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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 ~ounties. 

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 oper)ition 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. 



NOTICE TO READERS 

An area master plan, after approval by the County Council 
and adoption by The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
commission, constitutes an amendment to the General Plan for 
Montgomery County. As such, · it provides a set of comprehensive 
recommendations and guidelines for . the use of publicly and 
privately owned land within its planning area. Each area plan 
reflects a vision of future development that responds to the 
unique character of the local community within the context of a 
County-wide pers~ective. 

Area master plans are intended to provide a benchmark point 
of reference with regard to public policy. Together with 
relevant County-wide functional master plans, they should be 
referred to by -public officials and private individuals when 
decisions are made that affect the use of land within the plan's 
boundaries. Master plan recommendations and guidelines outline 
objectives and provide policy direction -for subsequent zoning and 
other land use decisions and convey specific instructions in 
certain instances, such as where an ordinance or regulation 
requires a defined linkage to be established • . Tha. precise timing 
and character of public facility projects are determined annually 
through the Capital Improvements Program and the Operating 
Budget. 

Master plans generally look ahead to a time horizon of about 
20 years from the date of _adoption, although ·it is intended that 
they be updated and revised about every ten years. It is 
recognized that the original circumstances at the tim~ of plan 
adoption will change over time, and that the specifics of a 
master plan may become less relevant as time goes on. Any 
sketches or site plans in an adopted plan are for illustrative 
purposes only and are intended to convey a general sense of 
desirable future character rather than a commitment to a 
particular detailed design. 
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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 
Preliminary 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 
Montgomery. 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 testimony, and to determine 
whether to make any revisions to the Prelimi~ary 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 Council, with any revisions deemed appropriate. If 
the County Executive 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 hearing, the 
Council holds an open worksession to review the testimony, 
and then adopts a resolution approving, modifying, or 
disapproving the Final Draft 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. 



Montgomery County 

Master Plan Development Process 

Planning Board submits, 

Executive recommends, 

and Council approves: 

( ) 
Planning staff prepares, 

with Executive staff review: 

C Issues Report ) 
Planning staff initiates community participation, 

solicitation of Executive staff ideas, 

and then prepares: 

( Staff Draft Plan ) 
Planning Board reviews Staff Draft, 

and, with modification, 

sends to public hearing: 

( Preliminary Draft Plan . ) 
Planning Board reviews public hearing testimony, 

receives Executive comments at Board worksessions, 

and adjusts Preliminary Draft to become: 

( Final Draft Plan ) 
Executive reviews Final Draft and 

forwards to County Council: 

( Final Draft Plan ) With Executive's Recommended Revisions 

Council holds public hearing and worksessions 

and approves, disapproves, or amends 

Final Draft with Executive Revisions 

(Executive may veto and Council may override veto), 

which is forwarded to M-NCPPC to become: 

( ___ A_P_P_ro_ve_d_an_d_A_c1_op_te_ct_Mas __ 1er __ P1an ___ ) 
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APPROVED AND ADOPTED AMENDMENT 

REGIONAL SETTING 

The Eastern Montgomery County Subregion is located on the 
western edge of the I-95 corridor linking Baltimore and 
Washington. The Subregion is influenced by development pressures 
within the corridor, especially from Columbia in Howard County. 
The proposed Konterra development in Prince George's county will 
have an impact on the Subregion as well. 

Development in the -Baltimore and Washington metropolitan 
areas is reaching the point where the two regions may be merged 
into one Census Metropolitan Statistical Area after 1990. The 
following figures document the extent of recent and projected 
growth: 

o The Baltimore Regional Council of Governments expects 
the largest regional employment gains in the l980 1 s · to 
be in Columbia, the center of the Baltimore-Washington 
corridor, where an increase of 14,700 jobs is 
predicted. Fort Meade, also in the heart of the 
corridor, is expected to gain 9,300 jobs~ 

.-
o Baltimore and Washington are increasingly intercon­

nected. The 1980 Census and other studies show in­
creasing commuting between the two cities, estimated at 
about 75,000 employees traveling daily from Baltimore 
to Washington and 24,000 from Washington to Baltimore. 

o The Baltimore-Washington Chamber of Commerce also 
reports that the population of the corridor, defined as 
the area just west of US 29 to a few miles east of the 
Amtrak railroad tracks, from approximately the 
Washington Beltway to the Baltimore Beltway, grew from 
almost 609,000 residents to an estimated 735,000 resi­
dents between 1970 and 1987. It is projected to reach 
762,000 by 1992. 

On Wedges and Corridors, A General Plan for the Maryland­
Washington Regional District, identifies the I-95 corridor as a 
growth area under its "wedges and corridors" concept. The I-95 
corridor is planned as a ··development area in Prince George's 
County similar to the I-270 corridor in Montgomery County. 

1 
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SETTING WITHIN MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

The 39-square-mile Eastern Montgomery County Subregion is 
made up of three_planning areas: Fairland, White Oak, and 
Cleverly. These three planning areas have different development 
characteristics: 

The Fairland planning area is located on the eastern edge of 
the Subregion. It is bounded by Paint Branch on the west 
and south, and Prince George's and Howard Counties on the 
east and north. us 29 runs north/south through the center 
of Fairland • . Fairland has the widest range of ·residential, 
commercial, and industrial development potential in the 
Subregion, based upon the existing Master Plan. 

White Oak is an established, primarily residential area. It 
is bounded by Paint Branch and Northwest Branch on the east 
and west, by the Intercounty Connector right-of-way on the 
north, and by I-495 on the south. New Hampshire Avenue runs 
through the center of the planning area into Cleverly on the 
north. 

The Cleverly portion of the Subregion is plaaned for the 
least intensive amount of development to protect and main­
tain the high water quality of the area's streams and tribu­
taries. Cleverly is located north of the Intercounty 
Connector right-of-way, between Paint and Northwest 
Branches, and ends at the Patuxent River. 

