future master plan. 

• The nature of the transit vehicle and frequency of 

operation. Environmental quality, especially levels 

of noise, vibration, lighting, and air pollution must 

be given serious consideration as the transitway's 

operation and type of transit vehicle is determined and 

selected. This Amendment proposes that diesel buses 

currently in use not be permitted on the transitway 

because of their adverse environmental impact. New 

diesel technology may be considered, however, if it 

avoids significant noise and air pollution problems. 

This does not prohibit the use of diesel engines as a 

secondary power source for an electric vehicle to faci-
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litate movement on public streets at either end of the 

right-of-way. 

• At-grade road crossings. At-grade road crossings such 

as Connecticut Avenue and Jones Mill Road need to be 

operated in a fashion that minimizes disruptions to 

automobile traffic. 

• The need to buffer adjacent properties and provide for 

personal safety. Adjacent residential development must 

be protected from adverse impacts. Consideration 

should be given to single track or lane operation where 

bridge structures, trees, or existing topography may 

limit usable space. This may be necessary to avoid 

excessive grading and removal of major vegetation. 

Safety concerns will necessitate consideration of fenc­

ing for separation of yards and transit vehicles or 

electric equipment. The cost of the type of protection 

needed to address particular impact levels should be 

factored into the transit vehicles' overall cost. 

• Transit and bicycle interface. Engineering and cost 

feasibility need to be addressed as well as alternate 

existing bicycle facilities. Bicycle shared use of the 

Georgetown Branch right-of-way will be considered in 

the context of the county's policy promoting bicycle 

commuting as a means of access to employment centers 

and to reduce traffic congestion. This policy calls 

for, in part, continuous and convenient bicycle access 

to employment and residential centers and public faci-
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lities, maximum accessibility to rail and bus transit 

including secure bicycle storage, emphasis on the 

higher density down-county area for implementation, and 

priority for multi-functional bicycle facilities. 

How this transportation improvement would affect 

development. A transitway and bikeway on the George­

town Branch may aid east-west travel and possibly 

reduce congestion for cross-County traffic, especially 

on East-West Highway. It is intended to facilitate the 

interaction of people between the Silver Spring and 

Bethesda CBD's. No traffic capacity from any proposed 

improvement in a future master plan amendment will be 

counted for development approvals or rezoning until the 

precise mode and carrying capacity is determined,the 

improvement is approved, budgeted, and imminent; and 

master plan staging recommendations are revised through 

amendments of master plans and/or through the Annual 

Growth Policy. 

These issues should be addressed by the County Department of 

Transportation's feasibility and detailed engineering studies 

made in connection with future master plan amendments. To reduce 

any adverse impacts and protect residential neighborhoods, this 

Amendment recognizes that the potential impact area is a 1,000-

foot wide section on each side of the Georgetown Branch right-of­

way, within which existing land use and zoning recommendations 

are reconfirmed. Further master plan amendments must also 

address issues of station location and transitway access, if any. 
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A Georgetown Branch Task Force, including balanced representation 

of residents of the area, County government officials and staff, 

and potential user groups shall be established to review and 

advise on matters pertaining to the County's future proposed uses 

of the right-of-way. 

The zoning of the Georgetown Branch right-of-way has been 

inconsistent and confusing. In some areas, the railroad right­

of-way was not zoned; in other areas, the zoning in the right-of­

way did not reflect the zoning character of the adjoining land. 

In Bethesda, the right-of-way had generally been zoned to reflect 

the adjoining zoning character. 

A zoning text amendment has provided a consistent and equit­

able zoning policy for privately owned railroad rights-of-way. 

Generally, the Zoning Ordinance now provides that railroad 

rights-of-way are classified in the least intensive of adjacent 

zones, particularly where residential zoning abuts a railroad 

right-of-way. Where non-residential/non-agricultural zoning 

abuts the right-of-way, then the center line of such right-of-way 

serves as the zoning boundary. Exceptions to this policy would 

maintain other zoning that has already been applied and would 

allow rezonings of such lands in accordance with the recommenda­

tions of master or sector plans. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

Implementation of the recommendations contained in this 

Amendment should be coordinated with the Interstate Commerce Com­

mission's action on the abandonment of the railroad service. A 

transfer of the right-of-way to the public sector can occur prior 
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to abandonment. It would have to be subject to a railroad and/or 

transportation easement so that the transfer would not prevent 

the railroad from operating on the spur. It is anticipated that 

the transfer will occur after abandonment, however. The 

necessary funds for development and operation of the transitway 

and bikeway would have to be appropriated. 

This Amendment contemplates that zoning classifications for 

the Georgetown Branch and surrounding areas will be reviewed in 

the context of the revision of the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master 

Plan and other area master plans. The appropriate zones would be 

either reconfirmed or changed by a sectional map amendment. 

Any use of the right-of-way for a transitway between Silver 

Spring and Bethesda will require a future master plan amendment. 

This master plan amendment should address the cost effectiveness, 

environmental impact, impact on development and traffic, safety, 

as well as the ways and means of minimizing the impact of such a 

facility on adjacent communities. The location of stations, if 

any, the nature of the transit vehicles to be used, the location 

of grade crossings, the need to buffer adjacent properties and 

provide for personal safety, transit, bicycle and pedestrian 

interface, and whether the provision of additional transit capac­

ities, if any, could or should be used for future additional 

development will be addressed in a future master plan amendment. 
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Subject: 

Resolution No.: 10-2194 
Introduced: September 30, 1986 
Adopted: September 30, 1986 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PORTION 

OF THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT 
WITHIN MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

By: District Council 

Final Draft Georgetown Branch Master Plan Amendment 

Background 

1. On April 29, 1986, the County Council held a public hearing jointly with the 
Montgomery County Planning Board on a Preliminary Draft Master Plan Amendment to 
designate the Georgetown Branch right-of-way a public right-of-way to be used for 
conservation, recreation, and transportation including improved access to the 
Westbard industrial area and a potential transitway and bicycle path extending from 
the District of Columbia line to the Silver Spring Metro station. 

2. On May 27, 1986, the Council's Planning, Housing and Economic Development 
Committee met with representatives of the Montgomery County Planning Board in a 
joint worksession to review the proposed Preliminary Draft Master Plan Amendment, 
and recommended several revisions based on the public hearing testimony. 

. . 

·3. On July 31, 1986, the Montgomery County Planning Board transmitted to the..__.,­
County Council a Final Draft Master Plan Amendment dated July 1986, to designate the 
Georgetown Branch right-of-way a public right-of-way to be used for conservation, 
recreation, and transportation including improved access to the Westbard industrial 
area and a potential transitway and bicycle path extending from the District of 
Columbia line to the Silver Spring Metro station. 

4 • On August 11, 1986, the Montgomery County Planning Board added a paragraph 
which requires a second master plan amendment before transit can be implemented 
between Silver Spring and Bethesda. 

5. On September 17, 1986, the County Executive submitted comments and 
recommendations on the Georgetown Branch Master Plan Amendment to the County Council. 

6. On September 18, 1986, the Council held an additional public hearing to ensure 
that the substantive issues associated with the Georgetown Branch Master · Plan 
Amendment are-addressed. 

7. On September 30, 1986, the County Council reviewed the Final Draft Amendment 
dated July 1986, Revised August 11, 1986; the April 29, 1986, public hearing record; 
the recommendations of the County Executive, and those of the Montgomery County 
Planning Board. 
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Resolution No.10-2194. 

8. The Final Draft Georgetown Branch Master Plan Amendment amends the Sector Plan 
for the Bethesda Central Business District, Montgomery County, Maryland; June 1976, 
as amended; Adopted and Approved Master Plan for Bethesda-Chevy Chase Planning Area; 
October 1970, as amended; Approved and Adopted Sector Plan for the Silver Spring 
Central Business District and Vicinity; July, 1975; as amended; Approved and Adopted 
West bard Sector Plan; September 1982; Approved and Adopted Master Plan for the 
Western Portion of the Silver Spring Planning Area; April, 1972, as amended; Master 
Plan of Bikeways, Montgomery County, Maryland; April 1980; Master Plan of Highways; 
and the General Plan for the Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington 
Regional District. 

Action 

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as the District 
Council for that portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District in Montgomery 
County, Maryland, approves the following resolution: 

The Final. Draft Georgetown Branch Master Plan Amendment, dated July 1986, 
Revised August 11, 1986, to designate the Georgetown Branch right-of-way a public 
right-of-way to be used for conservation, recreation, and transportation including 
improved access to the Westbard industrial area and a potential transitway and 
bicycle path extending from the District of Columbia line to the Silver Spring Metro 
station, is approved with the following revisions: 

1. Page 2: Amend ABSTRACT section to read as follows: 

" This Amendment designates the Georgetown Branch right-of-way a public 
right-of-way intended to be used for public purposes [conservation, 
recreation, and transportation including improved access to the Westbard 
industrial area and a potential transitway and bicycle path extending from 
the District: of Columbia line to the Silver Spring Metro station}. 

Any transit use would require a further master plan amendment. 

2. Page 5: Under BACXGROUND section, amend last paragraph to read as follows: 

" It appears that the Georgetown Branch has lost its utility as a rail 
spur due to the decline in industrial activity at its Georgetown 
terminus. The spur's owner, the CSX Corporation, has filed for 
abandonment with the Interstate Commerce Commission. Given this 
expression of intent to abandon [and the long-standing interest in the 
Georgetown Branch as a public transitway,J this Amendment to several 
master plans will safeguard this right-of-way for the public interest. 
This Amendment recommends that the right-of-way be acquired by the County 
for possible multiple future uses, such as conservation, recreation, 
transportation and utilities. [including a transit connection between 
Silver Spring and Bethesda, a bikeway, a hiking trail, and improved 
internal road_ access to the Westbard industrial area.] Any future transit 
uses would reauire further master plan amendments." 

3. Page 6: Strike "transitway" designation on map, and replace it with 
"public right-of-way." 
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Resolution No.10-21 94 

4. Page 7: Amend third paragraph to read as follows: 

" The Georgetown Branch right-of-way also provides a possible (an] 
alternative alignment for public utilities, such as an interconnection , j 

the water system between Project 80 in Bethesda and the DalecarliY 
Filtration Plant in the District of Columbia. The Comprehensive Water 
SuN~ly and Sewerage Syst:em Plan, adopted by the County Council in July 
19 , shows the possible alignment for this interconnection through Litt:le 
Falls Parkway. The Georgetown Branch, which parallels this proposed 
alignment nort:h of Massachusett:s Avenue, could offer an alternative 
alignment that may be . more cost effective and environmentally desirable. 
This Amendment recommends that the Georgetown Branch right-of-way 
alternative be further studied for its environmental im acts before the 
project is considered for approval e considered as an option during 
WSSC's evaluation of possible pipeline alignments and be given full 
environmental review]. This review must include the pipeline's effect on 
other right-of-way uses." 

5. Pages 7 and 8: Amend last paragraph on Page 7 and first full paragraph on 
Page 8 to read as follows: 

" The Montgomery County Department of Transportation has completed a 
preliminary study of the feasibility of the use of the Georgetown Branch 
as a transitway between the Silver Spring and Bethesda Metro stations. 
This study finds that a transitway can be built at a cost commensurate 
with the public benefit to be gained. This study is supplementary to this 
Amendment. Additional studies are needed for detailed economic, 
engineering, environmental, operations, and community impact before any 
specific implementation of a transitway can begin. These studies shaJ 
include a review of the several opportunities that exist for acces~ 
between the Bethesda Metro station and the transitway including a south 
portal entrance. 

Utliliza tion of any portion [ other portions] of the right-of-way for 
transit purposes may [also] be feasible in the future and should not be 
ruled out. Any [Such] transit utilization, however, would require 
additional master plan amendments." 

6. Page 9: Amend first paragraph of non-quotation text to read as follows: 

" Implementation of the proposed tr ansi tway and bikeway might [would] 
support the Silver Spring Plan's concept cited above. A connection 
between the Branch and the Silver Spring Metro station would [will] be 
needed." 

7. Page 11: Amend first paragraph to read as follows: 

'' [The implementation of] If a public transitway and bicycle path within 
the Georgetown Branch right-of-way were approved, it should be designed 
[accomplished] in a fashion that supports the West Silver Spring Master 
Plan's objective of buffering residential and industrial land uses from 
each other." 
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Resolution No. 10-2194 

8. Page 13: Amend last paragraph to read as follows: 

" Although the possible [Implementation of the] transitway and bicycle 
path proposed by this Amendment might [would] carry forward the 
recommendations of the Bethesda CBD Plan, cited above[. 1i, [T]!,he issue 
raised by that Plan concerning impediments to the bicycle path can be 
better addressedafter the County Department of Transportation has 
completed· its feasibility and detailed engineering studies, and in 
connection with any master plan amendment proposing transit use of the 
right-of-way." 

9. Page 16: Second paragraph from the bottom of the page should read as 
follows: 

" It may be possible to utilize the Georgetown Branch right-of-way for 
both the access road for Westbard's industrial area and a future 
transitway, however, a future master plan amendment would be necessary to 
permit the transitway." 

10. Page 17: Amend first paragraph to read as follows: 

" This Amendment designates the Georgetown Branch right-of-way a public 
right-of-way intended to be used for public purposes such as conservation, 
recreation, [and] transportation, and utilities. [including improved 
access to the Westbard industrial area and a potential transitway and 
bicycle path extending from the District of Columbia line to the Silver 
Spring Metro station.] It is not ••• 

ll.. Page 27: Amend third paragraph to read as follows: 

" ••• MJ.y such transportation use of the right-of-way must carefully address 
economic, environmental and compatibility issues. [It] Any transit use of 
the right-of-way will require future master plan amendments before it can 
be implemented.·· 

12. Pages 27 and 28: Add following sentence to second paragraph under "Land 
Use and Zoning Issues": 

" The proposal to change the use of the Georgetown Spur from a private 
railroad to a public transitway and bikeway has potential harmful impacts 
which must be avoided in any proposed utilization for transit. A proposal 
to use the right-of-way as a bike path and hiking path should carefully 
control the impact on adjacent properties. The following issues must be 
addressed and negative impacts avoided: ••• 

13. Page 30: Amend paragraph titled "How this transportation improvement 
would affect development. to read as follows: 

" [ It is anticipated that a] A transitway and bikeway on the Georgetown 
Branch may [would] aid east-west travel and possible reduce congestion for 
cross-County traffic, especially on East-West Highway. It is intended to 
facilitate the interaction of people between the Silver Spring and 
Bethesda CBD's. No traffic capacity from any proposed improvement will be 
counted for development approvals or rezoning until the precise mode and 
carrying capacity is determined, the improvement is approved, budgeted, 
and imminent; and master plan staging recommendations are revised through 
amendments of master plans and/ or through the Annual Growth Policy.•• 
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Resolution No.10-2194 

14. Pages 30 and 31: Amend last paragraph to read as follows: 

" [It is anticipated that some of t] These issues should {will] bf> 
addressed by the County Department of Transportation's feasibility an~ 
detailed engineering studies made in connection with future master plan 
amendments. To reduce any adverse impacts and protect residential 
neighborhoods, this Amendment recognizes that the potential impact area is 
a 1,000-foot wide section on each side of the Georgetown Branch 
right-of-way, within which existing land use and zoning recommendations 
are reconfirmed. Further master plan amendments must also [will be 
necessary to] address issues of station location and transitway access, if 
any. A Georgetown Branch {Transitway] Task Force, including balanced 
representation of residents of the area, County government officials and 
staff, and potential user groups shall be established to review and advise 
on matters pertaining to the County's future proposed uses of the 
right-of-way {preliminary engineering and operational analysis]." 

15. Page 32: Add following paragraph at end of page: 

" Any use of the right-of-way for {The implementation of] a transitway 
between Silver Spring and Bethesda will require a future master plan 
amendment. This master plan amendment should address the cost 
effectiveness, environmental impact, impact on development and traffic 
safety and ways and means of minimizing the impact of such a facility on 
adjacent communities. The location of stations, if any, the nature of the 
transit vehicles to be used, the location of grade crossings, the need to 
buffer adjacent properties and provide for personal safety, transit, 
bicycle and pedestrian interface, and whether the provision of additional 
transit capacities, if . any, could or should be used for future additiona~ 
development will all be addressed in a future master plan amendment." 

EXPLANATIONS: Council changes to the Final Draft Georgetown Branch Master Plan 
Amendment dated July 1986, Revised August 11, 1986, are identified as 
follows: deletions to the text of the plan are indicated by 
{brackets], and additions by underscoring. 

This is a correct copy of Council action. 

~ 
Kathleen A. Freedman, Secretary 
County Council 
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THE I MARYL~ND-NATIONAL 
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~c 
MCPB NO. 86-50 
MNCPPC NO. 86-34 

CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 
8787 Georgia Avenue • Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission, by virtue or Article 28 of the Annotated Code of 
Maryland, is authorized and empowered, from time to time to make 
and adopt, amend, extend, and add to a General Plan for the 
Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington Regional 
District; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board of The 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission held a 
public hearing on April 29, 1986, on a preliminary draft 
amendment to the Silver Spring CBD Plan, Bethesda CBD Plan, North 
Silver Spring Sector Plan, Westbard Plan, West Silver Spring 
Master Plan, Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan, Master Plan of 
Bikeways, Master Plan of Highways and General Plan for the 
Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington Regional 
District; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board, after said 
public hearing and due deliberation and consideration, on July 
10, 1986, approved a final draft amendment and recommended that 
it be approved by the Montgomery County Council; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Council reviewed the material 
of record and discussed the Final Draft Master Plan Amendment 
with interested parties; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Council, sitting as the 
District Council for that portion of the Maryland-Washington 
Regional District lying within Montgomery County, on September 
30, 1986, approved the final draft amendment of said plan by 
Resolution No. 10-2194 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Montgomery County 
Planning Board and The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission do hereby adopt said amendment to the Silver 
Spring CBD Plan, Bethesda CBD Plan, North Silver Spring Sector 
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Plan, Westbard Plan, West Silver Spring Master Plan, Bethesda­
Chevy Chase Master Plan, Master Plan of Bikeways, Master Plan of 
Highways and General Plan for the Physical Development of the 
Maryland-Washington Regional District as approved by the 
Montgomery County Council in the attached Resolution 10-2194 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this amendment be reflected on 
copies of the aforesaid plan and that copies of such amendment 
shall be certified by The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission and filed with the Clerk of the Circuit 
Court of each of Montgomery and Prince George's Counties, as 
required by law. 

* * * * * * * 
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 Commissioner Keeney, seconded by 
Commissioner Krahnke, with Commissioners Krahnke, Keeney, 
Floreen and Christeller voting in favor of the motion effective 
November 6, 1986, at a regular meeting held in Silver Spring, 
Maryland. Commissioner Heimann was temporarily absent. 

* * * 

-f~;V C~Vft-
Thomas H. Countee, Jr. 
Executive Director 

* * * 

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct 
copy of a resolution adopted by The Maryland-National Capital 
Park and Planing Commission on motion of Commissioner Heimann 
seconded by Commissioner Christeller, with Commissioners 
Christeller, Rhodes, Floreen, Dabney, Keller, and Heimann voting 
in favor of the motion, and with Commissioners Keeney, Krahnke, 
Yewell and Botts being absent, at its regular meeting held on 
Wednesday, November 12, 1986, in Silver Spring , Maryland. 
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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

The Maryland-National capital Park and Planning Commission is a 
bi-county agency created by the General Assembly of Maryland in 
1927. The Commission's geographic authority extends to the great 
majority of Montgomery and Prince George's Counties: the 
Maryland-Washington Regional District (M-NCPPC planning jurisdic­
tion) comprises 1,001 square miles, while the Metropolitan 
District (parks) comprises 919 square miles, in the two Counties. 

The Commission has three major functions: 

(1) The preparation, adoption, and from time to time 
.amendment or extension of the General Plan for the 
physical development of the Maryland-Washington 
Regional District; 

(2) The acquisition, development, operation, and 
maintenance of a public park system; and 

(3) In Prince George's County only, the operation of the 
entire county public recreation program. 

The Commission operates in each county through a Planning Board 
appointed by and responsible to the county government. -All local 
plans, recommendations on zoning amendments, administration of 
subdivision regulations, and general administration of parks are 
responsibilities of the Planning Boards. 
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. . 
PREFACE 

This Amendment extends the staging limitations of the Sector 
Plan for the Bethesda Central Business District to cover the 
standard Method of development which was exempt from staging 
control in the previous Plan Amendment of 1982. This original 
exemption was permitted on the assumption that the relative 
amount of traffic generated by Standard Method projects would 
increase slowly and would not dramatically add to the overall 
level of traffic in the area. Recent experiences, as reflected 
in the Monitoring Report, September 1985,. reveal that this 
assumption is not valid. 

There is now reason to believe that the Standard Method of 
development may generate large amounts of traffic congestion if 
allowed to continue without review or limitation. Therefore, 
this Plan Amendment adds a limitation for standard Method develop­
ment, in addition to the prior limitation established for 
Optional Method and Residential projects. 

Under present practice,. this limitation will only apply to 
projects which require subdivision approval because that is the 
only point in the development process at which the Adequate 
Public Facilities Ordinance is applicable. To bring Standard 
Method projects that do not require subdivision approval under 
the same limitation provisions would require an amendment to the 
appropriate legislation to apply the limitation at a later point 
in the development approval process. 

We are beginning "After-Metro" traffic studies which will 
test the 1982 Amendment to the Sector Plan for the Bethesda 
Central Business District traffic assumptions and help us 
determine the amount of new traffic capacity which may be 
available for new development. Once these studies are completed 
by 1987, there may be a need to identify new transportation 
·facilities and to prepare a new land use and staging plan. 

The limitations identified in this Amendment are summarized below: 

Standard Method: 

Residential: 

Optional Method: 

200 trips, with an existing deficit of 
128 trips. Now that the Standard Method 
allocation is gone, the trip deficit will 
increase, except as limited by this 
Amendment. 

225 trips, with 182 trips yet to be 
allocated. 49 trips are included to 
allow some retail and office space 
to be approved as part of an Optional 
Method residential project. 

1675 trips, which have all been 
allocated, thus leaving no trips to 
allow approval of new Optional Method 
projects. 
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The Amendment includes language to clarify the priority for 
use of trips recovered from office/retail Optional Method projects 
that have expired site plans and result in a recovery of trips. 
such recovered trips shall be used as follows: 

The first priority is for approved or deferred Standard Method 
projects, and is intended to minimize what could become a larg~ 
deficit. The second priority is to allow an expansion of 
residential development, if trips are needed beyond the remaining 
residential allocation. 

The Amendment recommends that subdivisions which would add 
no more than five (5) net P.M. peak hour outbound trips should be 
approved. This limit would achieve the public purpose of 
providing for small scale development and building expansions 
resulting from the varied needs of businesses in the Bethesda CBD. 
A 5-trip limit could allow for additions to office space up to 
4,700 square feet and to retail space up to 2,800 square 
feet for individual projects. The 5-trip limit is adequate 
to allow for continued renovations and some small new buildings, 
and is in scale with other small projects approved in recent 
years. 

Projects that have received zoning approval, have recently 
applied for building permits, or that may seek future approvals 
could create enough Standard Method trips to result in over 
1000 more trips than originally anticipated. The effect of this 
Amendment is estimated to reduce the potential deficit to over 
300 trips. These numbers do not include an estimate of new 
development on recorded parcels, which need obtain only a 
building permit. 

AN AMENDMENT TO THE SECTOR PLAN FOR THE 
BETHESDA CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT 

Based on the above findings, it is the purpose of this 
document to further amend the Sector Plan for the Bethesda 
Central Business District to delete the following statement from 
page 11. 

The Plan Amendment recognizes that some develop­
ment under the standard method will take place in the 
Bethesda CBD study Area. Accordingly, 200 trips are 
set aside for this purpose. Since such development may 
build by right, use of more than the 200 trips would 
reduce the trips available for the office/retail 
development category. 
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The following language is inserted on page 11, in lieu of the 
above paragraph. 

This Plan Amendment establishes a limitation 
of 200 trips to be allocated for Standard Method 
applications. Since the 200-trip limitation has already been 
exceeded, there is a deficit in the standard Method trip 
allocation. When trips become available due to expiration 
of the site plan approval for an approved office/retail 
optional Method project, then such trips shall be allocated 
as follows: 

First, such trips shall be reserved to reduce any 
deficit in the standard Method trip allocation and to 
allow approval of any deferred application for Standard 
Method development; Second, any portion of the recovered 
trips not needed for Standard Method development may be 
used to allow approval of additional Residential 
projects. 

The 200-trip limitation for Standard Method projects 
shall be used by the Planning Board in reviewing preliminary 
subdivision plans submitted on or after August 8, 1985, under 
the provisions of the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 
and the Planning Board Comprehensive Planning Policies 
guidelines. 

Any subdivision which would result in a net 
increase of no more than five (5) new trips shall be 
approved. This five-trip limit achieves the public purpose 
of providing for small scale development and the renovation 
and expansion of existing buildings. 
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SUBJECT: 

Resolution No. 
Introduced: 
Adopted: 

10-2076 
July 8, 1986 
July 8, 1986 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PORTION 

OF THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT 
WITHIN MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

By: District Council 

Final Draft Amendment to the Annroved and Adonted Sector Plan for 
the Bethesda Central Business District, dated March 1986, Limiting 
Standard Method Development 

Background 

1. On March 31, 1986, the Montgomery County Planning Board transmitted to 
the District Council the Final Draft Amendment to the Approved and 
Adopted Sector Plan for the Bethesda Central Business District. 

2. The Final Draft Amendment amends the Sector Plan for the Bethesda 
Central Business District by limiting Standard Method development to an 
amount that will generate 200 outbound trips during the evening peak 
hour. 

3. On June 12, 1986, the Montgomery County Council held a public hearing 
wherein oral and written testimony was received concerning the Final 
Draft Amendment to the Approved and Adopted -Sector Plan for the Bethesda 
Central Business District. 

4. On June 24, 1986, the Planning, Housing, and Economic Development 
Committee held a worksession regarding the Final Draft Amendment and the 
issues raised at the June 12 public . hearing. The Committee forwarded 
the Final Draft Amendment to the District Council without recommendation. 

5. On July 8, 1986, the District Council- reviewed the Final Draft Amendment 
to the Bethesda Central Business District Sector Plan. 

Action 

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as the 
District Council for that portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District 
in Montgomery County, Maryland, approves the Final Draft Amendment to the 
Bethesda Central Business District Sector Plan, dated March 1986, limiting 
Standard Method development, with revisions as follows: 
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Resolution No.10-2076 

When the Share-A-Ride Program has taken at least 350 trips off the road 
and when 60% of the office space in the Optional Method projects has been 
occupied, the Planning Board shall initiate a restudy of the traffic 
constraints and conditions in the Sector Plan to determine whether further 
changes can be made in the constraints previded by this amendment; however, 
this study shall commence not later than 18 months from the date of adoption 
of ~his amendment. 

Not later than one year after the date of adoption of this amendment, 
the Planning Board shall review the restraints on Standard Method development 
and consider whether any improvements can be made to preserve local retail and 
service establishments, and to ease the restrictions on Standard Method 
development. 

l'his is a corre~of Council action. 

4/4.J/½~-
Kathleen A. Freedman, Secretary 
County Council 

B744/4 
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THEI MARYL~ND-NATIONAL 

pp 
CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

8787 Georgia Avenue • Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760 

•c 
MNCPPC NO. 86-24 

RESOLUTION 

\ 

WHEREAS, The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
commission, by virtue of Article 28 of the Annotated_ Code of 
Maryland, is authorized and empowered, from time to time, to make 
and adopt, amend, extend, and add to a General Plan for the 
Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington Regional 
District; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board of The 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission held a 
public hearing on October 3, 1985, on a preliminary draft 
amendment to the Sector Plan for the Bethesda Central Business 
District, being also a proposed amendment to the General Plan for 
the Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington Regional 
District and the Master Plan of Highways; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board, after said 
public hearing and due deliberation and consideration, on 
January 16, 1986, approved a final draft amendment and 
recommended that it be approved by the Montgomery County council; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Council reviewed the material 
of record and discussed the Final Draft Master Plan Amendment 
with interested parties; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Council, sitting as the 
District Council for that portion of the Maryland-Washington 
Regional District lying within Montgomery county, on July 8, 
1986, approved the final draft amendment of said plan by 
Resolution No. 10-2076. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Montgomery County 
Planning _Board and The Maryland-National capital Park and 
Planning Commission do hereby adopt said amendment to the 
Sector Plan for the Bethesda Central Business District together 
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.. 

with the General Plan for the Physical Development of the 
Maryland-Washington Regional District and the Master Plan of 
Highways as approved by the Montgomery County Council in the 
attached Resolution 10-2076. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this amendment be reflected on 
copies of the aforesaid plan and that copies of such amendment 
shall be certified by The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission and filed with the Clerk of the Circuit court 
of each of Montgomery and Prince George's Counties, as required 
by law. 

* * * * * * 

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct 
copy of a resolution adopted by The Maryland-National capital 
Park and Planning Commission on motion of Commissioner Heimann, 
seconded by Commissioner Krahnke, with Commissioners Christeller, 
Granke, Rhoads, Keller and Yewell voting in favor of the motion 
effective July 9, 1986, at a regular meeting held at the White 
Mansion in Mitchellville, Maryland. Commissioners Keeney, Dabney 
and Botts were absent. 

