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Introduction

The documents in these appendices contain summary data, analysis, and background information used in the 
development of the planning concepts, goals, and recommendations in the White Flint Sector Plan.

Appendices 1 and 2 are a demographic profile and survey of housing resources in the Plan area derived from 
the 2005 Census Update. 

Appendices 3, 4, 6, and 7 contain information regarding the public sector components, public parks and 
schools, a comprehensive analysis of the transportation system and improvements necessary to accommodate 
growth, and an analysis of the environmental impacts growth including the results of the carbon footprint 
model required by County law.

Appendix 5 compiles staff memos to the Planning Board concerning the economic model and fiscal analysis 
of costing and financing the public improvements necessary to implement the growth envisioned in the Plan.

Appendix 8 is an overview of the history of planning in the White Flint Sector Plan area beginning with the 
1964 general plan. This appendix also includes a comparison of the 2009 proposed development and the 
1992 plan proposed development.
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Appendix 1: Demographic Profile of White Flint and Vicinity

For more information: Contact Sharon Suarez at sharon.suarez@mncppc-mc.org

White Flint and vicinity is part of the North Bethesda Planning Area 
(PA) 30, and it comprises the community analysis zones 123, 125, 131-
134, 136 and 137, as depicted by the gray shaded area.

Based on the demographic profile derived from the recent 
Montgomery County 2005 Census Update Survey, the approximately 
18,720 residents of White Flint and Vicinity can be described generally 
as older, less diverse, wealthier, more highly educated, more likely to 
rent a unit in a multifamily building, more likely to work in Washington, 
and more likely to be living alone than residents County wide. The 
area is defined by its multifamily housing that is characteristically 
atypical of garden and high rise households found elsewhere in the 
County. Not only is the area disproportionately multifamily, but also the households in these structures are 
very different than what is typically associated with garden and high rise households.

About one-fifth of the area’s population is age 65 and •	
older which is a substantially higher percentage than what 
is found in the overall County’s population (11.2 percent). 
As may be expected, school age children at 13.3 percent 
are underrepresented in the population compared to the 
19.1 percent share at the County level.

White Flint, with 73 percent of its population classified as •	
non-Hispanic White, is less diverse than the rest of the 
County at 56 percent. The percentages of Black/African 
American (6.3 percent) and Asian and Pacific Island (6.6 
percent) groups in the area are less than half of what is 
found County wide, 16.6 percent and 13.4 percent, 
respectively. The percentage of the area’s Hispanics 
or Latinos at 13.5 percent is comparable to the 
percentage across the County.

White Flint’s residents are an extremely well educated •	
group in a county that nationally ranks in the top 
six counties for educational attainment. About 70 
percent of adults ages 25 and older have at least 
a bachelor’s degree compared to the County 
at 64 percent. Notably, area residents living in 
garden apartments are more than twice as likely to hold a 
graduate, professional, or doctoral degree than residents 
County wide (54 percent of area residents versus 24 
percent in garden apartments County wide).
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The majority (52 percent) of employed residents in the •	
area lives and works in Montgomery County. And with 
the area’s proximity to Washington, D.C. and nearby 
public transit, a higher percentage of employed White 
Flint residents work in the District of Columbia (28 
percent versus 22 percent County wide) and a higher 
percentage of the area’s workers commute by public 
transit (20 percent versus 16 percent County wide). 
A higher percentage of White Flint residents who live 
in single-family attached (SFA) homes or in garden 
apartments work in Washington, D.C., than County wide. 
In fact, approximately twice as many White Flint residents 
of garden apartments work in Washington, D.C., than do 
residents of garden apartments, County wide.

In 2004, the median household income in White Flint at $95,040 was higher than for households County •	
wide ($83,880). Nearly half of the households in White Flint earned more than $100,000 in 2004. A 
striking difference in the area’s income is associated with housing type where households in townhouses 
and garden apartments have incredibly high incomes compared to the respective County median income 
estimates. The 2004 median household income for residents in White Flint’s townhouses is $137,000 
compared to $79,800 County wide and the area’s garden apartment median income is $79,080 versus 
$46,660.

 •	  There are approximately 9,000 
households in the White Flint area 
according to the 2005 Census 
Update Survey. With multifamily 
units characterizing more than 
one-half of the households in the 
White Flint area, the proportion of 
housing types is very different from 
what is found at the County level. 
Garden apartments and single-
family detached houses each 
comprise about one-third of the 
housing types as contrasted to the 
County level where one-half of the 
County’s housing is single-family 
detached and one-fifth is garden 
apartments.
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Of the approximately 1,755 high rise households living in White Flint, about 61 percent are rental units. •	
An estimated 68 percent of these rental households spend more than 30 percent of their household 
income on housing costs, compared to nearly 47 percent of high rise renters County wide. Close to half 
(44 percent) of the area’s 2,945 garden apartments are owner-occupied condominiums. In White Flint, 
nearly 30 percent of households renting garden apartments spend more than 30 percent of their income 
on housing, compared to over 40 percent of the households County wide who rent garden apartments.

White Flint has a larger percentage (40 •	
percent) of non-family households than the 
County, overall (26 percent). One-half of 
the area’s households are married-couples 
compared to 62 percent of households County 
wide. Household composition in the area 
varies by structure type when compared to the 
County as a whole. In contrast, White Flint has 
a lower percentage of married-couples living 
in single-family detached houses (71 percent 
versus 79 percent) while townhouses attract a 
much higher percentage of married couples 
(72 percent versus 60 percent). Non-family 
households occupy the majority (55 percent) 
of garden apartments in White Flint compared 
to 42 percent at the County level.

Married couples (72 percent versus 60 •	
percent). Non-family households occupy the 
majority (55 percent) of garden apartments 
in White Flint compared to 42 percent at the 
County level.

White Flint has a larger percentage •	
of householders living alone than 
countywide. Nearly 38 percent of White 
Flint householders live alone, compared 
to less than 24 percent of householders, 
County wide. In White Flint, 65 percent of 
householders residing in high rise units live 
alone and about half of householders in 
garden apartments living alone. The smaller, 
non-family households characterizing the area 
(particularly garden apartments) drive the 
average household size (2.11) well below the 
County’s average (2.66).
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•	 White Flint households living in high rise units 
tend to stay in their units only half as long (two 
years) as households who live in high rises 
County wide (four years). Otherwise, White Flint 
residents living in all other structure types tend to 
stay in their households the same length of time, 
as do households County wide.
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White Flint & Vicinity 
Montgomery County, MD.           2005 Census Update Survey 

  Community Analysis Zones: SINGLE- 
123, 125, 127, 131-134, 136, 137 FAMILY    TOWN-    GARDEN    HIGH-    ALL 

DETACHED    HOUSE    APT.    RISE    TYPES 
Household Population 8,275 3,035 4,975 2,435 18,720 
% Female 50.1% 48.6% 61.4% 61.6% 54.3% 
Age Distribution:    
     % 0-4 Years Old 6.4% 9.3% 2.9% 1.0% 5.3% 
     % 5-17 Years Old 17.8% 15.7% 9.9% 3.0% 13.4% 

P      % 18-29 Years Old 11.8% 11.3% 19.9% 8.1% 13.4% 
O      % 30-44 Years Old 18.7% 21.0% 32.4% 21.2% 23.0% 
P      % 45-64 Years Old 24.2% 32.1% 22.9% 24.5% 25.2% 
U      % 65-74 Years Old 11.2% 8.1% 4.7% 10.9% 8.9% 
L      % Over 74 Years Old 9.9% 2.5% 7.2% 31.3% 10.7% 
A Average Age (years) 40.9 37.3 39.8 58.3 42.3 
T Race:       
 I        % White 79.0% 82.8% 84.2% 85.5% 81.8% 
O      % Black 5.4% 5.9% 7.7% 7.5% 6.3% 
N      % Asian or Pacific Islander 6.2% 10.4% 5.5% 5.6% 6.6% 

     % Other 9.4% 0.9% 2.7% 1.4% 5.2% 
  Hispanic or Latino and Race 

     % Hispanic or Latino 17.1% 23.1% 4.6% 7.5% 13.5% 
     % Not Hispanic White 70.5% 59.7% 82.2% 78.0% 72.8% 
Language Spoken at Home 
   Persons 5 Years and Older 7,745 2,750 4,830 2,410 17,735 
     % Speak Language Other than English 37.2% 40.8% 20.2% 31.6% 32.3% 
     % Speak English less than "Very Well" 9.8% 17.1% 8.6% 12.8% 11.1% 
Educational Attainment:   
   Persons 25 Years and Older 5,740 2,100 3,885 2,260 13,985 
     % Less than High School Diploma 8.4% 1.1% 2.8% 7.2% 5.5% 
     % High School Graduate 20.6% 17.0% 15.7% 23.1% 19.1% 
     % Associate or Trade School 4.5% 5.2% 6.6% 3.9% 5.1% 
     % Bachelor's Degree 27.9% 28.8% 21.1% 29.2% 26.4% 
     % Grad, Professional or Doctoral 38.6% 47.9% 53.7% 36.6% 43.9% 
Number of Employed Residents 4,090 1,640 3,285 1,175 10,190 
     % Females Who Are Employed 59.6% 59.7% 72.6% 41.3% 61.0% 
Women with Children Under Age 6    * * * * 1,035 

L      % Employed * * * * 48.6% 
A Work Location: 
B      % Montgomery County 63.1% 45.1% 41.4% 58.0% 52.4% 
O      % Prince George's County 5.6% 3.2% 6.4% 3.2% 5.2% 
R      % Elsewhere in Maryland 7.4% 1.6% 6.0% 2.4% 5.4% 

     % Washington, D.C. 18.8% 38.1% 34.5% 26.9% 28.1% 
     % Virginia 4.9% 10.9% 9.7% 9.5% 8.0% 

F      % Outside MD-VA-DC 0.3% 1.0% 2.0% 0.9% 
O Work Trip:      
R      % Driving 76.2% 68.4% 73.5% 68.5% 73.1% 
C          % Alone 74.7% 64.5% 73.5% 64.1% 71.4% 
E          % Carpool 1.5% 3.9% 4.4% 1.7% 

     % Public Transit or Rail 13.5% 25.4% 22.6% 26.7% 20.0% 
     % Walk/Bicycle/Other 1.5% 0.0% 3.2% 1.2% 1.8% 
     % Work at Home 8.8% 6.2% 0.8% 3.6% 5.1% 
Average Commuting Time to Work (minutes)      
     Overall 29.9 29.8 29.6 28.2 29.6 
     By Car           27.2 26.5 25.7 22.7 26.2 
     By Public Transit 45.9 38.6 42.7 41.6 42.5 
* Insufficient data for reliable estimates. 
    Those of Hispanic origin may be of any race. 
    Ages 16 and older and employed full- or part-time. 