3 
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BACKGROUND 

Traffic congestion in Eastern Montgomery County exceeds the 
standard set by tne County Council in the FY 90 Annual Growth 
Policy. Programmed road improvements and approved land develop­
ment are out of balance. Traffic currently backs up at intersec­
tions throughout the area. A recent State Highway Administration 
study shows that without major changes to us 29, very poor traf­
fic flow is expected in the future on this major corridor. 

The Council established a Level of Service (LOS) standard 
for acceptable tratfic congestion when it adopted the Annual · 
Growth Policy · (AGP) for fiscal year 1990. Since the current and 
programmed transportation facilities are inadequate to provide 
this average Level of Service standard (i.e., LOS C/D), the FY 90 
AGP does not permit approval of any more residential subdivisions 
in the Eastern Montgomery County Subregion and no subdivisions 
generating employment in the Fairland/White Oak policy area 
portion of the Subregion. 

As a consequence of the imbalance between transportation 
facilities and traffic generated by land uses, the Council, in 
November 1988, directed the Planning Board to study the effect 
that downzoning vacant and redevelopable land in ~astern Montgo­
mery County would have on traffic congestion. 

The Council debated the timing of this study at several 
meetings, with particular regard to the time frame for decisions 
on future improvements to US 29. Because those improvements may 
take a long time to implement, the Council concluded that it was 
necessary to have in hand a draft land use plan which establishes 
an appropriate land use/transportation balance, without taking 
into consideration future US 29 improvements. 

Therefore, by the resolution approving the Planning Board's 
work program for fiscal year 1989, the Council directed the 
Planning Board to prepare a draft Master Plan Amendment for 
Eastern Montgomery county with all possible speed so that this 
Council might act on the Amendment within its current term of 
office. 

The Preliminary Draft went to the Planning Board in July of 
1989. The . Planning Board and staff outlined four downzoning 
options. After worksessions held on September 11 and 12, October 
12, 17, and 30, and November 9 and 16, the Planning Board, in 
its Final Draft of December 1989, recommended downzoning the 
Montgomery Industrial and West•Farm Technology Parks. The 
Planning Board recommended no action be taken on residential 
property except for traffic zone 218. In this area, the Planning 
Board recommended a change in zone . from RE-2 to RE-2c. The 
Executive concurred with the Planning Board's recommendations and 
transmitted the Final Draft to the County Council on January 4, 
1990. 
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.The Council held public hearings on February 13 and 15, 
1990, on the Final Draft Amendment. At the March 15 worksession, 
the Council decid~d that a comprehensive review of the planning 
area was necessary to address an entire range of issues and 
concerns (such as land use, environment, and public facilities) 
in addition to traffic congestion, and therefore directed the 
Planning Board to begin work on a Comprehensive Amendment to the 
Eastern Montgomery County Master Plan. 

The Council was concerned, however, about the potential for 
having development proceed and traffic problems worsen during the 
preparation of the Comprehensive Amendment and felt that imme­
diate action was necessary. The Council, therefore, decided upon 
an interim strategy which would restrict development until the 
appropriate balance between land use and transportation could be 
studied. For residential properties, the Council decided to 
remove recommendations for Planned Development (PD) optional 
development and reduce recommended densities for Transferable 
Development Rights (TOR) receiving areas . in the 1981 Master Plan. 
At the time of the Comprehensive Amendment to the Master Plan, 
each of these properties may be reconsidered on a property-by­
property basis and changes in land use or zoning m~y be recom­
mended at that time. Various commercial property~owners volun­
tarily agreed to restrict development on their properties: there­
fore, the Council felt that no Master Plan or zoning action was 
necessary for these properties. 

7 



1. Residential Parcels 

To reduce traffic in residential zones, the Council agreed 
to remove the PD recommendations in the 1981 Approved and Adopted 
Master Plan fo~ all properties not already zoned PD. The counci""l 
also decided to reduce the densities recommended for the TDR 
areas in the 1981 Master Plan to one TDR above the base zone. 
This action did not remove or reduce the acreage of the receiving 
areas. This action will have the effect of reducing potential 
residential trips from 10,653 to 7,300, a reduction of 3,350 
trips on residentially zoned land. No changes in zoning are 
recommended on any of these properties. This action is not 
intended to affect negotiations for the purchase of any property 
for public use active at the time of this Amendment. 

(a) PD's 

The 1981 Approved and Adopted Master Plan recommended ap­
proximately 4,857 acres for PD optional development. Since 1981, 
159.63 acres of land have been zoned PD by local map amendment. 
Of these, 78 acres remain vacant at the time of this Amendment. 
By removing the PD option on all properties except those zoned 
PD, the county Council's action will affect approximately 4,698 
acres. ~ 

This action will result in a reduction of over 2,000 trips 
from vacant properties currently recommended for PD. There is 
also a possibility of an additional savings of 2,000 trips from 
the 4,698 acres which are not considered vacant but could, over 
time, take advantage of the PD recommendation. 

(b) TDR's 

There are approximately 610 acres of TOR zoned land 
remaining vacant in the planning areas. The 1981 Master Plan 
assigned TOR densities to each receiving area: these indicated the 
number of units per acre for each area which could be allowed • 
with the purchase of TDR's. The zoning ordinance specifies a "base 
zone densi·ty," which is an assumption regarding the number of 
units which could be built without TDR's. TDR's designated in the 
1981 Master Plan would have increased the density by one to four 
units over the assumed base density. Reducing the TOR densities 
to one over the base zone will remove over l,350 trips: 610 TDR's 
will remain. 
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The following chart shows .the new TOR designations for each 
of the underlying base zones: 

Existing Base Zone Existing Recommended 
Base Zone Density TOR Designation TOR Designation 

R-60 5 7, 8, 9 6 

R-90 3.6 5, 7 4.6 

R-150 2.6 5 3.6 

R-200 2 3, 5 3 

Every TDR property is still eligible for the 22 percent MPDU 
bonus over the TDR density. 