~-J/.~-tzlk 
Thomas H. Countee, Jr. J 
Executive Director 
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THE IMARYL~NO-NA:lf?NAL 

I 1c:J 

CAPITAL PARK ANO PLANNING COMMISSION 
8787 Georgia Avenue • Silver Spring. Merytand 20910-3760 

: : 
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MCPB NO. 84-q 
MNCPPC NO. 84-7 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Pl°anning Commission, by virtue· of Article 28 of the 
Annotated Code of Maryland, is authorized and empowered, 
from time to time, to make and adopt, amend, extend, and 
add to a General Plan for the Physical Development of 
the Maryland-Washington Regional District; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board of 

(301) 279-1000 

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission held a 
public hearing on December 22, 1983 on a preliminary draft 
amendment to the Bethesda Central Business District Sector Pl~n, 
being also a proposed amendment to the Bethesda-Chevy Chase 
Master Plan, the General Plan for the Physical Development of the 
Maryland-Washington Regional District and the Master Plan of 
Highways; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board, after 
said public hearing and due deliberation and consideration, 
at the meeting held on December 22, 1983, approved a final 
draft amendment and recommended that it be approved by 
the ·Montgomery County Council; and 

WHEREAS, The Montgomery County Council, sitting as 
the Di strict Council for. that portion of the Maryland­
Washington Regional District lying within Montgomery 
County, on March 13, 1984 approved the final draft 
amendment of said plan by Resolution 10-624. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that The Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission does hereby adopt said 
amendment to the Bethesda Central Business District Sector Plan 
of the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan, together with the 
General Plan for the Physical Development of the 
Maryland-Washington Regional District and the Master Plan of 
Highways as approved by ·the Montgomery County Council in the 
attached Resolution 10-624. 