Source:  2005 Census Update Survey; Research & Technology Center,  Montgomery County Planning Dept., M-NCPPC August 2006. 
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White Flint & Vicinity  (continued)
 2005 C ens us  Update S urvey

SINGLE-
FAMILY    TOWN-    GARDEN    HIGH-    ALL

DETACHED    HOUSE    APT.    RISE    TYPES

Households by Structure Type 3,075              1,140              2,945              1,755              8,915              
% Total Households by Structure Type 34.5% 12.8% 33.0% 19.7% 100.0%
Average Household Size 2.71 2.66 1.69 1.39 2.11
Tenure:                          
     % Rental 8.3% 16.7% 56.0% 61.4% 35.6%
Average Monthly Costs:
     Homeowner $1,728 $2,165 $1,230 $1,624 $1,679
     Renter * * $1,512 $1,576 $1,680
Residence in April 2000:
     % in Same Home 75.2% 46.4% 36.4% 35.6% 51.1%
     % Elsewhere in County 12.3% 23.8% 21.6% 25.8% 19.4%
     % Elsewhere in Maryland 5.6% 1.1% 2.8% 9.4% 4.8%
     % D.C or Northern Virginia 1.0% 8.0% 5.5% 5.2% 4.2%
     % Outside Metro Area 5.9% 20.7% 33.7% 24.1% 20.4%
Median Years in Same Home 11 5 3 2 5
Average Age of Household Head 55.1 50.8 46.2 60.7 52.7

H % Households with Foreign Born Head 
O    or Spouse 30.4% 41.5% 23.8% 27.9% 29.2%
U % Households Speaking Spanish 13.0% 21.5% 4.2% 10.5% 10.7%
S Households by Type:
 I     %  Family Households 81.2% 79.8% 44.9% 33.6% 59.8%
N         % Married-Couple 71.2% 71.5% 30.5% 25.9% 48.9%
G         % Single-Parent 7.8% 8.3% 7.3% 5.1% 7.2%

   % Nonfamily Households 18.8% 20.2% 55.1% 66.4% 40.2%
       % Householder Living Alone 16.9% 20.2% 50.5% 65.2% 37.9%
Persons in Households:
     % 1 Person 16.9% 20.2% 50.5% 65.2% 37.9%
     % 2 Persons 38.1% 39.3% 38.0% 30.8% 36.8%
     % 3 Persons 17.4% 14.0% 7.2% 4.0% 11.0%
     % 4 Persons 16.3% 10.4% 0.9% 7.3%
     % 5+ Persons 11.2% 16.1% 3.5% 7.1%
Average Number of Cars 2.0 1.9 1.4 1.0 1.6
% of Households with Computers 91.0% 96.6% 83.1% 73.0% 85.8%
     % of these visiting M-NCPPC website 29.2% 21.0% 18.6% 13.0% 22.0%

2004 Household Income Distribution:
    % Under $15,000 2.2% 4.0% 7.0% 3.4%
    % $15,000 to $29,999 7.9% 3.7% 17.1% 7.1%

 I     % $30,000 to $49,999 13.1% 1.2% 20.1% 13.8% 14.1%
N     % $50,000 to $69,999 11.3% 1.1% 17.2% 14.5% 12.6%
C     % $70,000 to $99,999 12.7% 25.5% 20.0% 10.8% 16.5%
O     % $100,000 to 149,999 26.5% 26.2% 26.1% 25.4% 26.1%
M     % $150,000 to 199,999 11.7% 18.1% 6.8% 7.4% 10.0%
E     % $200,000+ 14.6% 27.9% 2.2% 4.0% 10.2%

2004 Median Household Income $104,600 $137,000 $79,080 $57,660 $95,040
% of Households Spending More Than
  30% of Income on Housing Costs:
     % Homeowners 17.8% 14.8% 21.2% 23.1% 18.6%
     % Renters * * 29.4% 68.3% 40.0%

* Insufficient data for reliable estimates.
Source:  2005 Census Update Survey; Research & Technology Center,  Montgomery County Planning Dept., M-NCPPC August 2006.
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Appendix 2: Housing

For more information: Contact Sharon Suarez at sharon.suarez@mncppc-mc.org

The 1993 General Plan Refinement contains the following objectives.

Promote a sufficient supply of housing to serve the County’s existing and planned employment and the •	
changing needs of its residents at various stages of life.
Encourage an adequate supply of affordable housing throughout the County, especially for households at •	
the median income or below.
Concentrate the highest density housing in the Urban Ring and the I-270 Corridor, especially in transit •	
station areas.

Jobs-Housing Ratio
The proposed target for jobs to housing in the 2002 Transportation Policy Report (TPR) is 1.18 jobs to 1.00 
units for the White Flint area as defined in the 1992 Plan. The current jobs-housing ratio in White Flint is about 
9.81 to 1, based on the approved and existing development. The proposed Development Plan is projected to 
have a jobs-housing ratio of 1.9 to 1. At buildout of the Plan, the jobs-housing ratio will be 3.4 to 1.

Jobs-Housing Ratio
Existing Approved Proposed Total

Residential units 2321 2,220 9,800 14,341

Non-residential 
square feet

5.49 M 1.8 M 5.69 M 12.98 M

Jobs 22,800 6,700 19,100 48,600

J-H ratio 9.85/1 3.0:1 1-9/1 3.4 to 1

The Plan’s proposed non-residential development assumes that 50 percent of the non-residential development 
will be office, 30 percent will be retail, and 20 percent will be other forms of non-residential development.

The Planning Department’s Research and Technology Center uses 225 square feet per office job, 400 square 
feet per retail job, 450 square feet per industrial job, and 500 square feet for jobs in other forms of non-
residential development.

White Flint Demographic Profile and Housing Resources
White Flint and Vicinity today has a demographic profile that is generally older, less diverse, wealthier, highly 
educated, and more likely to live alone in a rental unit in a multifamily building than residents County wide. 

The typical multifamily household in the White Flint Plan area is very different from those typically associated 
with garden and high rise apartments. More than half the resident population lives and works in Montgomery 
County, 28 percent work in the District of Columbia and more than 20 percent use transit. Households in 
White Flint spend 30 percent of their income on housing, which is less that the 47 percent County wide. Forty 
percent of the households are non-family and 38 percent of residents live alone. There is a higher demand for 
apartments in the White Flint area than County wide. There was a 3.5 percent vacancy in 2006, compared to 
the County rate of 4.3 percent. There are no nursing homes or group homes within a half mile of the Metro 
station.

The Montgomery County Department of Housing and Community Affairs (DHCA) considers the White Flint 
Plan area as part of the Rockville market area, which has the highest rents in the County. The turnover rental 
rate in the Rockville market was increasing by four percent over the last few years. In 2006, an income of 
$56,000 was necessary to afford the turnover rent. Incomes of $59,000 were necessary to rent a one-
bedroom unit and $80,000 for a two-bedroom unit in the Plan area. An income of more than $100,000 was 
necessary to purchase and new condominium and $86,000 for an existing condominium.
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The White Flint and Vicinity area comprises eight community analysis areas that are more than twice the 
size of the Plan area. Within the analysis area are about 18,720 residents, 3,000 detached units, 1,140 
townhouses, 2,900 garden apartments, and 1,755 high-rise units. 

The Plan area has more than 2,300 existing and 2, 220 approved high rise units. More than 1,000 of the 
existing units are rental units. There are approximately 469 existing and approved moderately priced units.

Proposed Development
Existing Existing 

MPDUs (for 
sale and 
rent)

Approved Approved 
MPDUs

Proposed Proposed 
MPDUs 
(12.5%)

Proposed 
workforce 
(10%)

TOTAL 
Affordable 
Housing

Dwelling units 2,321 211 2,220 258 9,800 1,225 980 2,674

Non-
residential 
square feet

5.0 M 1.8 M 5.69 M

Breakout of MPDUs in White Flint Plan Area
Total # 
Units

Total 
MPDUs

Eff / Studios 1 BR Units 2 BR Units 3 BR Units

Markets (MPDUs) Markets (MPDUs) Markets (MPDUs) Markets (MPDUs)

Gallery 
Condos

453 (9) 

Sterling 
Condos

197 (12)        

White Flint 
Station 
Condos

261 (27)         

Grand 
Apts.

549 (112)   297 (82) 201 (30) 51  

Strathmore 
Court Apts.

202 (51)   74 (26) 77 (25) 32  

Totals 1209 (211) 371 (108) 278 (55) 83

MPDUs in the Pipeline
Preliminary Plan Number

Project Name # MPDUs

120040490 White Flint Metro 169

120060310 White Flint Crossing 66

120070380 White Flint View 23

120080060 Moore’s Addition at Woodlawn 0

Total MPDUs in the Pipeline 
(4/2009)

258
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Sizes of Apartments/Condominiums in White Flint Sector Plan Area and Vicinity

UNITS Eff/Studio SF
I BR 

(MPDUs)
SF

2 BR 
(MPDUs)

SF
3 BR 

(MPDUs)
(MPDUs) 

SF

Sterling
Condo

197

Jefferson at 
Inigo Crossing

Apartments
473 52 (7) 630-1200 230 (35) 600-1200 230 (35) 800-1200 32

1300-
1400

Crest at
Congressional

146 5 (5) 500-600 103 (18) 600-1000 38 1000-1400 0

Monterey 432 0 176 600-800 208 1000 48 1400

Wentworth 
House

Apartments
312 51 (7) 580 172 (18) 730-960 89 (14)

1000-
2000

White Flint 
Station

261 0

Gallery 453 0

North 
Bethesda 
Market 

397 40 (6) 180 (35) 160 (19) 17

Grand
Apartments

549 0 297 (42) 201 (27) 51

Forum
Condo

230 135 60 32
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Appendix 3: Parks, Open Spaces, Trails, and Cultural 
Resources

For more information: Contact Brooke Farquhar at brooke.farquhar@mncppc-mc.org

Public parkland, open space, and trail connections play an important role in the well-being of a community. 
In urban areas, parkland enhances quality of life by providing visual relief from the built environment, an 
opportunity to experience nature, and space to gather, play, and celebrate community life. In addition, 
open space contributes to the natural environment by providing wildlife habitat, improving air quality, and 
preserving water quality.

Park Planning Context

The existing pattern of parks in White Flint and the surrounding area reflects the 1992 Plan’s land use 
proposals for White Flint (Figure 1 and Table 1). The new vision for the area includes a more urban pattern 
and a greater mix of uses. The existing patterns and parks proposals have been reevaluated in light of 
this urban vision. White Flint’s open space system should support a vibrant and sustainable urban center 
by creating open spaces that will be comfortable, attractive, easily accessible, and provide a range of 
experiences.

To that end, the public park recommendations support the Plan’s proposed typology of open spaces:

for the Corridor: An active park for White Flint and surrounding areas at Wall Local Park•	
for all of White Flint: a central civic green•	
for each neighborhood: a neighborhood green •	
for each block: an urban square•	
for each building: recreation space•	
for each residence: private outdoor space.•	

Park Planning Recommendations
This Plan recommends improvements to Wall Local Park, inclusion of a new civic green urban park, and 
additional parkland at White Flint Neighborhood Park. These three park recommendations will help 
implement the plan’s Green Space concept (Figure 2), and are summarized in Table 2.