Reducing the TOR densities in all the receiving areas could 
affect existing subdivisions built with TDR's, approved but un­
built subdivisions, and HOC participation subdivisions. To 
assure the future integrity of these developments, the 
council: 

.. 
o considers all approved and recorded pla~s utilizing 

TDR's at the time of tl;lis Amendment (June 1990) to be 
held harmless from this action, 

o considers all subdivision with ~pproved HOC participa­
tion at the time of this Amendment (June 1990) which 
has or obtains subdivision approval to be exempt from 
this action. · 

2. Industrial Parcels 

The vacant or redevelopable industrially zoned parcels in 
Eastern Montgomery County have a greater potential for generating 
future trips than the residential parcels. Most of these parcels 
are in the Montgomery Industrial Park/West•Farm area and are · 
zoned I-1 (light industrial), I-2 (heavy industrial), and I-3 
(technology and business park). The property owners of the · 
major undeveloped industrially zoned properties in Eastern Mont­
gomery County have executed trip reduction agreements with the 
Montgomery County Planning Board, voluntarily agreeing to 
restrict trips on their property. This precluded the need for 
any further master plan or zoning action. These agreements are 
expected to result in a reduction of 10,200 trips on vacant and 
redevelopable land in the West•Farm Technology Park and the Mont-
gomery County Industrial Park. · 

9 



The affected pro?erties are: 

West•Farm Technology Park, all lots owned by West•Group 

Lots B, c, a~d Din the West•Farm Technology Park, owned by 
Gannett 

Lot 32, located in the Montgomery Industrial Park, owned by 
Eastern Diversified Properties 

The 10-acre parcel in Montgomery Industrial Park, owned by 
the Washington Post 

Lots s, R, T, BB, cc, and Win the · west*Farm Technology Park, 
owned by Kaiser Permanente 

In addition to these changes, the County Council, upon 
testimony presented at the public hearings and worksessions, 
agreed to add language regarding the expansion of both the 
Cleverly Shopping center and the C&P Telephone property. 

SUMMARY OF TRIP REDUCTIONS 

This Amendment reduces the total number of PM peak hour 
trips as follows: ~ 

From Residential Properties: 

From Industrial Properties: 

TOTAL: 

3,350 

10.200 

13,550 

This Amendment modifies the 1981 Approved and Adopted Master 
Plan for the Eastern Montgomery county Planning Area on the pages 
set forth below. Language surrounded by brackets([]) is hereby 
deleted from ·the -Plan. Language which is underscored is hereby 
added to the Plan. 

10 



Page 75 

[The master plan recommends the use of planned development (PD) 
zones to achieve -site assembly, particular land use mixes, or 
special site design. It also recommends considering the PD zones 
on certain parcel in the upper Paint Branch watershed. In the 
upper Paint Branch watershed~ PD zoning is recommended to permit 
some intensification of development along with better watershed 
protection. To facilitate use of PD zones, the mas-ter plan 
recommends, in certain circumstances, eliminating minimum area 
and dwelling unit requirements of the PD zones. A text amendment 
to this effect has been submitted to County Council in conjunc­
tion with this master plan. The performance criteria contained 
in Appendix 3, in conjunction with the requirements of the PD 
zones, would be used to assure high levels of watershed protec­
tion.] 

[In the Fairland sub-area, PD zoning is an option for many of the 
parcels with substantial frontage along Route 29. The primary 
reason for recommending PD zones in these locations is to gain 
better site design in such noise-sensitive and view-sensitive 
frontage sites. Elsewhere in Fairland, PD zoning is recommended 
to offer greater site design flexibility near str~ams or conser-
vation areas.] · 

[In the White Oak sub-area, PD zoning is recommended to foster 
site assemblage and encourage unified development, to] 

Page 76 

[broaden the housing mix, and to encourage site development 
compatible with the surroundings.] 

Page 98 

There are about 700 acres [of publicly owned land] near the 
intersection of New Hampshire Avenue and Edner Road. This land 
[is owned by wssc and] was formerly used for trenching of sludge. 
The master plan recommends that if the land is made available for 
development, it would be suitable for residential use [at one 
unit for every two acres in the RE-2 zone. The master plan 
recommends public ownership, however, for the site for the near 
future. The site should be considered for alternative public 
uses and · for appropriate non-public uses prior to a decision .for 
disposition.] in the RE 2C zone. Extension of water and sewer to 
this site alone is recommended to encourage an efficient layout 
and protection of natural surroundings. 

Expansion of t[T)he c-1 zoned commercial development on the east 
side of New Hampshire Avenue north of Briggs Chaney Road (the 
Cleverly commercial center) [is expected to be sufficient] may be 
appropriate to provide for the convenience commercial needs of 

11 



the Cleverly sub-area. A full-analysis of all issues, such as 
environmental impacts. traffic. urban design, and compatibility 
must be carefully considered at the time of a rezoning request. 

Page 99 

The master plan recommends the Right and Left Fork sub­
basins, and a portion of the Paint Branch mainstream sub­
basin for residential development at a density averaging one 
dwelling unit per acre (RE-1 zone). The master plan en­
courages development using the cluster option in the RE-1 
zone. [The master plan would permit increases up to one 
dwelling unit per one-half acre (PD-2 zone) if a property 
owner can demonstrate that development at] 

Page 100 

[this density could prove better protection for the environ­
ment in these sub-basins.] 

The use of the cluster [and the planned development (PD)] 
option[s] should be strongly encourage because th~y provide more 
flexible site planning. 

Page 102 

North of Spencerville Road (Route 29) the master plan designates 
the majority of the land for the Rural Cluster (RC) zones. 
[There are two exceptions:] There is one exception: · 

Page 104 

[o On a portion of one tract (the Bernstein tract), north 
of the Burtonsville shopping Center, the master plan 
recommends the Rural Cluster (RC) zone with an option 
for planned development zoning at two· to seven dwelling 
units .per acre (PD 2-7). Approval of a PD application 
would be dependent upon a determination that develop­
ment would not affect adversely the water quality of 

· the Patuxent River. An application for PD zoning 
should adhere to the following guidelines: 

Development should be clustered toward the south 
end of the tract. 