Montgomery County Planning Board 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this amendment be 
reflected on copies of the aforesaid plan and that 
copies of such amendment shall be certified by The 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
and filed with the Clerk of the Circuit Court of each of 
Montgomery and Prince George's Counties, as required by law. 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
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 Commissioner Krahnke, seconded by 
Commissioner Heimann, with Commissioners Christeller, Granke, 
Heimann, Krahnke, and Brennan voting in favor of the motion at 
its regular meeting held Thursday, April 5, 1984 in Silver 
Spring, Maryland. 

~~~t1:c~.:t£;0f\.. 
Thomas H. Countee, Jr. 
Executive Director 

• • • • • • • * • * • • • 
This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and 

correct copy of a resolution adopted by The Maryland- National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission on motion of Commissioner 
Christeller, seconded by Commissioner Granke, with Commissioners 
Brennan, Brown, Christeller, Dabney, Dukes, Granke, Heimann, 
Keller, Krahnke, and Yewell voting in favor of the motion at its ­
regualar meeting held Wednesday, April 11, 1984 in Silver Spring, 
Maryland. 

~ ­;£~/IC;_._Vt,~ 
Thomas H. Countee, Jr. 
Executive Director 

•••• *· ••• * * * • * • 
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lluolu tioa ::o .10-624 

Introduced: Marcb 13, 1914 
.Adopted: Harcb 13, 1914 

.Sll \'!.': :~r:J,::;, I~. 
CO~"T! COl.~CIL FOi HONTGOM!IT COO:.'TY, HAltTLAND 
S!TTI~C AS A DIStlUCT COUNCIL FOil THAT PORTION 
or Tl!! ~YI.AND.:.WASHINGTON tU:CIONAL DIS':lUCI 

\."I':9dIN MONTCOHEllY COUNTY, MAllYUND 

-.. :. .... . _._ ... 

SUIJ?CT: Appro•al of F1:al Drift .A:Dendment to the !ethesd1 Central lu1ine1a 

D11trict Sec:or Plan re Coaiaerce tan• 

W'HEll.EAS, oc C.ce=ber l9, 1983, the Hontaomery County Jllannina Board duly 

transmitted to the ~.ontaome:y County Council a Final Draft .Amendment to the Bethesda 

Central Bu1iness Dis::rict Sector Plan to delete the proposet realiamaent of Ommerc• 

Lane to connect vi::h Old C.or1etown lload; to provide for the abandomaent of that 

portion of u:isti:1 td1acoor tan• wut fro• Wisconsin A•enu• to Uaemoor Lane 

reali&n•d; and to provide !or the construction of realianed Ed1emoor Laae ·vttb1a· the 

ter,a of the 1976 3ethe1da Central lu1iness District Sector Plan; and 

W!JU:A.S, on February 2, 1984, th• Council Pl.&nnin&, Bouliq and Ecoaoaic 

Developcent Co==ittee nvieved the Final Draft Amentment to the Bethesda Ce1'tr&1 

lusinus District Sector ?lan vith the Mont1011ery County Plamain& loard, staff aad 

other interested parties; and 

WEIU:AS, the Pla~n!n&, Housin& and Econ011ic Development Comaittee supports the 

Fina.l Draft .Amend:e:::it in order to accommodate Central Business District development 

and circulation icprovemen::s in the Central Bu1ines1 District area: and 

WHEUAS, the !listric: Council has been adviled that no advene te1tiDoay va1 

pruen:ed at the ~o:t,o:e~ County Plannin& Board Decnber 22, 1983, public hearina 

on the Final Draft ..i.::ent;ent to the Bethesda Central lu1iness District Sector llaa; 

and 

\.IHEUAS, the ~o:t 6ocer'1. County Council revieved the Final Draft Amendment to 

the Bethesda Cent:-al 3usi~ess District Sector Plan and the recommendations of the 

Plannin&, Housi:i •=~ !cou:mic Development Co=:ittee at a meetin& held on March 13. 

1984. 

NOV, TREUFOR.!, B! I:' R.!SOU"ED BY nu: County Council for Hontsomery County, 

l" •• uyland, l1ttin1 as the District Council for th• M&rylacd~uhinston Regional 

District in ?loataoce:; County, Maryland that -

The Bethesda Cent=al B~1ines1 District Sector Plan, dated June 1976, is hereby 

approved 11 follows: 

1. Paa• 57, 1st ?•=-•graph under Section titled ·suggested Modification,·: 

Th• Sector Fla~ propoaes an ultimate, lona-ranae modification to the 1970 

~ste:- Pla:: \."iCh :-upect to [the Ea1t-Wut Hiahvay 1:iprovement . J 1treeti 

near :!':e :::-,. [At the Core, Ea1t-Wut lil&hwayJ \:averl• Screet 1hould be 

[ r outet ] ~~:ended north [on the line of ~averly Street extended , then vest 



.. 

•. 

A,·er.ue. ( e:-:tended, ve1 t acro11 '-'i1c:on1 in Avenue, then on a nev al11n:i1:,c co 

=•ra• vith Old Ccoraetovii load at Woodmont Avenue.} Co::cerce Lane extend• 

!ro11 th• 1:ut side of Whcondn Avenue opposite Avondale StNet 1D it1 

exhtinf aligN:aent vith 80-foot ri1ht-of-vay to Old Ceor1etOV11 load 

oppodte realis;nad tdgemoor tane. Lane. Vitb 80-foot 

:!lht-o!-vav1 is :ealiraed co turn north and intersect Old Ceor1ctOVll 1oad 

opposite Cot:imerc:e Lane. (Th• bypassed portion• of Old Georgetown load and 

!.lit-Weit !i&hvay, betveen Woodmont Avenue and Waverly Street, 1bould then 

be incorporated into ch• Core development, 1:101t lo1ically a1 pcde1:rian 

::alls. J Unc!er thh schea•, Edaemoor Lane u1t of Woodmon: Ave nu•, u 

propo1ed in th• 19i0 Master Plan, (vould be]!!. modified to provide entry 

to the tran1i t 11 te fro• the north via th• propoaed i11pro•ed Comae re• 

Lane, in addition to the entrance fro• Woodmont Avenue. ilthoqh portion• 

,tl thia propoaal cannot be implemented durina the Sector Plaa time frame, 

appropriate riaht-o!-way 1etbackl and re1ervation1 should be made to 

prevent the CO'DStNctioo of buildin11 Within such future 1treeta (He 

F11ure 7 a'Dd 8). 

2. Fiaure 8, Paa• 58: 

• Delete realianment of Commerce Lane vnare it cooncct1 with Old 

Ccorsetovu !load 

• Delete phrase ·co be co'D1trucced beyond the term of the Sector Plan· 

• Indicate abandomient of portion of Edaeaoor Lane vest of Wi1coa11a 

Avenue to realisned Edgemoor Lane 

A Tru Co;,y. 

A.Tn:!T: 

I 
Xathl••= A. Friedman, Acting Secretary 
of th• C~.mty Cou:icil for 
M=tso:ar; County, Maryland 
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the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan (1970). 
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8787 Georgia Avenue 
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THE MARYLAND NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
is a bi-county agency created by the General Assembly of 

Maryland in 19Z7. The Commission's geographic authority extends to 
the great majority of Montgomery and 

Prince George's Counties: the Maryland-Washington Regional 
District (M-NCPPC p_lanning jurisdiction} comprises l ,QOl square miles 

while the Metropolitan District (parks} 
comprises 919 square miles, in the two Counties. 

The Commission bas three major functions: 

(1} the preparation, adoption, and from time to time 
amendment or extension of the General Plan 

for the physical development of 
the Maryland-Washington Regional District; 

(Z) the acquisition, development . 
operation, maintenance 

of a public park system; and 

(3) in Prince George's County only , 
the operation of the entire 

County public recreation program. 

The Commission operates in each county 
through a Planning Board appointed 

by and responsible to the county 
government. All local plans, recommends 
on zoning amendments, administration of 

subdivision regulations, and general administration of 
parks are responsibilities of 

the Planning Boards. 

t 
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CER'IlFICATE OF APPROVAL AND ADOPTION 

This amendment to the Bethesda Central Buainess District Sector Plan, being 
an amendment to the Master Plan for the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Planning Area, 
the General Plan for the Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington 
Regional District in Montgomery County, Maryland, and to the Master Plan of 
Highways within Montgomery County, Maryland has been approved by the 
Montgomery County Council, sitting as the District Council, by Resolution 9-2001 
on October 19, 1982 and has been adopted by The Maryland-National Capital Park 
and Planning Commission by Resolution 82-32 on November 10, 1982 after a duly 
advertised public hearing pursuant to Article 66D of the Annotated Code of 
Maryland, 1976 Supplement. 
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SUMMARY 

The Amendment to the Bethesda Central Business District Sector Plan provides for 
the following: 

The Staging Plan is revised to permit development applications prior to the 
opening of Metro, in the Stage n area, including most of the CBD-2. and the 
TS-R area. Optional Method applications containing at least 3Q percent 
residential floor area may be permitted in Stage m, while at least 80 percent 
residential floor area is required for applications in Stage IV. 

Trips are set as the overall limiting factor in granting de.velopment approvals. 
Two thousand one hundred (2.,100) trips are allocated to specific use mixes, as 
follows: 

2.00 trips for standard method development; 
2.2.5 trips for residential projects; and 
1,675 trips for the office/retail mix of uses. 

The Amendment provides general guidance concerning the use mix and 
describes desirable features and amenities for individual properties. 

The Amendment provides that if Optional Method Applicaitons in Stage n, 
during the first 90 days after adoption, would result in more than 1,675 new 
trips, then applications will be compared and ranked based upon a set of 
Standards For Comparison. Those applications with the highest ranking will 
be approved, up to 1,675 new trips. 

The Amendment will remain in force until the 1976 Sector Plan is amended 
after a new traffic analysis is completed approximately two years after Metro 
opens in Juny 1984. 

1 



INTRODUCTION 

This document amends elements of the 
Bethesda Central Business District Sector Plan, 
adopted in 1976. The Sector Plan required that a 
hearing be held when 1.5 million square feet of 
new development was committed (building permits 
issued or optional method applications granted). 
Subsequently, the 1976 Plan was amended in 1980 
to permit a development commitment level of 2 .. S 
million square feet which has now been reached. 
As required, the Planning Board held a second 
public hearing on May 6, 1982.- During susequent 
worksessions they determined that the 1976 Plan 
should once again be amended. Accordingly, the 
Planning Board established, by administr1.tive 
rule, a moratorium on any further optional method 
applications until the County Council acts to 
amend the staging elements of the Bethesda 
Central Business District Sector Plan. 

Adoption of this Plan Amendment lifts the 
current moratorium on optional method devl!lop­
ment imposed by the present Sector Plan. This 
Amendment is solely related to staging issues and 
development scale. It does not deal with changes 
in zoning or public facility location. In particular, 
this document amends the Staging Element of the 
1976 ,Plan, contained on pages 139-141, and 
statements about development scale contained on 
page 15 and elsewhere in the Plan. 

GENERAL BACKGROUND 

The 1976 Plan "recommends that develop,uent 
at the Core occur in the early years of the 
planning period, and that the Metro Center, 
ideally, should be the first part of the Core to be 
developed" (p. 139). Some development has been 
built prior to the Metro Center-to the east of 
Waverly Street within the Core, in the Montgo­
mery Triangle, and in the south CBD-1 area. A 
large, well-designed retail-office-hotel complex 
has been approved for the Metro Center area and 
is proceeding towards construction. This mhed­
use development, with its pedestrian plazas con­
veniently connected to the transit station, should 
be open concurrently •Rith the opening of the 
station in 1984. Thus, the general staging intent 
of the Plan regarding private development is being 
follo:wed. 

1 

Although there has been some delay in pro­
gramming public facility improvements, the most 
important facilities are in progress. The transit 
opening is delayed until 1984 due to difficulty in 
acquiring rail cars, but is -otherwise proceeding as 
contemplated. With the construction of the 
library and park on Arlington Road, the public 
facility buffer strip between the Edgemoor single­
family residential neighborhood and the TS-R 
multi-family !"esidential area has been largely 
accomplished. Similarly, the Elm Street local 
park buffer on the east side of Wisconsin Avenue 
has been built. The extensions of Woodmont 
Avenue south from Old Georgetown Road, first to 
Montgomery Avenue, and then to Leland Street, 
are programmed for FY 1984 and 1986 respec­
tively. The site for a major public parking garage 
in the south-east corner of Woodmont Avenue and 
Old Georgetown Road, which includes spaces for 
Metro use, has been approved. These facilities, 
together with others such as the conversion of 
East-West Highway and Montgomery Avenue to a 
one-way system when Woodmont Avenue opens, 
should be capable of accommodating planned 
future growth in the central CBD area. With 
these and other major public facility elements 
committed, the remaining questions become those 
of fine-tuning the timing of events. 

CURRENT srrUATION 

The Bethesda CBD Sector Plan proposed a 
development scale approximately double the 
amount of additional square footage thought to be 
accommodated by existing and proposed transpor­
tation systems. This was done to allow flexibility 
in the market. It established zoning for approxi­
mately 6 million square feet of additional new 
development, recognizing that only 3 million 
square feet might be accommodated. The re­
quirement for a hearing after 2..5 million square 
feet of development ,vas designed to assess the 
staging assumptions Qf the Plan. 

The lat~st annual Bethesda CBD Monitoring 
Report (December 1981) describes in detail the 
current status of outstanding development per­
mits, traffic counts, ·sewerage conditions, etc. It 
shows that the major significant public facility to 
measure in assessing interim staging capacity is 
transportation. This, of course, is the saine public 



facility element on which the original land use and 
staging elements in the 1976 Plan were primarily 
based. 

The Planning Board's first consideration in 
contemplating a staging plan amendment was to 
reassess the traffic capacity outlook. They 
determined that in spite of postponement of the 
original target date for the transit station from 
1980 to 1984, there are other conditions that 
make more traffic capacity available than was 
contemplated in 1976. The Planning Board pro · 
posed to allocate the extra capacity among the 
various parcels of land within the CBD. 

These two criteria, traffic capacity and c'ipa­
city distribution, are the elements that have been 
explored in assessing the current situation. The 
approach and conclusions are discussed below. 

TRAFFIC CAPACITY 

The following is a summary of the Transporta­
tion Reanalysis. Appendix A outlines in gre3.ter 
detail the methods and conclusions. 

The 1976 Sector Plan measures traffic capa­
city in tel'ms of the total number of P.M. peak­
hour, outbound vehicle trips that can be accom­
modated by the combination of all the str~ets 
feeding out of the study area. The level of 
service (LOS) criterion used is that ~f not exceed­
ing an average level of service 'D,' spread ovel' 
all of the in tel"Sec tions on each of the feeder 
streets that lie just outside the cordon line of the 
study area. To achieve this average, some of the 
intersections will operate below LOS 'D' and some 
above. The method acknowledges that localized 
congestion may surge or peak in some areas more 
than others, but also acknowledges that traffic 
tends to be intelligent, and can modify its 
behavior slightly in terms of time and space when 
faced with excessive localized congestion. This 
Plan Amendment does not change the previous 
average LOS 'D' assumption. Furthermore, it 
supports the provision of adequate parking in the 
CBD, and traffic entry t"estrictions during peak 
hours to protect neighbol'hoods from intrusions 
associated with increased trips. 

1 
See p. 44, 1976 Sector Plan. 

In addition, three other important Cl'iteria 
have been evaluated in the light of experience 
gathered and data monitored since the adoption of 
the 1976 Plan. These are: (1) current trip 
capacity, (Z) mode split assumption, and (3) 
induced vehicle-passenger density. These criteria 
were carefully l'eviewed to detel'mine if additional 
trip capacity could be justified. For all three 
criteria the original plan assumptions now appear 
too conservative and restrictive. A reasonable 
reassessment of these criteria suggestzs the ability 
to accommodate about Z,100 trips over and 
above all projects committed in Stage I. This 
total derives from an increase in each of the three 
factors. 

For current trip capacity, several revisions 
have been made as a result of the reanalysis, 
which compared 1980 traffic counts with the 1974 
iata and public heal"ing comment on the calcula­
tions. This analysis demonstrates that the aver­
age trip generation rates used in the Sector Plan 
were somewhat high for office and residential 
uses. In addition, a change has been made in t.'te 
assumption concerning traffic on minor streets 
(not counted in 1980) and in the capacity at two 
cordon points. Allowing for changes in antici­
pated tht"ough traffic and Metro-related through 
traffic, the capacity available for local develop­
ment_ is 11,0Zl P.M. peak outbound trips. Traffic 
generated by existing and committed development 
(post-Metro assuming ZO percent mode split) is 
esthnated to be 9,969 trips, leaving a balance of 
l,OSZ trips available for new development. It is 
possible that the generation rate for futul'e retail 
uses includes some double-counting, but the 
degree of double-counting is limited. The Sector 
Plan Amendment uses a rounded total of 1,100 
trips. The retail trip generation l'ate for future 
trips will be re-examined, base~ on post-Metro 
studies. 

The 1976 Plan assumed a ZO percent mode split 
for transit which is now recognized to be overly 
conservative. Intervening events reinforce the 

Mode split, as used in this Plan Amendment, is 
the percent of trips that are made by transit, · 
either Metrorail or bus tra113it. For example, 
25 percent mode split for office trips means 
that 25 percent of the peak hour trips that are 
generated by office space in the Bethesda CBD 
are expected to be transit trips. 



reasonableness of accepting a ZS percent mode 
split for planning purposes. This conclusion is 
based on the expet'ience with Metro operation in 
Silver Spring and elsewhere, the programming of 
Ride-On bus set"vice to the Bethesda area, the 
increase in the price of gasoline and parking, and 
the greater acknowledgement of a long term need 
to conserve fuel consumption. While the Silve'l" 
Spring station cunently operates as a terminal 
stat,ion, the Bethesda station will provide two-way 
service when it opens. Due to the larger service 
area, a greater use of rail transit by Bethesda 
oriented traffic is expected. If Ride-On service is 
not in place substantially before Metro opens, 
there is a considerable risk that the CBD will 
experience unacceptable levels of traffic conges­
tion. The availability of Ride-On service ·.vhen 
currently committed development is complete will 
enable new employees to choose transit as their 
method of travel to work. The increase in the 
transit mode split assumption from ZO percent to 
ZS percent is the equivalent of removing approxi­
mately 500 trips from the road system. 

The anticipated ZS percent mode split i, an 
estimate. Achievement of this mode split should 
be monitored while recognizing that other factors 
may change over time and could provide addi­
tional or diminished traffic capacity within the 

' Central Business District. Should future monitol'­
. ing indicate a traffic situation developing lowe1· 

levels of service than· forecast, then efforts should 
be undertaken to increase utilization of already 
planned transit service and otherwise improve 
traffic conditions. These efforts may incl11de: 
the increase of parking charges, enhanced mar!(et­
ing of ridesharing, adoption of staggered working 
hours by major employers to stretch out the peak 
period traffic, enhanced marketing for the use of 
mass t,.ansit, increased transit service, increased 
parking policy supports for carpooling, and othe1" 
similar approaches to assure that the currently 
anticipated traffic capacity is realized or bet·­
tered. Finally, increases in transit service can be 
considered in addition to the above listed efforts. 

Regarding induced vehicle-passenger density, 
experience since 1976 demonstrates that people 
can be induced to carpool, vanpool, and otherwise 
share private vehicle use to a considerable degree 
if there exists a personalized matching approach 
designed to serve the specific employment area. 
An important aspect of that approach is regular 
and continuing follow-up to help replace carpool 
drop . outs. Based on this experience, and in 
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particular the data obtained from the Silver 
Spring Share-A-Ride program, it appears that t:!le 
provision of some similar or equivalent program in 
Bethesda could remove appt'oximately another 500 
trips from the road system. The assumption of 
500 trips is valid only if the experience of the 
Silver Spring Share-A-Ride or a similar program is 
duplicated in Bethesda. tf the program is not 
functioning, then the assoCjated trip capacity 
must be reduced by 500 trips. 

This Plan Amendment accepts all three of 
these traffic reanalysis elements and assumes that 
a new development equivalent to about Z, 100 
more trips may be safely permitted to occur under 
a new staging element and development policy 
that would become effective upon adoption of this 
Plan Amendment. The Z, 100 trips will provide for 
approval of development beyond Stage I after 
January 1, 1982. It is necessary to allocate the 
Z, 1 00 trips since they are not sufficient to allow 
full optional development on all land in the Sector 
Plan area. If Ride-On service is provided but a 
ride-share program is not implemented, then only 
1,600 trips will be available for allocation. After 
Metro opens, an analysis of actual traffic condi­
tions will reveal if additional trip capacity is 
available. 

CAPACITY DISTRIBUTION 

The Z, 100 trip capacity will support varying 
"lmounts of new development depending upon how 
trips are allocated among various land uses. The 
Transportation Reanalysis4 (Appendix A) includes 
:ie,v trip generation rates for each of the major­
land use categories. The lowest rates are fol' 
.-esidential use, meaning that a given number o f 
trips can support a relatively large amount of 
c-esidential development compared with commer­
cial uses. Retail uses generate greatel' numbers 
of trips per unit of space; trips generated by 
office uses fall in between the extremes. This 

., 

Other references to a personalized ridesharing 
program are intended to reflect the descrip­
tion in this paragraph. 

A trip generation rate is the numbers of 
vehicle trips expected to be produced for each 
1,000 square feet of office or retail f loor 
space, or for each dwelling or motel unit. 
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Plan Amendment recommends that the limited 
numbers of trips be allocated according to the 
following general principles. 

Functional Allocation 

Standard Method: 

All properties in the study area are zoned for a 
base amount of development which can occur by 
right within the standards set out for each zi>ning 
category. Most of the area is already developed 
up to base zoning capacity or is otherwise 
inhibited from redevelopment (e.g., lack of park­
ing). This is particularly true for the large ;ueas 
of CBD-1 where property ownership is fragmented 
and therefore ineligible for density bonuses under 
the optional method. The large area of C-Z 
zoning to the southwest of the business district is 
likely to experience only a limited amount of 
redevelopment. So'lle properties are pres~tly 
being renovated from office and warehousing uses 
to retail. 

Never the less, a small amount of standard 
method development has occurred over the years 
(as shown in the annual Bethesda CBD Monit,Jring 
Reports) for those few properties not now fully 
developed under the base zone. Therefore, a 
reasonable number of trips should be allowed for 
standard method development over the expected 
five-year life of t.'tis Plan Amendment. The 
recommendation is for an allocation of ZOO trips 
for this purpo!!e. 

Housing 

One of the stated objectives of the 1976 
Sector Plan is the encouragement of a balanced 
mixture of commercial and residential uses. Vir­
tually all new development in recent years has 
been for office use and associated retail sp:ice. 
The 1976 Sector Plan established no guidelines to 
achieve the use mix, and the multi-family (TS-R 
Zone) housing area west of the Metro station has 
been subject to a staging restriction. This 
Amendment proposes to redress this imbalance, to 
implement the new Housing Policy and to encour­
age activity during both the day and evening 
hours. Therefore, this Amendment recommends 
that sufficient tl'ip capacity be set aside tc 
encourage a reasonable amount of residential 
development. Several sites in the Battery Lane 
area are already appropriately zoned (R-10) and 
may develop by right at any time. A portion of 

the TS-R area is expected to be assembled, 
thereby producing about 600 new units. This Plan 
Amendment supports and encourages the produc­
tion of housing in the TS-R area. This Amend­
ment also recommends that any project in any of 
the three CBD Zones which devotes at least 80 
percent of floor area to housing will qualify to 
proceed if z, 100 trips are not exceeded. The 
addition of housing to the Public Parking Garage 
49 site is also supported. 

Based upon considerations of market absorp­
tjon and the holding capacity of possible sites, 
about 1,Z00-1,500 · dwelling units are justified. 
This Plan Amendment, therefore, recommends 
that a minimum of ZZ5 trips be set aside for the 
development of residential units. 

Mixed-Use 

The rem~ning capacity of 1,675 trips should 
be available in support of office and street 
oriented retail uses in the central part of the 
CBD. This Amendment recommends that approxi­
mately 88 percent of the floor area ratio (FAR) 
available under optional method be used for office 
uaes. The remaining lZ percent should be devoted 
to retail and activity-generating uses on the 
ground floor. This Amendment further recom­
mends that, a minimum amount of retail be 
provided to generate activity along the pedestrian 
areas. The amount of retail in a given project will 
be determin:d on a case-by-case basis, depending 
on the location of the project and its relationship 
to .~e design guidelines concerning pedestrian 
actlv1ty. . 

Any CBD site may use the minimum 80 
percent residential option at any time, using or 
exceeding the trip allocation set-aside for hous­
ing. The 1076 Sector Plan, the CBD Zones and 
~his Plan . Ame~dment encourage mixed-use' pro­
Jects which include residential developmen·t. 
Therefore, projects which contain ZS percent or 
more residential use will be given priority for 
approval. 

~igure 1 ~o~s a typical mixed-use design 
having a combination of office and retail use with 
a public amenity space. 

---- -------
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Only 1,175 of the 1,675 trips will be authorized 
absent a personalized ridesharing program. 



Bethesda central Business District 

CBD 2 OPTIONAL METHOD DEVELOPMENT 
( TOTAL FAR= 4 ) 

OFFICE FAR 3 .5 (88~·.) 

RETAIL . FAR .5 ( 12°'0 ) 

PUBLIC AMENITY AREA 

Figure 1 
OPTIONAL METHOD - ILLUSTRATIVE DESIGN 
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Geographic Considerations 

The Metro Center (CBD-3 Zone) contains the 
"heart" of the sector plan area. It will contain the 
Metrorail and bus facility and the radial, north­
south and east-west roads converge at this point. 
It will be the focal point of new development and 
employment. In ·order to provide for safe, 
convenient, . and enjoyable interchange of the 
various transit and auto modes of transportation, 
as well as to enhance the journey of pedestrians 
to their destinations, the Metro Center will 
contain a pedestrian plaza linking the new devel­
opment to the connecting sidewalk systems radia­
ting out from the center. (See Figure 2, Amenity 
Pathways and Places.) 

A central theme of this Amendment is the 
paramount importance of continuity in the pedes­
trian pathway environment. In order to carry out 
this theme, the intent of this Amendment is to . 
favor those developments which can best achieve 
incremental extensions of and improvements to 
the sidewalk environment, as part of their overall 
amenity packages. In particular, these should. be 
along the major pathways, such as East-West 
Highway, Wisconsin Avenue, and Old Georgetown 
Road. (See Figure 2.) Logically, these will tend 
to be more centrally located sites. 

The "heart" of Bethesda is now being devel­
oped in a well planned and orderly fashion, as per 
the Sector Plan and the Urban Design Study 
Guidelines for the Metro Center. The 1976 Plan 
should now advance to the next increm.ent of 
development by radiating out from the center so 
as not to overburden the intersections near the 
center. The resulting effects will be a dispersion 
of the traffic away from the center and a greater 
extension of amenities along the major pathways 
linking employment concentraitons to the "heart" 
and Metro. (See Figure 3, Highway Plan.) 

The two objectives should be kept in balance: 
concentrate development along the major path­
ways to foster incremental extension of the 
pedestrian environment and disperse development 
to avoid overloading certain intersections. Figure 
4 shows an illustrative aerial view of the func­
tional allocation of uses proposed in this Plan 
Amendment. 

Development Readiness 

Over the past few years, various properties 
have been asse~nbled in anticipation of develop­
ment opportunities. The owners of several . .is-

semblies are prepared to move ahead into the 
development process, once given approval. 
Several have taken P,reliminary steps such as 
resubdivision, architectural studies, and arrange­
ments for stand-by financing. By contrast, other 
assembled properties are encumbered in estates, 
long-term leases, or for other reasons are not 
prepared to develop in the near future. To the 
extent that "ready" properties fit other criteria of 
location, traffic capacity, and design objectives, 
they should be afforded an early opportunity to 
proceed. An attempt has been made to include 
other suitably located parcels, even though they 
may not currently be known to be in process of 
preparing an application. 

Staging Process 

The Stage I area, which includes all properties 
within the existing CBD-3 Zone, remains un­
changed from the 1976 Plan as amended in 1980. 
(See Figure S, Staging Plan.) The Stage II area is 
shown in Figure 5. The general boundaries are Old 
Georgetown Road (north), Arlington Road and 
future Woodmont Avenue (west), Hampden Lane, 
Bethesda Avenue and Willow Lane (south), and 
47th Street and Waverly Street (east). Also 
included in the Stage II area are properties in the 
northeast portion of the East-West Highway/Wis­
consin Avenue intersection. The Stage m area 
includes all of the CBD-2 area not included within 
the Stage II area. In the Stage IV area, which 
includes the CBD-1 area, only optional method 
applications with 80 percent or more residential 
floor space are approvable under this Amend~ent. 

Because development capacity is limited, 
those sites within the Stage II area (see Figure S, 
Staging Plan) which are ready will receive an 
early allocation of trips. The allocation process 
requires that they move into development within 
the time limits specified in the zoning ordinance. 
If properties in the Stage II area do not develop, 
this Amendment recommends that trip allocations 
become available to properties in the Stage m 
area. The same use mix guidelines would apply. 
The opening of Metro is to be the cut-off point for 
the Stage II area sites to apply for optional 
method approval; any remaining unallocated trips 
could then be granted to properti~s in either the 
Stage II or Stage m areas. Projects in the Stage II 
area containing 25 percent residential floor area 
and projects in the Stage m area containing JC 
percent residential floor area will be given priori-'-" 
ty for approval in the Stage II time period (before · 
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Metro opens). Furthermore, any optional method 
project containing at least 80 percent of the fioor 
area in residential use may be approved at any 
time and at any place within the CBD. 

This Amendment places a limit on 1-Vhen 
property owners may apply as described below 
under Optional Method Administration Procedure. 
Applications will be processed and optional 
method approvals shall be granted \Dltil the trip 
allocation for office/retail uses is exhausted. If 
the total requested trips for office/re,tail develoP".' 
ment in the center exceed trip allocations d11ring 
the first Zl0 days after adoption of this Amend­
ment, applications will be judged based upon 
comparative merit as defined by the Standards fot" 
Comparison, which appear later in this report. 

ALLOCATION PLAN 

The Plan Amendment allocates Z,100 trips to 
specific uses or mixes of uses within the Bethesda 
CBD Study Area. Any new development commit­
ted after January 1, 198Z will be subtracted from 
the Z,100 trips. The approval of new development 
shall be limited by the maximum trips allocated, 
as shown on Table 1. The uses shown on Table 1 
are a guide to the use mix which could be 
approved within the maximum trips allocated. 

The Plan Amendment recognizes that some 
development UDder the standard method will take 
place in the Bethesda CBD Study Area. Accord­
ingly, ZOO trips are set aside for this purpose. 
Since such development may build by right, use of 
more than the ZOO trips would reduce the trips 
available for the office/retail development C3.te­
gory. (See Table 1.) 

A minimum of ZZ5 trips are allocated for 
residential projects in the Bethesda CBD Study 
Area. Projects containing 80 percent residential 
floor area can be approved in any CBD Zone. 
Residential trips from mixed use projects will be 
taken from the residential allocation. Additional 
projects (having at least 80 percent residential 
fioor area) which exceed ZZS trips may be 
approved. Such approvals will reduce the trips 
available for the office/retail development cate­
gory. 

The office/retail mix of uses, anywhere in the 
Stage II area, can accommodate 1,675 allocated 
trips. Projects shall generally conform to the 
desired use mix (in fioor area) of 88 to 100 
percent office and up to lZ percent retail. The 
Planning Board will determine retail floor area on 
a case-by-case basis. Any property in the Stage 
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m area is eligible for optional method approval in 
the Stage II time frame, if approximately 30 
percent (1.Z FAR) or more of the project is 
residential. Such projects should generally pro­
vide up to lZ percent (0.5 FAR) retail and the 
balance in office use. A small increase in the 
office or retail amounts may be approved if 
residential unit sizes result in more than 45 units 
per acre. 

The suggested use mixes shown on Table 1 and 
in Appendix C are intended to provide general 
guidance. The Planning Board may approve 
variations from these amounts when: (1) proposed 
uses, especially residential, contribute to the 
general objective of increasing vitality and after­
hours activity in the CBD, and (Z) the use mix 
would not result in substantially greater trip 
generation than shown for each block in Table C­
l. 

Projects shall generally conform to Land Use 
and Site Design Considerations provided in Appen­
duc · C. These considerations are established so 
that an applicant can provide the necessary 
pedestrian oriented shopping and other amenities 
for a number of sites. The goal is to achieve an 
environment which encourages pedestrian move­
ment and public activity at all hours. 

The primary advantage of this approach is that 
any project in Stage II which generally conforms 
to the use mix guidelines may apply for optional 
method development. In addition, an adequate 
trip reservation for standard method and residen­
tial projects is provided. This approach generally 
insures that trips will be available for most key 
parcels needed to provide public amenity and 
pedestrian pathway continuity near the Metro 
Center. When trips are fully allocated in Stage II 
for office/retail uses, then no additional optional 
method applications may be approved. 

The Plan Amendment proposes that a small 
area along Old Georgetown Road be evaluated for 
possible change in the Sector Plan land use 
recommendations and a corresponding change of 
zoning (by Sectional Map Amendment). The area 
is bounded by Old Georgetown Road, Moorland 
Lane, Middlesex Lane, and the future l"ight-of-way 
of Woodmont Avenue (located between Blocks Z4 
and 3Z, shown on Figure C-1). Part of the area is 
in the CBD-1 Zone and part is pt"oposed for the 
TS·-R Zone. The CBD-1 portion is smaller than 
the ZZ,000 square feet required for optional 
method development. An analysis of traffic 
inovements and land use relationships should be 
prepared as a basis for establishing whether the 
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TABLE 1 

BETHESDA CBD STUDY AREA 
ALLOCATION BY USE SHOWING SUGGESTED USE MIX 

- . ---------- -----------
Development Use Floor Area 
Cat~~ ____ 'M __ i_x ________ ~~-! Feet· 

Dwelling Trips 

ST AND ARD METHOD 
Office (75% est.) 
Retail (ZS% est.) 

Subtotal 

RESIDENTIAL l 
Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Subtotal 

OFFICE/RETAIL z 
Office 

Retail 

Subtotal 

(80-100%) 
( 10% est.) 
( 10% est.) 

(88% min.) 
(12% max.) 

SUMMARY OF USES
4 

Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Grand Total 

111,276 
37,092 

148,3~8 

1,606,369 
31,415 
35,920 

1, 673,704 

1,183,936 
161,446 

1,345,382 

1,606,369 
1,326,627 
_ll4,458 

3, 167,454 
- ·--- --------------·- ·-- - ---

___ Units __ Allocated __ 

.128 
n 

zoo 

1,444 179 
18 
28 

225 

1,362 
313 

1,6753 

1,444 

2,100 

1 Floor area calculations reflect site specific use estimates shown on Table C-2, 
Appendix C. 

2 

3 

4 

Office/retail trips may be allocated for those sites in the Stage III area that provide 
a minimum of 30 percent residential. 

Only 1,175 of the 1,675 trips will be authorized absent a personalized ridesharing 
program. In that case, the Grand Total would be 1,600 trips. 

Building demolitions are _likely to result in additional square footage. Trips 
associated with demolitions will be included in the trip calculations for each site 
approved. 
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change in zoning is appropriate. 
The Plan Amendment proposes that a pot'tion 

of one property be included in Stage I only if 
assembled with the whole block. The property is 
bounded by Wisconsin Avenue, Willow Lane, 47th 
Street, and Elm Street (Block 47 on Figure ~-2.). 
Use of the rear portion (along 47th Street) is 
limited by the site design considerations in Appen­
dix C. This Amendment requires that the proper­
ty · may be approved for optional method, only if 
assembled with the front (CBD-Z) portion. 

EFFECT OF AMENDMENT 

This Amendment changes the Staging Element 
of the Sector Plan (pp. 139 and 141), the Shging 
Plan map (p. 141), the Development Policies (p~ 
15) and any other sections which are in conflict 
with this Amendment. The major effect of this 
Plan Amendment is to change the basis for 
approving optional method applications and zoning 
changes. The Staging Element of the 1976 Sector 
Plan established guidelines in terms of allo·Rable 
floor space with an ultimate ceiling of three 
million square feet, but without reference to land 
use categories and without control over the 
number of trips that could be generated. This 
Amendment sets "trips" as the overall limiting 
factor in granting development approvals. This 
Amendment will remain in force 1.U1til the 1976 
Sector Plan is amended in the future, after a new 
traffic analysis. A new traffic analysis will be 
completed approximately two years after ~etro 
opens. Metro is currently scheduled to open in 
July 1984. 

OPTIONAL METHOD ADMINISTRATION PROCE­
DURES 

This section applies to the administration of 
the optional m~thod for projects seeking to use 
the 1,675 trips allocated to build office/retail 
projects. The Plan Amendment recognizes that 
the number of such optional method applications 
may be greater than normal due to the backlog 
built up during the period of development and 
review of this Amendment. Thus, the Plan 
Amendment establishes · revised administrative 
procedures to meet two general needs: ( l) provide 

5 Only 1,115 of the 1,675 trips will be authori?ed 
absent a personalized ridesharing program. 

13 

for concurrent review of applications to coordi­
nate the evaluations of amenity "packages" and 
traffic impact of the various projects, and (Z) 
permit comparison of individual projects if more 
trips are applied for than are available. The Plan 
Amendment also requires the extension of time 
for the required public hearing under specified 
circumstances. 

Optional method applications will be received 
for 90 days after the adoption of this Amendment­
-beginning Norember 10, l 98Z and ending Febru­
ary 8, 1983-during which time an application may 
not have a public hearing or be approved by the 
Planning Board, The order of receipt of applica­
tions during this 90 day period does no t imply 
priority for staff review, public hearing, or Plann·· 
ing Board action or approval. Public hearings on 
these applications will be held no earlier than 9 1 
da.ys and no later than Zl0 days (ending June 8, 
1983) after the adoption of this Amendment. Tile 
Planning Board shall P.xtend the time for the 
required public hearings as necessary to carry out 
the requirements of this paragraph; however, all 
of these hearings shall be held within Zl0 days of 
the adoption of this Amendment. 

Each of these applications will be first re­
viewed by the staff and then be, the subject of a 
Planning Board public hearing. Subsequently, the 
Planning Board will determine whether each appli­
cation meets the requirements of the zoning 
ordinance: In the event t!1e applications taken 
together do not exceed the available trips, then 
those applications meeting the zoning ordinance 
requirements will be approved and those that do 
not shall he denied. In the event that the 
remaining applications involve uses and densiti.es 
that, i.n total, ,vould generate more trips th an 
available, all these remaining applications will be 
compared and numerically ranked by the Planning 
Board (after a staff recommendation), based upon 
the degree to which each application meets the 
following STANDARDS FOR COMPARISON. 

A. Provision of Residential Uses 

The Planning Board shall consider the degree 
to which the project provides a residential use 
component in support of the goals of the 1976 
Sector Plan that "some residential development 
should occur as one of the use mixes at the core," 
and that "significant amounts of new multi ­
family, residential growth should be located wi th­
in easy walking distance of th e transit portal" (p. 
77 , 1976 Sector Plan). 
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B. Enhancement of Pedestrian Environment 

The Planning Board shall consider the degree 
to which each project: 

(1) links and extend pedestrian pathways out­
ward from Metro; 

(Z) contains sidewalks and· pathways in both 
the public right-of-way and privately 
owned areas; 

('3) contains attractive and accessible places 
and spaces that accommodate and encour­
age a wide variety of public activities; 

(4) enhances t.'ie sidewalk environment by 
means of appropriate materials, landscap­
ing, lighting, graphics, street fumiture, and 
design; 

(5) encourages pedestrian activity by providing 
shopping or ente.rtainment opportunities 
along pedestrian ways, including the reten­
tion or relocation of existing retail uses; 

(6) provides pedestrian systems and street 
crossings that encourage more trips on 
foot; and 

(7) contains other attributes which improve 
the pedestrian environment and pedestrian 
access to Metro. 

C. Achievement of Functional/Visual Effective­
ness 

The Planning Board shall consider the degree 
to which the project, within itself and in relation 
to other existing or proposed development, pro­
duces a functionally efficient and visually cohe­
rent grouping of buildings and spaces. The aim is 
to enhance the ability of the general public to 
locate, use, and enjoy the facilities of the site. 
This include:i. the degree to which the design: 

(1) produces buildings which are well related 
visually in terms of light, air, height, 
shadow, spacing, bulk and scale; 

(Z) locates portals, i,ervice loading areas, a•1to­
mobile access points, street furniture, inte­
rior building floor layouts, exterior public 
activity locations, and similar features in a 
manner that maximizes the efficient use of 
these facilities by the general public ~d 
the occupants of the private space; 

(3) locates building masses and t'elated archi­
tectul"al fea.tut"es in such a manne!'.' as to 
enhance the ability.of the general public to 
find their way into and around the buildings 
and open spaces; 

(4) integrates the architectural forms and the 
open spaces around them so as to enhance 
the quality of the pedestrian environment, 
including such factors as sunlight, weathel' 
protection, noise and air quality, seating 
arrangements, landscaping, street furni­
ture, and artistic embellishments; and 

(S) contains other attributes which impt'ove 
the functional and visual enjoyment of the 
project. 

D. Provision of Management Organization 

The Planning Board shall consider the extent 
to which the project provides or participates in a 
management organization which will efficiently 
and effectively provide maintenance, t'epairs, ac­
tivity programming, sponsorship, special events, 
secul"ity and promotion of public activity ·Rithin 
the CBD. 

• • • • • 
Following the expiration of 210 days after the 

adoption of this Plan Amendment, the Planning 
Board shall resume its l'egular practice of: (1) 
accepting optional method applications in chrono­
logical sequence as they are filed, and (Z) schedul­
ing them for hearing within the statutory provi­
sions governing the optional method proces:. in the 
zoning ordinance and other relevant administt"a.­
tive procedures. 

Applications for optional method development 
fol' projects in the Stage II area that contain 25 
percent or inore of total project floor area in 
residential use (a minimum of 30 percent is 
required in the Stage m area) will be given 
priority and will be exempt from the review 
period requirements. Such projects will be ac­
cepted at any time afte"' Commission adoption of 
this Plan Amendment, and may be approved by the 
Board at any time. Furthermore, it is the intent 
of this Plan Amendment that projects in the TSR 
area shall be eligible for zoning amendment and 
site plan approval in the Stage II time period. 

Projects which fail to begin construction with­
in the time limit prescl'ibed by the zoning ordi­
nance will lose their optional method and site plan 
approvals and trip allocations. Tt"ip allocations 
which are withdrawn will become available for 
reallocation to othet" applicants located in the 
Stage II area, or in either Stages II and m areas 
after Metro opens. 
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LAND USE AND URBAN DESIGN 

Land Use Trends 

Since the 1976 adoption of the Sector Plan, the 
proportion of floor area in office development has 
increased while the residential proportion has 
decreased. The proportion of other development 
has remained relatively constant. The Sector Plan 
assumed that new development would occur in 
approximately the same ratio as then existing 
development. Figure 6 shows the shift in develop­
ment which has occurred. The solid bar tone 
shows the total square footage existing in 1974. 
The vertical open bar shows the "capacity" of 
square footage for each use, assuming that devel­
opment proportions would remain the same as in 
1974. The verticly lined bar shows newly ap­
proved development on top of existing develop­
ment, with both compared to planned develop­
ment. Office uses are shown to exceed assumed 
capacity by 1.1 million square feet. Residential 
uses are about 1.4 million square feet less than 
planned development (which translates to 1,132 
dwelling wiits fewer than anticipated in the 1976 
Sector Plan). 

Land Uses Supported by Trip Capacity 

The traffic reanalysis resulted in Z.,100 P.M. 
outbound trips being recommended for allocation 
to new development. A number of possible land 
use combinations within the assumed trip capacity 
are possible. 

Trip generation rates vary widely for the 
different land uses. For example, 100 trips will 
support 714 dwelling units or 2.86 hotel rooms. 
One hundred trips would also support 52,000 
square feet of retail space, 87,000 square feet of 
office space, or 111,000 square feet of indus­
trial/auto oriented uses. Conversely, 100 dwelling 
units would generate 14 trips and 100 hotel rooms 
would generate 35 trips. One hwidred thousand 
square feet of floor space would generate 194 
retail trips, 115 office trips, or 90 industrial/3uto 
trips, These values were used to calculate new 
trips from the land use alternatives shown in this 
report. 

Land Use Alternatives 

A comparison of hypothetical alternative land 
use mixes was prepared for those parcels w::iich 
could qualify for optional method development. 
The purpose of this comparison is to illustrate the 
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ability of three land use alternatives to be built 
given the trip capacity available, (See Table Z..) 
The analysis assumed availability of 1,500 trips, 
which was the original staff calculation of trip 
capacity. No new analysis was done for the Z., 100 
trips which were approved by the Planning Board. 
However, an estimate of the impact of Z.,100 trips 
ia stat~ for each hypothetical alternative 
analyzed. Trip generation rates assume a 2.5 
percent mode split, For each alternative, trips 
were first assigned for use in standard method 
zone development, as well as to the TS-R, and 
Battery Lane residential areas. Remaining trips 
were then allocated to the available CBD parcels, 
assuming three different land use alternatives, 

The "80 percent Residential" alternative was 
shown to illustrate the maximum potential use of 
floor area, based on a 1,500 trip capacity. All 
available parcels in the CBD were assumed to 
provide 80 percent of the floor area devoted to 
residential use and thereby qualify for an extra 1 
FAR bonus, In the CBD-2. area, there would be 4 
FAR in residential uses and 1 FAR divided· 
between retail and office uses. The result was 
that about 4,000 dwelling wiits would be allowed. 
Less than 0.5 million square feet of office and a 
lesser amount of retail could be built. Twenty­
one hundred trips would permit residential con­
struction on more sites than are available for 
development. 

The "Primarily Office" alternative !Dost nearly 
reflects current market conditions. In the CBD-2. 
area, 4 FAR was assumed, using a ground floor 
retail of .5 FAR and an office component of 3.5 
FAR. Using 1,500 trips resulted in just under 1 
million square feet of office and about 100,000 
square feet of retail. Because of the limited 
number trips, development could be allowed on 
only half the available sites. A minimum alloca­
tion of trips to support 1,168 dwelling units in the 
TS-R and Battery Lane areas was assumed. As­
suming a z., 100 trip capacity, most sites can be 
approved, 

The "Mixed Use" alternative was shown to 
illustrate a more balanced mix of uses. Office use 
(810,000 square feet) was somewhat less than the 
"Primarily Office" alternative. About 1,481 dwel­
ling units would be produced. Development could 

- --- - ·----
6 The PlaMing Board determined, during the 

Planning Board's public hearing process, that a 
capacity of 2,100 trips should be used. 
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occur on slightly over half of the available sites 
with 1,500 trips and almost all sites with 2,100 
trips. . 

Assuming availability of only 1,500 trips, 
several observations are possible: (1) there are 
not enough trips to tUeet fully the likely demand 
for development approvals in the next few y'!ars, 
and (2) it is possible to allocate enough trips to 
support residential projects and still approve a 
substantial office component. Assuming a 1,500 
trip capacity, some method of trip allocation is 
needed to insure that optional method applications 
be approved only for projects which fit within the 
trip capacity determined by this reanalysis. With 
the availability of 2, 100 trips, use of a less 
restrictive allocation method is possible. 

Character of the Bethesda CBD 

The Bethesda Central Business District has 
developed a strongly "urban" character, owing to a 
long-term healthy commercial market, a tradi­
tional crossroads location in an affluent section of 
Montgomery County, and planning and zoning 
policies which have allowed it to grow in an 
orderly fashion. Approved development for the 
Bethesda CBD will nave the effect of bringing it 
into the first rank of urban places near the City of 

Washington, both in terms of atmosphere and 
business prominence. All indications are that 
Bethesda enjoys a unique potential for achieving 
the best of urban design in the near future. 

The 1976 Bethesda Central Business District 
Sector Plan (p. 88) notes that "the (sidewalk) 
environment is devoid of most amenities such as 
benches, fountains, and trees." ·since the adoption 
of the 1976 Sector Plan, several projects have 
been built under the optional method of develop­
ment which have made significant improvements 
in sidewalk areas adjacent to the projects. Ap­
proved projects in the core area, notably the 
Clark Enterprises Building, Bethesda Metro 
Center, and the Lorenz Building will continue this 
improvement. They will, in addition, provide 
Bethesda with a major public space, a "town 
square" in its heart. 

While these projects will combine to enhance 
the public way, there remain many blocks which 
will not feel their effect and which need remedial 
attention. It is particularly important to com­
plete the pedestrian "linkages" that have been 
initiated by these projects so that major pedes­
trian pathways are cohesively enhanced. It is 
expected that future optional method projects can 
effectively perform this consolidation function. 

TABLg 2 

BETHESDA AREA CED FLOOR AREA 
WHICH COULD BE BUILT FOR THREE LAND USE ALTERNATIVES* 

------- - - - - - ------ -----------------------
Assumed Land Use __ _____ (1,000 Square Feet) ____ _ ___ _ 
Alternative _ _ _________ ____ Re~idential _ Of~£~ _ _____ Retai! 

80% Residential (FAR-4) 
plus FAR- 0 . 5 each 
for office and retail 

Primarily Office (F AR-3 . 5 
plus ground floor 
retail (FAR- 0 . 5 ) 

Mixed Use 
(half residential , plus office 8c 
ground level retail) 

4 , 825 
(4,021 du's ) 

1,402 
( 1 , 168 du's) 

1 , 777 
( I ,481 .du's ) 

489 357 

964 110 

810 129 

------------- --- --·-- · -----------------
* Assumes the original staff calculatil)n of !,500 trips. 

Source: MCP8 staff analysis. 1 
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Comparison of Planned Land Development to Existing and Approved Land Development Figure 6 

millions of square feet 

• Planned Land Development 

• Nawty Approved Land Development llnce 1974 

5 • Existing Land Development In Base Year 1974 5 

4 4 

3 3 

2 2 

1 1 

0 0 

Office Retail Residential Hotel/ Motel Misc. 

Conclusion : Existing and Approved Retail and Residential Land Development is less than Planned Land Development, as envisioned in the 1976 Sector Plan. 

---· ·- ------ -·--·--- ---- - .. ---··-
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, In addition to physical improvement of the 
sidewalk areas, it is important to locate stimulat­
ing land uses along the major pathways: pedes­
trian-oriented retail uses or food service are 
preferred. This Amendment sees streets as being 
rivers of life for the business district. The 
sidewalks are the banks of the "river" and can be 
kept healL'ly by being made active and full of 
people both day and night. This activity is crucial 
to a sense of well being, security, and economic 
vitality. Bethesda has outstanding opportunities 
for developing perhaps the most supportive street 
scene of any of the Washington suburban centers, 
resulting in an urban resource of great importance 
to the business community, the residents, and the 
general metropolitan population. In effect, we 
can create the character of a town to replace the 
image of a suburban strip along a major street. 

The existing urban form of Bethesda generally 
consists of low buildings with a scattering of high 
ones "popping up" here and there. As approved 
projects are built and as new ones are approved, a 
concentration of high buildings will develop near 
the core and along Wisconsin Avenue. The density 
allowances on most parcels will allow for some 
building placement manipulation. Adjustments 
can be made to allow new buildings to relate well 
to existing ones, especially in terms of scale, 
setback from the street, and in the assurance of 
adequate light and air . It is desirable to create a 
"family" of buildings that can exist in harmony in 
the urban setting without making all buildings too 
similar in terms of design or articulation. 

Maintenance of any lll'ban area is of great 
importance to its character. As Bethesda attracts 
more workers, transit riders, and residents the 
need for maintenance of public spaces will in­
crease. Trash must be regularly removed, land­
scaping maintained, and repairs made to sidewalks 
and street furniture. Public spaces must be 
managed to provide different activities suitable to 
the seasons, programming of main events, and 
security. A public/private entity that performs 
all aspects of maintenance, management, md 
promotion should be created in order to provide 
these services efficiently and effectively. The 
management of regional shopping centers in which 
individual businesses contribute to the costs of 
operating the shopping centers, may be a good 
model for such an organization. A similar 
approach is being implemented in the Metro 
Center (CBD-3 area) and should be extended to 
other areas of the CBD. 

Purpose Clauses 

Certain purpose· clauses of the Zoning Ordi­
nance (Section 59-C- 6.2.12.) are central to these 
urban design considerations: 

"To encourage designs which produce 
a desirable relationship between the 
individual buildings in the central 
business district, between the build­
ings and the circulation systems, and 
between the central business district 
and adjacent areas." 

Design criteria for developing 
sites can help meet this purpose 
by identifying linkages that need 
to be completed, scale changes 
that need to be recognized, and 
unique site specific design oppor­
tunities. 

"To promote the effective use of 
transit facilities in the central busi­
ness district and pedestrian access 
thereto." 

With the transit station at the 
"heart" of Bethesda, the major 
pathways to it will be enhanced by 
the proposed development. 

"To promote improved pedestrian and 
vehicular circulation." · 

Scheduled improvements to the 
Bethesda Street system, notably 
Woodmont Avenue extended and 
the rebuilding of Montgomery 
Lane, will aid vehicular circula­
tion. Pedestrian circulation will 
be improved as individual parcels 
are developed and by improve­
ments to crosswalk design and 
function. The installation of a 
pedestrian passage below Wiscon­
sin Avenue and extending east­
ward from the transit station is an 
extremely important element of 
this circulation. A feasibility 
study for this project is included 
in the FY '83 Capital Improve­
men ts Program. This Amendment 
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strongly supports such a project if 
it is found to be feasible. 

"To assist in the development of 
adequate residential areas for people 
with a range of different incomes." 

"In the CBD-2. zone it is further the 
purpose to provide an incentive for 
the development of residential us'!s 
to meet the needs of those employed 
within the central business districts 
and those who will be able to use the 
district transit facilities to travel to 
and from places of employment." 

The vitality of the urban area is 
greatly aided by nearby residen­
tial land uses, such as the Arling­
ton Road TS-R area. Recommen­
dations for mixed-use projects and 
for housing on the-Garage #49 site 
will help meet these purposes. 

Design Objectives 

The foregoing urban design considerations are 
embodied in the following urban design guidelines: 

(1) Encourage development of properties which 
can best enhance the pedestrian pat!lway 
system and transit usage by linking and 
extending outward from the Metro station. 
Such an integrated pedestrian circulation 
system should consist of sidewalks in public 
rights-of-way (including privately devel­
oped public pathways and public places) and 
other pedestrian places in public ownership 
such as parks and transit facilities. 

(Z) Provide an improved and enhanced sidewalk 
environment by means of appropriate ma­
terials, landscaping, lighting, graphics, 
street furniture, and design. 

(3) Encourage developments that produce a 
coherent and visually meaningful grouping 
of buildings which are well related in tei-ms 
of spacing, bulk, and scale; include build­
ings which will be designed as outstanding 
landmarks. 
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(4) Encourage pedestrian activities through de­
signs which reinforce the sti-eet edge with 
appropriate pedestrian shopping opportuni­
ties and create "people places" that gene­
rate pedestrian activity. 

(5) Conserve the existing positive attributes of 
the Bethesda CBD by preserving admirable 
existing building uses, existing landscaping, 
and design features. These attributes will 
contribute to a distinct "sense of place" 
that commands the attention of visitors 
and is easily remembered. These positive 
characteristics should be taken into ac­
count in the design of nearby parcels. 

(6) Provide a management organization which 
can efficiently and effectively provide 
maintenance and repairs, program activi­
ties and sponsor events. . Security and 
management of the public areas (sidewalks, 
public places, and streets) are other re­
sponsibilities for such an organization. The 
organization could be patterned after the 
maintenance corporation planned for the 
Metro Center. 

Optional Method of Development 

The primary tool for achieving the Urban 
Design Objectives is use of the zoning tool, 
Optional Method of Development, which allows 
for increased density in exchange for public 
amenities. As many as eight sites are expected to 
apply for development approval in the next 
several years, in addition to those already ap­
proved but not yet built. The amenity contribu­
tions from these sites can be most effective if 
development is approved on those sites which link 
existing pedestrian pathways and contribute to the 
atmosphere of the core area iµid if the developing 
sites respond to the Land Use and Si te Design 
Considerations in Appendix C. 

The quality of the public amenit ies and facili­
ties to be provided by the optional method 
projects· is critical to the overall succ ess of the 
future Bethesda CBD. The developers will be 
required to justify t he grant of additiona l density 
by pro~riding suitable amenities and fac ili ties. 
Approval of the maximum density allowed under 
the zone will require developers to provide a 
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maximum of public facilities and amenities for 
the benefit of the public. It is important that 
each site develop an amenity area appropriate to 
its location in the CBD. The addition of amenity 
areas must be coordinated and related to the 
types of building and land uses in the immediate 
area to provide variety and activity to the CBD as 
a whole. It is most important that the amenity 
contributions extend and link each to the other as 
positively as possible. In part, these may consist 
of streetscape improvements in the public right­
of-way, including appropriate premium pavement 
material, large street trees to achieve an initial 
effect and appropriate street furniture. 

The prov1S1on of sidewalk improvements may 
be complicated by the numerous landowners and 
businesses which may be affected. Close coordi­
nation between private sector interests and public 
sector agencies, together with involvement from 
the surrounding commW1ity, will be a necessary 
part of these optional method projects. There is a 
lD'lique opportunity for Bethesda to develop a 
unified and enhanced built environment through 
these amenity provisions, providing a better CBD 
design in a way which is in harmony with both the 
surrounding external community and the internal 
improved paths and places in the CBD. 
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SUMMARY 

APPENDIX A 
TRANSPORTATION REANALYSIS 

The Bethesda Traffic Reanalysis shows that the transportation system of the 
Bethesda CBD Sector Plan· study area can accommodate development over that now 
committed within the CBD study area. An additional 1,0SZ vehicular trips outbound 
during the PM peak hour are available assuming a ZO percent mode split for office and 
residential use, With a ZS percent mode split for those uses, the number of available trips 
increases to 1,566 The Reanalysis Study also found that the establishment of a 
personalized ridesharing program in Bethesda during 1982 could be expected to remove 
500 vehicles from the PM peak hour outbound traffic thus creating capacity for an 
additional 500 vehicular trips. These Z,066 trips are available for development beyond 
that CUl'l'ently committed. Parcel 13A in the Metro Core has been included in the 
committed development because it is the only parcel able to proceed as an optional 
method at this time. 

Purpose and Procedure · 

The purpose of this Reanalysis Study was to reevaluate the amount of development 
that can be accommodated wi thin the Bethesda CBD Sector Plan study area. The develop­
ment level, which is tied to the capacity of the transportation system t o carry the trips 
generated by new development, was initially studied in 1974. At that time, capacity was 
available for Z,466 PM outbound vehicular trips from new local development. This was a 
34 percent increase over the 1974 local traffic. The ability to support a 34 percent 
increase in local traffic was translated into a 34 percent increase in development square 
footage. · 

The decision to perform this Reanalysis was made at the time the Sector Plan was 
amended in 1980. The traffic information in the annual Monitoring Reports seemed to 
indicate that new development was not producing quite as much traffic as projected by 
the Sector Plan. These figures plus the rapid development increase and the delay of the 
Metrorail opening (then scheduled for late 1983, now scheduled for mid 1984) indicated 
that a reassessment of traffic was needed. Consequently new field data was collected 
during 1980 and then tabulated and analysed. 

The traffic Reanalysis Study uses essentially the same methodology as the traffic 
analysis that was performed in 1974. That analysis was based upon 1974 conditions and 
assumptions, primarily the trip generation rates for various land uses, developed as part of 
the Sector Plan. This Reanalysis benefits from the availability of data from two points in 
time - 1974 and 1980 - and thus makes it possible to test the original Sector Plan 
assumptions. To. be valid, those assumptions must reconcile both 1974 and 1980 data. A 
major portion of the Reanalysis work has been the reexamination of the tr ip generation 
rates and other assumptions of the original Sector Plan based upon the more detailed and 
updated 1980 data. 

New trip generation rates have been developed; these provide a good match with the 
data fr om both 1974 and 1980. The recommended changes in Sector Plan traffic 
assumptions are shown in Table A- 1. (See page .) 

The method for determining the number of trips available for new local development 
is a simple calculation. It is shown on page 156 of the Bethesda Central Business District 
Sector Plan for the traffic analysis performed in 1974. Those numbers are for the PM 
peak hour outbound t r ips because they were found to be the critical ones. The Reanalysis 
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examined data for both AM and PM peak hours and both inbound and outbound traffic. 
The Reanalysis confirmed the 1974 finding that the PM peak hour outbound trips are the 
critical ones. 

The development scale analysis determined the vehicle trip capacity of the street 
system. The calculations discounted for (1) projected through and Metro-related traffic 
and (2.) traffic to be generated by existing plus committed development. The remaining 
uncommitted capacity is available for new local development. 

The Reanalysis produced the following results for the PM outbound traffic: 

Capacity at Level of Service D/E 
Projected through plus Metro-related traffic 
Capacity available for local development 
Traffic generated by existing plus committed 

development, post-Metro (2.0% mode split) 
Capacity available for new development 

Changed Conditions 

15,408 
-4,3~I 
11, 02. 1 

-9,9~i 
1,052. 

The vacancy rate for office space in Bethesda during 1974 was 2.0 percent - 1974 was 
a recession year. The Sector Plan assume~ a 10 percent vacancy rate during the post­
Metro period. The vacancy rate in 1980 for office space in Bethesda was 5 percent and 
the Reanalysis assumes 5 percent during the post-Metro period. This reduced vacancy 