1. Update the master plan for Wall Local Park to reflect its role as the key urban recreation destination in an 
urbanizing area.

Wall Local Park is approximately 11 acres and within one half mile of the Metro station. The Montgomery 
Aquatic Center and a large surface parking lot (250 spaces) occupy almost half the site. If the surface parking 
were to be relocated, Wall Local Park could include more outdoor recreational options for the surrounding 
community and the future residents.

As White Flint becomes more urban, Wall Local Park should emerge as a major park. The park should 
be improved as a multipurpose recreation destination for the increasing population of White Flint and 
surrounding areas and as a link between the Josiah Henson Site (formerly called Uncle Tom’s Cabin) and 
White Flint’s civic core. With the park’s location only two blocks from the White Flint Metro, connectivity to the 
station is critical.

The 1992 North Bethesda Plan recommended expanding the park by acquiring two adjoining parcels to the 
north. This Plan envisions a public/private partnership with adjacent properties to relocate the surface parking 
within a parking structure built in conjunction with new residential development such as a public/private 
agreement. This would help redirect public sector funds from building structured parking on-site to improving 
Wall Local Park. The addition of residential development near the park would provide constant surveillance, 
enhance park use, and help animate the park.

Figure 1
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Aquatic Center and a large surface parking lot (250 spaces) occupy almost half the site. If the surface parking 
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be improved as a multipurpose recreation destination for the increasing population of White Flint and 
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White Flint’s civic core. With the park’s location only two blocks from the White Flint Metro, connectivity to the 
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The 1992 North Bethesda Plan recommended expanding the park by acquiring two adjoining parcels to the 
north. This Plan envisions a public/private partnership with adjacent properties to relocate the surface parking 
within a parking structure built in conjunction with new residential development such as a public/private 
agreement. This would help redirect public sector funds from building structured parking on-site to improving 
Wall Local Park. The addition of residential development near the park would provide constant surveillance, 
enhance park use, and help animate the park.

Figure 1
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Figure 2 Green Space Concept
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TABLE 1: EXISITING PARKS SERVING WHITE FLINT RESIDENTS
Inventory of all Facilities & Parkland Owned, Leased and/or Maintained by M-NCPPC

Park
Status Park Name Acreage Park

School
Play-

ground
Soft Ball 

Field
Baseball

Field
Basketball/
Multi-Use

Lighted
Basketball

Ct

Tennis
Court

Lighted
Tennis
Courts

F_S_
OVERLAY

F_S
FIELD

Play
Field

Picnic
Shelters

Open
Shelter

Rec
Building

D WALL LOCAL PARK 12.1405 0 1 1 1

D
WHITE FLINT NEIGHBORHOOD 
PARK 8.7194 0 1 2 2

20.8599

D
DRUID DRIVE NEIGHBORHOOD 
PARK 0.4105 0 1

D GARRETT PARK-WAVERLY 
NEIGHBORHOOD PARK 1.221 0 1 2 1

D WAVERLY-SCHUYLKILL
NEIGHBORHOOD PARK 5.7756 0

D WELLS NEIGHBORHOOD PARK 1.34 0 1 1

8.7471

D FARMLAND DRIVE LOCAL PARK 6.6799 1 2 1

D FLEMING LOCAL PARK 12.8 0 1 2 2 2 1

D
GARRETT PARK ESTATES 
LOCAL PARK 3.6187 1 1 1 1 1

D LUXMANOR LOCAL PARK 6.4932 1 2 1 1

D RANDOLPH HILLS LOCAL PARK 18 0 1 2 2 2 1 1

D STRATTON LOCAL PARK 11 0 1 1 1 2 1 1 1
D TILDEN WOODS LOCAL PARK 7 0 1 1 1 2 1 1 1
D TIMBERLAWN LOCAL PARK 12.3501 0 1 1 2 1

77.9419

U OLD FARM NEIGHBORHOOD 
CONSERVATION AREA 0.7756 0

0.7756

U
CABIN JOHN STREAM VALLEY 
UNIT #6 21.2062 0

U
ROCK CREEK STREAM VALLEY 
UNIT #3 312.5319 0 3 0.5

U
ROCK CREEK STREAM VALLEY 
UNIT #5 30.5611 0

U
ROCK CREEK STREAM VALLEY 
UNIT #6 193.2718 0

U
TILDEN WOODS STREAM 
VALLEY PARK 65.4976 0

623.0686
731.3931 3 13 11 7.5 5 8 4 5 4 7 1

Park
Status U - 
Undevelop
ed
Park School 1 - Park School
Park School 0 - Not park school

Key:
Park Status D - Developed

Subtotal
LOCAL PARKS

NEIGHBORHOOD CONSERVATION AREA

TOTAL

Key on reverse side.

STREAM VALLEY PARKS

Subtotal

Subtotal

Subtotal

PARKS IN NORTH BETHESDA PLANNING AREA SERVING WHITE FLINT RESIDENTS
NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS

PARKS IN WHITE FLINT SECTOR PLAN

Subtotal
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The redesign of Wall Local Park should incorporate the sizable trees and include a pedestrian connection 
to the Josiah Henson Site, a cultural site of international significance, about one quarter mile south on Old 
Georgetown Road and one half mile from the Metro station. The facility plan for Wall Local Park should 
consider:

an outdoor splash park•	
an expanded indoor pool area•	
skateboarding facilities•	
playgrounds•	
level grass areas for leisure and informal play to serve people of all ages•	
flexible space for adults, children, teens, and young adults•	
paths•	
a pedestrian connection to the Josiah Henson Site.•	

The areas of highest quality trees along Old Georgetown Road should be retained and enhanced in the 
park’s redesign. Park programming and design will occur as part of the facility plan, with public input, 
overseen by the Department of Parks and coordinated with the Department of Recreation, and potentially 
funded by developers through an amenity fund project.

2. Designate a new urban park to serve as the civic green for all of White Flint.

The civic green is proposed to be White Flint’s central public place for outdoor community-wide activities 
and events. It should be located within the Conference Center Block and under Parks Department ownership 
because of its important role as a focal point of community life for the entire planning area. There are two 
ways to obtain the land for the civic green: through dedication, if there is assemblage of properties within the 
Conference Center Block, or through acquisition with public funds.

Whether acquired or dedicated, the civic green should be large enough and appropriately designed to:

accommodate major outdoor activities, public events, gatherings, and celebrations•	
allow for local street closures to provide more event space•	
draw people from surroundings to participate in local events•	
encourage people to walk, informally gather, eat lunch, etc.•	
provide informal grass play space.•	

If assemblage is not possible, there are properties within theConference Center Block large enough and 
appropriately located to function as the civic green and should be acquired with public funds. After public 
acquisition occurs, adjoining property owners may become interested in redevelopment. They may wish to 
enter into a public/private venture to better accomplish the public purpose of the civic green. In that event, it 
may be prudent to consider land swaps or other options to achieve the desired outcome.

3. Obtain through dedication, approximately 2.5 acres of property from the White Flint Mall property 
owners, for park use.

The property abutting the White Flint Neighborhood Park to the north currently serving as surface parking 
should be dedicated for public park use. The level area is of sufficient size to provide active recreation facilities 
such as a rectangular field, which would help to offset the estimated needs for the Bethesda Team Area as 
cited in the 2005 Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan (PROS).
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Table 2:  Summary of Park Recommendations Proposed Parks in the White Flint Sector Plan Area
Park Status Issues Recommendations

Wall Local Park Existing facilities on 11.7 
acres of parkland include 
the Montgomery Aquatic 
Center, playground, trails, 
racquetball and basketball 
courts, and 250 parking 
spaces. The 1992 North 
Bethesda Master Plan 
recommended: Extend 
the existing Wall Local 
Park at Old Georgetown 
Road and Executive 
Boulevard through parkland 
dedication to include the 
parcel to the north currently 
used as an automobile 
dealership parking lot.

Surface parking occupies 
most of the open flat area 
of the site. With White Flint 
developing as a compact, 
mixed use community, the 
parking area would be 
better utilized as a central 
open space for outdoor 
recreation.

Through a public/
private partnership, 
relocate the existing 
surface parking within 
a parking structure built 
in conjunction with new 
residential development, 
instead of acquiring the 
parcel to the north. This 
solution gains 2.5 acres 
of usable parkland in 
a central location. The 
addition of residential 
development near the park 
would provide constant 
surveillance, enhance park 
use, and help animate the 
park.

Civic Green Urban Park. The 1992 North Bethesda 
Master Plan recommended 
an urban amenity space 
to be located at the White 
Flint Metro.

A publically owned, 
programmed, and 
maintained open space 
to serve as the central 
gathering space for the 
community is needed.

This plan recommends 
a public civic green 
within walking distance 
of the White Flint 
Metro, to function as 
the central gathering 
space for the White Flint 
area. Specifically, it is 
recommended to:

Accommodate major •	
outdoor activities, 
public events, 
gatherings, and 
celebrations.
Allow for local street •	
closures to provide 
more event space.
Draw people from •	
surroundings to 
participate in local 
events.

White Flint 
Neighborhood Park

Existing park includes 
tennis, basketball, 
playground, a trail, and 
unprogrammed open 
space.

Areas for active 
recreation such as 
rectangular playing 
fields are scarce in the 
planning area.

Achieve approximately 
2.5 acres in dedication 
to M-NCPPC for active 
recreation such as a 
rectangular playing field.

Park Planning Background

The following park planning issues were addressed in formulating the Plan’s recommendations:

assessing recreational needs in light of a high density, mixed-use environment•	
the future of Wall Local Park•	
designation of a new urban park•	
connectivity between park trails, walking routes, and bikeways•	
the relation of public parks and urban open spaces•	
a new emphasis on historic and cultural resources.•	
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1. Assessing recreational needs in light of a high density, mixed-use environment.
White Flint is a very small urban area and some of its active recreation needs will be served by parks in 
adjacent neighborhoods. Providing connections to these parks for White Flint residents is an important Plan 
objective. Residents have access to many large or specialized recreation facilities such as ice rinks, nature 
centers, lighted athletic fields, and large picnic and playground areas at Cabin John Regional Park. Rock 
Creek Stream Valley Park is also nearby and provides opportunities for nature study, and a trail that extends 
from the District Line north to Rock Creek Regional Park. Within the boundaries of the White Flint Sector Plan 
area itself, there is currently one local park, Wall Local Park. Luxmanor Local Park, Garrett Park Estates Local 
Park, Tildenwood Local Park, and White Flint Neighborhood Park are within one mile of the area (Figure 1).

2. The future of Wall Local Park.
This is the only public park in the Plan area and is the location of the Montgomery County indoor Aquatic 
Center, operated by the Montgomery County Recreation Department. This park should be redesigned to serve 
an area planned for more intense urban development.

3. Designation of new urban park.
A new urban park, the civic green is needed to serve as the central open space for the White Flint area in the 
Conference Center block. This would become White Flint’s central public place for outdoor community-wide 
activities and events, near Metro and the highest density mixed-use development.