Development should be served by public water and 
sewer. 

Development should not occur on steep slopes or 
near tributaries to the Patuxent River.] 

12 



o The existing Fairview subdivision at Oursler and 
Spencerville Roads remains in the R-200 zone. 

From Spencerville Road south, the majority of the land is de­
signated residential. Most of the land west of Route 29 outside 
the Paint Branch watershed is designated for the R-200 (one-half 
acre) zone. [Some portions of this land have the options of a 
PD-3 zone to achieve improved design, environmental controls, and 
a broader range of housing types.] [Other] some portions, where 
there are large contiguous vacant tracts, have a TDR-3 overlay. 
The land in the Paint Branch watershed is designated for the RE-1 
zone [with a PD-2 zone option subject to conditions described 
previously in the section on Cleverly.] For specific areas not 
covered by this paragraph, the master plan recommends as follows: 

o A triangle of land between Route 29 and Blackburn Road 
south of Burtonsville is designated for the R-60 
(small-lot residential zone, with a TDR overlay of [9] 
~ units per acre. If the TDR[-9] ~ option is 
exercised, one point of access would have to be 
provided by a road through the commercial area on the 
south side of Spencerville Road. The size and precise 
location of this road would be determined at the time 
of subdivision. 

o An area on the west side of Old Columbia Pike south of 
the Burtonsville Post Office is designated for the R-
200 zone [with a PD-5 option]. 

Page 105 

o A seven-acre tract between Old Columbia Pike and Route . 
29, adjoining the north side of the interchange of 
Route 29 with the proposed Intercounty Connector, is 
designated for the R-60 zone. This property should 
develop under the cluster provision of the R-60 zone. 
[However, if the area is not separated from land to the 
south by the construction of the proposed Intercounty 
Connector, then it should be developed under the PD-5 
or PD-7 zone. Evaluation of the development plan would 
determine the density to be permitted.] 

o The land between Old Columbia Pike and Route 29 from 
the proposed Intercounty Connector south to Fairland 
Road is designated for the R-90 (one-quarter acre) 
zone. [An option for planned development zoning at 
five to seven dwelling units per acre (PDS-7) would be 
appropriate. A small piece of vacant land currently 
zoned c-1, within this area on the east side of Old 
Columbia Pike at Fairland Road, is also designated R-90 
or PDS-7. Evaluation of the development plan would 
determine the density to be permitted.] 
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o The site on which the Fairland Elementary School is 
located is designated for R-90 zoning. [with an option 
for the PD-5 or PD-7 zone. If this school is closed 
and the site is redeveloped, evaluation of the plan 
would determine the density to be permitted.] 

o The land between Old Columbia Pike and Route 29 from 
Musgrove Road south to existing commercial uses 
fronting East Randolph Road, is designated for R-90 
zoning. [An option for planned development zoning at 
five to seven dwelling units per acre (PDS-7) would be 
appropriate. Evaluation of the development plan would 
determine the density to be permitted.] 

o Existing development west of Old Columbia Pike north of 
East Randolph Road retains its existing R-90, R-150, R-
200 zoning. 
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o A large undeveloped area south of East Randolph Road 
west of Old Columbia Pike to Paint Branc.fi is designated 
for R-90 zoning. The plan recommends this area as a 
TOR receiving area, suitable for a density up to 
(seven] 4.6 units per acre, which is compatible with 
abutting R-90 and R-H zoning. Access to the parcel is 
good, and its development at this density neither 
burdens public facilities nor adversely affects ad­
joining land. This tract, known as the Conley Farm, 
contains a historic house and several historic out­
buildings. The master plan recommends that any devel­
opment on the Conley Farm recognize and preserve these 
historic structures, together with an appropriate 
environmental setting. The master plan further recom­
mends that the county's Historic Preservation Commis­
sion designate an appropriate environmental setting • 

. o The undeveloped portion of the "CUllin Tract," south of 
the Conley Farm, between Old Columbia Pike and Paint 
Branch Park, is designated R-90. [with a PD-5 option.] 
The remainder of the "Cullin Tract," on which develop-

· ment was underway when this master plan was adopted, 
retains its RT-12.5 and R-H zoning. 

o The existing Rolling Acres subdivision, between Paint 
Branch and Rout~ 29, retains its existing R-200 zoning. 

14 



East of Route 29 

o Land north of Sandy Spring Road (Route 198) between 
Riding Stable Road and the Prince George's County line 
is designated R-150, except for existing development 
fronting on Jerald Road which retains its current R-90 
zoning. As an option on the portion designated R-150 
south of Jerald Road, development at densities up to 
[five]~ dwelling units per acre may be permitted 
through the use of TDR's. 

o The remaining residentially designated land north of. 
Sandy Spring Road is recommended for the Rural Cluster 
(RC) zone. 

o Partially developed land on the south side of sandy 
Spring Road east of Dino Drive is designated for the R-
200 zone [with a PD-3 option]. 
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o Land on the east side of Route 29 from the Burn Brae 
Club south to Greencastle Road and east ~to Fairland 
Regional Park is designated for the R-90 zone. The 
master plan designates this area as a TOR receiving 
area, suitable for a density up to [7] 4.6 dwelling 
units per acre. This density is compatible with nearby 
land uses, including substantial amounts of park, open 
space, industrial land, and major roadways. 

o The area south of the partially developed land on Sandy 
Spring Road, bounded generally by the Prince George's 
County line and Fairland Regional Park, and extending 
west to the Burn Brae Club is designated for the R-200 
zone. The master plan designates this area as a TDR 
receiving area, suitable for a density up to [five]~ 
dwelling units ·per acre. 

o The Greencastle Couhtry Club is designated for the R-90 
zone[, with a TOR- overlay. While there is no current 
indication that the existing country club will 
redevelop, the master plan must contemplate that 

· possibility. If this parcel redevelops, this density 
would be compatible with TOR-7 directly to its north, 
and with Fairland Regional Park, to its east]. 