rate results in more office trips than anticipated in the Sector Plan. 

The land use mix has not remained constant. The conclusion that traffic from a 34 
percent increase in square footage could be accommodated by the street system was based 
upon the assumption that the land use mix would be approximately the same throughout 
the lifetime of the Sector Plan. In 1974, 31 percent of the total square footage was office 
space. When the committed development is complete, 41 percent of the total square 
footage will be office space. This change in the land use mix results in a greater increase 
in PM outbound trips than anticipated by the Sector Plan. Office produces primarily PM 
outbound trips; residential produces primarily PM inbound trips and few PM outbound 
trips. 

The original cordon line excluded the Montgomery Triangle area. A new Key Station 
(13B) replaced the original Key Station 13 and a new minor station ( 14A) replaced Station 
14 so that this part of the study area is now included within the traffic cordon. (See 
Figure A-1 in section on Sector Plan Traffic Analysis.) 

New Considerations 

The conclusions of this Reanalysis Study incorporate two new factors. One is the 
change in expectations regarding the post-Metro mode split, the other is a new 
personalized ridesharing program. The Transportation lltanning Staff have concluded that 
(1) a 2.5 percent mode split is a reasonable expectation (based upon certain conditions 
which are discussed briefly below) and (2.) beginning a personalized ridesharing program in 
Bethesda in 1982. would remove vehicles from the peak hour traffic flow, freeing capacity 
for use by vehicles from new development sites. 

Mode Split 

Planning staff is recommending that the assumption and policy for the mode split for 
office uses be changed from twenty percent to twenty five percent. The net effect of this 
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proposed policy change would be to increase the PM peak hour outbound trips available for 
new development by somewhat more than 500 trips. This recommendation is based on 
several factors. The first is a better understanding of what transit use can be expected 
based upon actual operating experiences with the opening of Metro elsewhere in the 
Washington region and more up to date transportation forecasts. The second basis would 
be increased transit use which would result from the early initiation of Ride-On 
community transit service prior to Metro opening. In addition, the existence of a 
continuing ridesharing program in Bethesda would also result, to a small degree, in a 
higher mode split since it also provides transit information. 

Ride sharing 

A prototype program to help people form carpools and vanpools and also use transit 
was initiated in Silver Spring in September of 1979 by the Planning Board. This 
demonstration program, called Share-A-Ride, evaluated the effectiveness of such a 
program for a small-to-medium size market area. The program currently serves people 
who work in Silver Spring. Persons who are looking for a cat"pool, vanpool, or transit 
service apply to the program and are helped by field representatives. Staff match up 
riders with drivers; they maintain records that allow ·for continual updates, addition and 
evaluation. 

This program has proven to be remarkably effective in helping people find new ways 
to get to work. The benefit to the public from this program is a reduced parking demand 
and fewer cars on the steets. M-NCPPC's evaluation of the Silver Spring program aftel' 
two yea.rs of operation indicates that approximately 10 percent of the Silver Spring 
employment force has applied to the program and that approximately 50 percent of the 
applicants have entered new ridesharing arrangements. 

When the experience in Silver Spring is translated to Bethesda and the results 
evaluated in terms of PM peak hour outbound trips, the expectation is that a similar 
program, if begun in Bethesda in 198Z, has the potential to remove 500 vehicles from the 
critical time and direction of travel. In addition, because the distribution of transit 
information is part of the services offered, the program also helps increase the modal split 
for work trips. The projected reductions are based on a personalized, continuous program 
on the scale of the existing Share-A-Ride program in Silver Spring. 

Conclusions 

The Reanalysis shows that the Transportation system of the Bethesda CBD Sector 
Plan area can accommodate 1,05Z outbound PM peak hour trips in addition to the traffic 
expected to be generated by existing and committed development. This number is based 
upon a Z0 percent mode split for office and residential uses. If a ZS percent mode split is 
achieved, this number will be 1,566 rather than l,0SZ. The Transportation Planning staff 
supports the use of the ZS percent mode split. 

In addition, establishment of a personalized ridesharing office in Bethesda in 198Z 
has the potential, through the creation of carpools, to reduce the PM peak hour outbound 
traffic by 500 vehicles. This provides capacity for an additional 500 trips from new 
development. Therefore, the transportation system for the Bethesda CBO can 
accommodate Z,066 PM outbound trips from new development. This number can be 
rounded to z, 100. 

The Reanalysis changed some of the trip generation rates assumed in 1974. These 
changes have been reductions and therefore the expected number of trips from existing 
and committed development and the traffic impact of future development is somewhat 
less than projected in 1974. 

,.·· 
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The amount of development that can be accommodated by the transpot'tation systein 
should be determined by the number of trips to be generated by the land use. Land use 
mix ratio cannot be assumed to remain constant over time. 

Through traffic has declined since 1974. The Reanalysis is based upon through 
traffic remaining at the 1980 level rather than upon a projected increase as was done in 
1974. 

Recommendations 

The Transportation Planning staff makes the following recommendations: 

1) Limit new development commitments to specific land uses to the expected PM 
peak hour outbound trips are no more than 2,100; 

2) Begin Ride-On bus service in the Bethesda area as early as possible prior to the 
opening of Metrorail service. 

3) Establish a personalized ridesharing office during 1982 (similar to the Silver 
Spring Share-A-Ride progl'am) to serve Bethesda; and 

4) Schedule a second reanalysis to be performed in conjunction with the Metro 
Station before and after study. Such a reanalysis would include the measure­
ment of through traffic. 

,~-· 
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TABLE A-1 

1980 BETHESDA REANALYSIS 
CHANGES IN SECTOR PLAN ASSUMPTIONS 

______ ORIGINAL _________________ _ 

Through Traffic 

Through traffic will increase in the cross-
county direction at a rate of 3% per year 
and will remain constant in the corridor 
direction. 

REANALYSIS -----

Through traffic has decreased 
between 1974 and 1980. The Re­
analysis assumes through traffic 
constant at 1980 volumes. 

Development Limits 

Capacity of the street system will accommo­
date a 34% increase in local traffic; therefore 
the development square footage can also 
increase 34%. 

Capacity of street system in trips 
translates into development square 
footage by land use. Land use mix 
cannot be assu::ned constant. 

Trip Generation Rates 

Office 

Peak hour trips are divided 70% in the major 
direction, 30% in the minor direction. 

60% of employees arrive or depart during the 
peak hour. 

Office occupancy rate in 1974 was 80%; post­
Metro rate assumed to be 90%. 

66% of the employees are auto drivers in 1974; 
55% will be auto drivers post-Metro. 

'Mode split in 1974 was 9%; post-Metro mode 
split will be ZO%. 

PM Trip Generation Rate 
(vehicle trips per 1000 square feet) 

1974 
1980 
post-Metro 

1.99 
Z.37 
1.87 

AM peak hour trips are 85% in, 15% out; 
PM peak hour trips are 80% out, Z0% in. 

45% of employees arrive or depart during 
the peak hour. 

Office occupancy t'ate in 1980 was 95%; 
post-Metro rate assumed to be 95%. 

79% of the employees are auto drivers in 
1980; 81% were auto drivers in 1974; 66% 
will be auto drivers post-Metro with a Z0% 
mode split, 61% with a ZS% mode split. 

Mode split in 1974 was 5%; mode split in 
1980 is 7%; post-Metro mode split is 
expected to be ZS%. 

PM Trip Generation Rate 
(vehicle trips per 1000 square feet) 

1974 
1980 
post-Metro with Z0% mode split 
post-Metro with ZS% mode split 

1.60 
1.86 
l.SS 
1.44 
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TABLE A-1 (Cont'd.) 

1980 BETHESDA REANALYSIS 
CHANGES IN SECTOR PLAN ASSUMPTIONS 

ORIGINAL REANALYSIS ---------·------------·----------- ----- ------ -·-------- - ---- -- - -

Retail ---
Retail rates were established for the PM peak 
hour only. 

Residential 

66% of all peak hour trips are auto driver in 
1974, 55% post-Metro 

Mode split was 9% in 1974, will be 20% in 
post-Metro. 

Peak hour Trip Generation Rate 
(vehicle trips per dwelling wiit) 

1974 
post-Metro 

Hotel 

0.79 
0.66 

PM peak hour trip generation rate was 
0.8 vehicle trips per room, 55% outbound; 
45% inbound. 

Use AM peak hour trip generations 
rate equal to 25% of the PM rate. 

66% of all peak hour trips ·.vere auto 
driver in 1974, 64% in 1980 and 55% 
post-Metro. 

Mode split 111as 9% in 1974, 11% in 1980, 
and will be 25% post-Metro. 

Peak Trip Generation Rate 
(vehicle trips per dwelling unit) 

1974 
1980 
post-Metro with 20% mode spli t 
post-Metro with 25% mode split 

0.6Z 
0.60 
0.52 
0.47 

PM peak hour trip generation rate is 
0. 7 vehicle trips per room, 50% in 
each direction. 

Prepared b'j M-NCPPC, Transportation Planning Division, Febro.ary, 1982. 

,. 



A-7 

SECTOR PLAN TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

The Sector Plan traffic analysis is a technical assessment of the capacity of the 
street system serving the study area and the ability of that system to accommodate 
additional traffic wit.l1out experiencing unacceptable traffic conditions. The end product 
of the traffic analysis is the number o·f trips, in addition to those already accounted for by 
existing and committed development and expected through traffic, available for new 
development. 

The unde?'lying data base fo?' the traffic analysis is (1) traffic counts taken along a 
cordon line surrounding the Bethesda Secto?' Plan area, (2.) the development in Bethesda at 
the time the counts were taken, and (3) the street and traffic signal systems. 

Cordon Line 

The Bethesda CBD Sector Plan is based upon a cordon line analysis. A line is drawn 
around the study area and the traffic capacity of the study area is defined as the number 
of vehicles that can reasonably be expected to move across the cordon line, either inbound 
or outbound, within a given period at an established Level of Service. 

The cordon line for the Bethesda Sector Plan study area crossed 35 streets (see 
Figure A- 1). Ten of those st?"eets were designated as feeder streets and their count 
stations as Key Stations. These ten streets carried 85 percent of the traffic entering and 
leaving the study area. The other 2.5 streets a?"e local residential . streets and were 
classified as minor streets. The minor streets were judged inappropriate to car?"y 
additional traffic. Therefore, as a policy decision, capacity for those minor streets was 
established as 1,500. 

The cordon line which was used in 1974 crossed East-West Highway east of Pearl 
Street, placing the Montgomery Triangle area outside the traffic cordon. Montgomery 
Triangle is within the study area, though not within the CBD, and major development has 
occurred within this a?"ea since 1974. Therefore, as part of the Reanalysis, the co?'don line 
was moved east along East-West Highway to the rail?'oad bridge. A new Key Station, 13B, 
at t.'lis location and a new minor station, 14a, on Chelton Road no?"th of East-West 
Highway replaced Key Station 13 and minor station 14. 

Level of Service and Service Volume (Capacity) 

As discussed on page 44 of the Sector Plan, an average not to exceed Level of 
Service D for the 10 feeder st?"eets at the cordon line was established as acceptable 
traffic conditions. Establishment of a Level of Service is necessary in order to calculate 
the service volume of the street system. Service volume varies with Level of Service and 
with many other conditions. It is a dynamic factor, not a constant. The service volume of 

· th~ feede?' st?"eets in Bethesda was calculated at the D/E breakpoint. The use of an 
average Level of Service around the co?'don line implies that some locations will operate 
at a lower Level of Service and some at a higher, and in fact this already happens in 
Bethesda. 

Capacity refers to a maximum number of vehicles that can pass a point under 
prevailing roadway and traffic conditions. The terrb service volume is used when 
conditions are pre-established. In this sector Plan, Level of Service D/E has been used as 
-the standard; therefore, the technically correct term is service volume rather than 
capacity. However, sometimes in this amendment, the two terms may be considered 
intercbangable. 

, .. 
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Internal Intersections 

The use of a cordon analysis may result in internal intersections operating at a lower 
Level of Service than the average LOS D/E. The Sector Plan traffic analysis does not 
address the Level of Service at the internal intersections such as East-West Highway/Old 
Georgetown Road/Wisconsin Avenue or Montgomery Avenue/Montgomery Lane/Wisconsin 
Avenue. 

Travel Pattern Shifts 

The use of an average Level of Service across the cordon line also implies that 
severe congestion on one feeder street will cause drivers to shift routes in order to use a 
less congested street. The 1980 traffic data shows no indication that this shift is now 
occurring in Bethesda. However, traffic volumes northbound on Wisconsin Avenue 
approaching Jones Bridge Road (one of the most congested areas) are lower than in 1973; 
therefore, it may be that the level of congestion is not yet sufficient to cause shifts in 
traffic patterns. 

Service Volume (Capacity) 

The service volume was calculated using the Highway Capacity Manual technique. 
This technique measures approach volume and is based upon roadway geometrics, traffic 
characteristics, and signal operation. 

The service volume was recalculated as part of the Reanalysis using 1980 signal 
phasing and timing. The locations used for the service volume calculations were moved 
nearer the traffic cordon line for some of the calculations. The outbound PM service 
volumes calculated in 1980 is approximately 300 greater than that calculated in 1974. In 
1974, capacity was 13,619; in 1980, 13,908. See Tables A-Zand A-3 for capacity informa­
tion by feeder street. 

The calculations shown in the Preliminary Draft Amendment totaled 13,6ZO which is 
virtually the same as the 1974 calculations. During the public hearing process, the 
calculated service volumes at two locations (Stations Z0 and 30) were questioned because 
the traffic counts showed volumes much greater than the calculated service volumes. 
Staff re-examined the capacity calculations at these two locations and adjusted both 
service volwnes. 

The adjustment for Bradley Lane was based upon field observation and the staff's 
experience with intersection traffic analysis, particularly the relationship between 
Critical Lane Volwne at D/E and at lower Levels of Service. . 

The adjustment a t Wilson Lane was made in order to include possible right turns 
from Cordell Avenue onto outbound Wilson Lane. These vehicles were not included in the 
original 1980 traffic analysis • . Service volume for Wilson Lane was calculated at Bradley 
Boulevard in 1974. Staff chose to calculate this service volume nearer fo the cordon line 
and the best location was between Arlington Road and Cordell Avenue. 
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TABLE A-2. 

CORDON LINE SERVICE VOLUME (CAPACITY) AT KEY STATIONS 
BETHESDA CBD STUDY AREA 

LOS D/E - PEAK HOURS 

------ ------·----
1974 1980 ------

Station No. PM AM PM 
Location In Outa In Out In Out - -- - ·-- ---- -
1 
Wisconsin Avenue 

south of Jones Bridge Road 2.,885 2.,890 2.,366 2.,039 2.,368 2.,540 

13 
East-West Highway 

1,712.b 1,800b 1,712.b 1,800b east of Pearl Street 1,738 1,659 

17c 
Leland Street 

west of 46th Street 590 590 734 367 367 734 

2.0 
Bradley Lane 

west of West Street 485 485 2.18 191 2.55 403 

V 
2.1 
Wisconsin Avenue 

south of Bradley Boulevard 2.,008 1,400 1,871 1,888 2.,047 1,886 

2.2. 
Hillandale Road 

south of Chevy Chase Drive 545 545 702. 667 730 572. 

2.3 
Arlington Road 

south of Bradley Boulevard 660 1,000 708 758 581 734 

2.4 
Bradley Boulevard 

west of Arlington Road 2.,105 2.,650 1,574 . 2.,411 1,611 2.,411 

30 
Wilson Lane 

west of DelRay Avenue 400 400 411 418 32.l 576 

34 
Old Georgetown Road 

north of Battery Lane 2. 2000 2.,000 - - - ~ 2.07 _ _ 2. tl_88 ·-- __ 2. t.2.79 2 t. 2.52. ··-

TOTAL 13,416 13,619 12,133 12,927 12,271 13,908 
--- -------·---- --------------- --- -

a From Sector Plan, page 152 

b Station 13B. 

V 
C Unsignallzed intersection. 

,,· 
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TABLE A-3 

SERVICE VOLUME (CAPACITY) AND TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
BETHESDA CBD STUDY AREA 

- ------ - ··--·---------- ----
1274 -- -1980 

Station No. PM AM PM 
Location In Outa In Out In Out ---·------------- --------· 
1 
Wisconsin Avenue 

south of Jones Bridge Road 2.,885 2.,890 2.,366 2.,039 2.,368 2.,540 
(1,565) (2,617) (.2,, 369) (1,110) (1,515) (2,430) 

13 
East-West Highway 

1,712.b 1,800b 1,712.b 1,800b east of Pearl Street 1,738 1,659 
( 82.4) ( 93 2.) (1,445) (704) (818) (1,649) 

17c 
Leland Street 

west of 46th Street 590 590 734 367 367 734 
(140) (2.19) (2.70) (187) ( 2.2.3) ( 2.99) 

2.0 
Bradley Lane 

west of West Street 485 485 2.18 191 2.55 403 
(319) (337) (303) (377) (374) ( 577) 

2.1 
Wisconsin A venue 

south of Bradley Boulevard 2.,008 1,400 1,871 1,888 2.,047 1,886 
(2,106) (1,635) (1,067) (1,791) ( 1, 92.6) (1,425) 

2.2. 
Hillandale Road 

south of Chevy Chase Drive 545 545 702. 667 730 572. 
( 119) ( 12.5) (140) (167) ( 164) ( 152.) 

2.3 
Arlington Road 

south of Bradley Boulevard 660 1,000 708 758 581 734 
( 602.) (434) (496) (42.2.) (580) (556) 

2.4 
Bradley Boulevard 

west of Arlington Road 2., 105 2.,650 1,574 2.,411 1,611 2.,411 
(641) (854) (1,072) (368) (602.) ( 1,032.) 

30 
Wilson Lane 

west of DelRay Avenue 400 400 411 418 32.1 576 
(300) (498) (554) (131) ( 2.52.) (644) 

34 
Old Georgetown Road 

north of Battet'y Lane 2.,000 2.,000 2., 2.07 2.,388 2.,2.79 2.' 2.52. 

----- --- -----------(1,097) (1,673) (t,84H (7~0) (890) _( 1,ftl4) 

TOTAL 13,416 13,619 12., 133 12., 92.7 12., 2.71 13,908 
___________________________ (7 z.713) _ (9,.32.4) ( 9 12.~?l -~J!<?.?J_ (7,344) tio, 57~_)_ 

a From Sector Plan, page 152 . 
b Station 13B. 
C Unsignalized intersection. 

NOTE: Numbe,: in parenthesis are volumes; other numbers are calculated service volume at Level 
of Service D/E. 
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DEVELOPMENT AND TRAFFIC CHARACTERISTICS - 1974 VERSUS 1980 

The Bethesda CBD Sector Plan concluded that 3,141,62.6 square feet of new develop­
ment over the 1974 level would be acceptable (p. 156 of the Sector Plan). This was a 34 
percent increase over the 9,2.40,079 square feet of development within the Sector Plan 
area in 1974. The assumption was that new development would occur in the same land use 
mix ratio as the existing development, thereby producing a 34 percent increase in local 
traffic. 

Development Characteristics and Changes 

The changes in land use have been monitored by M-NCPPC Community Planning 
West Division and reported in the annual Bethesda CBD Monitoring Reports. The reported 
changes include demolitions and new development. 

Figure A-2. shows the total development within the study area at different times 
during the lifetime of the Sector Plan. Development built and occupied by June 1980 was 
a nine percent increase in square feet. Committed development, as of January 1982, 
including estimated square feet for Parcel 13A in the CBD-3 area, was a 2.9 percent 
increase over the 1974 development level. The breakdown of the total square footage, by 
land use, is shown in Figure A-3. 

New development is occurring with a land use mix different from that of 1974. In 
1974, 31 percent of the existing development was office and 47 percent was residential. 
As of June 1980, 36 percent of the development was office and 44 percent was residential. 
Upon completion of the committed development, 41 percent of the development will be 
office and 37 percent residential. 

TABLE A-4 

BETHESDA LAND USE MIX AT DIFFERENT TIMES 

As of As of Future 1980 
1974 1980 plus Committed 

Office 31% 36% 41% 

Retail 12% 11% 10% 

Residential 47% 44% 37% 

Hotel/Motel 6% 5% 7% 

Miscellaneous 4% 5% 4% 

Note: Columns may not add to 10096 becuase the numbers have been rounded to the 
nearest percent. 

, ... · 
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Based upon the 1974 land use mix pattern, a Z9 percent increase in total square 
footage (development since 1974 plus committed) would have produced 830,4Z8 square 
feet of office development rather than the l,30Z,Z99 square feet now scheduled. 

The land use mix now occurring will generate more traffic than would have been 
generated had the mix remained constant. As shown in Figure A-4, existing plus 
committed development is a Z9 percent increase in square footage. Using the implied 
assumption of the Sector Plan that traffic would increase at the same rate as development 
(in square feet) a Z9 percent increase in traffic would be expected. Instead, based upon 
the Sector Plan trip generation rates, the Z9 percent increase in square foot~ge would 
produce a 44 percent increase in PM outbowtd trips. (See Figure A-4.) 

Traffic Characteristics and Changes 

The traffic counts used for the traffic analyses in 1974 and in 1980 are Z4-hour 
machine counts taken by direction of travel. The 1974 counts were recorded by hourly 
intervals; those taken in 1980 were recorded by 15 minute intervals. In 1974, counts were 
taken at the cordon line on all 35 streets. P.M. outbound traffic on the minor streets was 
1,785. In 1980, counts were taken at the 10 key stations only; traffic on the minor streets 
was assumed to total 1,500 in accordance with the policy decision to protect total 
residential neighborhoods from increased traffic. Traffic operational changes to limit 
access to these residential areas have been implemented since the 1974 counts were 
taken, therefore, the reanalysis uses the established capacity of 1,500 as the volume for 
these streets during the PM peak hour. · 

The total daily traffic crossing the cordon line at the key stations increased 7 
percent between 1973 and 1980. However, traffic during the critical 5-6 PM hour and in 
the critical outbound direction increased 13 percent. 

Table A-5 compares the 197 4 and 1980 traffic at the cordon line key stations for 
various times of day. Inbound traffic during the morning peak period increased 19 
percent; outbound traffic during the afternoon peak period increased 16 percent. This 
traffic represents the locally destined trips. The increases reflect the increase in office 
occupancy and the higher percentage of development that is office space. The Sector 
Plan assumed that a nine percent increase in development would produce a nine percent 
increase in traffic. Instead, the actual traffic increase is almost twice that amowtt. 

In contrast, outbound traffic during the morning peak and inbound traffic during the 
afternoon peak hour each decreased since 1974. These decreases are explained by a 
reduced number of through trips - a finding confirmed by the traffic analysis. 

Another way to visualize these changes is shown graphically in Figure A-5. The 
baseline figure is the 9 percent increase in development square footage. The changes that 
match the development increase most closely are the 7 percent increase in the total Z4-
hour traffic and the 10 percent increase in inbound traffic during the AM peak hour. Also 
increasing, but at a greater rate, is the outbound traffic during the PM peak hour. Inbound 
AM traffic and outbound PM traffic are representative of locally generated traffic. 
Outbound AM and inbound PM traffic decreased. This illustrates the decrease in through 
traffic as discussed elsewhere. 

Traffic data has a number of different components: inbowtd traffic, outbound 
traffic, through traffic, local traffic, traffic at the key stations, traffic on the minor 
streets and total traffic. Total traffic, as used in this chapter, refers to inbound plus 
outbowtd; as used in the chapter on Traffic Capacity, total traffic refers to through plus 
local traffic. Figures A-6, A-7 and A-8 show the summations of traffic crossing the 
cordon line at the key stations. 
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Fig. A-4. Comparison of the increase in locally generated trips for existing plus 
committed development (1) as assumed by the Sector Plan, and (2) as calculated based 
upon trip generation rates and development by land use. The difference is caused by the 
change in the land use mix ratio and the increase in office occupancy rates. 
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TABLE A-5 

COMPARISON OF 1974 AND 1980 TRAFFIC­
AT 

BETHESDA SECTOR PLAN CORDON LINE KEY STATIONS 

---------
Z4 Hour lZ Hour Moming Peak AM Peak PM peak Afternoon Peak 

Total Total Period Hour Hour Period 
7 AM-7 PM 7-9 _8-9 5-6 4-6 

Outbound 

1973 93,Z49 73,769 11, lZ0 6,937 9,324 16,817 

1980 100, 54~ 79,099 10,297 6,007 .!Q.i.57~ 19,46~ 

Change 7,Z99 5,330 -8Z3 -930 1,Z54 Z,651 

% Change +8% +7% -7% -13% +13% +16% 

--------·-
Inbound 

1973 94,391 75,830 13,Zl0 8 , 660 7,'713 14,878 

1980 100, 1..~~ _§_0,JZ0 15,683 -2., 557 7,344 !_4,48~ 

Change 5,776 4,490 Z,473 897 -369 -393 

% Change +6% +6% +19% +10% -5% -3% 

----- ------------- --- -------
Total 

1973 187,640 149,599 Z4,330 15,597 17,037 31, 695 

1980 zoo ,_~!..~ .!.~9 ,419 Z5,980 15L?_64 17 1 9ZZ 13,951 

Change 13,075 9,820 1,650 -33 885 Z,Z58 

% Change +7% +7% +7% 0 +6% +7% 

--·-· - ·-·- - ---·---------- --·----- -- --- -------- ·------- -
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Fig. A-5. Percent chance between 197 4 and 1980 of development, 24 hour total traffic, and peak 
hour traffic by direction. Note that AM inbound and PM outbound traffic (local) increased more 
than development and that AM outbound and PM inbound traffic (through) decreased. 
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Fig. A-6. Total traffic at key stations - Bethesda Sector Plan cordon line, 1973 versus 1980 for a 
24 hour period. 
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Total traffic has increased during most periods of the day. Figure A-6 shows the 
total traffic, by hour, during a 24 hour period. Inbound traffic increased during the 
morning and early afternoon with the greatest increase occurring between 7 and 8 AM. 
The inbound peak hour is 8-9 AM; the two hour morning peak is 8-10 AM; the three hour 
moming peak is 7-10 AM. The afternoon peak hour is 5-6 PM; the peak period is 4-6 PM. 
Outbound traffic increased all houi:s except during the 8-10 AM period with the greatest 
increase occurring between 4-6 PM. Thirty-six percent of the total outbound increase 
occurred during these two hours. Figure A-7 shows inbound and outbound traffic 
summations at the cordon line for key stations by hour between 7 AM to 7 PM. 

The 15 minute volumes show the traffic patterns in finer detail than can be done 
with hourly volumes. (See Figure A-8.) The AM peak inbound period is between 7:30 and 
9:45 AM with the highest peak occurring between 8:30 and 9:00 AM. The afternoon peak 
hour is between 5 and 6 PM, but between 5: 15 and 5:30 PM traffic reaches a volume 
(2,926) equivalent to an hourly volume of 11,704, which is 11 percent more than the actual 
peak hour. This illustrates the fact that Bethesda experiences momentary traffic surges 
and levels of congestion worse than the peak hour conditions. Compensating for this is the 
fact that traffic conditions are better than the average hourly conditions for approxi­
mately half of that period. 
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TESTING THE SECTOR PLAN ASSUMPTIONS 

The 1974 Sector Plan traffic analysis assumptions were tested by applying them to 
1980 development conditions and comparing the result with the measured 1980 traffic 
conditions. To be valid, the assumptions must satisfy both the 1974 and the 1980 
conditions. 1f the assumptions fail to satisfy either set of conditions (and th~y did not 
match the 1980 data), then adjustments to the assumptions must be made. The 
adjustments are based upon information acquired after the original traffic analysis and are 
tested against the 1974 and the 1980 traffic data. 

Through Traffic 

The traffic that is measured at the cordon line is total traffic. Total traffic is the 
sum of locally gene.rated traffic and through traffic-neither of which is a measured 
number. Standard traffic engineering procedure when preparing a cordon line traffic 
analysis is to calculate the local traffic (using the trip generation rates multiplied by the 
development square feet). The calculated local traffic is then subtracted from the 
measured total traffic to give a calculated through traffic. 

Local traffic is directional-it either enters or leaves the study area at the cordon 
line. Through traffic enters the study area at one point on the cordon line and leaves at 
another point. Because a trip through the Bethesda study area, even during the peak 
period, requires only a few minutes, the calculated inbound through traffic should be 
approximately equal to the calculated outbound through traffic during a one-hour period. 

The 1974 PM peak hour calculated through traffic was well balanced-inbound was 
3,067; outbound was 3,364. (See Figure A-9). This balance was viewed as confirmation 
that the trip generation rates were the correct rates. However, when these rates are 
applied to the 1980 data, the calculated inbound through traffic is only 1,777 and the 
calculated outbound is 3,167/figures that are very much out of balance. 

This imbalance indicates that, although the trip generation rates seemed reasonable 
and correct in 1974, the rates do not match the data collected in 1980. Therefore, rates 
need to be adjusted so they will match both the 1974 and 1980 conditions. 

Trip Generation Rates - Background 

The reanalysis study examined the trip generation rates in light of information 
obtained since 1974 and checked new assumptions against the measured traffic volumes. 
The results are listed in Table A-I, which appears with the Summary, and in Tables A-6 
and A-7. The base for the reanalysis trip generation rates for each land use category are 
discussed below. 

Residential 

The Beth~sda CBD residential trip generation rate was developed in 1974 using a 
complicated mathematical formula that contained several factors. Each factor had to be 
either·measured or assumed. The rate was 0.79 vehicle trips per dwelling unit. This rate is 
on the high side of the rate for townhouses and garden apartments and higher than the 
rate for high-rise apartments subsequently developed as part of M-NCPPC guidelines for 
Adequate Public Facilities review. 
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Therefore, this Reanalysis concludes that the residential trip generation rate for 
Bethesda should be changed. Instead of using a complicated formula that requires a 
number of assumptions, t.'1e Reanalysis uses 0.60 vehicle trips/dwelling units as the peak 
hour trip generation rate. This corresponds with the lowest rate for garden apartments 
and townhouses, is the mid-point of the high-rise rate and is lower than the single-family 
detached rate. An adjustment backwards to 1974 was made based upon the mode split 
assumptions. 

A directional split of 30 percent outbound and 70 percent inbound during the PM 
peak hour (and the reverse in the mornings) is assumed. This is the same directional split 
used in 1974 and is consistent with the M-NCPPC guidelines for Adequate Public Facilities 
review. 

Office 

Assumptions used in 1974 to develop the office trip generation rate: 

5 employees per 1,000 square feet of floor area 
60% of the employees arrive during the AM peak hour and leave during the PM 
peak hour 
66% of all employees drive autos prior to Metro 
55% of all employees will drive autos after Metro becomes operational 
70% of all traffic generated by office uses will be in the "major direction;" 
i.e., inbound in the AM peak hour and outbound in the PM peak hour 
12.% of the total employment for any facility will be absent due to sickness, 
vacation, etc., on any particular day 
2.0% vacancy rate for office space in Bethesda at the time the traffic counts 
were taken 
10% vacancy rate for office space when Metro becomes operational 

Better data is now available for some of these factors. The Sector Plan relied upon 
1970 Census information. Census data is classified by home address and, therefore, is 
representative of residential trip origin patterns but not necessarily of office trip 
destinations. A better source of office trip characteristics-is the 1980 Bethesda Travel­
to-Work Survey conducted by M-NCPPC and the Washington Metropolitan Council of 
Governments as part of the Parking Policies Study now in progress. 

That survey indicates that 79 percent of all employees drive autos rather than the 66 
percent assumed in 1974. The 66 percent estimate came from the 1970 Census. It stands 
to reason that people who live in Bethesda, where Metrobus service is available, have a 
lower auto driver rate than people who work in Bethesda and come from many different 
areas, some of which have no transit service. 

The projected post-Metro auto driver rate is determined by converting an auto 
driver to a transit passenger. The Sector Plan analysis used a 1974 nine percent mode 
split for the 1974 conditions (based upon Census data) and used a projected post-Metro 20 
percent mode split. This resulted in a Post-Metro auto driver rate of 55 percent. The 
Travel-to-Work Survey shows a seven percent JDOde split in 1980 and the Reanalysis uses a 
projected post-Metro ZS percent mode split. This results in the reanalysis post-Metro auto 
dirver rate being 61 percent. 

Since the 1980 mode split was seven percent and since transit use is known to have 
increased since 1974, a 1974 mode split of five percent was assumed. This translates into 
an 81 percent auto driver rate for 1974. 
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The office vacancy rate for the Bethesda CBD in 1974 was Z0 percent--1974 was a 
recession year. The preliminary Sector Plan work assumed full occupancy of office by the 
time Metro opened but the final plan assumed 10 percent. The vacancy rate in mid-1980 
was approximately five percent and this Reanalysis assumes that it will be five percent 
post-Metro. 

When the office trip generation rate is recalculated using the five percent vacancy 
rate, the 1980 trip generation rate becomes Z.37 vehicle trips per 1,000 square feet. This 
is a very high office trip generation rate-higher than we would normally use anywhere in 
Montgomery County. 

The final Sector Plan used a 70/30 directional split for office trips. That is, 70 
percent of the trips are assumed outbound during the PM peak hour and 30 percent are 
assumed inbound. This is an unusual split for office trips. We would normally use 85/15 or 
80/Z0. The studies from the Silver Spring Before and After Study indicate that 85/15 
during the PM and 90/10 during the AM can be considered typical. 

Data from the Institute of Transportation Erigineers Trip Generation Handbook 
indicates a 85/15 split. The reanalysis uses an 80/Z0 PM split and an 85/15 AM split 
because these splits best match the count data. 

The Sector Plan assumed that 60 percent of the employees arrive during the AM 
peak hour and depart during the PM peak hour. The Travel-to-Work Survey indicates that 
this rate should be 45 percent. 

The combined effect of these changes is to modify the office trip generation rate. 
The recalculated PM rates in vehicle trips per 1,000 square feet are: 

1974 
1980 
Post-Metro 

Retail 

Sector Plan 

Total 

1.99 
Z.37 
1.87 

Outbound 

1.39 
1.66 
1.31 

Re~alysil!__ -·---_____ _ 

1974 
1980 
Post-Metro (ZS% mode split) 

(20% mode split) 

Total Outbound 

1.60 
1.86 
1.44 
1.55 

1.28 
1.49 
1. 15 
1.24 

The retail trip generation rate for 1974 was assumed to equal a community shopping 
center rate. The community shopping rate was judged to be similar to the type of retail 
activity within the study area, and this is still considered to be true. The only adjustment 
to this rate made by the Reanalysis is the introduction of a AM rate. Only a PM rate was 
used in 1974. 

It seems reasonable that an area with grocery stores, drug stores, a donut shop, 
restaurants that serve breakfast and stores that open early in the morning will generate 
some trips between 8 and 9 AM. The Reanalysis uses an AM retail trip generation rate 
that is ZS percent of the PM rate. 

Hotel-Motel 

The hotel rate was changed from 0.8 vehicle trips per room to 0.7 vehicle trips per 
room based upon information presented in a recent optional method application for a 
project located in Friendship Heights. The hotel/motel rate for Friendship Heights and for 
Bethesda had the same base, therefore, when the Friendship Heights rate changed, the 
rate for Bethesda also needed to be changed. In the absence of any consistent information 
concerning directional split, a 50 percent inbound/SO percent outbound directional split 
has been used. 
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Miscellaneous 

No adjustments have been made to the 1974 trip generation rates for miscellaneous 
uses. 

New Trip Generation Rates 

As illustrated in Figure A-10, the Reanalysis trip generation rates produce balanced 
inbound and outbound through traffic for both 1974 and 1980. Because the data now 
demonstrates a good mathematical fit, the trip generation rates are judged to be 
appropriate. Compare the through trips shown in Figure A-10 (based upon the new trip 
generation rates) with those shown in Figure A-9 (based upon the original trip generation 
rates). The original trip generation rates match the 1974 measured traffic volumes but 
not that of 1980. The new trip generation rates (the Reanalysis rates) match both the 
1974 and 1980 measured traffic. The Reanalysis trip generation rates are listed in Tables 
A-6 and A-7. The Reanalysis post-Metro PM outbound rates, assuming a ZS% mode split, 
were used for all trip calculations in this amendment. 
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Fig. A-10. Reanalysis Assumptions. Calculated PM peak hour through traffic, by 
direction, for 197~ and for 1980 using the Reanalysis trip generation rates. The 
circle represents the cordon line. · 
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TABLE A-6 

1 

BETHESDA TRIP GENERATION RATES 

----
1974 Conditions 1980 Conditiol}~ --~~st-M.etro Conditions ___ -----

AM PM AM PM AM PM ~-- ·--------
Out In Out In Out In Out In Out In Ou!_ 

Reanalysis+ 

Office I.ZS • Z3 .3Z I.ZS 1.49 .Z6 .37 1.49 1.15 .zo . Z9 1.15 
Retail . 49 .49 1.94 1.94 .49 .49 1.94 1.94 .49 . 49 1.94 1.94 
Residential .19 .43 . 43 ,19 .18 .4Z .4Z .18 .14 .33 .33 .14 
Hotel/Motel . 35 . 35 .35 . 35 .35 .35 .35 .35 . 35 .35 .35 .35 
Mis,cellaneous . 90 .Z4 .Z9 .90 .90 .Z4 .Z4 .90 . 90 • Z4 .Z4 , 90 

Final Sector Plan 

Office .60 1.39 • 71 1.66 .56 1.31 
Retail 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.94 
Residential .55 • Z4 .55 .Z4 .46 .zo 
Hotel/Motel .36 ,44 .36 .44 .36 .44 
Miscellaneous .Z4 .90 .Z4 .90 .Z4 .90 

Preliminary Sector Plan 

Office .35 1.39 .36• 1.45* 
Retail 1.94 1.94 1.94 1,94 
Residential .63 .16 . 53* .13* 
Hotel/Motel .36 ,44 .36 .44 
Miscellaneous .Z4 , 90 .Z4 .90 

+ 
Post-Metro office and residential rates based upon a 25% mqde-splft. 

* Within CBD, outside - in .44; out 1.74 for office; in .63; out .16 for residential. 

NOTE: Office, retail, and miscellaneous rates are vehicle trlps per 1,000 square feet of gross area. Residential rates are 
vehlcle trlps per dwelUng unit. Hotel/Motel rates are vehlcle trlps per room. 
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Z0% Mode S2lit 

Office 
Retail 
Residential 
Hotel/Motel 
Miscellaneous 

25% Mode S2lit* 

Office 
Retail 
Residential 
Hotel/Motel 
Miscellaneous 

30% Mode S2li t 

Office 
Retail 
Residential 
Hotel/Motel 
Miscellaneous 

--- -
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TABLE A-7 

BETHESDA POST-METRO TRIP GENERATION RATES 
i'OR VARIOUS MODE-SPLIT ASSUMPTIONS 

- - --- ·----·------- -
AM PM ·--·--·---·----·- - ----In Out In _________ Out __ 

l.Z4 .2Z .31 1.24 
.49 .49 1.94 1.94 
.16 .36 .36 .16 
.35 .35 .35 .35 
.90 .24 .24 .90 

1.15 .20 .29 1. 15 
.49 .49 1.94 1.94 
.14 .33 .33 . 14 
.35 .35 .35 .35 
.90 .24 .24 .90 

1.05 .18 .26 1.05 
.49 .49 1.94 1.94 
.13 .29 .29 .13 
.35 .35 .35 .35 
.90 .24 .24 . 90 --- - ----------- ----- - - ----·-- -

• Same as Reanalysis, Post-Metro Conditions shown in Table A-6. 

NOTE: Office, retail, and miscellaneous rates are vehicle trips per 1,000 square feet of 
gr033 area. Residential rates are vehicle trips per dwelling Ullit. Hotel/Motel 
rates are vehicle trips per roam. 
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:!tEANALYSIS OF SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT 

The technique used to deterinine traffic capacity available for traffic from new 
local development . is to (1) calculate the capacity of the street system, (Z) reserve 
capacity on the street system for expected through traffic and Metro-related traffic, and 
(3) reserve capacity for the amount of traffic to be generated by the existing development 
plus committed development in the post-Metro time period. The remaining capacity not 
reserved by these commitments is available for traffic froin new development. 

The capacity for trips from new development can then be translated into 
development capacity, using the Reanalysis trip generation rates and using varying 
assumptions about the land use. Because the traffic capacity is a limited commodity, the 
land use proposals should be tailored to fit within the available trip capacity. 

Capacity 

The capacity of the street system is discussed in the section "Sector Plan Traffic 
Analysis." The critical capacity is that available for outbound traffic during the PM peak 
hour. Capacity is calculated at the cordon line for the 10 feeder streets. Increased 
traffic on the remaining streets is undesirable, therefore, their capacity is assumed to be 
1,500. Outbound PM peak hour capacity is 15,408. 

Through Plus Metro-Related Traffic 

Calculated Through Traffic 

The 1974 analysis calculated the PM peak hour through traffic to be 3,067 inbound, 
3,364 outbound for an average of 3,ZI6. .The Sector Plan assumed that cross-county 
through traffic would increase by 350 vehicles by 1985 (3 percent per year at station 13, 
17, ZO, Z4, · and · 30) and that corridor direction traffic increases would be balanced by 
diversions to Metrorail over the lifetime of the Sector Plan. Space reserved on the street 
for through traffic in the 1974 analysis was 3,566. 

The Reanalysis has found that through traffic between 1974 and 1980 declined. 
Based upon this decline, the Reanalysis projects· no growth in through traffic. The 
calculated 1974 through traffic is 3,668; that for 1980 is 3,Z73. Space reserved for 
through traffic is 3,Z73. The traffic analysis does not contain any rounded numbers 
because the technical staff decided against rounding numbers during the calculations. The 
fact that numbers are shown to the units column is not intented to imply that this analysis 
is accurate to that degree. 

Friendship Heights Through Traffic 

In addition to the calculated through traffic in 1974 plus its projected grow th, 
capacity was reserved for future through traffic to be generated by new development in 
Friendship Heights. In 1974, space for 1,000 such through trips was reserved. In 1980, 
development already completed and occupied in the Friendship Heights area was 
calculated to generate 3Z6 through trips; these were measured as part of the total traffic 
by our traffic counts. Therefore, the Reanalysis reserves only 674 spaces for new through 
traffic from future Friendship Heights development. 
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Metro-Related Traffic 

Metro-related trar'fic in the 1974 study included 2.60 PM peak hour bus and kiss-n­
ride trips. This number has not changed. At that time, no parking for Metro riders was 
planned for Bethesda. Since 1914, the decision was made to provide 600 park-n-ride 
spaces near the Bethesda Metro station. These 600 spaces are expected to produce 180 
outbound trips during the PM peak hour that are new Bethesda trips. Therefore, capacity 
is reserved in the calculations for a . total of 440 PM peak hour outbound Metro-related 
trips. 

Traffic Generated by Local Development 

The traffic expected to be generated by local development {existing and committed) 
is calculated from the square footage, according to land use and the Reanalysis post­
Metro trip generation rates. Committed development includes all projects scheduled as of 
January 1, 1982. and an estimated square footage reserved for the Lorenz site. Locally 
generated traffic from existing plus committed development is calculated to be 9,969 PM 
outbound trips with 2.0 percent mode split and 9,455 with a 2.5 percent mode split. 

Capacity for New Development 

The capacity available for new development is calculated as follows: 

Capacity at Level of Service D/E 
Projected Through plus Metro-related Traffic 
Capacity Available for Local Development 
Traffic Generated by Existing plus Committed 

Development, Post-Metro 

Capacity Available for New Development 

· Mode Split 

2.0% 
Mode SElit 

15,408 
-4,38! 
11, 02.1 

-9,969 

1,052. 

2.5% 
~ode _S£!tt_ 

15,408 
- 4,387 
11,02.l 

-9,455 

1,566 

Planning staff is recommending that_ the assumption and policy for the post-Metro 
mode split for office and residential uses be changed from 2.0 percent to 2.5 percent. The 
net effect of this proposed policy change would be to increase the PM peak hour outbound 
trips available for new development by approximately 500 trips. This recommendation for 
changing the mode split _percentage is based upon several factors which are discussed 
below. · 

There is a better understanding now of what transit use can be expected when the 
Bethesda Metro station opens. When the Bethesda Sector Plan analysis was carried out in 
the 1974-1976 period, the Metro system had not yet opened. Since that time, 40 miles of 
track and !learly the same number of stations are in operation. Several studies were made 
to determine the effect of Metro on various items including that of the mode split in the 
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vicinity of q,.e Metro stations. As given in a recent report by the Council of 
Governments, the percent using transit to commute to work in the central area went 
from just under 38 percent to 43 percent between the spring of 1977 and the fall of 1978. 
The section on the Silver Spring case study indicated that the work trips to Silver Spring 
using transit .went from 10 percent to 13 percent within a few months after the station 
opening. Subsequent surveys conducted by our staff have indicated that the percentage of 
workers in Silver Spring using transit is now closer. to 2.0 percent. 

The regional transportation analyses which formed the major basis for the selection 
of 2.0 percent mode split in the Bethesda Sector Plan have also been updated in the 
subsequent time period. These regional forecasts have been carried out by COG (the 
Washington Metropolitan Council of Governments) in cooperation with WMATA (Washing­
ton Metropolitan Area Transit Authority). These more recent analyses have used some 
methodical changes in the analysis which were designed to better simulate the changes in 
behavior which would be associated with the introduction of major changes in the transit 
system. The previous regional forecast showed an expected mode split for work trips 
using transit to Bethesda in 1990 to be approximately 2.2. percent. The more recent 
analyses show that the percentage of work trips using transit to get to Bethesda in the 
1990 time period would be approximately 32. percent. The recent travel to work surveys in 
the Bethesda area, conducted by our staff with the cooperation of COG and the County's 
Parking Division staffs, have indicated that the current mode split in Bethesda is 
approximately seven percent. The simulation model of current conditions indicates a 
mode split of approximately 11 percent. Therefore, it can be expected that the most 
recent estimate for the 1990 time period using COG's simulation model may be somewhat 
higher than what will actually occur. 

The Bethesda Sector Plan and the Reanalysis estimates the mode split at the point 
of time shortly after the opening of the Bethesda Metro station. When the Sector Plan 
was being prepared, the following pattern of changes in mode split over time were 
expected: (a) an initial sharp jump in the transit use percentage, (b) a gradual increase fot' 
a short period of time, and then (c) continuing increase, with a decreasing rate of 
increase, for a long period of time. Observations of actual experience have tended to 
confirm this pattern. Due to the expected pattern, the Sector Plan selected a mode split 
percentage, less t.lian the 1990 simulation ·which was available at that time, to represent 
the expected conditions shortly after the opening of the station. In a similar fashion, the 
staff is recommending that a lower percentage than the more recent 1990 forecast be 
used. Given the experiences described above, it is recommended that acceptance of a 2.5 
percent mode split would be an appropriate policy assumption to be used in the Bethesda 
Sector Plan Reanalysis. 

One other factor which contributes to the higher projections of transit use in the 
more recent regional forecast is the programmed availability of County operated Ride-On 
community transit service in the Bethesda-Chevy Chase area. The previous analyses 
envisioned feeder bus service being provided only by Metrobus operation. Those services 
were expected to be generally unifot"m throughout the entire Metrot'ail system depending 
upon the relative location of each station in the system. The more recent analyses have 
incorporated higher projected levels of transit service in Montgomery County which is 
reflective of the additional transit set"vice being provided by the County's existing and 

- -----------·--
1 Table 5.4, page 89, The First Four Years o Metroraa: Travel Chan es, Dwtphy, 

Robert T. and Robert E. Gri fiths, Metropolitan Washington Council of Govern­
ments, 1981 
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proposed Ride-On systems. Wbile no analyses have been cat't'ied out to detel"mine the 
component of increased mode split attributable to Ride-On service, it is nevertheless felt 
that its assumed availability in the recent regional analyses has been an important factot' 
resulting in the higher forecasted mode split. The degree to which the County operated 
Ride-On service is initiated in the Bethesda area significantly befot"e the opening of the 
Metrorail service we would more likely expect the achievement of a higher initial shift in 
transit mode split within the time period shortly after the station opening. 

There are other transportation programs and policy features which can contribute 
and make more certain the higher mode split being recommended in the Reanalysis. One 
such feature would be the existence of an on-going ridesharing program in Bethesda which, 
based upon experiences in the Silver Spring program, would provide some reinforcement of 
transit use, Similarly, the policies for setting parking fees within the Parking Lot 
Districts could also reinforce a higher level of transit use than coud otherwise be achieve. 

Ride sharing 

A new ridesharing program in Silver Spring has been highly successful in infot'ming 
people about their transpot"tation options and helping them form carpools and vanpools and 
use public transit, The Planning Board initiated the program, called Share-A-Ride, in 
September 1979 as a demonstration project serving employees of the Silver Spring business 
district. 

The program applies a new approach that is very effective in suburban employment 
centers-areas of the County that have the worst traffic problems, yet where other ride­
sharing programs have had the least success. The program uses a personalized, manual 
process as opposed to the impersonal, computerized process typically used by othet' 
programs. · The program has demonstrated that the use of field representatives in 
combination with new marketing, matching, and follow-up techniques can rnake the 
difference in influencing major changes in travel behavior in such areas. 

During the past two years, the personalized approach used by Share-A-Ride has 
achieved outstanding results. Approximately 10 percent of the Silver Spring employment 
force has applied to the program, and 50 percent of the participants have entered new 
ridesharing arrangements. The net effect is reduced parking demand, fewer cars on the 
streets, and large savings for the people now sharing rides. 

The results of the program in Silver Spring help predict the impact such a program 
would have in Bethesda. Both areas are down-County business districts containing a bt'oad 
mix of land uses and a high proportion of small businesses. As successful as a personalized 
program has been in Silver Spring, _it would be even more successful in Bethesda. The 
Bethesda business district has a larger employment fot'ce, proportionally more office 
workers, and a more severe parking situation-factors that can improve program results. 

Having a personalized ridesharing program in place as new development enters 
Bethesda also assures higher levels of participation. New businesses and their employees 
are typically very interested in finding and trying out more efficient ways to get to and 
from work. 

Assuming such a program starts in Bethesda in 1982 and offers continuous set'vice to 
the employees there, it would remove approximately 500 vehicles from the critical time, 
critical direction of travel in Bethesda by the end of the second year of operation. This 
figure does not include persons influenced to use public transit. New transit riders due to 
the program would contribute 1/7. percent to the overall 5 percent increase in mode split 
we as~um_ed earlier. Based on the positive experience in Silver Spring, and the high 
potential in Bethesda, we consider 500 vehicles to be a conservative figure. 
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We caution the reader that the projected reductions are based on a personalized, 
continuous program on the scale of the existing Share-A-Ride program in Siver Spring, 
Past experience has shown that other ridesharing programs which use short-term, "blitz" 
marketing campaigns, send out "one-shot" computerized match lists, and lack regulal' 
follow-ups with their applicants are ineffective in suburban business districts. The Share­
A-Ride approach, however, succeeds because it maintains a close and continuous 
partnership with businesses •.vho actively assist in promoting the program and employs 
field representatives who personally contact employers, match applicants, and follow-up 
with participants. Also essential to the success of the program has been a local office 
which is within easy access of the market area. This office pri'marily· facilitates the 
frequent direct personal contacts with the employers and businesses that display the 
prograin's promotional matedals. 

Available Trips 

The analysis of supportable development is illustrated in Figure A-11. This graph 
shows the traffic capacity, the space reserved for Friendship Heights and Metro-related 
traffle (note the decrease in. space reserved for new Friendship Heights traffic), through 
traffic, and traffic generated by local development. The graph is drawn as if all 
committed development \Vill be const?"ucted and occupied by December 1983 when 
Metrot"ail was scheduled to open. Actually, full build-out of the committed development 
is not likely to happen before 1985 and may not occur before 1986. Metrol'ail is now 
scheduled to open mid-1984. 

The white band on the graph represents capacity available at different times during 
the life of the Sectol' Plan. This graph shows conditions with a 20 percent mode split fat" 
office and residential uses. With a 2.5 percent mode split, capacity is available for 1, 566 
trips. With a ridesharing program, either Share-A-Ride expanded to Bethesda or a similar 
program, an additional 500 trips are available for a total of 2.,066. For convenience, this 
2.,066 trip capacity can be rounded to 2,100. 
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Fig. A-11. PM peak hour outbound trips, Bethesda CBD Sector Plan study 
area, by type of trip, during life of the Sector Plan. Local traffic is 
calculated using the Reanalysis trip generation rates with a 20% mode spli t . 
Capacity is reserved for Metro-related trips and for through trips to be 
generated by future development in Friendship Heights. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Reanalysis has adjusted the Bethesda Sector Plan trip generation rates to those 
shown in Table A-6 based upon (1) recent travel-to-work information for Bethesda 
·employees, and (Z) traffic data at two points in time - 1974 and 1980. 

The Sector Plan assumption that the land use mix ratio would remain constant over 
time did not prove valid. The land use mix has changed greatly.- In 1974, 31 percent of 
the total square footage was office. When the committed development is complete, 41 
percent of the total square .footage will be office. Therefore, development should now be 
limited by the number of available trips, translated into specific land use allocations, not 
by square feet based upon an assumed land use. 

The cordon line was moved to include the Montgomery Triangle area. This change 
locates all of the Bethesda CBD Study Area within the traffic cordon line so that all 
locally-generated traffic has been captured in the field counts. 

Through traffic has ·decreased between 1974 and 1980. The Reanalysis projects no 
growth in through traffic. (The Sector Plan projected growth at three percent per year 
for the cross-County streets.) 

The office vacancy rate for Bethesda was approximately five percent. The 
Reanalysis projects this rate for the post-Metro period. (The Sector Plan projected a 10 
percent vacancy rate.) 

Current mode-split projection and actual experience with the use of Metrorail 
indicates that a 25 percent mode-split for work trips to Bethesda is a reasonable 
expectation, This higher mode-split projection is in part based upon the programmed 
availability of Ride-On in Bethesda. The degree to which Ride-On is initiated 
significantly before Metrorail service starting, the more likely we could expect to achieve 
a higher mode-split when the Metro station opens. 

Experience in Silver Spring with a pilot project for a personalized ridesharing 
program, called Share-A-Ride, indicates that such a program, if begun in 198Z in 
Bethesda, has the potential to remove 500 peak hour outbound trips from the streets. It 
also contributes approximately ½ percent to the 25 percent mode-split by helping people 
find appropriate transit matches. 

As a result of this Reanalysis, the plan amendment makes the following 
recommendations: 

(1) Limit new development commitments to specific land uses so the expected PM 
peak hour outbound trips are no more than 2,100; 

(2) Begin Ride-On bus service in the Bethesda area as early as possible prior to the 
opening of Metrorail service. 

(3) Establish a personalized ridesharing office during 198Z (similar to the Silver 
Spring Share-A-Ride program) to serve Bethesda; and 

(4) Schedule a second reanalysis to be performed in conjunction with the Metrorail 
before and after study. Such a reanalysis would include the measurement of 
through traffic, 
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APPENDIX B 
MARKET CONSIDERATIONS 

Recent information and data was reviewed to provide an indication of near-term 
ne'.-V development potential in the Bethesda CBD area. Information sources include various 
consultant and staff studies about the Washington regional area economy and the 
Montgomery County local subeconomy. Development potentials are discussed for future 
high-density residential, office and retail, and hotel-motel uses over a period covering the 
remainder of the l 980's. 

RESIDENTIAL MARKETS 

Because of prevailing land values and scarcity of vacant sites, residential 
development in the Bethesda CBD will be constrained to high density apartment units 
usually in elevator structures. New residential multi-family construction in Montgomery 
County since 1975 has been limited primarily by available subsidy programs provided 
through Federal housing programs. The exceptions include a limited number of high-value 
condominium buildings constructed in extremely high-amenity areas such as Friendship 
Heights and White Flint. The prevailing condominium market has largely been supplied 
through the conversion and partial renovation of existing rental buildings. 

New multi-family residential construction has averaged 8Z3 units annually since 
1975. About 150 units annually were high-value new condominium construction. The staff 
has had discussions with key developers of high- value condominium projects in the 
Washington Region. These interviews indicate that there are many economic barriers to 
development of privately financed residential projects in the Bethesda CBD under the 
prevailing land values and density constraints. 

Montgomery County had a very tight rental vacancy rate of 3.1 percent as of 1980. 
The demand for additional rental construction is estimated Countywide to be 1,000-Z,0O0 
units annually. This demand, due to high construction costs and interest costs, can only be 
met through subsidized mortage programs, most typically Section 8 Tandem Financing 
Programs, which are no longer being funded. The only new housing constructed in the 
Bethesda CBD in recent years was the 158 unit Waverly House for the elderly, which was 
constructed under a subsidized grant program. These programs, if implemented in the 
future, will require special land writedowns and incentives as discussed under the Housing 
Opportunities section. · 

Recent financial prototypes produced for the Silver Spring Joint Development Study 
by consultants indicate potential market prices for typical 1,050 square feet condominium 
units in a 15-story building near the Metro Station. This economic financial analysis is 
based on land values of $7 per square foot, construction costs of $60 per square foot, and 
produces a minimum sale price of $1Z5,000 per unit. 

At this price level, privately constructed condominiums in the Bethesda Metro area 
would require an inc~me-to-purchase of almost $61,400 considering a 14 percent mortgage 
rate and Z0 percent down payment requirement. At the same land values, a mid-rise 
building would have slightly lower costs and· townhouse units would have slightly higher 
costs. 

Toe median Montgomery County household income was estimated at $39,000 in 1980 
and· this is expected to advance to $46,500 by the year 1990 (in constant 1980 dollars). 
This indicates that affordability for new residential condominiums will be extremely 
restricted to only the smaller segment of high income households and households able to 
afford substantially greater equity investment above the normal Z0 percent down 
payment. It is estimated that less than five percent of total County new housing demand, 
expected to average 4,000 units annually over the l 980's, will fall into this category. If 
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the Bethesda CBD were able to capture 50 percent of this computed potential, then 100 
tmits per year could conceivably be marketed, or 600-700 units prior to 1990. Lower 
interest rates on newly operational Federal mortgage programs could increase this 
potential somewhat. To realize this potential, appropriate land values must be secured 
and this may require multi-use development prototypes where high land values can be 
partially shifted to non-residential office and retail space on the same site. 

COUNTY HOUSING POUCY 

An imbalance is developing in Montgomery County housing stock as a result of rising 
costs and demand which far exceeds the supply. To maintain the present quality of lifo 
and to provide a range of housing opportunities during the l 980's, housing must be 
produced within affordable ranges for middle income households. 

In response to this problem, Montgomery County has recently adopted a comprehen­
sive housing policy statement and plan of action. The "Housing Policy for Montgomery 
County in the l 980's" states that: 

"Continuation of the same trends indicate that during the 
next decade, most multi-family rental housing constructed . without 
govermnental assistance will be luxury units with very high rent or 
sale levels. Some groups are particularly dependent upon rental 
housing opportunities, for example, starter, elderly and moderate 
income households." 

In response to these problems Montgomery County, through the housing policy state­
ment and otherwise, has pledged to make maximum use of federal and state funds to tneet 
local housing needs. It is also committed to expend local funds to leverage other federal, 
state and private funding sources to achieve maximum productio.n with emphasis on rental 
and cooperative units. Among the objectives is to increase the potential for developing 
housing units within the CBD and transit impact areas with convenient access to public 
transportation and community facilities. 

The Montgomery County Department of Housing and Community Development is 
charged with establishing a housing finance program in conjunction with the Housing 
Opportunity Commission and/or Revenue Authority to engage in the following activities: 

a) Establish construction and permanent loan assistance programs for rental 
housing. 

b) Enter into joint ventures or contract with the private sector to build, own, and 
operate multi-family rental buildings. 

c) Explore the opportunities to expand the below market financing programs for 
purchasing moderately priced units. 

d) Co-venture development of housing which utilizes innovative designs, tech­
nology, and materials and which can be marketed within desired price ranges. 

. Th~ prevailing market conditions favor financial returns which are greater for non­
re~d:ntial. developments such :is o~fice buildings and hotels. Little private marke t 
activity will ~e devoted to residential construction in Bethesda, and vit-tually none in 
affordable pr~ce ~anges. Inc~mtiv:s :must be provided through the public sector to 
encourage residential construction within affordable price ranges. 
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The optional method of CBD development provided in the zoning ordinance does give 
density bonuses to multi-use projects which provide a certain amount of residential 
const:-uction. This could produce some housing near the Metro center which otherwise 
would not be provided. 

Opportunities exist to utilize publicly owned land in the Bethesda CBD for multi-1Jse 
purposes, including affordable housing construction. This opportunity is particularly 
significant because it would _make zero cost land available for new residential 
construction, t.'1us reducing final unit costs and making these Wlits more affordable to 
moderate income renters or buyers. This amendment encourages joint use of parking sites 
and other County-owned sites for housing construction. The most obvious opportunity is 
Garage 49, north of Metro Center on Old Georgetown Road. Three hundred fifty Wlits <>f 
moderate cost housing could be provided if an agreement can be reached between the 
County and a private developer. 

There is a sizeable residential area on the west side of the Bethesda CBD 
(designated for TS-R area), (Transit Station-Residential) zone which is ideally located for 
affordable housing. .Efforts by private investors to assemble the fragmented land parcels 
in this area are proceeding. However, high land prices may make lower cost housing 
construction Wllikely. The County could explore co-venture development opportunities in 
this area with land owners and/or developers to build, own, or operate multi-family rental 
buildings. The possibility of land writedowns by the County might be explored to allow 

· private non-profit sponsors to qualify for federal financing (the Section Z0Z Elderly 
Housing Financing Program) to provide moderate cost multi-family elderly housing. Due 
to land assembly problems, it is likely that only about 60 percent of the TS-R area will be 
built to the permitted density (about 600 Wlits). 

New housing may also be constructed in the Battery Lane area. A potential of 380 
tmits could be built on three parcels, which are already zoned for residential use. T,vo 
sites have been identified as having potential for elderly housing. Another site, north of 
the Triangle Towers apartment building, has the potential for providing 100 units. These 
projects could provide for housing needs associated with the National Institutes of Healt."I\. 

OFFICE AND RETAIL MARKETS 

Since 1970, approximately 13.1 million square feet of privately developed new office 
construction has occurred in Montgomery County. This represents about 19.3 percent of 
the total private office space development of 68.1 million square feet in the Metro 
~~~~ar~ . 