4. Connectivity between park trails, walking routes, and bikeways.
The Plan area is between two major north-south park trail systems: Rock Creek to the east and Cabin John 
to the west. Linking these key regional trail and bikeway systems is critical to providing residents greater 
opportunities to walk and cycle in the area and reduce automobile dependency. The connection will be 
provided by a planned bike path along Montrose Parkway and a north-south bikeway (a former trolley right-
of-way converted to bike use) that is proposed to be extended through the Plan area.

The Plan’s proposed loop system is designed to link all proposed neighborhood open spaces, and to provide 
pleasant walking routes from residences and businesses to open space destinations throughout the Plan area. 
The proposed east-west promenade traverses the White Flint core. Destinations along the promenade will 
include Wall Local Park, the Aquatic Center, a civic green in downtown White Flint, and other open space 
areas on the east side of Rockville Pike.

5. The relation of public parks and urban open spaces.
The Plan’s proposed open space system integrates public amenity space with parkland to create a cohesive 
and logical pattern of open space. Not all open space can or should be publicly owned and managed 
parkland. Public amenity spaces in new developments will provide a great deal of needed recreation and 
open space in White Flint.

6. Reflecting new park planning emphasis on historical and cultural interpretation and outreach.
Historic interpretation is an important element of this Plan, particularly in light of the area’s proximity to the 
Josiah Henson Site near Wall Local Park. Connectivity from the Metro through Wall Local Park to the site is an 
important plan component. More detailed discussion of historic elements is included in the Historic Resources 
section.

Policy Background

In analyzing the needs for the Plan area, existing plan policies were reviewed, including the North Bethesda/
Garrett Park Master Plan (1992), the Land Preservation, Parks, and Recreation Plan (PROS) (2005), and Parks 
for Tomorrow (1998), a staff supplementary document to the PROS Plan.

The North Bethesda/Garrett Park Master Plan included several park recommendations, two of which are 
located in the Plan area. The first recommendation was to add land to Wall Local Park by extending it to 
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include a parcel to the north. This Plan recommends an alternative solution: to gain additional parkland at 
Wall Local Park by relocating the surface parking offsite. The second recommendation, to provide an urban 
amenity open space at the White Flint Metro, is replaced in this Plan by a recommendation to provide the civic 
green urban park within the Conference Center Block, which would locate it within walking distance of Metro.

The PROS Plan guides the County wide pattern of parkland and recreation needs. It projects recreational 
needs by broad planning areas, rather than by small sub-areas such as White Flint. This Plan’s 
recommendations recognize that urban areas present distinct challenges and opportunities to provide park 
and recreation resources and strive to incorporate and create those resources with redevelopment.

As shown on the Green Space Concept (Figure 2), proposed facilities are provided through a combination of 
public and private efforts. Those open spaces that rise to the level of serving as a focal point of community 
life for the planning area are recommended to be public parks. The neighborhood greens, those open spaces 
serving each district, are proposed to be provided and managed by the private sector.

Local and neighborhood recreation facility needs are projected by the PROS Plan based on residential 
population. Its assumptions are suburban—that housing will be built on large tracts of land and that desired 
facilities are playing fields and courts. While locating new parkland for rectangular fields is desirable in 
the Plan area, it is difficult to find available land. The 2005 PROS Plan indicated that the Bethesda/North 
Bethesda planning area, which includes White Flint, needs additional baseball fields, rectangular (soccer 
fields), and playgrounds. Ballfields are estimated for the entire Bethesda/North Bethesda area which is 
estimated to need approximately 25 additional fields by 2020, the majority of which are large multi-purpose 
rectangular fields.

In down-County areas such as White Flint, there is insufficient land on which to locate these fields. Playing 
field users, who normally drive to fields, will have to use fields in other areas and make more efficient use 
of existing fields through artificial turf, innovative scheduling, and lighting to increase hours of use. PROS 
recreation facility estimates for North Bethesda indicate there will be 1.8 additional playgrounds needed 
by 2020 but that the number of basketball and tennis courts are sufficient. Parks for Tomorrow indicates 
that urban residential areas need several types of recreation including trails, bike paths and community 
connectors, neighborhood recreation for new residential areas, and urban recreation and open space for 
mixed-use development. It recommends using non-park public space in innovative ways to meet recreational 
demands.

Historic Resources in Parks

As previously mentioned, the future public use and interpretation of the Josiah Henson Site is the Plan’s major 
historic issue. Although outside the Plan’s boundaries, this recent acquisition will become a key cultural park, 
a draw not only for the County, but for national and international visitors. The site is significant because of 
its association with Reverend Josiah Henson, whose 1849 autobiography inspired Harriet Beecher Stowe’s 
landmark novel, Uncle Tom’s Cabin.

The Josiah Henson Site, featuring a frame house (possibly early 19th century) with a log wing (1850-51), 
was lived in by Isaac and Matilda Riley, whom Henson identifies as his owners. It commanded a 500-acre 
plantation where tobacco, potatoes, barley, and corn were grown by over 20 enslaved African Americans, 
including Henson. From tree-ring dating, it is now known that Henson did not live or sleep in the log wing.

Oral histories record that the log wing functioned as a kitchen for the Riley family in the early 20th 
century. The plantation’s main house is the only tangible structure associated with Henson’s many years of 
enslavement. There is perhaps no property in Montgomery County that conjures up images of slavery as 
much as this resource.

This heritage tourism site is enhanced by its proximity to Metro. Wall Local Park is also near the Josiah Henson 
Site and it should be part of an attractive pedestrian connection from Metro to the site. Already, tours are 
being given to large audiences. Since there is currently no parking on site, public transit and nearby public 
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parking are essential.

A second and related historic resource is within Ken-Gar Local Park outside the Plan’s boundaries, but nearby 
in Garrett Park. The site of the former Newport Mill along Rock Creek, is where Josiah Henson “found 
religion” by attending the sermon of a visiting minister. Since Henson went on to become a famous preacher 
and abolitionist, this is a significant part of his life experience. The relationship of this site to the Josiah Henson 
Site will be interpreted at the Josiah Henson Site, and the historic connection between the two will also be 
explained at the mill site. The Parks Department’s Cultural Resources Stewardship Section will place a new 
interpretive sign in Ken-Gar Local Park that focuses on Henson’s religious conversion.
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Appendix 4: Environmental Resources Analysis

For more information, contact Mary Dolan at mary.dolan@mncppc-mc.org

Vision

White Flint will be a green sustainable community with improved air and water quality. The Plan area’s 
environmental function and appearance will be defined by:

high performance architecture that saves energy •	
more transit choices and connections with better facilities for walking and biking that provide alternatives •	
to automobile travel
a unifying open space system connecting parks and community destinations that creates a healthy urban •	
landscape
tree canopy that generously shades streets and spaces•	
rainfall captured by state-of-the-art techniques such as green roofs and bio-retention areas. •	

The Plan’s environmental goal is to:
achieve sustainability by minimizing carbon emissions creating a healthy, livable urban environment by •	
improving water and air quality.

Background

The White Flint Sector Plan area is located within the Urban Ring described in the 1993 General Plan 
Refinement. It also falls within a State-designated Priority Funding Area designed to encourage growth. The 
study area spans five subwatersheds in the Lower Rock Creek basin and the Cabin John watershed (see White 
Flint Stream Conditions). The area is highly urbanized and all but a small amount of land has been developed. 
Most of the development occurred at a time before stormwater management regulations were in place, so all 
area streams are degraded. There are almost no natural resources or environmental functions remaining and 
there are no remaining sensitive areas to protect.

Pervious Land Cover

All five subwatersheds influenced by development activity in the White Flint study area have poor or fair stream 
conditions.  The existing land area covered by impervious surface covers approximately 87 percent of the 
study area leaving about 13 percent pervious  and tree canopy shades just 10.5 percent of the study area.

Much of White Flint developed prior to stormwater management regulations. The current water quality in 
those watersheds is fair or poor and is likely to remain in those categories due to high existing and projected 
imperviousness. However, stream conditions can be improved and the amount of erosion and nutrients 
contributed to Rock Creek and Cabin John (and eventually, the Chesapeake Bay) can be significantly reduced 
through the development process.

A large portion of the area will redevelop over the life of the Plan. This development will have to incorporate 
stormwater management requirements current at the time of development. Stormwater management 
requirements have become standard practice since most of White Flint was developed and the State has 
recently upgraded these standards. The regulations require environmental site design (ESD), which will 
establish higher standards and innovative treatment methods to the maximum possible extent. Montgomery 
County will be adopting these requirements as part of the County Stormwater Manual.

Carbon Emission Analysis

Montgomery County Bill number 32-07 establishes a goal to stop increasing greenhouse gas emissions by 
the year 2010, and to reduce emissions to 20 percent of 2005 levels by the year 2050. Another Montgomery 
County law (Bill number 34-07) requires the Planning Board to estimate the carbon footprint of areas being 
master planned, and to make recommendations for carbon emissions reductions.
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Our current greenhouse gas modeling effort uses a version of the spreadsheet model developed by King 
County, Washington. While many of the inputs are derived from national averages, wherever possible we 
have substituted Montgomery County data derived by the Planning Department’s Research and Technology 
Division. While the model considers all greenhouse gas emissions, results are reported in terms of the 
equivalent effect of a given volume of carbon dioxide (“carbon dioxide equivalents”).

To project total emissions for an area, the spreadsheet model considers embodied energy emissions, building 
energy emissions, and transportation emissions. The model documentation defines embodied emissions as 
“emissions that are created through the extraction, processing, transportation, construction and disposal 
of building materials as well as emissions created through landscape disturbance (by both soil disturbance 
and changes in above ground biomass). Building energy emissions are created in the normal operation of a 
building including lighting, heating cooling and ventilation, operation of computers and appliances, etc.
Transportation emissions are released by the operation of cars, trucks, buses, motorcycles, etc.

Inputs for each planning area include the numbers and types of housing units and the square footage of 
different categories of retail, commercial, and public buildings. The model is run once using 2005 data 
to establish baseline results. The model is run again using housing units, and commercial and retail space 
projected to develop under the master plan to estimate future greenhouse gas emissions. The model estimates 
emissions over the life of the development, and results are given in metric tons of CO2 equivalents.

This is different from the County Emissions Inventory prepared by the Montgomery County Department of 
Environmental Protection, which estimates annual emissions.
The model only deals with emissions; no calculations are included to estimate potential carbon offsets from 
best management practices. The estimates also assume “business as usual” when projecting emissions. As 
estimates of building energy consumption, vehicle fuel efficiency, vehicle miles travelled, and other input 
parameters change, it may be possible to re-run the model to see how design and technology improvements 
affect projected outcomes. Many of these parameters are changing constantly, so input parameters are a 
moving target.

The results are also restricted to estimates for a specific master plan. Overall greenhouse gas emissions 
are projected to increase due to increased population and commercial development within a given master 
or sector plan area. As model results are evaluated, we must bear in mind that Montgomery County’s 
greenhouse gas reduction targets are considered at a County wide scale.