o A 16.7 acre tract at the north end of Castle Boulevard 
is being developed with 201 townhouse units. Because 
this development is underway, the master plan recom­
mends retaining the R-H zoning. Townhouses are permit­
ted in the R-H zone. 

o Land between the proposed Intercounty Connector and a 
tributary of Little Paint Branch north of and parallel 
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to Fairland Road is designated for the R-60 zone. 
[Two] One overlay[s are] is designated in this area[. 
On approximately 150 acres (the Tanglewood subdivision) 
optional planned development zoning at a density up to 
seven dwelling units per acre would be appropriate. on 
the remaining acreage,] on either side of the Tangle­
wood subdivision~ _[, a higher density could be accommo­
dated.] For these tracts a TDR[-8] 6 overlay is recom­
mended. 

o Land to the north of the Calverton subdivision is de­
signated for the R-90 zone. This proposed R-90 zoning 
extends northward to the tributary of Little Paint 
Branch that runs parallel to Fairland Road. [Optional 
planned development zoning at a density up to five 
dwelling units per acre would be appropriate.] 
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o The Calverton and Deer Park subdivisions are designated 
for the R-90 zone [with a PD-5 overlay]. 

o A tract of land southeast of the C&P Fai~land Data 
Center, bounded on the west by Route 29, ·on the north 
by Musgrove Road and existing development along Marlow 
Road, on the east by Calverton-Fairland Community Park, 
and on the south by the Calverton subdivision, is r­
ecommended for the R-90 zone. The master plan desig­
nates this area as a TOR receiving area, suitable for a 
density up to [seven] 4.6 units per acre. This site is 
isolated from most surrounding residential development 
by parkland and by the existing C&P Fairland Data 
Center. 

o A portion of the former University of Maryland Farm 
between East Randolph Road and proposed relocated East 
Randolph Road is designated for the R-60 zone, except 
for an R-90 zoned strip of one lot depth on the west 
side of Randolph Road between Calverton Boulevard and 
O'Fallon Street. [In the R-60 designated area, 
optional planned development zoning at a density of 
five or seven dwelling units per acre (PDS-7) would be 

·appropriate. This designation should provide housing 
types that are compatible with existing development in 
Calverton and with future industrial park uses across 
relocated East Randolph Road. Evaluation of the devel­
opment plan would determine the density to be 
permitted.] 
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Page 109 

The master plan proposes one area for additional multi-family 
development. Th~s area consists of approximately 290 acres in a 
triangular parcel formed by Briggs Chaney Road, Robey Road, 
Greencastle Road, and the proposed Intercounty Connector. The 
master plan recommends the R-30 (garden apartment) zone for this 
parcel. It also allows [two options] one option: [. The first 
option is] the RT-10 (townhouse) zone. [The second is the PD-11 
(planned development) zone.] Under [these] this 
recommendation(s] a variety of dwelling types could be built·. 
Development c_ould accommodate 3,500 to 5,000 new. [apartment and 
townhouse] units. 

Page l.l.8 

The master plan designates as the major employment area in the 
Route 29 corridor, a group of tracts totaling approximately 800 
acres. These tracts include the Montgomery Industrial Park, the 
former University of Maryland Plant Research Farm (now West 
Farm). the Contee Sand and Gravel tract, and the seventh Day 
Adventist tract. These tracts are shown on figure -: 28 • .. 
Maj or firms now occupy approximately 75 acres of the Montgomery 
Industrial Park. Such firms include Singer, Rixon, American , 
Postal Workers Union, Sherwood Medical Industries, Computer Entry 
systems Corporation, Electro Nucleonics Laboratories, Interna­
tional Fabricare Institute, and the Chesapeake and Potomac Tele­
phone Company, Washington Post and Eastern Diversified. 
Completed in 1982, just north of the International Fabricare 
Institute, is the 70,000 square foot Datacrown Corporation 
Washington Systems Center, a subsidiary of Crown Life Insurance 
Company of Canada. The existing Industrial Park, including both 
the developed 75 acres and its remaining undeveloped acreage, 
retains its I-1 zoning. 

The West*Farm Technology Park. located on the site of the former 
University of Maryland Plant Research Farm, contains 263 acres. 
Firms such as Kaiser Permanente and Gannett Co. have located 
in West*Farm. Approximately 220 acres have been developed 
and are managed by West Group. 

The West*Farm Technology Park. including lots owned by Gannett 
Co .• Kaiser Permanente. and West Group. are subject to trip reduc­
tion measures which cap FAR and/or limit trips to and from the 
site during peak hours. Lots owned by the Washington Post and 
Eastern Diversified in the Montgomery Industrial Park are also 
subject to similar FAR caps and/or trip reduction measures. 

These trip reduction measures and FAR caps will be implemented at 
the time of subdivision, record plat~ building permit request, or 
site plan review; whichever is relevant. 
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Page 121 

The parcel bounded by Route 29, Fairland Road, Old Columbia Pike, 
and Musgrove Road, across Route 29 from the c & P Fairland Data 
Center and excluding the Fairland Elementary School, retains its 
existing I-3 zoning. The c & P Telephone Company is building a 
750,000 square foot regional headquarters on the site and will 
employ initially approximately 2,400 persons. Across the street 
is the c & P Fairland Data Center, which is zoned c-o and R-200. 
This parcel is suitable for the OM zone, with a schematic devel­
opment plan to include a 200-foot open space buffer and a trip 
mitigation agreement. 

Page 133 

The master plan recommends development in the o-M zone, with a 
schematic development plan to control development. The schematic 
development plan should conform to the restrictions discussed in 
this paragraph. Otherwise, this acreage could be used for 
housing, [either] under the base R-90 zone [or the PD-7 or 9 
zone]. Residential development, if this option is exercised, 
should be designed to meet appropriate noise standards (see 
Appendix 4). [If this site is assembled and developed under the 
appropriate PD zone, these 10 acres could be appro*ed for office 
development under the PD development plan.] 