Over the years, Montgomery County's share of total regional office construction has 
fluctuated greatly, ,vith the County building about 16.0 percent in 1981. The County's 
constr:Jction rate over the 1970-81 period averaged just under 900,000 square feet 
annually. Howev.er, since 1979 the office market, both locally and regionwide, has been 
booming. New construction in Montgomery County in 1980 and 1981 totalled over 
l,Z00,000 square feet in each year. As of July 1981, there were Z,400,000 additional 
square feet of office space either under construction or in advanced planning stages in 
Montgomery County. If realized, this amount of construction would represent a peak in 
new office development ,vhich has not occurred since 1970-71. 

In late 1981, there are indications that the office space market, while still quite 
viable, may be showing signs of developing softness. Vacancy surveys by Montgomery 
County as of April 1981 show an i11crease in the vacancy rate from 3.1 percent in 1979 to 
3.5 percent in 1981, when 701,500 square feet remained vacant. Of this total, lZ3,000 
square feet was in the Bethesda/Chevy Chase area. Cutbacks in federal spending for 
consultant services by the federal government will affect the continued expansion of the 
suburban Montgomery County office market. Stringent requirements by the GSA against 
leasing in privately-owned space will also mitigate against expansion dependent on federal 
government occupancy. 
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Various office developers in Montgomery County have frequently sited the growing 
gap between highly esculating downtown Washington office rents . and those rents in the 
suburbs. Typically new office space can be built in Montgomery County for $16 per square 
foot and up. New office space in downtown Washington has been renting for just under 
$30 per square foot and is expected to increase as new buildings are completed. Land 
values for downtown sites are approaching figures ten times that prevailing for suburban 
sites. This wide discrepancy .in rents over the long run is expected to encourage additional 
dispersion of office leasing to suburban locations. Certain areas in ~ontgomery County, 
such as Bethesda, seem uniquely poised to capture shares of this shift in the office market 
fleeing from highly inflated downtown Washington rents. 