Modeling results using these assumptions, along with sprawl scenario estimates are shown in the table below. 
Sprawl scenario estimates assume that growth beyond buildout of the 1992 plan would have occurred in 
a sprawl pattern outside White Flint, causing the emission of 40 percent more carbon than if it were built 
in White Flint. The land use pattern in White Flint will prevent the emission of approximately six to seven 
million metric tons of carbon equivalent over the lifetime of development. This reflects the physical savings of 
more compact building types and reduced vehicle miles traveled as compared to the sprawl scenarios. The 
Plan area is proposed to accommodate from 10 to 13 percent of the anticipated growth in population in 
Montgomery County at buildout on less than 0.2 percent of the County’s land area.
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Estimated Baseline and Projected Carbon Emissions
Year Emissions

MTCO2e*

2005 (baseline) 13,000,000

Buildout (current zoning) 21,000,000

2030 Staging Capacity 29,000,000

2030 Staging Capacity Sprawl 35,400,000

2030 Potential Phase 4 32,000,000

2030 Potential Phase 4 Sprawl 39,600,000
*Metric Tons Carbon Dioxide Equivalents
(over the life of the development)

The Plan makes several recommendations intended to reduce carbon emissions, beginning with the 
recommendation to make White Flint a model of smart growth. Some of the smart growth effects are modeled 
in the results above but it is difficult to know the full range of behavior changes that the new White Flint will 
inspire. The vision is to create a compact community of mixed uses, enabling residents to live, work, and shop 
in a walkable area. The smart growth approach is enhanced by the provision of mass transit service, further 
enabling people to run errands and to commute without a car.

Many Plan recommendations will promote reductions in carbon emissions (such as open space, bicycle routes, 
and pedestrian priority streets) and many programs outside the planning process that will result in substantial 
reductions over time. Montgomery County’s Climate Protection Plan has many recommendations for reducing 
carbon emissions, but we can only model the two with specific targets relating to master planning:

50 percent of residences will reduce energy consumption by 25 percent (resulting in a 12.5 percent •	
reduction in existing and proposed residential building emissions)
commercial properties will reduce their energy consumption by 25 percent.•	

Once the baseline projections were made, the model was used to test the recommendations for carbon 
footprint reduction to determine the magnitude of effects on the carbon footprint of White Flint beyond that 
already discussed. The results below illustrate the potential reduction for either the Staging Capacity or the 
Potential Phase IV projections.

Potential Carbon Footprint Reduction from 2030 Projection
Recommendations Reduction From 2030 

Projections

50% of residences reduce energy consumption by 25% (12.5% reduction) 2%

Commercial properties reduce energy consumption by 25% 8%

Further reductions in carbon footprint will come from changes in building and site design, improvements in 
technology for vehicles and building energy conservation as well as the behavioral changes enabled by a 
compact, livable urban environment.

Community Water and Sewer

Community (public) water and sewer service is available throughout the Plan area and is provided by 
the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC). There is sufficient capacity to support planned 
development but there may be local system improvements needed for individual projects, which will be 
determined during development review.

Water
The Plan area lies within the Montgomery Main Service Area, which is served with water from the Potomac 
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Water Filtration Plant. A major project in the Plan area is the Potomac Bi-County Water Tunnel (formerly called 
the Bi-County Water Supply Main). The proposed tunnel is a new 84-inch diameter water main designed to 
meet growing demand and ensure continued reliable water supply. The new tunnel will connect two existing 
mains deep underground. The western connection is northeast of Tuckerman Lane’s passage under I-270 in 
Rockville and the eastern connection is near the intersection of Beach and Stoneybrook Drives in Kensington. 
There is no expected impact to the Plan area.

There are, however, two high pressure water mains that generally follow Nicholson Lane through the Plan 
area. Projects here may be asked to set back their development some distance from those mains, but 
that would be determined at time of development review. The location of these mains may affect road 
improvements or improvements to the mains may need to be included in road projects.

Sewer
Wastewater in the Plan area flows through the Rock Creek conveyance system from the Rock Creek Basin in 
the WSSC service area to ultimate treatment at the Blue Plains Wastewater Treatment Plant in Washington, 
D.C. The sewer transmission line that provides service for the area runs along Rock Creek to the east of the 
Plan area.

During significant storms, up to six million gallons of the peak wastewater flows are diverted and stored at the 
WSSC's Rock Creek Storage Facility. The facility, located downstream of the Plan area, is designed to limit 
peak flow at the D.C. line. Stored wastewater flows are later allowed back into the Rock Creek conveyance 
system to drain by gravity flow under low demand conditions. This storage and release is arranged under an 
inter-municipal agreement with the District.

Local sewer capacity will be an issue and will be addressed for each project as development proposals are 
submitted for review.
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Appendix 5: Financing

For more information, contact Jacob.Sesker at jacob.sesker@mncppc-mc.org

Staff presented the following four documents to the Planning Board as part of their worksessions following the 
public hearing:

February 19, 2009 Memorandum•	
February 19, 2009 Staff Report•	
May 7, 2009 Memorandum •	
June 4, 2009 Amendment to May 7, 2009 Memorandum, per Planning Board (Attachment D)•	



26     White Flint Sector Plan Appendix     Appendix 5

February 19, 2009 Memorandum
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February 19, 2009 Staff Report
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May 7, 2009 Memorandum
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June 4 Amendment to May 7, 2009 Memorandum, per Planning Board

ATTACHMENT D: TAX INCREMENT FINANCING (TIF)

Introduction
In a TIF, property tax revenues derived from the increase in assessed val¬ues due to appreciation and/or new 
development are used to pay off bonds issued for improvements in the TIF District.  At the time the TIF District 
is created, a baseline of revenues is established. Some or all of the revenue above that baseline accrues to the 
TIF District and is applied to the debt payments.

Purpose of TIF
In the absence of government participation in the development or redevelopment of urban areas, real 
estate developers and investors are more willing to invest in simpler, “Green field” sites. In “Green field” 
sites land costs are generally lower, redevelopment requires less land assemblage, public facility capacity is 
less encumbered by existing development, and infrastructure investments are less likely to involve expensive 
retrofits.

Under certain circumstances, TIF can serve as an effective tool for jurisdic¬tions seeking to fund 
redevelopment of targeted geographic areas, espe¬cially those that contain “Brownfield” or “Grayfield” sites.  
As such, state and local officials in jurisdictions around the nation recognize that TIF can be a valuable tool in 
suburban transit-oriented development (TOD) projects as a way of meeting the high costs of retrofitting aging 
or obsolete suburban infrastructure.

TIF in Maryland
The Maryland Tax Increment Financing Act authorizes most Maryland coun¬ties and municipalities to use TIF 
for the purposes of financing certain develop¬ment/redevelopment projects.  See Title 12, Subtitle 2 of the 
Economic Development Article of the Maryland Code, Sections 12-201 through 12-213. 

In Maryland, authorized local governments may issue TIF bonds for the purpose of financing development 
or infrastructure to support development. The first step in that process requires the government to create a 
TIF District and a special fund. The TIF bonds issued are then payable from the special fund which holds the 
incre¬mental tax payments associated with the TIF District.

TIF Financing Terms
TIF bonds are unsecured, revenue bonds.  In their purest form, they are backed by a projection of the District’s 
tax revenues.  The full faith and credit of a jurisdiction is not necessarily at risk when a TIF bond is issued.  As 
such, TIF bonds are riskier than general obligation bonds. When underwriters feel that the risk associated with 
using TIF is too high, then any of a number of conceptually similar financing tools may be more appropriate.

Recent TIF Districts in Maryland have been “backed” by Special Assessment districts.  In these cases, a 
Special Assessment District is created that has the same boundaries as the TIF District. In the event that the TIF 
District does not meet projected revenues, property owners within the TIF District are assessed a share of the 
shortfall.

In order to reduce risk, bond placement agencies often prefer to see TIF Districts that are large and diverse, 
thereby reducing the risk of default.  Larger districts raise questions as to why the TIF District is so large as to 
include areas that receive little benefit from the new development.

Smaller and more narrowly drawn TIF Districts usually require higher debt coverage ratios (i.e. a lower 
percentage of net operating income can be used for debt payment because the small TIF district is perceived 
to be riskier). For example, a project that will generate an annual tax increment of $1 million might have a 
large TIF District boundary and a debt coverage ratio of 1.25 (i.e. $800,000 available each year for principal 
and interest); the same project with a more narrowly drawn TIF District boundary might have a debt coverage 
ratio of 1.67 (i.e. $600,000 available each year for principal and interest).
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Appendix 6: Transportation

For more information, contact Dan Hardy at danhardy@mncppc-mc.org

As presented to the Planning Board on February 12, 2009
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1. Purpose

The Public Hearing Draft of the White Flint Sector Plan proposes a conversion of the White Flint Metrorail 
station area from an auto-oriented suburbia to a transit-oriented, mixed-use, urban community. This Appendix 
provides the technical basis and details for the Plan’s transportation system recommendations.

The Plan reflects approximately two years of stakeholder coordination and staff analysis. It proposes innovative 
changes designed to promote the orderly implementation of a transit-oriented and sustainable urban center 
for North Bethesda, including:

expanding the White Flint Metro Station Policy Area to reflect transit-oriented policies within walking •	
distance of the White Flint Metrorail station.
accepting congestion levels that reflect the Planning staff’s and Planning Board’s approach to adequacy•	
an implementation plan that relies on combination of public entities and financing mechanisms to finance •	
transportation system improvements through proportional participation by all developments, and a 
staging plan to coordinate area wide transportation system implementation in lieu of assigning piecemeal 
transportation exaction requirements to individual development applications.

Since the early 1980s, the balance between land use and transportation system recommendations in master 
and sector plans has applied the procedures and general policies contained in the County’s Growth Policy. 
The current Growth Policy applies an area wide measure of mobility, called Policy Area Mobility Review, and 
a localized measure of congestion called Local Area Transportation Review. These measures, used to define 
adequacy for development review cases, are adapted for master plan analysis by applying the Department’s 
TRAVEL/3 regional travel demand model and Local Area Model as described in detail in Chapter 3 of this 
Appendix.

The land use and transportation systems are balanced to promote end-state development that provides 
density needed to facilitate redevelopment of White Flint from a largely auto-oriented community to a transit-
oriented community. The transportation system needed to accommodate these development levels must 
achieve a 39 percent non-auto driver mode share (NADMS) for White Flint employees, an objective that can 
be met through:

improved transit access, including a second Metrorail station entrance, a new MARC station, bus-priority •	
treatments along Rockville Pike, and improved transit circulator services
implementing a robust local street network with prevailing block lengths of 350 feet or less that promotes •	
walking and bicycling
managing  the long-term parking supply through zoning requirements and incentives to provide publicly •	
accessible parking 
continuing proactive travel demand management services through the North Bethesda Transportation •	
Center (NBTC).