The remainder of the site (approximately 26 acres) is suitable 
for medium-density, single-family development. [If t]~he [site 
develops piecemeal,] density should be held to about five units 
per acre. [With assembly of properties and an appropriate devel­
opment plan, the site could be suitable for a density up to seven 
to nine units per acre as part of a planned development.] There­
fore, the plan recommends R-90 zoning[, with a PD-7 to PD-9 
overlay. Evaluation of the development plan would determine the 
density to be permitted]. Special exception uses such as the 
proposed Masonic Library, a private school, or a day care center 
would be allowable. 

~age 136 

o Provide for medium-density residential development 
.north and west of the commercial center. The master 
plan designates 37.4 acres of land adjoining the 
shopping center for the R-90 zone. It could be devel­
oped with approximately four dwelling units per acre. 
[Alternatively, a planned development of up to seven 
dwelling units per acre (PD-7 zone) could be permitted. 
The purpose of the planned development option is to 
encourage unified development and a more varied housing 
mix than could be achieved in the R-90 zone. An addi­
tional 11.3 acres along Notley Road are recommended to 
remain in the R-200 zone. Optional development at up 
to seven dwelling units per acre (PD-7 zone) would be 
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Page 138 

considered acceptable .as an extension to planned devel­
opment on the ~ 7 ·• 4 ares discussed above. The master 
plan recommends that a planned development include only 
single-family detached and attached dwellings, and that 
garden ~partments not be approved on either the 37.4 
acres or the ll.3 acres.] 

[A PD proposal requires either ·a 100 foot setback from 
adjoining single-family detached development, or that 
detached dwellings be placed along such "edges."] The 
large mature trees on the high ground of this quadrant 
are a community resource. To the extent feasible, 
existing mature vegetation should be retained and addi­
tional landscaping should be provided to create a 
visual buffer between residential development and the 
shopping center. 

To be added to LAND USE CHAPTER at the bottom of page 146 

Notwithstanding the effect of this Amendment, the recommen­
dations and findings with respect to certain properties as con­
tained in the 1981 Master Plan remain in effect if-. the property, 
as of the date of this Amendment (June, 1990) may{ by clear and 
undisputed evidence, be demonstrated to: 

ill have been the subject of active negotiations by and 
between the property owner and an authorized public 
body for the purpose of public acquisition as evidenced 
by a written offer to purchase the property or similar 
written expression of interest by the public body and 
which result in acquisition of the property by the 
public body; or 

ill_ have been reclassified into the Planned Development(PD) 
zone; or 

.(ll have a recorded approved record plat utilizing the TDR 
optional method; or 

.ill have received full and final HOC certification as an 
affordable housing project as provided by law; and 

1Al. has a pending application for Preliminary Plan 
approval; or 

112.1. has an approved Preliminary Plan but not yet 
received building permits or otherwise begun con­
struction under a valid building permit. 

The exceptions provided in this paragraph are intended to be 
narrowly interpreted and will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis 
and applicable only to that portion of a tract actually and ex­
pressly falling within such exemption. 
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This Amendment changes the following master plan maps: . 

Approved and Adopted Master Plan Eastern Montgomery 
County Planning Area, dated November, 1981: 

Figure 22. "Cleverly: Proposed Zoning" on page 
101, 

Figure 31. "Fairland: Proposed Zoning" on page 
125, and 

F~gure 31A. "Fairland: Proposed TOR Densities to 
be added on page 125a. · 

Figure 39. "White Oak: Proposed Zoning" on page 
149. 

.-

20 



R-200 

--------::::: ----~ 

LEGEND 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 
.Ac RURAL CLUSTER ..... 0.2 d.u./ac: 

AE·2 RE- 2 .. ·..... .. ....... . .... . 0.4 d.u. /ac: 
AE-2C RE·2C ....................... 0.4 d.u./ac: 

RE· ' RE -1 ................. .... .... 1.0 d.u./ac: 

I A-200 R-200 ........ ....... ....... . 2.0-2.4 d.u./ac: 
COMMERCIAL 

c=J 
11m 
• 

C-1 ... ........... .. ....... .. .. Convenience Retail 

C-2 .............. .... ....... .. General Retail 

C·INN ... ... ................. Country Inn 

"Residential density indicated· is the range of 

density ot the zone in dwelling units per eae. 
trom base to maximum.using available options 
including moderately priced d-Hing units. 

EASTERN 
MONTGOMERY 
COUNTY.-. 

CLOVERLY PROPOSED 
ZONING 

- 0 -... , - . ...... 
21 

:i22 



EASTERN 
MONTGOMERY 
COUNTY 

FAIRLAND 

Note A 
Su,t-lorCXlffllMteial 
planned -lopment 
zone - adoptoon of 
SUCII zone. 
Note B· 
SN cond~iOnsin te,t tor 
A-60 Cluster 
Holec, 
S.-iansin 
IHI for 0-M. 

LEGEND 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 
C!L) Rural Cluster 0.2 d.u./ac~ 
~ RE-2 0.4 d.u./ac: 
C!m RE·1 1.0 d.u.lac: 
l!·&!.l R-200 2.0-2.4 d.u.,ac~ 
filso_J R-150 2 .6-3.12 d.u.iac~ 
~ R-90 3.6-4.32 d.u.lac: 
CEw R-60 5.0-6.0 d.u./ac~ 
:Ji!:'!L RT-10 10.0-12.0 d.u./ac.• 
fil.•il:i RT-12.5 12.5·15.0 d.u.tac~ 
DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS 

RESIDENTIAL 
14.5-17.4 d.11./ac.

0 

. 21;7-26.0 d.u./ac.• 
43.5-52.2 d.u./ac.0 

[E[J TOR 
MULTIPLE-FAMILY 
:::::::J R· 30 
E!3 R·20 
::::::: R·H .. 
COMMERCIAL 
•mm c-T 
!'ZZZ.l 0-M 
c:::::= C-0 
Ft-=='·' C-1 

' Low-Density Office 
Medium-Density Office 
High-Density Office 
Convenience Retail 
General Retail 11111111111 C·2 

,:.:m C-3 
e C·INN 

INDUSTRIAL 
~ 1-1 
cm'l3 1·2 .. 
1:::::: : j 1·3 .... 