In the Bethesda CBD, 1,089,Z0O square feet of new office construction has been 
completed since 1974. This represents 16.5 percent of the total Countywide construction 
of 6,590,000 square feet during the same time period, most of which occurred in the 
Rockville, North Bethesda, and I-Z70 Corridor areas. As of late 1981, tl\ere was 953,560 
square feet of office space under construction or in the advance planning stages in the 
Bethesda CBO. Based on an average annual County construction rate of 900,000-1,000,000 
square feet annually over the l 980's and optimistically assuming a Z0 percent capture of 
total County construction for the Bethesda CBD, then the annu_al office potential in· 
Bethesda would be 180,000-ZO0,000 square feet per year. Through the end of the l 980's, 
this would indicate a maximum potential of 1,Z60,000-l,400,000 additional square feet. 

Assuming all planned projects go forward to construction prior to 1990, then the 
remaining ~ealized potential is 306,000-446,000 square feet. 

Montgomery County is amply serviced by many retail shopping centers for both 
comparison retail, shoppers goods and convenience commercial uses. The exceptions to 
this condition occur only in rapidly growing retail service areas on the suburban fringe 
where great additions of new households support additional convenience commercial 
space. In the Bethesda area, the household population will not increase enough to justify 
anything more than a marginal increase in retail space. On the other hand, an increase in 
the daytime office employment will justify some increase in retail shoppers goods stores 
such as specialty shops, restaurants and clothing stores. This additional space is likely to 
be developed only in conjunction with multi-use office buildings or hotels and will probably 
not constitute more than S to 10 percent of the total space provided. 

New retail space constructed in the Bethesda CBD since 1974 totals 63,000 square 
feet. Current planned projects call for an additional 168,740 square feet of retail space. 
Based on this criterion, a small increase in retail potential is foreseen in the range of 50-
lZS,000 square feet. Some redevelopment of existing retail centers may occur but this 
will not add substantially to retail space already in place. Conversations \vith super­
market representatives reveal a continued commitment to keep three stores in the 
Bethesda CBD area. A combination of renewed leases, remodeling and expansion of 
facilities is occurring. 

HOTEL-MOTEL MARKETS 

Montgomery County experienced a significant growth in transiP.nt rootn accommoda­
tions during the 1950's and 1960's, however, no motels or hotels were built in the County 
197Z-78. Since 1978, four major facilities have been opened with one additional facility 
under construetion. 

In 1979, the staff completed a detailed analysis of the hotel-motel market in 
Montgomery C?unty . based on updated information from studies done by Economi·c 
Research Asso_c1ates m 1973 for the Bethesda Metro Center, and in 1976 by the same firm 
for the . Rockville Town Centel". These studies evaluated trends in the various sources of 
hotel room demand. These included business oriented transient rooin demand, demand 
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associated with meetings and conventions, and demand from increases in tourism. In 
general, demand was projected from these studies based on a 60 percent annual occupancy 
rate as a minimum (a break even rate) and a 70 percent occupancy rate (an optimum 
occupancy rate) as a maximum. The staff study estiinated total t"oom demands for three 
subareas of Montgomery County; Silver Spring, Rockville-Gaithersburg and Bethesda. 

The Bethesda area serves the Connecticut and Wisconsin Avenue markets and 
accommodates visitors fro:n the National Medical Centers, as · well as businesses along 
Rockville Pike. This area had a total hotel-motel room inventory of 1,2.35 rooms as of 
1979. This \Vas incrP.ased by the addition of the 354 rooms in the Bethesda (Pooks Hill) 
Mariott and 140 rooms converted in the Linden Hill Hotel so that the total inventory by 
1981 was 1, 72.9 rooms. This is 43 percent of the hotel-motel inventory of the County. 

· The current room demand is estimated to be 2.,000-2., 100 rooms for this area of the 
County. The addition of a 350-room Holiday Inn on Rockville Pike above Twinbrook 
Parkway, scheduled for completion in 1983, will bring the existing hotel-motel inventory 
into equalibrium with computed demand in 1983. It is estimated that an additional 
potential of 400-500 rooms will develop by the end of the l 980's in the Bethesda area 
based on pt"evailing growL'lt rates in employment, convention trade and tourism. 

It is P.xpected that tMs potential ·~ill be entirely utilized by the planned hotels at the 
Bethesda Metro site (402. rooms) and Woodward and Lothrop site in Friendship Heights (300 
rooms). Beyond these major additions to the available inventory, there is no potential 
seen prior to 1990. It should be noted that other hotels are planned in or adjacent to the 
Bethesda hotel market area, namely in the Town Center of Rockville (2.50 rooms) and at 
the White Flint Metro Center (600-700 rooms). A residential-type hotel is being 
considered in Bethesda (150 rooms). Plans for this extensive increase to the available 
room inventory cannot proceed simultaneously prior to 1990, and many probably will be 
delayed long afterward. 

SUMMARY 

Total potentiai demand in the Bethesda CBD is summarized in the following table by 
various use types. 

TABLE 8-1 

BETHESDA CBD 

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL DEMAND 

---- ---- --- -----
Demand Potential Amount of 

1980-90 Space in Planned 
_ ----· (In SF of space) __ __ Developments _ 

Residential 600,000-700,000 -0-
(600-700 rooms) 

Office 1,2.60,000-1,400,000 953,560 

Retail 50,000-12.5,000 168,740 

Hotel- Motel 312.,000-390,000 548,000 
(400-500 rooms) __ J1.02. rootn_!t 

TOTAL· 2.,2.2.2.,000-2.,615,000 1,670,300 

Remaining 
Unrealized 
Potential 

600,000-700,000 

306,000-446,000 

-0-

- 0-

% Remaining 
Potential 
to Total 

66% 

34% 

-0-

- 0-

906,000- 1,146,000 100% 
------ ------------- ----·- ----·-------·--- --·- - ·------
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APPENDIX C 

LAND USE AND srrE DESIGN CON SID ERA TIO NS 

The following information is a summary of the assumptions, development quantities, 
and design considerations for the various areas and sites in the Bethesda CBD. 
Assumptions include the mix of uses on each site. Development quantities list the 
estimated square feet, dwelling units, and trips generated for each parcel. Design 
considerations describe some desirable features and amenities for each parcel. The 
considerations may be used by applicants as a guide in preparing project designs; They 
will also be used as a basis for dialogue with staff during pre-application conferences. 
These considerations do not preclude other proposals which will be reviewed on a case-by­
case basis. 

Trip calculations are based on the PM.peak outbound trip generation rates, assuming 
a ZS percent 1nodal split. They are: 

Residential 
Office 
Retail 
Hotel 
Miscellaneous/ Auto 

0.14 trips per dwelling unit 
1.15 trips per 1,000 square feet 
1.94 trips per 1,000 square feet 
0.35 trips per room 
0.90 trips per 1,000 square feet 

The following Table C-1 summarizes the uses and trips which could occur on various 
sites in the CBD. Potential sites are shown in Figure C-1. 

Standard Method 

No specific parcels have been identified for construction under standard method 
requirements since any property may redevelop by right. The limitation on approval of 
optional method projects may cause some property owners to build lDlder standard method 
zoning provisions rather than face the uncertainty of when and whether optional method 
approvals will become possible in the rest of the CBD areas. Thus, this allocation assumes 
that ZOO trips is reasonable based upon recent experience. · 

Uses (assumed for purposes of calculation) 

Residential 

Office (75%) 

. Retail (ZS%) 

Trips: Total Additional 
(Existing unknown) 

(Assume use of residential allocation) 

111,276 square feet 
128 trips 

37,092 square feet 
7Z trips 

ZOO trips 
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TABLE C-1 

SUMMARY 
SUGGESTED USE MIX BY SITE 

Uses 
Net Tri:es Added 

1 
Residential Office Retail 
(Dwelling (1,000 (1,000 Potential Recom. 

Area and Site Units-DU's) Sq.Ft.} Sq.Ft.) Tri2s Allocation 

1. ST AND ARD METHOD 111 37 200 zoo 
z. RESIDENTIAL z 

Area D (TS-R) 608 15 5 92 
Battery Lane 

X 155 14 
y 100 13 
z 125 14 

32 (Garage 49) 350 15 28 
Other Sites 106 16 16 64 
Subtotal 1,444 ~ ~ 7zs 7Is 

3. CENTRAL AREA 
Stage Il 

24 175 25 225 
34 527 275 697 
37 133 19 159 
39 192 27 273 
40 78 11 110 
41 140 21 173 
44 206 30 284 
46 346 49 334 
47 164 23 133 
B&0 167 24 238 

Stage m3 

26 (Lots 3 & 8) 55 127 28 172 
26 (Lots 5 & 13) 93 247 90 278 
26 (Lots 523-531) 24 55 12 75 

1, 6'fs4 Central Area Subtotal 1TI 2,557 ---:rr4 3,151 

PROJECT TOT AL 1,616 2,699 507 3,576 Z, 100 
Less Demolitions

5 
-62 -16 -zoo 

NET ADDmONS 1155i 2 1 683 307 3,576 2 1 100 

1 Building demolitions on listed sites are 
accounted for in the "net trips added." 

estimated to recover 423 trips, which are 

2 Optional method may be approved at any time for any assembled CBD-1 or CBD-2 
site, having at least 80 percent residential. 

3 Projects with approximately 30 percent or more residential are permitted in the 
Stage II time period. 

4 Only 1,175 of the 1,675 trips will be authorized absent a personalized ridesharing 
program. 

5 Potential total is 4.8 million square feet . 
....,_,I 

6 Potential residential is 1.8 million square feet. 
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RESIDENTIAL 

Area D - Arlington Road Residential 

Parcel Size: 

Zoning: 

Total Floor Area: 

Proposed Use Mix: 

Trips: 

Residential: 

Office: 

Retail: 

New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

C-4 

Z99,800 square feet 
(Assume 60% of area is assembled.) 

R-60, but suitable for TS-R 

749,500 square feet 
(Assume TS-R Zone and Z.5 FAR.) 

(Assume amendment of TS-R Zone re­
quirements to permit retention of office 
uses on Arlington Road.) 

7Z9,005 square feet 
1 608 dwelling units (DU's) 

85 new trips 

15,495 square feet (existing along Arling­
ton Road.) 

5,000 square feet (assumed internal to 
project) 
10 new trips 

95 trips 
-3 trips 
9Z trips 

1 
Unless otherwise noted, all dwelling unit calculations assume an average DU size of 
1,Z00 square feet. This permits use of a PM peak hour outbound trip generation rate 
of 0.14 trips per DU. When applicants propose DU's of a different size, an 
equivalent number of 1,Z00 square foot OU's will be calculated for trip generation 
purposes. The trip methodology for projects with DU's under 1,Z00 square feet is: 

Square feet 1- 1,Z00 = Calculated DU's. 
Calculated DU's x .14 = Calculated Trips. 

,.· 

1 
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Battery Lane - Site X 

Parcel Size: 

Zoning: 

Total Floor Area: 

Residential Uses: 

Trips: 

Trips: New 
Less Existing 

, Net Additional 

Battery Lane - Site Y 

Parcel Size: 

Zoning: 

Total Floor Area: 

Residential Use: 

Trips: New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

51,836 square feet 

R-10 

1 S5,000 square feet 
(Assume 3 FAR.) 

155,000 square feet 
155 DU's 
18 new trips 
(Assume potential elderly housing, 1,000 
square feet per DU.) 

18 trips 
-4 trips 
14 trips 

119,964 square feet 

R-10 

120,000 square feet 
(Assume 1 FAR, which is less than full S2. 
DU/acre, per prior analysis.) 

1 ?0,000 square feet 
100 DU's 
14 new trips 

14 trips 
-1 trips 
13 trips 
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Battery Lane - Site Z 

Parcel Size: 

Zoning: 

Total Floor Area: 

Residential Use: 

Trips: New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

C-6 

46,173 square feet 

R-H 

125,000 square feet 
(Elderly housing permits 3 FAR. Assume 
,only 2.2 FAR, per prior analysis.) 

125,000 square feet 
125 DU's 
15 new trips 
(Assume 1,000 square feet per DU.) 

15 trips 
-1 trips 
14 trips 

Summary of Battery Lane Data for Sites X, Y and Z: 

Residential 

Net Additional Trips 

Block 3Z - Garage 49 Joint Development 

Parcel Size: 

Zoning: 

Optional Method Floor Area 

Proposed Use Mix: 

Public Parking: 

380 DU's 

41 trips 

116,000 square feet 

CBD-2 

580,000 square feet 
(5 FAR assume at least 80% residential 
floor area) 

(Plan supports the early construction of 
Garge 49 to meet Metro and CBD parking 
requirements, as well as the joint use of 
the public parking facility, to include 
public supported residential units and 
some retail space.) 

4 levels 
1,600 spaces (approximate) 
560,000 square feet (350 square feet/ 
space) 
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Block 3Z - Garage 49 Joint Development (Cont'd.) 

Residential: 

Retail: 

Trips: New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

Site Design Considerations 

350,000 square feet 
350 DU's 
41 new trips (Assume Waverly trip 
method.) 
(Assume 1,000 square feet/DU. Yield 3.1 
FAR for project.) 

15,000 square feet assumed (at the Metro 
Plaza level) 
Z9 new trips 

70 trips 
-4Z trips 

ZS trips 

a) Mixed Use: county parking garage, retail along street, residential above. 
b) Streetscape improvements on all street frontage. 
c) "People Place" developed on top of parking in conjunction with residential; 

pedestrian bridge to Metro Center. 
d) Buildings step down toward TSR zone. 

Other Sites 

Optional method may be approved for any assembled CBD-1 or CBD-Z site, provided it 
includes at least 80 percent residential 

Uses (assumed for purposes of calculation): 

Residential (80%) 

Office (10%) 

Retail ( 10%) 

Trips: Total Additional 

1Z7 ,364 square feet 
106 DU's 
15 trips 

15,9Z0 square feet 
18 trips 

15,9Z0 square feet 
31 trips 

64 trips 
(64 trips are a residual amount not 
assumed for use on any particular site.) 

,.~· 
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ST AGE II AND m AREA 

Sites described in the Central Area and shown in Figure C-1 are for illustrative purposes 
only. They are not meant to imply a preference for any specific site within the Stage n or 
m area. 

Block l4 (Chevy Chase Savings and Loan) 

Parcel Size: 

Zoning: 

Optional Method Floor Area: 

Proposed Use Mix: 

Trips: 

Office (1. 75 FAR) 

Retail (.25 FAR) 

New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

Site Design Considerations: 

a) Mixed Use: office and retail. 

100,188 square feet 

CBD-1 

200,376 square feet 
(2 FAR, mixed use.) 

175,329 square feet 
202 new trips 

25,047 square feet 
49 new trips 

251 trips 
-26 trips 
225 trips 

b) Streetscape improvements on all street frontage. 
c) Design which emphasizes the "gateway" character in the amenity area and 

building design. 
d) Provide an urban park to relate to nearby residential uses and to preserve 

existing specimen trees. 

,.,·· 

' 



Block 26, Lots 5 and 13 (Brown/Safeway) 

Parcel Size: 
Safeway 
Brown 
Total 

Zoning: 

Optional Method Floor Area (FAR 4): 

Proposed Use Mix: 
Residential (1.2. FAR) 
(Min. 30% of floor area) 

Trips: 

Office (Z.3 FAR) 

Retail (.5 FAR) 

New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

Site Design Considerations: 

Office/Retail 

337 
-59 
278 

60,000 square feet 
32,300 square feet 
93,200 square feet 

CBD-2 

372,800 square feet 

111,840 square feet 
93 DU's 
13 trips 

2.14,360 square feet 
2.47 trips 

46,600 square feet 
90 trips 

Total 

350 trips 
-59 trips 
2.91 trips 

a) Mixed Use: Office, retail, residential. 

c-10 

b) Streetscape Improvements: Wisconsin Avenue, Old Georgetown Road, Wood­
mont Avenue. 

c) Amenity Areas: Linear public area along Wisconsin Avenue; through block 
landscaped pedestrian link with retail alongside, connecting Safeway with 
Wisconsin Avenue; semi-private landscaped area for residential units. 

d) Building Configuration: Maximum three-story facade along Wisconsin Avenue, 
rest of building set back from street. Minimum parking for grocery along Old 
Georgetown Road and Woodmont Avenue. Avoid split-level retail scheme at V 
Wisconsin Avenue. · 
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Block Z6, Lots 3 and 8 (People's/Gino's) 

Parcel Size: 
People's 
Gino's 
Total 

3Z,Z00 square feet 
Zl,800 square feet 
55,000 square feet 

Zoning: CBD-Z 

Optional Method Floor Area (4 FAR): ZZQ,000 square feet 

Proposed Use Mix: 

Trips: 

Residential (1.Z FAR) 
(Minimum 30% of floor area) 

Office (Z.3 FAR) 

Retail (.5 FAR) 

New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

Office/Retail 

198 
-Z6 
17Z 

66,000 square feet 
55 DU's 
8 trips 

1 Z6,500 square feet 
145 trips 

Z7,500 square feet 
53 trips 

Total 

Z06 trips 
-Z6 trips 
180 trips 

Site Design Considerations: 

a) 
b) 

c) 

d) 

Mixed Use: office, retail, residential. 
Streetscape Improvements: Wisconsin Avenue, Old Georgetown Road, Com­
merce Lane. 
Amenity Areas: Enhanced linear public walk along Wisconsin Aven.ue and Old 
Georgetown Road; major portion of amenity area may be interior to site 
(courtyard concept) and semi-private to reinforce residential component. 
Building Configuration: Maximum three-story facade along Wisconsin, rest of 
building set back from Wisconsin Avenue. Retail along Wisconsin Avenue and 
Old Georgetown Road opening to street; service, residential entry from 
Commerce Lane. 
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Block 2.6, Lots 531 - 52.3 (Used Cars/Shops) 

Parcel Size: 

Zoning: 

Optional Method Floor Area (4 FAR): 

Proposed Use Mix: 
Residential (1.2. FAR) 
(Min. 30% of floor area) 

Office (2..3 FAR) 

Retail (.5 FAR) 

Trips: New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

Site Design Considerations: 

Office/Retail 

86 
-11 
75 

2.4,000 square feet 

CBD-2. 

96,000 square feet 

2.8,800 square feet 
2.4 DU's 
3 trips 

55,2.00 square feet 
63 trips 

l 2.,000 square feet 
2.3 trips 

Total 

89 trips 
11 
78 trips 

a) Mixed Use: Office, retail, residential. 
b) Streetscape Improvements: Wisconsin Avenue and Woodmont Avenue. . 
c) Amenity Area: Enhanced linear public walks along Wisconsin Avenue and 

Woodmont Avenue. 
d) Building Configuration: Maximum three-story facade on Wisconsin Avenue, 

rest of building set back from Wisconsin Avenue. Retail facing Wisconsin 
Avenue with access from street. 
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Block 34 (Mariott ) 

Parcel Size: 150,500 square feet 

Zoning: CBD-Z 

Optional Method Floor Ar~a: 60Z,000 square feet 
(Assumes 4 FAR in mixed use.) 

Proposed Use Mix: 

Trips: 

Office (3.5 FAR) 

Retail (.5 FAR) 

New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

5Z6,750 square feet 
606 new trips 

75,Z50 square feet 
146 trips 

75Z trips 
-55 trips 
697 trips 

Site Design Considerations: 

a) Retail and office use; hotel optional. 
b) Retail continuity along East-West Highway and Wisconsin Avenue frontage. 
c) Streetscape improvements - all street frontage. Design emphasis on corner of 

East-West Highway at Wisconsin Avenue. 
d) . Amenity space - major amenity space may be internal to project, as in a 

courtyard. Minor amenity space to be integrated with Wisconsin Avenue 
streetscape and corner design. 

e) Buildings should have "street-wall" character and present a solidly defined 
corner to contrast with "void" across Wisconsin Avenue at Metro Center. 

,, 
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Block 34 (Mariott - Altemative Use Mix) 

Parcel Size: 150,500 square feet 

Zoning: CBD-Z 

Optional Method Floor Area: 602,000 square feet 
(Assumes 4 FAR in mixed use.) 

Proposed Use Mix: 

Trips: 

Hotel ( 1 FAR) 

Office (Z.5 FAR) 

Retail (.5 FAR) 

New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

150,000 square feet 
(Assumed minimum size - 500 square 
feet/room) 
300 rooms 
105 new trips 

379,750 square feet 
43 7 new trips 

7Z,Z50 square feet 
146 trips 

687 trips 
-55 trips 
633 trips 

Site Design Considerations: 

a) Retail and office use; hotel use. 
b) Retail continuity along East-West Highway and Wisconsin Avenue frontage. 
c) Streetscape improvements - all street frontage. Design emphasis on comer of 

East-West Highway at Wisconsin Avenue. 
d) Amenity space - major amenity space may be internal to project, as in a · 

courtyard. Minor amenity space to be integrated with Wisconsin Avenue 
streetscape and corner design. 

e) Buildings should have "street-wall" character and present a solidly defined 
corner to contrast with "void" across Wisconsin Avenue at Metro Center. 