Establishing this balance between land use and transportation required an iterative review of alternative land 
use and transportation concepts, as described in this Appendix, which documents:

the balance between long-term land use and transportation systems needed to provide sufficient mobility •	
the urbanizing White Flint Sector Plan area and surrounding communities, using appropriate evaluation 
tools and measures of effectiveness
the staging, implementation, and monitoring mechanisms that manage details of land use and •	
transportation implementation over two to three decades as the Plan is implemented.

The Appendix covers three areas:

Chapter 2 describes the recommendations at a greater level of detail than described in the Plan.•	
Chapter 3 demonstrates that the Plan’s end-state conditions will result in an appropriate balance between •	
land use and transportation.
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Chapter 4 describes alternative land use and transportation system recommendations that were •	
considered but ultimately not included in the Plan.

The Appendix was initially developed in January 2009 to describe the Public Hearing Draft Plan 
recommendations. The maps, tables, and text descriptions in the Appendix remain useful as a supplement 
to the July 2009 Planning Board Draft Plan to document the considerations made by the Planning Board 
during spring 2009. In certain cases, therefore, the July 2009 Appendix retains the materials contained in the 
January 2009 version, but with explanatory text describing the Planning Board Draft Plan changes noted in 
italics.

2. Transportation Plan Recommendations

The White Flint Sector Plan recommends a multimodal transportation system that leverages the prior 
public investment in the Metrorail system to create a transit-oriented community of walkable blocks with 
transportation options for residents, employees, and visitors.

Figure 1 shows the range of transportation system strategies examined in the Plan, including:

travel demand management•	
transit services•	
local street network•	
transportation system policies.•	

Figure 1 was used in public presentations during summer 2007 and indicated the likelihood that the Plan 
would incorporate the different strategies based on analyses and coordination performed to date. The cells 
shaded in light blue indicated those with high potential to meet the Plan’s goals. In general, those strategies 
with high potential were incorporated into the Plan. Strategies with low potential not incorporated in the Plan 
are described in Chapter 4.
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Figure 1: Transportation Management Strategies 

A. Travel Demand Management

Travel Demand Management (TDM) describes a range of programs and services designed to reduce the use 
of single-occupant vehicle trips. TDM strategies provide travel options that reduce and spread demand by 
travel destination, mode, route, and time of day to most efficiently use transportation system infrastructure and 
resources. TDM strategies can be implemented by the public and private sectors.

TDM strategies include:

infrastructure such as high quality pedestrian environments, bus or HOV facilities or preferential •	
treatments, telework centers, commuter information stores, car-sharing (i.e., Zipcar) and bike-sharing 
stations, and well-located transit stations or stops with real-time transit information
services such as transit services, vanpools, ride-matching, guaranteed ride home services, alternative •	
commute option information (i.e., NBTC and the MWCOG Commuter Connections)
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policies that affect infrastructure and service use, including parking supply management, preferential •	
parking treatments for carpools/vanpools, transit subsidies, flexible work schedules, tax incentives, 
congestion pricing, and distance-based or VMT pricing.

Montgomery County Travel Demand Management Applications

Current TDM strategies include programs and services undertaken by the private and public sectors. The 
County’s Office of Legislative Oversight has summarized the existing TDM activities in their December 2008 
Report 2009-6, titled Transportation Demand Management Implementation, Funding, and Governance.

Private sector contributions include requirements of Planning Board conditions determined at the time of 
subdivision, often through a Traffic Mitigation Agreement (TMAg) to either provide a specified set of services 
or to achieve a specific performance objective. Traffic Mitigation Agreements are described in the Planning 
Board’s Local Area Transportation Review/Policy Area Mobility Review (LATR/PAMR) Guidelines.

The 1991 development of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission site is an example of a private sector 
contribution with a specified set of services that included a parking reduction agreement and a TMAg. 
The parking reduction agreement continues to have a permanent effect on limiting employee parking by 
encouraging alternative modes of travel. The TMAg included providing the free White Flint Shuttle service 
from 1991 through 2004.

The subdivision approval of the North Bethesda Town Center (LCOR) site is an example of a private sector 
contribution with a specified performance measure. Under the growth policy’s Alternative Review Procedure 
for Metro Station Policy Areas, the LCOR approval is conditioned on a payment of twice the applicable 
transportation impact tax and a monitoring program to reduce peak hour vehicle trips by 50 percent of that 
otherwise attributable to the development. 

Public sector contributions include the activities of the area TMD. The North Bethesda TMD is operated by 
the Transportation Action Partnership (TAP) as the North Bethesda Transportation Center (NBTC). NBTC was 
formed in 1995 to provide services to employers and employees in the North Bethesda’s commercial areas to 
promote employers’ commuter benefits programs and to inform employees of alternative commuting options. 
NBTC now provides services to office and multifamily residential properties. The NBTC also works to improve 
transit service in the area, to increase ridership, and to provide transit-friendly amenities.

In 2002, County Council Bill 32-02 linked public and private sector TDM programs by requiring employers 
with more than 25 employees in one of the County’s four TMDs to implement a Traffic Management Plan 
(TMP), participate in an annual commuter survey, and submit an annual report of TMP activities.
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Figure 2:  Travel Demand Management Techniques and Target Markets

Target TDM Markets

TDM strategies can be customized by target market and consider the type of land use (i.e., residential, 
commercial, or special event) and time of day (i.e., peak period, midday, or all day). Figure 2, from the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development proposed 
Recommended Practice, summarizes the TDM techniques commonly applied to reduce vehicle traffic 
generation by their target market and trip reduction focus.

Many TDM techniques are effective in reducing auto travel at all times of day, others are specifically targeted 
toward peak period conditions. The draft Plan recommends a continued  focus on weekday peak period 
modal shifts to optimize transportation system performance when congestion is greatest.

As the County begins to consider the climate change and energy requirements identified in the 2009 Climate 
Protection Plan, the emphasis of travel demand management will shift from managing traffic congestion to 
also reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The two objectives (peak period mobility versus daily or annual 
carbon footprint) are often, but not always, in synch. Shifting travel modes from auto to walking or biking 
will serve both objectives and TDM policies should encourage this shift as the highest priority.  On the other 
hand, shifting an auto trip from the peak period to the off-peak period will serve the historic TDM objective 
of managing peak period performance, but has a smaller effect on greenhouse gas emissions (the difference 
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between travel speeds and emissions during peak and off-peak periods).

The Plan focuses its TDM strategies on commuters who work in the Plan area for three reasons.

Recurring vehicular travel demand is most constrained by traffic leaving the Plan area during the evening •	
peak period.
The location and market of the proposed multifamily, high rise housing provide high levels of transit use •	
without the application of external TDM actions.
TDM strategies at the workplace are often more effective than those applied in residential communities, •	
due to economies of scale and the fact that the employer/employee relationship can be more productively 
applied than the residential owner/tenant relationship.

The staging plan for White Flint recommends that mode share and transportation system performance be 
monitored every two years to track planned progress in targeted modal shifts and a reduction in per-unit 
vehicle trip generation rates. The implementation plan relies on a strong link between public and private TDM 
efforts, similar to that achieved in the Bethesda CBD staging plan, so that the responsibility for success of the 
Plan’s trip reduction efforts are distributed across all area owners and tenants.

White Flint Employees

The Plan recommends retaining the 39 percent non-auto driver mode share (NADMS) goal from 
the 1994 North Bethesda/Garrett Park Master Plan. The NADMS measures the percentage of travelers 
who drive to a workplace in White Flint as opposed to taking other modes.

The Local Area Modeling performed for the Plan analysis presumed that the 39 percent NADMS would be 
achieved for all commercial employees within those portions of the North Bethesda TMD north of I-270. For 
monitoring purposes, the NADMS has been defined as:

employees who normally arrive at their workplace in White Flint during the busiest two hours of the •	
morning peak period from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.
auto drivers include those in single-occupant vehicles (SOV) and those driving carpools and vanpools•	
non-auto drivers include transit riders, carpool/vanpool passengers, walkers, bicyclists, as well as those •	
who have a workplace in White Flint but telecommute on the day of surveys.

The 1992 Plan identified one possible set of sub-mode share outcomes for ridesharing (21 percent), transit 
use (16 percent), and walking/biking (two percent) that would achieve the 39 percent NADMS mode share. 
The draft Plan does not develop specific sub-modal shares, as travel trends and technologies evolve over time. 
The 2005 surveyed mode share breakdown in White Flint includes a higher amount of transit use (20 percent) 
but a lower amount of ridesharing (four percent) and walking/biking (two percent), reflecting the fact that the 
White Flint area is better served by transit but farther from I-270 HOV lanes than the Rock Spring Park portion 
of the North Bethesda TMD.

Current estimates of the buildout sub-modal shares incorporate telecommuting technologies (about two 
percent on a typical weekday), and a significant increase in the amount of walking/biking (about six percent) 
due to the fact that higher levels of housing in the Plan area will increase the number of White Flint employees 
who also live in the community. Transit mode shares should also increase (to about 26 percent), while 
ridesharing is estimated to remain a fairly small component (about five percent).

White Flint Residents

The 1992 Plan identified a 70 percent auto-driver goal for the journey-to-work for North Bethesda residents. 
The 2005 Census Update Survey noted that this goal has very nearly been achieved, with a 72 percent 
auto-driver mode share for residents throughout the North Bethesda/Garrett Park planning area, considering 
the mix of single-family and multi-family units throughout the area. Dwelling units in the Plan area will be 
predominantly high rise units, and the 2005 Census Update Survey indicates that the auto-driver mode share 
for the journey to work from high-rise residential units North Bethesda is 58 percent, better than the 1992 
Plan goal.
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Roadway congestion in White Flint is influenced most heavily by commercial activities rather than residential 
activities. The Plan recommends a mixed-use CR zone that encourages a higher mix of residential 
development, with an end-state goal of 60 percent residential development as measured by floor area. The 
residential traffic would only become critical to congestion levels if the total end-state floor area of residential 
development exceeds 80 percent of total development, a ratio that staff does not view as practical given 
market conditions.

B. Transit System

The Plan recommends expanding all three transit modes serving White Flint: Metrorail, MARC, and local bus 
service.

Metrorail

The Plan recommends developing a new northern entrance to the station in the southeast quadrant of the 
Rockville Pike/Old Georgetown Road intersection to both:

minimize circuitous travel for pedestrians whose local destinations are north of the station•	
 reduce pedestrian delays by dispersing demand for station elements such as •	 fare gates and escalators.

Staff estimates that the White Flint Metrorail station will require 10 bus bays for Metrobus and 
Ride On bus loading, based on an extrapolation of transit system needs and the local transit service 
concept described below. Continued coordination with the North Bethesda Town Center development will be 
needed to establish bus bay locations within the LCOR site and along the reconstructed Rockville Pike.