. . Highway-Oriented 
.Country IM 

. Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 
lndustria I Park 

0 
""-•I denoity IIICIIC8lllcl is 11"' - Of -ly of 11"' 
zone 1n Clwelltn9 units per acre. from NM to m■11mum.using 
ev•ilable opbons lflctudmg moderately prteed dwelll119 units. 

PROPOSED 
ZONING 

- 0 -.... 
- 0 :. 31 

22 



\ 

EASTERN 
MONTGOMERY 
COUNTY · 

;,, ,, ..... 
1· / --
' .... /") 
' ' ,/ !R-200 

/ RE·1 ,' 
' / 

Note A 
Suitable tor commercial 
planned cte-vetoprnent 
.r~ uoon adophon ot 
such zone 
-eB 
~ conchhon$'" tezt tor 
R•60 Cluster 

-eC-
See conddtOnS m 
te11 for O•M . 

'~ 
) 

,v-R·150 
, I R 

,,,,, .... /- ·90 

~-150 
(TOR I 

RC 
RO◄ ,3.6 I 

·:'"!~~--.9 

LEGEND 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 

•c • Rural Cluster 0.2 d.u.1ac'. 
Rt·2 RE·2 0.4 d.u.·ac~ 

""iii"T" RE -1 1.0 d.u.1ac: 
R200· R·200 2.0-2.4 d.u.:ac~ 

~.., · R·150 2.6-3.12 d.u . .-ac'. 
:J,-10--: R-90 3.6-4.32 d.u .. ac: 

•·69 R·60 5.0-6.0 d.u.,ac: 
· iu ,o · RT·10 10.0-12.0 d.u.,ac.· 
~~, 1t_; RT ·12.5 12.5-15.0 d.u.,ac7 
DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS 
~ TDR-3-TDR-6 3-7.3 d.u./ac* 
MULTIPLE ·FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 

R·30 14.5-17.4 d.u.tac." 
__ R·20 21.7-26.0 d.u.,ac.• 
:::::: R·H 43.5-52.2 d.u.tac.• 
COMMERCIAL 
~ C·T 
~ 0-M 

C-0 
==:J C-1 
lllSII!! C-2 
~~ C-3 

e C•INN 
INDUSTRIAL 
~- 1•1 
~ 1•2 
c:::: 1-3 

Low·Densit y Office 
Mec:lium•Density Office 
High-Density Office 
Convenience Retail 
General Retail 
Highway ·Oriented 
Country Inn 

Light Industrial 
Heavy Industrial 
Industrial Park 

• Andent .. l denStty lflCftealed as tM '""9e ot de1t1ity of Ult' 
zone ,n ctweU1ng units Pl'' acre. from ttase to maa,mum. useng 
avatlabte ooto,s mcluchftg moderately pnced dwell,ng units . 

FAIRLAND PROPOSED 
TDR DENSITIES 

tOOO O 1011C1 
iiZ5il 

'"' - . 
23 



R-200 

R-200 

LEGEND 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 
~ RURAL ........ 0.2 d.u./ac.· 

· 11£•2 . RE-2 ........... 0 .4 d.u./ac.0 

--. 
. A£·2C . RE·2C ......... 0.4 d.u./ac: 

~ RE-1 ... ...... .. . 1.0 d.u./ac: 

~ R-200 ......... 2.0-2.4 d.u./ac: 
A-110 . R-90 ........... 3.6-4.32 d.u./ac: 

A-60 : R-60 ........... 5.0-6.0 d.u./ac~ 

: .. ,., .. ~1 RT•10 .......... 10.0-12.0 d.u./ac: 
~RT-12.sj RT-12.5 ....... 12.5-15.0 d.u./ac.· 

MULTlPLE·FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 
f:::: :: ~ R-20 ..... ........... 21.7-26.0 d.u./ac.° 