Block 37 (Sunoco Station/Perpetual Federal) 

Parcel Size: 

Zoning: 

Optional Method Floor Area: 

Proposed Use Mix: 
Office (3.5 FAR) 

Existing Office 
New Office: 
Total Office 

38,010 square feet 

CBD-Z 

lSZ,040 square feet 
(Assumes 4 FAR in mixed use,) 

Z4,000 square feet 
109,035 square feet 
133,035 square feet 
1 ZS new trips 

C- 14 

(Assume retain existing 4 floor Perpetual 
Building.) 

Trips: 

Retail (.5 FAR) 

New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

19,005 square feet 
37 new trips 
(Assume provides first floor retail on 
site). 

16Z trips 
- 3 trips 
159 trips 

Site Design Considerations: 

a) Retail/office use. 
b) Streetscape Improvements: 

East-West Highway from Wisconsin Avenue to Waverly Street. 
Wisconsin Avenue, complete frontage. 
Montgomery Lane from Wisconsin Avenue to Waverly Street. 

c) Metro "Portal" for East entry to proposed pedestrian underpass, designed as a 
vertical "people place" with retail shops and/or food service. Such a place 
provides multi-level pedestrian oriented amenities and retail space to connect 
with a Metro pedestrian wider.pass, 

d) Strong vertical emphasis for building at corner of Wisconsin Avenue and Old 
Georgetown Road to form visual terminus to Old Georgetown Road. 

e) Maintain Perpetual Federal Building if practical, 
f) Support use of larger assembly, if a better use mix results, 
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Block 39 (Cancer Research) 

Parcel Size: 54,885 square feet 

Zoning: CBD-2. 

Optional Method Floor Area: 2.19,590 square feet 
(Assume 4 FAR in mixed use.) 

Proposed Use Mix: 

Trips: 

Office (3.5 FAR) 

Retail (.5 FAR) 

New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

192.,098 square feet 
2.2.1 trips 

2.7 ,443 square feet 
53 trips 

2.74 trips 
- 1 trips 
2.73 trips 

Site Design Considerations: 

a) Mixed Use: retail and office. Retain residential buildings on Hampden Lane, if 
feasible. 

b) St_reetscape improvements on all street frontage. 
c) Provide a unifying park-like setting for new office building and residential uses 

to remain. 
d) A building which provides a continuous physical edge along Woodmont Avenue 

and Montgomery Lane; building setback from south property line. 
e) Provide a pedestrian bridge and escalator connecting to Block 36 in the Metro 

core, if appropriate. 

, .. 
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Block 40 (Gulf Station) 

Parcel Size: 

Zoning: 

Optional Method Floor Area: 

Proposed Use Mix: 

Trips: 

Office (3.5 FAR) 

Retail (.5 FAR) 

New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

Site Design Considerations: 
. . 

a) Retail/ office use. 
b) Streetscape Improvements: 

Z.Z.,300 square feet 

CBD-2 

89,Z.00 square feet 
(Asswnes 4 FAR in mixed use.) 

78,050 square feet 
90 new trips 

11,150 square feet 
2Z. new trips 
(Asswne provides first floor retail on 
site.) 

llZ. trips 
-z. trips 

ITo trips 

. Montgomery Lane between East Lane and Wisconsin • .\."venue. 
Hampden Lane between East Lane and Wisconsin Avenue. 

c-16 

c) Amenity area - linear public space along Wisconsin Avenue with double row of 
trees and street furniture; provide a visual (experiential) feature as a focus to 
the space. 

d) Building setback from Wisconsin Avenue to align with hotel at the Metro 
Center. 
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Block 40 (Gulf Station) 

Parcel Size: 

Zoning: 

Optional Method Floor Area: 

Proposed Use Mix: 

Trips: 

Office (3.5 FAR) 

Retail (. 5 FAR) 

New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

Site Design Considerations: 

a) Retail/office use. 

2.Z,300 square feet 

CBD-Z 

89,200 square feet 
(Assumes 4 FAR in mixed use.) 

78,050 square feet 
90 new trips 

11,150 square feet 
2.Z new trips 
(Assume provides first floor retail on 
site.) 

112 trips 
-z trips 
110 trips 

b) Streetscape Improvements: 
Montgomery Lane between East Lane and Wisconsin Avenue. 
Hampden Lane between East Lane and Wisconsin Avenue. 

c) Amenity area - linear public space along Wisconsin Avenue with double row of 
trees and street furniture; provide a visual (experiential) feature as a focus to 
the space. 

d) Building setback from Wisconsin Avenue to align with hotel at the Metro 
Center. 



Block 41 (Eisinger) 

Parcel Size: 

Zoning: 

Optional Method Floor Area: 

Proposed Use Mix: 
Office (3.5 FAR) 

Retain Existing 
New 
Total 

Retail (.5 FAR) 
Retain Existing 
New 
Total 

Trips: New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

Site Design Considerations: 

a) Mixed use: office, retail. 

41,2.00 square feet 

CBD-Z 

164,800 square feet 
(Assumes 4 FAR in mixed use.) 

3,750 square feet 
140,450 square feet 
144, 2.00 square feet 

162. new trips 

9,115 square feet 
11,485 square feet 
2.0,600 square feet 

2.2. new trips 

C-18 

(Assume first floor retail, including pres-
ervation of existing retail on Wisconsin 
Avenue.) 

184 trips 
-11 trips 
173 trips 

b) Streetscape improvements - entire block and all street faces. 
c) Major amenity space along Wisconsin Avenue; minor amenity space may be 

in temal to project. 
d) Setback new high construction from Wisconsin; retain existing retail buildings 

if practical. 

Block 41 (Altemative Use Mix) 

Hotel (3.5 FAR) 
(residential type) 

Retail (.5 FAR) 
Retain Existing 
New 
Total 

144,2.00 square feet 
12.0 rooms (1,2.00 square feet/room) 

·17 trips (assume residential generation 
rate) 

· 9,115 square feet 
111485 square feet 
2.0,600 square feet 

i 
I 
I 
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Block 41 (Alternative Use Mix) (Cont'd,) 

Trips: New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

39 trips 
-11 trips 

28 trips 

Site Design Considerations: . 

a) Hotel, public uses and the entry should relate to Wisconsin Avenue, 
b) Streetscape improvements - entire block and all street faces. 
c) Major amenity space along Wisconsin Avenue; minor amenity space may be 

internal to project. 
d) Setback new high construction from Wisconsin; retain existing retail buildings 

if practical. 

Block 44 (Miller) 

Parcel Size: 

Zoning: 

Optional Method Floor Area: 

Proposed Use Mix: 

Trips: 

Office (3.5 FAR) 

Retail (.5 FAR) 

New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

Site Design Considerations: 

58,800 square feet 

CBD-2. 

240,448 square feet 
(Assume 4 FAR in mixed use.) 

205,800 square feet 
2.37 new trips 

30,056 square feet 
58 new trips 

295 trips 
-11 trips 
2.84 trips 

a) Retail on ground floor may not be required. 
b) Streetscape Improvements: All street frontage. Emphasis on Woodmont 

Avenue, 
c) Amenity Space: Divided between interior of project and along Woodmont 

Avenue. 
d) Public Facility: Dedication of right-of-way for Woodmont Avenue extended. 
e) "Street-wall" character of building along Woodmont Avenue. 



Block 46 (Artery) 

Parcel Size: 

Zoning: 

Optional Method Floor Area: 

Proposed Use Mix: 
Office 

Existing 
New 
Total (3.5 FAR) 

Retail 
Existing 
New 
Total (.5 FAR) 

Trips: Total New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

Site Design Considerations: 

a) Mixed Use: retail and office. 
b) Streetscape Improvements: 

98,800 square feet 

CBD-Z 

395,Z00 square feet 
(Assumes 4 FAR in mixed use.) 

96,400 square feet 
Z49,400 square feet 
345,800 square feet 
ZS 7 new trips · 

6,000 square feet 
43,400 square feet 
49,400 square feet 
84 new trips 

371 trips 
-37 trips 
334 trips 

c-zo 

Wisconsin Avenue between Bethesda Avenue and Railroad. 
Bethesda Avenue between Wisconsin Avenue and Railroad. 

c) Amenity: "People Place" along Wisconsin Avenue including outdoor cafe, 
landscaping, fountain, retail arcade around comer of Wisconsin Avenue and 
Bethesda Avenue. 

d) Three story facade along Wisconsin Avenue; remainder of building to be 
setback. 

e) Residential is desirable on this site. A 4 FAR project containing 1 FAR resi­
dential could result in 8Z DU's and an overall reduction of !OZ trips. 
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Block 4 7 (Burka) 

Parcel Size: 46,800 square feet 

Zoning: CBD-Z 

Optional Method Floor Area: 187 ,ZOO square feet 
(Assume 4 FAR is mixed use) 

Proposed Use Mix: 

Trips: 

Office (3.5 FAR) 

Retail (.5 FAR) 

New 
Less Existing (East) 
Net Additional 

163,800 square feet 
188 new trips 

23,400 square feet 
45 new trips 
(Assume, replace about one-half the exist­
ing 4 7,563 square feet of retail.) 

233 trips 
100 trips 
133 trips 

Site Design Considerations: 

a) Mixed Use: retail, office, retail continuity along Wisconsin Avenue. 
b) Streetscape Improvements: All street frontage. Premium paving on Willow 

Street is desirable. 
c) Amenity Space: "People place" along Willow Street to complement Farm 

Women's market, supported by restaurant/bar if feasible, landscaping, fountain 
and/or sculpture. 

d) Three-story facade along Wisconsin Avenue with remaining building setback; 
entire profile kept as low as possible to reduce impact on Elm Street park. 
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Block 47 (Whole Block Development) 

Parcel Size: CBD-Z 
CBD-1 

Zoning: 

Optional Method Floor Area: 
CBD-1 (4 FAR) 
CBD-Z (2. FAR) 

Proposed Use Mix: 

Trips: 

Office (3.5 FAR) 
(1.75 FAR) 

Retail (.5 FAR) 
(.2.5 FAR) 

New 
Less Existing 
Net Additional 

Site Design Considerations: 

46,800 square feet 
3Z,500 square feet 
79,300 square feet 

CBD-1 and CBD-Z 

187,Z00 square feet 
65,000 square feet 

Z5Z,Z00 square feet 

163,800 square feet 
56,875 square feet 

2.2.0,675 square feet 
Z54 new trips 

Z3,400 square feet 
8,1Z5 square feet 

3 l,5Z5 square feet 
61 new trips 

315 trips 
-148 trips 

167 trips 

c-zz 

All of Block 47 may receive optional method approval only if assembled with CBD-Z land 
to the east. Development on that portion of property nearest Elm Street Park should 
meet the followjng design criteria: 

a) 

b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 

Stepped back building design with no more than Z stories above grade at park 
edge • . 
Landscaped setback from sidewalk along 4 7th Street. 
Expansion of the "people place" along Willow to connect with El_m Street Park. 
Service access not permitted from Wisconsin Avenue or Willow Lane. 
Street _ oriented retail or residential facing on Elm Street Park. Massing and 
articulation of the building should be designed to maximize the harmonious 
relationship between the residential community and the building. 
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B&O Railroad (Air Rights-West) 

Parcel Size: 

Zoning: 

Optional Method Floor Area: 

Proposed Use Mix: 
Office (3.5 FAR) 

Retail (.5 FAR) 

Trips: Net· Additional 

Site Design Considerations: 

47,700 square feet 

c-z 
(Assume possible change to CBD-Z.) 

190,800 square feet 
(Assume 4 FAR in mixed use.) 

166,950 square feet 
19Z trips 

Z3,850 square feet 
46 trips 

Z38 trips 

a) Retail continuity along Wisconsin Avenue. 
b) Streetscape improvements on on all street frontage. 
c) Amenity Space: •winter garden• type lobby for public art display, with 

planting, seating and possibly a small scale food service. 
d) Building front on Wisconsin to align with Suburban Trust Bank building. 
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APPENDIX D 
ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS 

Alternative Administrative Procedures for Optional Method of Development 

This plan amendment recommends a 90-day period, after adoption of the sector plan 
amendment, during which project plans would be accepted for filing but would not be 
reviewed. This 90~ay period translates into a maximum 180-day period between adoption 
of the Plan and a Planning Board public hearing on a project plan. This plan amendment 
proposes that language be _added to the zoning ordinance which allows the Planning Board 
to establish modified timing requirements for filing and the public hearing on a project 
plan, to permit comparison of applications for purpose of selection and to provide approval 
priority to c~rtain classes of applications. 

Non-Residential Professional Offices in the TS-R Zone 

A number of existing single-family houses along Arlington Road have converted to 
office uses under the special exception provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. The result has 
been that an attractive residential character has been maintained along Arlington Road. 
Properties east of Arlington Road are designated in the Sector Plan as suitable for TS-R 
zoning. Since "non-residential professional offices" are not permitted uses, the existing 
offices could not remain within a TS-R project. 

This Plan proposes to amend the Zoning Ordinance so that non-residential 
professional offices in TS-R zoned areas may continue. Such uses would provide a buffer 
between high density residential areas and the single-family commwtity 'Rest of Arlington 
Road. If offices are retained, they would be included in the development standards 
calculation, for any unified parcel that includes such a use. Thus, some density, within the 
parcel, would be shifted to other new buildings in the project. The Plan endorses 
amending the zoning ordinance to make non-residential professional offices a permitted 
use. The intent of tlte amendment is to permit existing offices to remain, if approved as 
part of a development plan. 

Another aspect of the problem is that large scale TS-R projects may be constructed 
on individual lots \Vhich are separated by public streets. This amendment endorses the 
shifting of density between lots within parcels that are under unified control. The amend­
ment also endorses the ability to add small contiguous parcels (below the minimum net lot 
area required) to an existing TS-R proposals. 

Definition of Cellar and Floor Area Ratio 

In the CBD zones, the development standards limit the density of development by 
imposition of a floor area ratio (FAR). The FAR expresses "gross floor area" as a multiple 
of the lot area. However, the definition of "gross floor area" excluded cellars. Cellars 
are "that portion of a building below the first floor joist ••• , " which "shall not be used for 
habitation." The implied intent of the CBD zones is to include all occupied and usable 
space in the FAR calculation, including cellar space. As now written, cellar space can 
automatically be provided over and above the FAR limit. 

· In the Bethesda CBD Monitoring Report, 1980-1981, calculations were made for 
total floor area. For example, the gross floor area of the Metro Center (R&K) project is 
913,JSZ square feet. The addition of occupied/leasable cellar space (117 ,9Z8 square feet) 
results in a total floor area of l,031,Z80 square feet. The total amount of usable space, 
both above and below grade, is used to determine the amount of traffic generated by a 
particular development. 
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The definition of floor area ratio could be amended to conform to the uses of the 
FAR, including calculation of traffic generation. Thus, a total floor area ·.vould include 
both the "gross floor area" and the usable cellar area. However, the Planning Board has 
determined that such an amendment could have impacts which go beyond the immediate 
concern for calculation of traffic impacts. Further study of irnpacts on prope.rties ·.vhich 
may use standard method zoning is needed. 

CBD development under optional method requirements should also be reviewed. The 
Planning Board may need the flexibility to continue to exclude cellars from the FAR 
calculation. Such fle,dbility could assure better site use and provide increased amenity. 
The criteria for excluding cellars could include an enhancement of required amenities, 
appropriateness of increased intensity and restrictive topographic conditions. 
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B.aolation !lo. .i?.;;,:.29...i9ul.._ __ _ 

l11troducad : 
Adoptad: 

COlJlffT COtllfCIL FOR IIJIITG0M!I.Y COUlft"l, lfA&IUllD 
SITT11'C AS A DISTllCT COIJltCIL POI. TBAt POllTIOII 
OP TD IWm.Alll)-WAS'KDIC'tO!f UGIOKAL DISTllCT 

W1TIIIlll llllffG<Jm.Y COlJlff!, !WI.YUBD 

October 19, 1982 
October 19, 1982 

a,: Diatrict c-il 

smJ!:CT: Approval of the Yill&l Draft Awl~t to the lethead& 
CBD Sector Plin 

WIIDEAS, 111 J1111e, 1982, Th• llllr,lad-Met1on&l Capital Park ad P1-111s 

c-iHion approwad the fill&l draft of th• Aw14-t to the lethuda CBI> 

Sector Plm ad duly tranaaittad a&id approwad fill&l draft -.-nt to the 

llollts-rr Couaty Council md the llolltpaar, Caulley !zecutive; md 

WREIIAS, the llollts-rr Couaty !zecat1ve, pu~t to Ordtnace 7-38, 

llollts-rr Couaty Code, 1972, Section 701.-7, hu duly caaTeyad to the 

Konts-rr Couaty Couacil bia c-u ad nc-4.ationa on aaid appro,rad 

fiaal draft Sector Plm .Aamdamt; ad 

WIIDEAS, tbe Konts-r, County Couac11 held a pubUc bur111& oa 

Ausuat 4, 1982, vbereiD oral ad vrittm tnt1-y vaa recei•ad caocera1D1 

the P:LDal Draft Sector Pl.a Aamdamt; md 

WIIDEAS, tbe llollts-rr County Coullc11 coaductad wrbHaiona on 

the Yill&l Draft Sector Pl.a ~t on Septaber 22, 29, md JO· , 1982, 

at llhich tiae detailad coneiderati011 vaa 11•• to the nidmc• of record 

dave.J.oped at tb• public heariDS aDd to tb• c-t• and caacaraa of illterut­

ad part1aa attaadilll the wruueion diacuaaiona. 

NOW, TIID!10ll, B! I'r llSOLV!D by tb• Couaty CouacU sittillg u a 

Diatrict Council for tba portioa of tba llaryland-Vuhillstao ll.q1aaal Diatrict 

vithill Kontg-ry County that Mid Yill&l Draft Awldact to the letbudA 

CBI) Sector Pl.a 1• hereby aPllrowad vitb ncb rffitliaoa, aodificeuona, and 

aaeadaenta u are breillafter aet forth. 

Council chansu are 1dmtif1ad be.l.Olf by section and page auaber. 

Deletion& to the tut of tbe pl.a are 1Ddicatad by ••haol U:an and 

additioaa by underacoring. 

Traffic Capacity, Page 3 

tnaart oa Pas• 3, after paragraph 2: 

nie anticipated 25 percent lllld.L split 1s an estilllata. Achiev-,it 

of this aoda split should ba IIIOllitorad while recopiz1Dg that other 
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factors may change over time and could prov1.de addit!~nal or diminished 

cr3ffic caoacity within the Central Buainesa Distric: . Should ;~:ure 

1110ft1toring indicate a traffic 1icuati011 d..,elopinc lower levels of service 

(LOS) thcl forecut 1 the effon:a should be Ullllen:~ co incraue 

utili:l:atioa of illnady planned transit s.-r:rice and ot,:ervi.s• improve traffic 

coaditiona. Thu• effon:s uy include the incnue o: oarking charges, 

enhanced marketin5 of rida-sharin5 1 adopeion of scauered working hou:,-s 

by major 51.,.,ers co stretch out th• puk period traff~c. enhanced 

marketing for the use of••• transit 1 incraued oarkins oolicv suooorts 

for car poolin5 and other similar aporoachas to assure chat th• currenclv 

anticipated traffic caoacitv is realized or bettered. Finally, increases 

co the above listed 

affon:s. 

sca&i,Ds Plea, Fisur• s, Pas• 11 

lla'Plac• Stalins Plm, lisura 5 on Pas• ll , md lldit tut co nfhcc 

raviJed 1tasu. 

Allocation Plea, Pas• 12 

One tbauaad au hundred md s9Vmty-five tri'P• are a.llocaud co the 

Office/llatail m.z of uau myvhen 1n Seas• l of th• Cmt=al Area. Projeccs 

shall smerally cOlltorm co the dH:l.rlld uH mix (in floor area) of 88 to 

100 percmt offic• md up to 12 percmt retail, A minim= retail floor area 

vill be det•~ed by the Pl&mlins loard on a cua-by-eaa• baau. ~ 

propern in the Stage III area is e.lipble · for Optional ~diod approval in 

the Stage II time fr .... if •pproxillately 30 percmt (1.2 FAll) or more of 

the project is ruidmtial. Such orojects should g,merallv provide uo co 

12 percmc (.5 FAll) retail and the balance in office use. A small increase 

in ch• office or retail 11110unts may be approved if residential unit sizes 

result in mar• than 45 units co th• acre. 

The suss••ted uae mixu shovn on TablH 1 and in Aopandu C are 1n­

cmded co provide gmeral l!Uidance. The Pluming Board mav approve variations 

frc,m th••• &110unts whom: (1) propoeed usu, especially residential, con­

tribute co die general objective of increasing vttalii:v and after-hours 

activitv in cha CllD and (2) th• use mix would not result in substanti al!v 

E•ater trip generation than shOVD for each block in Tabl e C-1. 

Projects shall gmerally conform vith Dasig11 and I.and Use Criter ia 

prov1.ded 1n A'P'Pmldix C. ThHe criteria an uublished so an a'P'Plican~ can 

provide the necessary pedutrian oriented-shopping and ocher amenities for 

a number of sit••· The goal is co achieve an environment which encourages 

pedestrian movement and public activity at all hours . 

! -

i 
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Allocation by UH Sbovin1 Suuutad Uu Kis, Tabla 1, Paa• 13 

wart oo Pa1• 13, Tabla I, after roomota 2: 

9-2001 

• * * Olll.7 1,175 of th• 11675 mp• will. be allocaud if a person­

alized rid-baring prograa1 uaina tha tecmuguu of tha Silver Spring 

Share-A-Ride Proff• ia not illpl-ted u a permanent, ongoing prosr•• 

Optional llathod Adlainiatration, Paga 14 and 15 

Replace lua-1• 011 Pa1H 14 ud 15 , Paraarapba 
ing 1 ... .,.. •• , 

Optional Method Adainiatration 

to 5, with tbe follow-

Thia section appliu to tha &dailliatration of tba optional method for 

pro1acu sHking to uaa tha 11675 trip• allocated (ua footnote -, Tabla 

1) to build Office/Retail pro1acta. The pl- racopizu that tha number of 

aucb optional metbod application• aay be sr-t•r than normal due to tba 

backlog built up during tha period of davelopaant and ravi- of tbis aaend­

lNDt. Tbua 1 the pl- utabliabu rn'i.aad adainiatrativa procedures to meat 

cvo general ttaeda. Ona - provide for concurrent review of applications to 

coordinate tha evaluation of -ity "package•" md traffic illpact of the 

various pT01ects. Tva-permit caapariaou of individual projects if more 

trips are applied for than are availabla. The pl- also raguiru the 

atenaion of the time for tba required public hurtng under specified 

circumtancaa. 

Optional Mdlod applications will ba racllll.vad for 90 days after the 

adoption of this -dMDt, during which t:!Ae an application aay not have 

a public hurittg or ba appTOved by the Planning Board. The order of receipt 

of applications during thia 90-day period doaa 110t imply priority for staff 

raviev, public h .. ring, or Planning Board action or approval. Public 

h .. ringa on th••• applications will be held 110 earlier than 91 dava and 

110 later than 210 days after tha adoption of tbia aaandmant . The Planning 

Board shall utUld the time for the required public huringa u may be 

nacHaary to carry out the reguir-ta of this paragraph. hovaver 1 all of 

thHa hearings shall ba bald within 210 day• of th• adoption of tbis 

amendment. Each of these application& vill be revieved bv the staff .and 

the Planning Board will conduct a public hearing. after vhich the Planning 

Board vill determine whether each application meets the reguir-ts of 

the Zoning Ordinance. Thoae applications not -ting the Zoning Ordinance 

reguir-ts shall be denied. In the nent that th• r-iniDS applications 

involve uses and denait'ies that, 1D total, would generate more trip• than 

available (see footnote***, T~ble I), all these remaining applications vill 

be compared and nuaarciallv ranud by the Plannins Board (after a staff 

rec.,_,,dation) , based upon the degree t o vhich each application meets the 

folloving standard• for c01111>arison . In th• event the applications, taken 

together , do not exceed the available trips, then they may be approved by 

the Planning Soard. 
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A. Provision of Residential Uses 

l:be p1•,n1n1 !nerd shall cone1der the deuee ·n wb1cb rhe ,ra" ec ~ • 

E-4 

"'~,...--~<iu a ruidmtbl ,ae comoaaeat 1 111 support of the 5oala of che 1976 

ado11ted Sec:tor Plan chat "some resideatial develo111111111t should occur as oae 

of cbe ,ae aiues at che core," and that "significant U10unts of nev :nulci­

faaily, residential arovcb should be located "1.thil1 aasv Talkin5 distance 

of cha cransic ,ortal" /?age 77 1 l975 Sec;er 0 1,an) . 

a. Enhancment of Pedestrian !nvtr0111U11t 

The Plaimil1g Board shall C011Sider cbe degree co which each oro1ecc : 

,ilL linu and u:tmds che pedestrian path ouc-.1ard from ~; 

.ill caaca1Ds ddevalu and pathways 1D both the oublic ri5hc-of­

way and privately owned arus; 

fil coatains attractive and accessible olacea and spacu ch.at 

acco,aodate and encourage a vide variety Qf public ac:ivtcies; 

mhancu cha sidewalk mvtronmanc bv means of aooroprtate 

macer1als 1 land•caping1 U5h~1n5, graphics 1 $Cr••t ~urnicura, 

and design; 

ill encoura5u pedestrian accivtcv by orovtding shooo1ns or encer­

cai111U11C oppor=iciea along pedestrian ..,.ys, in5ludin5 :he 

recmtiaa or relocacioa of uisting uceil •JSes; 

.fil provi.dea peducrta sysc11111& md screec crossil15s ch.ac encourage 

mon crtps °" fooc; md 

.Ql. contains ocher accrtbuces ..tu.ch i.mllrove cha oedescrtan environ­

lllllllC and oedescrian access co M!TllO. 

C. .-\chiev-c of Functional/Visual Effeccivmua 

Tha Plmming Soard shall cotU1ider cha desree co ~ich che orojecc, ~chin 

itself and 111 relation co ocher axiscil15 or pro11osed develoomenc, oroduces 

a funccionallv efficient and rtsually coherent 5roupil1g of buildings and 

spaces, so as co enhance cha abilicv of the general public co locace, use 

and enjoy che facilities of cba sic•, 1Dcludil1g CM degree co ~hich cha 

design: 

.ill produces buildil1gs which are well re.l.&ced visually 1D cer,u of 

lighc, air, heigbc, sbadov, spacil1g, bulk and scale ; 

.i1L locacu pomla, serll'ice loadil15 arus, auc0110bil• access poil1cs 

screec furuicure, 111cartor buildil15 floor layoucs, u:certor 

public activity locaciaas, and s:iJll:1.lar features 1D a manner chac 

max:I.Jaizu cha efficimc .,.,. of these facilities bv :he smeral 

ill 
public and the occuoancs of che prtvaca soace; 

locacas build1n5 usau and related archicaccural Eeacuru 1.:1 such 

a :unner as t o enhance cha abili:y of cha general oublic co Eind 

their way into and around cha buildil1gs and ooen soaces; 
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fil inte5ntu the architectural fom and th• open. •pacu al'OUDCI 

th• ao H to enhance the gual.icy of the pedutri.&D arn.roawt, 

includills •uch factor• u wnliaht1 ,...ther protactioa1 noiH 

and air gualig1 autill• arran ..... u 1 lcdacapillK1 atrHt 

furniture, md artiatic aballbbaanta; and 

.ID. cont&ine othar attribuua vh:ich iaprove the functional and vbual. 

mj.,,.,.mt of the pro1act. 

nie PlllDDillg Board shall condd•r the aunt to which the project 

providu or participatu in a 111&11&g-t org&Dizatioa vh:ich will efficient­

ly md effectively provide uilltm1&Dce, repairs, activity progrming, 

spoaaonhip, a11ecial c,,au, •acuricy, and proaotion of public activity 

vi thin the CllD. 

Follovinl the erpiratioa of 210 day• attar the adoptioa of this plan 

aamdment, the Plmminl Board shall ruime ita replar practice of accepting 

optional Mthod applicationa in chroaological segumce u th-r are filed 1 and 

1chedulin5 thn for Planning Board huring within the 1tatutoq proviaiona 

govemill• the optional .. thod procua ill the Zoning OrdiDance and other 

relevant administrative proceduru. 

Nw Section ''Land lJH and Urban Duign, ~ Page 15 

Stard.ng on Pa1e 1.5, a nw Sectioa titled, "1.aDd tJae and llrbu. Duign," 

will be added lry ralocatillg and raaaing the Land tJae Sectiona coatdned on 

Page• C-1 through C-7, ("L&Dd ti••" fr011 AilJICldiz C). 

APP!RDIC!S 

Developm.ent Criteria, Duign Objective•, Page C-6 

Replace language on Pa1e C-6 under ''Dedgn Ohjectivu" with the 

folloving language: 

Design Guidelines 

nie foregoing urban design consideration• are embodied in the following 

urban design guidelines : 

E-5 

fil El1courage development of properties vhich can beat enhance the 

pedestrian pathway ,yum and transit usage by l1Dlr.ill11 and 

extending oucvard from the Metro station. Such an integrated 

oedestrian circulation svstem should consist of sidewalks in 

public rights-of-vav, plus privatelv developed public pathways 

and public places, an~ other pedestrian places in public ovner­

shio such as parks and transit facilities. 
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_m ~orld'! an 1lll11rov•d and chanced sidw•llt environment ,v 
~--• of appro11rlat• matartala 1 lmdsca111n5 1 li;ht!:ig, ;raohics, 

scrHt furnitur•, and duigp, 

1ll, !ncourag• d-.lopmmts cbac- aroduc• a coherent and •.rtsuall" 

.ill. 

ill 

umin5ful 1troupin5 of 'ouildipgs llhich are "all rdated ::.n cer.ns 

of soacinc1 bulk. and scale; and should !.llclude chose ~hich ·.n.11 

be desigped u an oucstand!:115 landmar!t. 