MARC

The 1992 North Bethesda/Garrett Park Master Plan recommends a new MARC station at Montrose Crossing 
(at the northern end of Nebel Street Extended). The White Flint Sector Plan recommends relocating this new 
MARC station into the Plan area. Two potential sites were identified (see Figure 3). The northern site is at the 
Montouri property at the east end of Old Georgetown Road and the southern site at the Nicholson Court 
properties south of the Nicholson Lane/CSX overpass. Staff estimates that the MARC station access will 
require two bus bays for Ride On and shuttle services, and approximately 10 kiss-and-ride spaces.

The Nicholson Court site is recommended for the MARC station because of the high potential for 
transit-oriented redevelopment on both sides of the CSX tracks with underdeveloped light-industrial and low-
density commercial uses that are predominantly covered by surface parking and include owners with active 
redevelopment interests.  The primary advantage of the Montouri site was that it maximizes the total potential 
development within walking distance to the MARC station, as the land use plan focuses development toward 
the Metrorail station.

The expansion of MARC transit services to Montgomery County communities along the Red Line requires 
extensive coordination with both the Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) and the CSX Corporation. CSX 
owns the tracks used by the MTA and their primary transportation objective is the efficient movement of 
freight. The MTA provides commuter rail services and their primary transportation objective for the MARC 
Brunswick line is efficient service for long-distance commuters between job centers in both Washington and 
Baltimore and distant residential communities.
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The MTA’s 2007 MARC Growth and Investment Plan identifies planned system expansion Statewide through 
the year 2035, including planned improvements along the Brunswick Line (see Figure 4). 

The Planning Board discussed this plan with the MTA in worksessions on March 27 and July 24, 2008. The 
MTA plan does not include a station in North Bethesda, or at Shady Grove, although one is recommended 
in the 2006 Shady Grove Sector Plan. The MTA plan does include an “Outer Montgomery Station,” a third 
track along portions of the line, a new parking garage at the Germantown station, and parking expansion at 
Metropolitan Grove, Rockville, and Kensington. Further coordination with MTA is needed to align State MARC 
station goals with local land use plans.

Both MTA and M-NCPPC are interested in expanding MARC services to include midday, weekend, and off-
peak direction service.

Figure 3: Metrorail and MARC Station Locations
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 Figure 4: MARC Brunswick Line Plan

The MTA conducted an initial assessment in summer 2008 and found that neither the Montouri nor the 
Nicholson Court property was more feasible, but that either site would disrupt service at the Garrett Park 
MARC station (which is already limited to skip-stop services), potentially requiring station closure.

Adding a MARC station is expected to improve the transit market for long-distance commuters to White 
Flint by providing a one-seat ride from Frederick County and points west (rather than requiring a transfer 
from MARC to Metrorail at Rockville). The White Flint market would also benefit from the more direct rail 
connection to Union Station.

Local Bus Transit Service

Local bus transit services need to be developed and augmented over time to support the line-haul services 
provided by the Metrorail and MARC rail transit systems. These local bus transit services will be integral to 
achieving the planned 39 percent NADMS.

Bus services are operational elements requiring greater flexibility than explicitly recommended in long-
range master plans. The Plan recommendations for improved bus service are limited to providing sufficient 
intermodal transfer spaces at the Metrorail and MARC stations and preserving right-of-way for bus priority 
treatments along Rockville Pike.

Local bus service, however, should include three distinct elements, shown conceptually in Figure 5:

feeder services to Metrorail•	
circulator services throughout the North Bethesda commercial core•	
shuttle services along Rockville Pike.•	
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 Figure 5: Public Hearing Draft Plan Transit Service Concept

The current bus transit system (described in greater detail in Chapter 3), including Metrobus, Ride On, and 
private shuttle services, focuses primarily on feeder and circulator service. Routes 10, 38, and 45 provide 
feeder services to Metrorail from residential communities. For the purpose of Metrorail feeder services, 
the Twinbrook and White Flint Metrorail stations are equally valuable destinations in the North Bethesda 
commercial core.

Future feeder services should have the following characteristics.

Service area coverage within three miles of the Metrorail stations served.•	
Peak period headways of 20 minutes or less.•	
Primary service along arterial roadways such as Nicholson Lane, Twinbrook Parkway, Montrose Road, and •	
Randolph Road, with scheduled speeds of 12-13 miles per hour.

Currently, Ride On routes such as 5 and 26 provide circulator services throughout the North Bethesda 
commercial core area, linking land uses in North Bethesda to both the White Flint and Twinbrook Metrorail 
stations.

A future circulator route could have the following characteristics.

High frequency during peak commuting and lunch periods with headways of 10 minutes or less.•	
Coverage area within 1.25 miles of either White Flint or Twinbrook Metrorail stations with stops at both •	
stations.This service profile would likely require six buses.

Currently, Ride On Route 46 provides shuttle services along Rockville Pike, connecting the Medical Center, 
Grosvenor, White Flint, Twinbrook, Rockville, and Shady Grove Metrorail stations.

A future shuttle service along Rockville Pike could have the following characteristics.

High frequency during peak periods with headways of 15 minutes or less.•	
Skip-stop or overlay of local service to maintain schedule speed of 15 miles per hour.•	
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As White Flint develops into an urban area, all three types of bus serve will need to expand to not only feed 
Metro but also to serve the more varied land uses and population in White Flint. Routing and scheduling 
for feeder services will need to consider local land uses in North Bethesda as well as the fastest routes to 
Metrorail.  The County Council has approved funding for a County wide Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) study to 
begin in FY10 that will consider improved services and facilities along Rockville Pike and the Randolph 
Road/Montrose Road corridor. The Plan recommendations are designed to promote flexible and seamless 
connections beyond the Plan area.

The Plan’s land use recommendations and design guidelines will facilitate good feeder, circulator, and Pike 
rapid bus services. Prior efforts to establish shuttle services in White Flint, such as the free White Flint Shuttle 
established through the White Flint Commuter Service Center, have not yet been sustainable, in part due 
to the challenges of connecting auto-oriented development with local transit services. As densities increase 
in White Flint guided by zoning requirements and design guidelines requiring street-oriented buildings, the 
number of potential transit riders and the attractiveness of transit will increase.

C. Street Network

Figure 6 presents the Public Hearing Draft Plan’s proposed street network featuring the following elements.

A network of business district streets (shown as blue lines) designed to reflect the County Road Code •	
emphasis on multimodal access and stormwater management. The Plan’s recommendation and their 
implementation gives special attention to new street connections in the White Flint Mall and Mid-Pike 
Plaza/Metro West districts.
A secondary network of conceptual business district streets (shown as fuschia lines) that will provide •	
internal site accessibility focused on enhancing pedestrian connectivity by reducing block size. These 
streets also provide opportunities to establish shared streets that emphasize public realm objectives 
beyond transportation. Some of these streets and alleys may, like Ellsworth Avenue in Silver Spring, be 
privately owned and operated and therefore may not conform to County design standards. These streets 
are therefore not included in the street and highway table in the Plan that identifies street functions, travel 
lanes, and rights-of-way.

Specific streets described in the Plan and this Appendix include:

a reconstructed, pedestrian-friendly Rockville Pike that will incorporate Bus Rapid Transit treatments•	
a reconstruction of Old Georgetown Road (MD 187) and Executive Boulevard to facilitate north-south •	
traffic movement along the Plan’s western boundary (rather than the existing pattern directing MD 187 
traffic to MD 355 at the Metrorail Station)
a Town Center area focused around a new east-west Main Street (B-10)•	
networks of local streets within the White Flint Mall, Mid-Pike Plaza, and Metro West districts.•	
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 Figure 6: Public Hearing Draft Plan Street Network
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Master Planned Business Streets

The White Flint Sector Plan’s primary street network includes major highways, arterials, and master-planned 
business streets. These streets are required elements of the Plan and associated development and should be 
built to County design standards to accommodate both regional (for major highways and arterials) and local 
(for business streets) travel needs. 

Section 49-31 of the County Code defines the functional classification system for roadways, including:

A Major Highway is a road meant nearly exclusively for through movement of vehicles at a moderate •	
speed. Access must be primarily from grade-separated interchanges and at-grade intersections with public 
roads, although driveway access is acceptable in urban and denser suburban settings.
An Arterial is a road meant primarily for through movement of vehicles at a moderate speed, although •	
some access to abutting property is expected.
A Business District Street is a road meant for circulation in commercial and mixed-use zones.•	
A Primary Residential Street is a road meant primarily for circulation in residential zones, although some •	
through traffic is expected.

The Plan proceeded in tandem with the development of the County’s Road Code (Chapter 49) in 2006 and 
design standards (Executive Regulation 31-08) in 2007 and 2008. Executive Regulation 31-08 stresses the 
need to develop context-sensitive solutions with street designs that reflect and emphasize the planned adjacent 
land uses. The design guidance recognizes that a continuum exists across the County’s rural, suburban, and 
urban areas.

The Plan proposes that White Flint become a more urban, with Floor Area Ratios (FAR) of 2.5 to 4.0 
throughout the Plan area. The future White Flint street network will both appear and function more like those 
in Bethesda and Silver Spring do today, with narrower lanes, a wider landscaped pedestrian realm, and 
buildings that have activated streetfront uses adjacent to the sidewalk all contributing to a more pedestrian-
friendly environment.  The land uses, roadway design, and street-level activity all convey the message that 
slower vehicle speeds are appropriate. The business street system is intended to be a slow-speed environment, 
with both the public and private realms designed for a 25 mile per hour target speed.

Montrose Parkway is the exception to the 25 mile-per-hour target speed with an arterial function serving more 
than the Plan area.

The I-270 Corridor is job-intensive, and both Rock Creek and the CSX tracks are barriers between the jobs in 
the I-270 Corridor and the housing-rich communities of Olney, Aspen Hill and Kensington/Wheaton. High-
quality auto and transit connections across these barriers are limited to a few routes:

Montrose Parkway•	
Norbeck Road/Gude Drive•	
Intercounty Connector•	

The target speed for Montrose Parkway is set at 35 miles per hour, recognizing that this facility will pass 
through a heavily developed commercial area, but that primary access to the adjacent land uses will not be to 
and from Montrose Parkway.
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Secondary Grid of Local Streets and Alleys

The Plan describes a secondary system of streets and alleys that will be developed to complement the master 
planned business street system. The secondary grid will facilitate site access (particularly for the larger 
development sites), improve the permeability of the network for pedestrian and bicyclists, and provide flexibility 
for private street treatments such as festival streets, shared streets, and streets located above underground 
parking structures. Notable elements include:

extending  Woodglen Drive north from Nicholson Lane to the Mid-Pike Plaza district as a service road •	
parallel to Rockville Pike
developing a grid of streets in the NRC district. Due to security concerns and space constraints, the •	
proposed east-west connection between Rockville Pike and Citadel Avenue would likely be limited to a 
20-foot wide alley for non-motorized vehicles only; this is the only Plan-recommended street for which 
vehicular access is not anticipated

developing a street grid serving White Flint Mall implemented when the mall structure is redeveloped. •	 The 
Planning Board Draft Plan does not show an alignment of streets affecting the mall structure.