::m::; R-H ................. 43.5-52.2 d.u./ac~ 

COMMERCIAL 
~~~:jj C·T ................. Low-Density Office 

CJ C·O ................. High- Density Office 

CJ C-1 ... ... ........... Convenience Retail 

11111 C-2 .. : .. ............ General Retail 
INDUSTRIAL 
IRW:i 1-1 ..... .......... .... Light Industrial 

ICIITJ 1-3 ............ .. ..... Industrial Park 

,.Suitable tor MIO Cluster 

*s.e taxi 
0 Alilidenlial dlllllity indlcaad 15 the range ol danaity ol the 

ZDr18 In dwlllling UnltS per 81:n,ffllffi lae ID IIIPimum, using 

..a.tile c:,ptions indudinll niJda .... , priced dwelling units. 

---.......... 

EASTERN 
MONTGOMERY 
COUNTY 

WHITE OAK PROPOSED 
ZONING 

24 

R-90 

R-90 

:liiil!!!liii·~ .. ~•;~-~!!-!!!!- ,! 39 
•Tl■s ~ 



Subject; 

Resolution No. 11-2091 
Introduced: __ Jaun-e-l •• '~--1~9~9~0"--_ 
Adopted: __ __,;J~u~n~e~l2:.i.., ~1~9~9~0-

COUNTY COtJNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MAB.Yl.AND 
SilTING AS THE DISnICT COUNCIL FOil mAT PORTION 

OF THE MAJl?UND-WAS!INGTON REGIONAI. DISnICT 
Wil'RIN MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYIAND 

By: Diatrict Comcil 

fin11 Draft trip Bedus;tigp NPsmdment to the ta.stern 
Mgptcmm:n county Maaur Plan 

Bac;kground .. 

l. On December 7, 1989, the Montgomery Comty Plazmmg Board transmitted to 
the Comty Ezecutive the Fi.Dal Draft Trip l.edw:tiOD AmemdmeDt to the 
Eaateru Montgomery Comty Maater Plc. 

2. On January 4, 1990, the Montgomery Comty Executive traziamitted to the 
Diatrict Council the Fi.Dal Draft Trip l.edw:tiOD Amendment to the Eastern 
Montgomery County Maater Plazi with Comty Ezecutive lec0211DeDded 
Modificati011a. 

3. The Trip Reduction Amendment amend• the Master Plan for Eastern Montgomery 
•Comty, 1981; bemg alao an amendment to the Gaeral Plan for the Phyaical 
Develoi-ent of the Karylazid-WaahiDrt011 lerioaal Diatrict, u amended; mid 
the Muter Plan of lighwaya within M011tcomery Comty, u amended. 

4. On February 13 and 15, 1990, the Montgomery County Council held a public 
hearmg regardinc the Fi.Dal Draft Trip leductiOD Amendment to the Euteru 
Mont1omery County Ma.ter Plan. 

5. On March 7 and 12, 1990, the Council'• Plm:mmg, Bou.smg, and Economic 
DevelopNDt (P!lEI>) Coaaittee c011dw:ted workaesaiona on the Final Draft 
Trip leductiOD AmendmeDt to the !aateru M=tromery Comity Maater Plan, at 
which time, careful conaiderati011 waa given to the public hearing 
testimony and correapondence, and the recoaaendati011• of tbe M011tgomery 
County Planning loard and the CoUDty Executive. 
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6. On March 15, 1990, · the District Council .conducted a w0rksessi0n on the 
Final Draft Trip Reduction Amendment for the Eutem Montgomery County 
Master Plan and directed the Planning Board to make significant rev1s1ons 
to the Plan and submit a revised version to the District Council which 
incorporated all District Council decisiona. 

7. On May 31, 1990, the District Council conducted a worksession on the 
revised Draft Plan prepared by the Planning Board, agreed that it 
reflected their overall intent, and directed staff to make a few minor 
changes. 

Ac;ti011 

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as the 
Diatrict Council for that portion of the Develo~t Regional District in 
Montgomery CoU11ty, Maryland, approvea the following resolution: 

The Final Draft Trip Reduction Amendment for the Euteru Montgomery 
CoU11ty Maater Plan aa prepared by the Montgomery County Planning Board and 
revised by the County Executive on January 4, 1990, has been reviewed and 
significantly amended by the District Council. ~e attached document 
conatitutes the Trip Reduction Amendment for the ··Eastern Montgcmery County 
Mauter Plan aa revised and approved by the Diatrict Council. · 

All figures, tables, appendicea, and maps are to be revised where 
appropriate to reflect District Council _reTisiona to the .Final Draft Trip . 
I.eduction Amendment for the Eaatern Montscmery CoU11ty Maater Plan. 
Bandwri tten notation• appearing on cbarts and illustrationa in the 
attached document should be incorporated aa appropriate. The text is to 
be edited•• neceaaary to achieTe clarity md conaistency, to update 
factual information, and to convey the acticma of the District Council. 

Thia is a correct copy of Council action. 

~~...__ ..... 
Kathleen A. Freedman, Q1C 
Secr~tary of the Council 

BUD405/60-61 
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j\yljf''~ 
THE I MARYL~ND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION pp .. 8787 Georgia Avenue• Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760 

"tL 
MCPB NO. 90-30 
MNCPPC NO. 90-18 

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, pursuant 
~o said law, held a duly advertised public hearing on September 
11 and September 12, 1989, on .the Preliminary Draft Trip 
Reduction Amendment to the Master Plan for the Eastern Montgomery 
County Planning Area: Cleverly, White Oak and Fairland, 1981, 
being also an amendment to the 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 Novem­
ber 16, 1989, approved the Final Draft of the proposed amendment, 
and recommended that it be approved by the Montgomery County 
Executive to forward to the District council for its approval; 
and 

WHEREAS, The Montgomery County Executive reviewed and made 
recommendations on the Final Draft of the proposed amendment to 
the Master Plan for Eastern Montgomery County Planning Area: 
Cloverly,- Fairland, White Oak and forwarded those recommendations 
to the District Council on January 4, 1989; and 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Council, sitting as the 
District Council for the portion of the Maryl~nd-Washington 
Regional District lying within Montgomery County, held a public 
hearing on February 13 and 15, 1990, wherein testimony was . 
received concerning the Final Draft Trip Reduction Amendment; and 

WHEREAS, The District Council, on June 12, 1990, _approved 
the Final Draft Trip Reduction Amendment subject to the 
modifications and revisions set forth in Resolution ll-2091; and 
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WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Executive approved the 
amendment to the Master Plan · for Eastern Montgomery County on 
June 20, 1990; a~d · 

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 
Master Plan for Eastern Montgomery County Planning Area: 
Cleverly, Fairland, White Oak together with the General Plan for 
the Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington _Regional . 
District as approved by the Montgomery County District Council in 
the attached ·Resolution 11-2091; and 

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 signature of the Chairman, Vice Chairman; and 
Secretary-Treasurer of this Commission; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that an attested copy of the Plan 
and all parts thereof shall be certified by the Commission and 
filed with the Clerks of the circuit court of Mon~gomery and 
Prince George's county, Maryland, as required by raw. 

* * * * 

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 Henry, seconded by 
Commissioner Hewitt, with Commissioners Floreen, Bauman, Hewitt, 
and Henry voting in favor of the motion, with Commissioner Keeney 
being absent at its regular meeting held on Thursday, July 5, 
1990, in Silver Spring, Maryland. 

<:P-~ 
John F. Downs, 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 by Commissioner Hewitt, 
seconded by Commissioner Henry, with Commissioners Dabney, 
Bauman, Yewell, Rhoads, Hewitt, and Henry voting in favor of the 
motion, with Commissioners Keeney, Botts, Floreen, and Wootten 
being absent at its regular meeting held on Wednesday, Jul·y 11, 
1990, in Riverdale, Maryland. · 
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John F. Downs, Jr. 
Executive Director 
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