Encourage oedescr..an activtties through desi sns ·.hi~h ~ei~far:e 

the street edge "1th alfflroertaca oedeecr..an shoa111:is oocor~~ni:ies 

and which creata "oaoole olacu" which orovi.de 1ctivtc-r nneracian . 

C011sarve cha existing ooaicive atcrtbutes of :he 3ethesda 

CllD by 2rese?"11:15 admirable buildin5 uses 1 oraservtng exisc!ng 

landacapin51 and ma:intainin5 duigp fueuru. !'hese attributes 

"111 cotttrtbute co a "smsa of glace" or a olace of distini::1on 

that is easily r-'iarild. !hasa poaitiva characteristics should 

ba caltm into accowit in cha duign of 11urbv oar:, ls. 

Provid• a managment organizati011 "hi ch can efficientlv and 

affectively oravtde maintenance, reoairs , activi:,r oro5rarm:!.:i3, 

and events sponsonh1p 1 secun.57, and promotion of the oublic areas 

1ncludinc ddavalu, public places, and struts. The ananizacion 

could be oattemild aftar the oiai:1tenance cor:ioratiou olanned :ar 

cha core. 

i.-d Ose and Deaip Criterta, Page C-7 

Appendix C shall begin "1th cha follCIVing retitlad section fr0111 

Paga C-7: 

Al'P!mlIX C 
U.NI) USE Allll SIT! DESIGN CONSID!l!ATIONS 

Lad Osa and Sica Daaian Considarationa, Paga C-7 

Alund the first paragraph aa follows: 

!ha follCIVing Wormation 1a a s,_ry of cha uaumptious, development 

quantitiu, and duign ccnuiderations for the vartoua areas and situ 1n 

cha Bethesda C3D. Assumptions iJScluda the mu: of 1aas on each sice. 

Davelopaamt quantitiaa list the est1-ced s~uare feet, dwellu,.g units, and 

crtp• gmaratild for uch parca.l, DHign considerations describe •011111 de­

•irabla futnru and mmitiu for uch parca.l. !ha considerations :iay be 

used by applicants u a guide 1n preparin1 project desips, !hay "111 

alao be uaed u a buu for di&logua "1th staff during pre-application 

conference•. These conaidarati~ do 110c 2reclude ot her ~rooosals, which 

"111 >• revieved on a cue-by-ca.se basis. 
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s,_ry - su11ucad oae Mu by Site, Table c-2, Paa• c-a 

llrtia• Paa• c-a, Table c-2, co add Stas• III project& and rW'ise 

all valuu u follova: 
Tur.a C•l 

SllMNllY 
StJGG&sTZD UH NIX 

ff SID 

Caea 
&.Iaiiidil 
(Dwellin9 
CniU•DOat 

o!!lce 
11,000 
Sq.Pt.t 

Lull 
11,000 
sg. ft.) 

••t 'l'rip• Added 
touailal Reccaaend• 

M~• and Site 'l'ripa Allocation 

1. STANDAllD ltE't'H0D 

2. RJ:SIDEHTIAL1 
Area O ITS-a) 
l&ttuy IAn• 

X 
y 
z 

32 (Garaqe 0) 
Other ait•• 

Suototal 

l. CENT.RAI. A.RD 2 

Staqe II 
2, 
3t 
37 
39 
,o 
41 
u 
'6 

" 8'0 

STAGE III] 
26 (Lou l , 11 
26 (Lota 5 , 131 
21 (Lota 523•5311 
Central Azea· 
Suototal 

PROJl:CT TO'l'Al. 

Le•• Oe1110litiona 
VBT ADDITIONS 6 

IOI 

155 
100 
125 
350 
101 

1,04 

55 
t3 
24 

172 

l,'11 

-62 

1,554 5 

111 

15 

11 

31 

175 
527 
133 
lt2 
71 

140 
201 
341 
lU 
117 

127 
247 

55 

2,557 

2,699 -1, 
2,Hl 

37 

5 

15 
11 

31 

25 
75 
1t 
n 
11 
21 
30 ., 
23 
24 

21 
90 
12 

U4 

507 

200 

t:z 

u 
1l 
14 
21 
64 

225 
U7 
159 
273 
110 
173 
214 
334 
133 
231 

172 
271 

75 

l,151 

3,571 

-----=2_0_0 . ----
307 3,576 

l Optional -thod 111&y be approved at any time for any •••Ulbled 
CBD-1 or CBD-2 aite, havinq at leaat 80 percent residential . 

' Buildinq demolition• are eatilnated to aitea recover t23 trip• 
which are accounted for in the •net trip• added" . 

3' Project• with approximatelv 30 oercent or more ruirl,.neial ar• !>!'!T':llitte~ 
in Stage II time period. 

4 

5 

6 

See footnote ••• , Table 1 • 

Potential is 1.8 million square feet. 

Potentia l total ia 4 . 8 million aquare feet. 

200 

225 

1,175 4 

~ .100 

2 ,100 
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DeveloptMDt crturu, Paa• C-24 

Follavinl P•I• C-24, add ducriptiv• v&l.~u md site dui111 ~cmaider­
ationa tor three propen:iu iD the Stai• UI aru u follova : 

lloc:k 26 1 Lota 3 • I (People'a/Gino'al. 

2arcel Size: People'• 
Gino'• 

:Onin,;: 

32,200 aq. !t. 
21,800 sq. !t. 

0-ption.l Method Floor Area (4 l"Alll 

Reaidential (l.2 PAlll 

ttipa: N-

(m.inimwll JOI ot Floor An• 

Offic:e (2.3 PAlll 

Retail ( • 5 FAll) 

Offic:e / Retail 

l91 

Leaa exiatin,; 
Net additional 

-26 

172 

Site Oeaiqn Conaiderationa: 

a. Mi.Jtad uae: Of!ic:e, retail, reaideDtial. 

55,000 sq. !t. 

Ot>-2 

220,000 sq . ft. 

U,000 sq . ft 
55 OO's 

8 trip• 

126,500 sq . !t. 

l45 trip• 

27,500 sq. ft. 
53 trips 

!2ll! 
206 trip• 

--=l!...tripa 
180 

b. StrHt 1c:ope :tmprcvements: Wiac:onaiA Ave. , Old Gtior,;etown Rd. , 
c~rc:e wne. 

c:. Amenity Ar•••= !nhanc:ed lillear pwilic: walk alonq Wisc:onsin Ave . 
and Old Georqetown Read, Major portion ot amenity area :uy be 
interior to site (c:ourtyard c:onc:ept) and semi-private ta 
reinforce raaidantial c:omponent. 

d. 3~ildin,; Confi,;uration: MaxiDNm thrH-atory tac:ade alon,; 
Wisc:onain, rest of b~ldinq aet bac:k from Wisc:onain Ave., 
Retail alon,; Wisc:onsin Ave. and Old Gtiar,;etown Read opening 
to atreet1 servic:e, raaideDtial entry trom c~rc• t..lne. 

lloc:k 25 1 t.ota 5 • ll (Brown/Safwayl 

Parcel Size: 

loninq: 

50,900 aq. ft 

32,lOO aq. !t 

Optional Method Floor Area (Pll 41 

Proposed Use !U.x: Reaidential (1.2 l"Alll 
(minim~ 301 of Ploor Ana 

93,200 sq. 

OD-2 

372,800 sq. 

lll,UO sq. 
93 00'• 

ft 

ft. 

ft. 

ll trips 

OHic:e (2.3 P'lll 214,350 sq. !t.· 
247 trip• 

Retdl (. 5 FAR) 46 , 6-00 sq. ft. 
90 tri;,a 

l -
! 
I 
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Trips: 

- 9 -

Of Uc:e /lletai 1 

337 

L••• exiat.in9 -59 
net addition&l 271 

Site Design Considerations: 

a. Mixed Use: Offic:e, retail, reaidential 

9-2001 

~ 

350 tripe 

....:.ll..t.rip• 
291 tripe 

b. Streetsc:ope Improvemants : Wisc:onain Ave., Old Georgetown Rd., 
Woodmont Avenue. 

c: , Amenity Areas: Linear p'UQlic area along Wisconain Ave .; 
through bloc:k landsc:aped pedestrian link with retail 
alongside , connecting Safeway with Wisc:onain Ave.; semi­
private landscaped area for residential units. 

d. Building configuration: MaximWII three-story facade along 
Wisconsin Avenue, reat of building set bac:k from street. 
Minimum parking for groc:ery along Old Georgetown Road 
and Woodmont Avenue. Avoid split-lev.l retail sche111e 
at Wisconsin Avenue. 

Bloc:k 26 1 Lota 523 - 531 

Parcel Size: 

Zoning: 

(Used cars/shops) 

24,000 sq. ft 

CllD-2 

Optional Met.hod Floor Area (4 FAR) 96.000 aq. ft 

Proposed U•• Mill: Residential (1.2 FAR) 28,800 sq. ft 

(minimum 301 of floor area) 
of floor area 

Oftic:e (2.3 !'AR) 

Retail (.5 FAR) 

Trips: Office/Retail 

Nev H 

24 DtJ'• 
3 tripe 

55,200 sq. ft 

63 trips 

U,000 sq. ft. 

23 trips 

!ill! 
89 trips 

Lesa existing _::,ll_ ~trips 

75 78 trip• 

Site Oeaign Consideration•: 

a. ~ixed Use: Office, retail, residential 

b. Streetscope Improvements: Wisconsin Avenue and Woodmant Avenue 

c. 

d. 

Amenity Area: Enhanced 
and Woodmont Ave. 
Building Configuration : 
Wisconain Ave., rest of 
Retail facing Wisc:onain 

linear p'UQlic walk• along Wisc:onsin Ave 

Maximum three-story fac:ade on 
building set back from Wiaconain Ave . 
Avenue with ace••• from street. 
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All f1pru and table• arm to be revised where appropriate co r•ilacc 

che Council c:han1u co ch• F!.aal Orate Sec:cor Plan and co reflect che 

l982-83 ~pical tmprov-cs ?ro1ra. !be cue is co be edited as 

~•c•s•ary co achieve c:laricy and c:oaaucmcy, co ~pdaca faccual ~~i~=ac~~n. 

and coav-, cbe actions of the Councy Ccunc:11. All 1deac1fyi.ng r,:ferenc:es 

percaiA co cbe Final Draic 3achesda C3D Allleadmmc, daced June, l 98: . 

A !rue Copy. 

ATl'EST: 

1Cacl1leea A. Fre..iman. Deouc,.. Secrecary 
of cbe Councy Council tor 

Mollc1oaery Councy, llarylaad 
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APPENDIX F 

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 
RESOLUTION NO. 82.-32. 

--------- ------:-------- ------------- -
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MCPB NO. 
M-NCPPC NO. 

82-18 
82-32 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, by virtue 
of Article 66D of the Annotated Code of Maryland, is authorized and empowered, from 
time to time, to make and adopt, amend, extend, and add to the General Plan for the 
Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington Regional District; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board of The Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission held public hearings on May 6, 1982 on a 
preliminary draft amendment to the Bethesda Central Business District Sector Plan, being 
also a proposed amendment to the General Plan for the Physical Development of the 
Maryland-Washington Regional District and the Master Plan of Highways; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board, after said public hearings and 
due deliberation and consideration, at the meeting held on June 3, 1982, approved a final 
draft amendment and recommended that it be approved by the Montgomery County 
Council; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Council, sitting as the District Council for that 
portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District lying within Montgomery County, on 
August 4, 1982, held public hearings wherein testimony was received concerning the Final 
Draft Master Plan Amendment; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Council, sitting as the District Council for that 
portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District lying within Montgomery County, on 
October 19, 1982 approved the final draft amendment of said plan by Resolution 9-2001. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Montgomery County Planning Board 
and the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission do hereby adopt said 
amendment to the Bethesda Central Business District Sector Plan, together with the 
General Plan for the Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington Regional District 
and the Master Plan of Highways, as approved by the Montgomery County Council in the 
attached Resolution 9-2001. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this amendment be reflected on copies of the 
aforesaid plan and that copies of such amendment shall be certified by The Maryland­
National Capital Park and Planning Commission and filed with the Clerk of the Circuit 
Court of each of Montgomery and Prince George's Counties, as required by law. 

• • * * • * * • * * 
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 Commissioner Granke, seconded by 
Commissioner Heimann, with Commissioners Brennan, Christeller, Granke, Heimann and 
Krahnke voting in favor of the motion at its regular meeting held on Thursday, October 
21, 1982 in Silver Spring, Maryland. 

Thomas H. Countee, Jr. 
Executive Director 
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• • • • • • • • • • 
This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution 

adopted by The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, on motion of 
. Commissioner Granke, seconded by Commissioner Heimann, with Commissioners Brown, 

Brennon, Christeller, Cumberland, Dukes, Granke, Heimann, Keller, and Krahnke voting in 
favor of the motion, and with Commissioner Shoch temporarily absent, at its regular 
meeting held on Wednesday, November 10, 1982. 

Thomas H. Countee, Jr. 
Executive Director 
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CAPITAL PARK ANO PLANNING COMMISSION 
8787 Georgia Avenue• Silver Spring, Maryland 20907 

(301) 279-1CDJ 

RESOLTUION 

WHEREAS, The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission, by virtue of Article 660 of the 
Annotated Code of Maryland, is authorized and empowered, 
from time to time, to make and adopt, amend, extend, and 
add to a General Plan for the Physical Development of the 
Maryland-Washington Regional District; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board of 
The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission held a public hearing on March 12, 1981 on a 
preliminary draft amendment to the Bethesda-Chevy Chase 
Master Plan, being also a proposed amendment to the General 
Plan for the Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington 
Regional District and the Master Plan of Highways; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board, 
after said public hearing and due deliberation and consider­
ation, at the meeting held on March 26, 1981, approved a 
final draft amendment and recommended that it be approved 
by the Montgomery County Council; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Council, sitting as 
the District Council for that portion of the Maryland­
Washington Regional District lying within Montgomery County, 
on July 14, 1981, held a public hearing to afford a oppor­
tunity for testimony concerning the Final Draft Master Plan 
Amendment; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Council, sitting as 
the District Council for that portion of the Maryland­
Washington Reg,ional District lying within Montgomery County, 
on October 28 ,- 1981 approved the final draft amendment of --c_ 
said plan by Resolution .~ •"2CO\ , .- •~, -- :- : . .,, ;..- ~ ·- ' - • 

' . . ( , ! : . . .. t /! 't 
I') ' . . . - .. , · ,,,. ~ ,_ . I ,, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Montgomery 
County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park 
and Planning Commission does hereby adopt said amendment to 

Montgomery County Planning Board 
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the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan, together wi th the 
General Plan for the Physical Development of the Maryland­
Washington Regional District and the Master Plan of High­
ways as approved by the Montgomery County Council in the 
attached Resolution 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this amendment be 
reflected on copies of the aforesaid plan and that copies 
of such amendment shall be certified by The Maryland­
National Capital Park and Planning Cormnission and filed 
with the Clerk of the Circuit Court of each of Montgomery 
and Prince George's Counties, as required by law. 

* * * * * * * * * * * 
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Resolution No. 9 - i '?', 9 
introduced: November 10, 1981 
Adopted: l'lt v ~""~ lC 1 , t:i?I 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 
SITTING AS A DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT POR"nON 

OP THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT 
WITHIN MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

8J1 District Couneil 

SUBJECT: Al:';val of the Pinal Draft Amendment to the Bethelda CBD Sector 
P re Site Cor HOUIUlJ for the Elderly or Ranc!cap@ 

WHEREAS, on January 9, 1981, the Montgomery County Planninc Bovd 

transmitted to the District Cowu:il a Pinal Draft Amendment to the Betheeda CBD 

Sector Plan to d•ienate a site located at 4925 Batt81'7 Lane aa suitable Cor the 

development of hoUling Cor the elderly or handicapped; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Zoninc Ordinance requir• that the 

minimum lot area shall be one and one-half &CNS, except in areas in cloM 

proximity to central bmineu district and tranlit station development area wn... 
an adopted and approved sector plan designat• sit• Cor hOUline tor the elderly ol" 

handicapped; and 

WHEREAS, the lot area of the property propoNd Cor d•ipation • mitable 

for houring Cor the elderly or handicapped is 1.19 acrea; and 

WHEREAS, on July 14, 1981, the District Cowteil held a putllic hearinc 

wheNin t•timony wu received concm,ung the Pinal Draft Amendment to the 

Betheada CBD SectOl" PlanJ and 

WHEREAS, on Octooer 28, 1981, the District Couneil held a wortcseaion at 

which time consideration wu pven to the pu.bllc hearing t•timony and to the 

comments and concerns of the Montgomery Cowtty PlanninC Bovd and citizens and 

other interested parties; and 

WHEREAS. altu careful review of the putllic hearinc testimony and other 

material of record, the Cowteil is of the opinion that the property located at 4925 

Battery Lane is suitable Cor d•ienation on the Bethesda CBD Sector Plan Cor 

housing tor the elderly and handicapped Cor the Collowtnc reaaoraz (1) availability 

of public transportation; (2) location in present hiprise residential neighborhood 

along Battery Lane; and (3) proximity to community servic• such as shoppinc, 

church-, medical ofCtces, Betheada Senior Cltiz.,. Center, banks, theatres. 

library, partcs and rescue squad. 



NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED by the County Council tor 

Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting u a District Council tor the Maryland-Wash­

ington Regional District in Montgomery County, Maryland, that -

The Bethesda Central Business District Seetor Plan is hereby amended u 

ro11ow111 

1. Change Land Use Plan Map to snow the tollowtng designation tor the 

propertf located at 4925 Battery Lanes 

E. Housing tor the Elderly 

2. Add the following language u the tlrst paragraph on Pap 101 of the 

Sector Plan: 

A site at 4925 Battery Lane is a1lo recommended tor houring tor !!!! 
elderly. nu site is regarded u suitable tor hOUlin( tor the elderly 

and handicapped per10m under a special exception in the R· l O Zone. 

A True Copy. 

A T"T'P.ST: 

Anna P. ~tea, Seeritarr 
of the County Council tor 
Montgomery County, Maryland 



FINAL DRAFT AMENDMENT 
to the 

BETHESDA CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT SECTOR PLAN 

The 1976 Bethesda Central Business District 
Sector Plan is proposed to be amended with respect 
to the property at 4925 Battery Lane in Bethesda. 
The property is located on the north side of 
Battery Lane between Woodmont and Keystone Avenues. 
It is identified on the tax map as lot 27 and a 
portion of l0t 28, block 2, in the subdivision 
known as Northwest Park. 

The amendment will change the Land Use Plan 
map (Figure 12, page 83 in the Sector Plan). The 
subject property will be changed from "Multi-family, 
Medium Density" to "E, Housing for the Elderly.• 

The amendment will ·add the following state­
ment as the first paragraph on page 101 of the 
sector Plan: 

A site at 4925 Battery Lane is 
also recommended for housing 
for the elderly. This site is 
regarded as suitable for housing 
for the elderly and handicapped 
persons under a special exception 
in the R-10 Zone. 
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CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 
8787 Georgia Avenue• Silver Spring, Maryland 20907 

(301) 589-1480 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission, by virtue of Article 66D of the Annotated Code of 
Maryland, is authorized and empowered, from time to time, to 
make and adopt, amend, extend .and add to a General Plan for the 
Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington Regional District: 
and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board of The Mary­
land-National Capital Park and Planning Commission and the 
Montgomery county Council held a joint public hearing on 
January 7, 1980 on a preliminary draft amendment to the Bethesda 
Central Business District Sector Plan, being also a proposed 
amendment to the General Plan for the Physical Development of 
the Maryland-Washington Regional District and Master Plan of 
Highways, and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board, after said 
public hearing and due deliberation and consideration, at a 
special meeting on January 14, 1980, approved a final draft 
amendment and recommended that it be approved by the Montgomery 
County Council: and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Council sitting as the 
District Council for that portion of the Maryland-Washington 
Regional District lying withi n Montgomery County, on 
January 15, 1980 modified and approved the final draft amendment 
o f said plan by Resolution 9- 571. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Montgomery County 
Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
commission does hereby adopt said amendment to the Bethesda 
Central Business District Sector Plan, together wi th the General 
P lan f or the Physical Development o f the Maryland-Washington 
Regional District and the Master Plan of Highways as modified 
and approved by the Montgomery County council in the attached 

- - - ·---------,-----~...,,--------. ~-- --- - -----·-- ----~-------- ,~- - ~- . ........ 
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Resolution No. 9-571 and Figure 25, Staging Plan: 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this amendment be reflected 

2 

on copies of the aforesaid plan and that copies of such amendment 
shall be certified by The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission, and filed with the Clerk of the Circuit 
Court of each of Montgomery and Prince George's Counties, as 
required by law. 

* * * * * * 

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 Commis­
sion on motion of Commissioner Granke, seconded by Commissioner 
Krahnke, with Commissioners Granke, Hanson, Heimann, Keeney, 
and Krahnke voting in favor of the motion, at its regular meet­
ing held on Thursday, January 24, 1980 in Silver Spring, Maryland • 

* * * * * * 

. .., 
- / -r ,,. 
- . ·-· - / 

Ruth Roberts 
Acting Executive Director 

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct 
copy of a resolution adopted by The Maryland-National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission on motion of Commissioner Granke, 
seconded by Commissioner Churchill; with Commissioners Churchill, 
Granke, Hanson, Heimann, Keeney, Krahnke, and Shoch voting in 
favor of the motion; with Commissioner Burcham being absent, 
and with Commissioner Brown being temporarily absent at its 
regular meeting held on Wednesday, February 13, 1980 in Riverdale, 
Maryland. 

.- -,,, , 
, ---- -

Ruth Roberts 
Acting Executive Director 
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CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 
8787 Georgia Avenue• Silver Spring, Maryland 20907 

(301) 589-1480 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission, by virtue of Article 66D of the Annotated Code of 
Maryland, is authorized and empowered, from time to time, to 
make and adopt, amend, extend and add to a General Plan for the 
Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington Regional 
District: and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board of The Maryland­
National Capital Park and Planning Commission held a public hear­
ing during its regular meeting held on January 25, 1978 on a 
proposal to amend the Bethesda Central Business District Sector 
Plan, being also a proposal to amend the General Plan for the 
Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington Regio?al District 
and Master Plan of Highways: and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Board, after said 
public hearing and due deliberation and consideration, at its 
regular meeting on February~, 1978, approved the proposed amend­
ment and recommended that it be approved by the Montgomery County 
council: and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery county Council, sitting as the District 
Council for that portion. of the Maryland-Washington Regional District 
lying within Montgoll!ery County, on March 14, 1978, approved the 
Final Draft Amendment of said Plan as shown on the attached map 

· by Resolution 8-1841. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Montgomery County 
Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission does hereby adopt said amendment of the Bethesda Central 
Business District Sector Plan, together with the General Plan for the 
Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington Regional District 
and the Master Plan of Highways as follows: 
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The Street and Highway Plan of the Approved 
and Adopted Bethesda Central Business District 
Sector Plan is hereby amended to indicate a 
fifty (SO) foot right-of-way for that segment 
of Waverly Street, between Montgomery Avenue 
and the B&O Railroad, said reduction in 
right-of-way to occur on the east side. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this amendment be reflected on 
copies of the aforesaid Plan and that copies of such amended Plan 
shall be certified by The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission, and filed with the Clerk of the Circuit Court 
of each of Montgomery and Prince George's Counties, as required by 
law. 

* * * * * * 

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 Commissioner Keeney, seconded by Commissioner Kephart, 
with Commissioners Granke, Hanson, Keeney, Kephart, and Scharf 
voting in favor of the motion at its regular meeting held on 
Thursday, March 23, 1978 in Silver Spring, Maryland. 

/iL.~ fl. ~ J;; 
Thomas H. Countee, Jr. / 
Executive Director 

* * * * * * 

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct 
copy of a resolution adopted by The Maryland-National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission on motion of Commissioner Hanson, 
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seconded by Commissioner Granke, with Commissioners Churchill, 
Dutton, Granke, Hanson, Hopper, Kephart, LaPlaca, and Scharf 
voting in favor of the motion, with Commissioners Brown and 
Keeney being absent, at its regular meeting held on Wednesday, 
April 12, 1978 in Riverdale, Maryland. 

JJM:bb 

/i~ H.~--ta}~ 
Thomas H. Countee, Jr. 
Executive Director 
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Resolution No. _s_-_1_8 __ 4.;;.;1;;._ ___ _ 

Introduced: March 14, 1978 
Adopted: 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 
SITTING AS A DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PORTION 

OF THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT 
WITHIN MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

By: District Council 

SUBJECT: Approval of Amendment to the Bethesda Sector Plan regarding Waverly Street 

WHEREAS, on February 14, 1978, the Montgomery County Planning Board 

transmitted to the District Council a Final Draft Amendment to the Bethesda Sector 

Plan proposing that the right-of-way width of the segment of Waverly Street between 

Montgomery Avenue and the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad be r~uced from eighty (80) 

feet to tilty (50) feet; and 

WHEREAS, at the Planning Board January 25, 1978 public hearing on this proposed 

amendment there was no testimony in opposition to the proposed reduction in right-of­

way for said segment of Waverly Street; and 

WHEREAS, Waverly Street, south of Montgomery Avenue terminates at the 

Baltimore and Ohio Railroad, and serves only the abutting properties and not through 

traffic; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Department of Transportation has indicated 

that a fi!ty (50) foot right-of-way for the segment of Waverly Street, between 

Montgomery Avenue and the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad is adequate to serve adjacent 

properties. . 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the County Council sitting as the 

District Council tor that portion of the Maryland-Washington Regional District within 

Montgomery County, that -

The Street and Highway Plan of the Approved and Adopted Bethesda Central 

Business Dlstric:t Sector Plan is hereby amended to indicate a fifty (50) foot right-of-way 

for that segment of Waverly Street, between Montgomery Avenue and the Bc5c0 Railroad, 

said reduction in right-of-way to occur on the east side. 

A True Copy. 

ATI'F.8'1': 

Anna P. Spates, Secretary 
of the County Council for 
Montgomery County, Maryland 

r. 
j 
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RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commis­
sion, by virtue of Article 66D, Annotated Code of Maryland, 1957, is 
authorized and empowered to make, adopt, and from time to time amend, 
extend, and add to a General Plan for the Physical Development of the 
Maryland-Washington Regional District; and 

WHEREAS, a Preliminary Sector Plan for the Bethesda Central 
Business District was prepared and submitted to the Montgomery County 
District Council on September 11, 1974; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery county Planning Board, pursuant to said 
laws_, held a duly advertised public hearing on November 18 and 19,· 
1974 on a Preliminary Sector Plan for the Bethesda Central Business 
District, said Plan being a proposed amendment ·of, and addition to, 
the Master Plan for the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Planning Area, adopted 
by The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission in 
October 1970, the Master Plan of Highways, and the General Plan for 
the Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington Regional District; 
and 

WHEREAS, following the public hearing, the Montgomery County Plan­
ning Board did prepare a Final Draft Sector Plan for the Bethesda 
Central Business District with such revisions, modifications, and 
amendments recommended by the Planning Board; and 

WHEREAS, such Final Draft Sector Plan, dated July 1975, was 
transmitted to the Montgomery county District Council for final 
approval on August 13, 1975; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County District council conducted public 
hearings on the Final Draft Sector Plan for the Bethesda Central 
Business District on October 15 and 16, 1975; and 
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WHEREAS, the Montgomery County District Council reviewed 
said Final Draft Sector Plan, dated July 1975, including the maps 
and text and on June 1, 1976 approved the Plan as submitted by 
The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, subject 
to the modifications and revisions set forth in Montgomery County Council 
Resolution 8-827; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that The Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission hereby adopts the Sector Plan 
for the Bethesda Central Business District, together with the 
modifications and revisions as enumerated in said Resolution 8-827, 
said Plan consisting of maps and descriptive matter and being an 
amendment of, and addition .to, the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan, 
the Master Plan of Highways, and the General Plan for the Physical 
Development of the Maryland-Washington Regional District; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that these amendments and appropriate 
certificate of adoption shall be recorded on the maps, Plan and 
descriptive matter, said certificate shall contain the signatures 
of the Chairman, Vice Chairman, and Secretary-Treasurer of this 
Commission; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Sector Plan for the Bethesda 
Central Business District, as herein adopted, is applicable to the 
area within the boundaries delineated on the Plan maps, together 
with the descriptive and explanatory matter which is a part thereof; 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that an ~ttested copy of the Plan and 
all parts thereof shall be certified by the Commission and filed 
with the Clerk of the Circuit Court of Montgomery County, Maryland. 

* * * * * * 

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 
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motion of Commissioner Scharf, seconded by Commissioner Granke, 
with Commissioners Granke, Hanson, Keeney, Kephart, and Scharf 
voting in favor of the motion at its regular meeting held on 
Thursday, June 3, 1976 in Silver Spring, Maryland, at which meet­
ing all of the five Board members were present. 

~~:e~=-~· 
Executive Director 

* * * * * * 

This is to certify that the "foregoing is a true and correct 
copy of a resolution adopted by The Maryland-~ational Capital Park 
and Pl~nning Commission, on motion of Commissioner Granke, seconded 
by Commissioner Kephart, with Commissioners Brown, Churchill, Granke, 
Hanson, Hopper, Kephart, LaPlaca, and Scharf voting in favor of the 
motion, with Commissioner Keeney being absent, and with Commissioner 
Dutton being temporarily absent at its re.gular meeting held on 
Wednesday, June 9, 1976 in Hyattsville, Maryland. 

Executive Director 