The secondary grid is not an explicit element of the master planned street network but it is needed to make 
pedestrian connections. Short block lengths (a maximum of 350 feet) should be considered an element of 
master plan consistency in the site plan review process.

MD 355/Rockville Pike

The Plan proposes reconstructing Rockville Pike to improve pedestrian access and comfort, increase pervious 
area, and facilitate transit priority treatments.

Figures 7 and 8 show the boulevard concept for the Pike, including:

maintaining  three continuous through travel lanes •	
expanding the median with space for  separate left turn lanes, landscaping, and pedestrian refuge•	
developing a curb lane for bus-priority treatment and bicycle use during peak periods with the potential •	
for off-peak period parking to serve adjacent uses.

Figure 7: Rockville Pike Boulevard Concept
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Figure 8: Rockville Pike Section at Marinelli Road

The plan for the Pike recognizes that expansion on the east side is constrained by the Metrorail Red Line 
tunnel and NRC’s security requirements. The Plan recommends a 150-foot wide right-of-way for the Pike that 
would require 75 feet of dedication a westerly realigning the roadway centerline to the west may be needed to 
accomplish the Plan goals; such a realignment that held the roadway eastern curb line constant would result 
in right-of-way needs along the roadway’s western edge.

The Plan recommends two new local street crossings of Rockville Pike at full-movement, signalized 
intersections: Main Street (B-10) and Executive Boulevard Extended (B-7). The Plan also recommends 
converting driveway access points into full-movement signalized intersections at Mid-Pike Plaza (B-16), the 
Security Lane entrance to White Flint Mall (B-17), and Nebel Street Extended (B-5). These full-movement 
crossings will improve vehicle and pedestrian access across Rockville Pike.

Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) staff has participated in both White Flint Sector Plan meetings 
and the Rockville Pike Corridor Master Plan being developed by the City of Rockville. Both plans envision 
a reconstruction of Rockville Pike, although with slightly different typical sections (the City is contemplating 
retaining the current narrow median and implementing continuous service roadways in a multi-way boulevard 
concept). The Montrose Parkway interchange, currently under construction, provides a logical pivot point from 
which the two different typical sections might be developed so there is no need to develop a single, consistent 
section for the two plan efforts.

The SHA would need to lead the development and evaluation of any substantial reconstruction of Rockville 
Pike in White Flint, including the proposed boulevard concept shown in Figure 7. This development and 
evaluation process would begin with a project planning study that considers the boulevard concept and 
possible modifications.

The process continues with Preliminary Engineering, which requires including the reconstruction proposal in 
the County’s priority list to the State delegation.

Together, the project planning and preliminary engineering processes typically require three to five years for a 
project of this type, assuming that it remains a County priority. The Public Hearing Draft Plan recommended 
establishing a White Flint Redevelopment Implementation Authority, in part to infuse the property owner and 
community stakeholder interests into the County’s priority setting process giving independent funding sponsors 
priority. Based on continuing coordination with Executive Branch departments, the Planning Board Draft Plan 
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recommends against an independent implementation authority, but retains the concept of a series of public 
entities such as a redevelopment office and a financing mechanism to coordinate the implementation of the 
transportation system improvements.

The White Flint Partnership, a consortium of Plan area property owners and representatives, proposed an 
alternative concept for Rockville Pike in spring 2009.The alternatives development and implementation 
process was discussed at worksession #8 on April 30 and an interagency technical working group meeting 
on May 18. The Planning Board Draft Plan reflects the Planning Board’s subsequent decisions for Rockville 
Pike discussed at worksession #11 on June 4.The Plan recommends a 150-foot wide right-of-way for Rockville 
Pike based on the current roadway centerline. The Plan also recommends preserving the slightly wider right-
of-way in the White Flint Partnership alternative, pending completion of the County’s BRT study in FY10.The 
Partnership proposal includes a typical cross-section of 162 feet that shifts the Rockville Pike centerline up to 
six feet. (see Sheets 1 and 2).

Old Georgetown Road and Executive Boulevard Realignment

The Plan recommends realigning Old Georgetown Road and Executive Boulevard to form a more regular 
street grid, thereby increasing redevelopment potential by creating more efficient block shapes. Three related 
roadway system improvements are needed to straighten and realign the roadway grid in this area:

abandoning existing Executive Boulevard between Old Georgetown Road and Marinelli Road•	
establishing  a new alignment for a north-south business street (B-15) from the Executive Boulevard/•	
Marinelli Road intersection extending north into the Mid-Pike Plaza development
establishing a new alignment for an east-west business street (B-10 or Main Street) from Rockville Pike to •	
Old Georgetown Road.

This realignment also facilitates traffic movement along Old Georgetown Road from I-270 toward the 
Montrose Parkway and points north and east. Currently, this traffic follows Old Georgetown Road to meet 
Rockville Pike in the center of the Plan area. 

This connection would carry approximately 28,000 vehicles per day along “Old” Old Georgetown Road 
between Executive Boulevard and Montrose Parkway. Without this connection, this traffic would either 
be directed toward Rockville Pike (increasing pressure to widen the Rockville Pike/Old Georgetown Road 
intersection at the northern Metrorail station entrance where pedestrian mobility needs are highest) or to cut 
through the Mid-Pike Plaza development on local street B-15.

Substantial coordination with Maryland SHA, property owners, and County agencies is needed to implement 
this improvement including:

relocating SHA’s current stormwater management project for the Montrose Parkway interchange at the •	
southern end of the existing “Old” Old Georgetown Road cul-de-sac, in conjunction with roadway 
realignment and property redevelopment
retaining the network of local streets to minimize disruption and confusion•	
establishing a through route for MD 187; staff recommends that MD 187 be redesignated from the east-•	
west portion of Old Georgetown Road (M-4) to the extension of “Old” Old Georgetown Road (M-4a).

Main Street (B-10) and Associated Promenade

The Plan recommends developing  an east-west Main Street (B-10) in a 70-foot  wide right-of-way connecting 
Old Georgetown Road at its west end with the North Bethesda Town Center street grid at its east end. LCOR 
development plans label this roadway as McGrath Boulevard to the east of Rockville Pike. To the west of 
Rockville Pike, a separate promenade treatment will be developed outside the roadway right-of-way on the 
south side as described in the Plan.
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White Flint Mall District

The establishment of a roadway network in the White Flint Mall District exemplifies the need for both master 
plan guidance and property owner coordination. One of the Plan’s explicit purposes is to develop details 
regarding the design and location of Executive Boulevard on the east side of Rockville Pike. Figure 9 shows a 
conceptual proposal for this street grid, which includes:

establishing Executive Boulevard Extended eastward from Rockville Pike with appropriate shared access by •	
confronting redevelopable properties
establishing Nebel Street Extended as a compound roadway with two 90-degree turns. The northern 90-•	
degree turn is at the junction with Executive Boulevard Extended in a standard T-intersection. The southern 
90-degree turn in the southeast quadrant will need to be revised to incorporate a 150-foot centerline 
radius. The roadway right-of-way will need to be 80 feet wide to incorporate one travel lane in each 
direction, a center left turn lane for northbound traffic, and the recommended dual bikeway (bike lanes 
plus a shared-use path along the eastern side)
relocating Nicholson Court at Nebel Street Extended to facilitate through movement along Nebel Street •	
Extended and a 90-degree intersection configuration at Nicholson Lane.

The Planning Board Draft Plan reflects an amendment to the concept shown in Figure 9 so that the curve 
along Nebel Street Extended in the southeast quadrant is the minimum radius (150 feet) for a 25 mile per 
hour target speed per the discussion in worksession #8 on April 30.

 Figure 9: White Flint Mall District Street Network Concept

Mid-Pike Plaza and Metro West Districts

The Plan recommends two key business streets (B-16 and B-17) to serve the Mid-Pike Plaza District and 
provide access to the major highways that form the District’s boundaries: Rockville Pike (M-6) to the east, Old 
Georgetown Road (M-4) to the south, and “Old” Old Georgetown Road (M-4a) to the west.
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The street system builds on the existing driveway access plans, with the business district streets B-16 and B-17 
intersecting the existing state highways MD 355 and MD 187 at existing signalized intersections and the 
secondary streets intersecting the state highways where Mid-Pike plaza currently has driveway access. Further 
analysis will be required to establish more precise centerlines in coordination with the Metro West District. 
Staff met with property owners to facilitate private sector development of a coordinated concept for local 
streets.

D. Bicycle and Pedestrian System 

The bicycle and pedestrian system recommendations for White Flint will be implemented through a 
combination of land use and zoning policies, local street network implementation, and pedestrian access and 
safety improvements. 

Bikeway Network

The Public Hearing Draft Plan proposes a bikeway system with two key elements:

an off-road, shared-use path system connecting White Flint to other areas of the County via the Montrose •	
Parkway and North Bethesda Trolley Trail 
an emphasis on shared-road bikeways within the Plan area, considering the 25 mile-per-hour target •	
speeds that facilitate shared space, rather than separated modal facilities and the Road Code emphasis 
on bike accommodation on all streets.

Off-road shared use paths and on-road bicycle accommodations serve different markets; most of the active 
bicyclist community is interested in quality on-road bike accommodation. The number of off-road paths in the 
Plan is therefore fairly minor; pedestrian facilities are recommended in promenades and heart-smart trails, but 
space for off-road shared use paths are limited to those connections needed to the regional recreational trail 
system.

The need for striped bicycle lanes on urban roadways is a matter of agency and staff judgment, and is one of 
the items still to be resolved in developing design standards to supplement the initial set adopted in Council 
Resolution 16-809.

In September 2007, the Planning Board supported the staff position on the Road Code that marked bike 
lanes should generally be provided as a matter of course on roads with daily traffic volumes of more than 
20,000 vehicles per day or a posted speed of 45 miles per hour or greater. In the White Flint Sector Plan, 
the roadways are all recommended to have a target speed at 25 or 35 miles per hour. The state highways 
(MD 355, MD 187), Montrose Parkway, Nicholson Lane, and the northern portion of Nebel Street are the 
roadways with traffic volumes forecast higher than 20,000 vehicles per day.

The design for Rockville Pike will improve bicyclist accommodation by allowing bicycles to share the curb lane 
with transit vehicles during peak periods. Still, the traffic volumes and number of lanes will make on-road bike 
travel intimidating for a proportion of bike users.

Furthermore, the Plan contemplates off-peak period parking along portions of Rockville Pike, and marked 
bike lanes are incompatible with off-peak period parking. Therefore, the Plan recommends bicycle lanes 
along Nebel Street (and its southerly extension) to serve as a north-south bicycle arterial and an alternative 
to Rockville Pike. Nebel Street is a suitable location for bicycle lanes because it serves the eastern side of the 
Plan area where less intense land uses are expected and the number of cross street and driveway interruptions 
is relatively low.

In the east-west direction, the Plan recommends bike lanes along Old Georgetown Road and Nicholson Lane 
to connect to the planned system of bike lanes in the 2005 Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan.
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Pedestrian and Bicyclist Access and Safety

The Plan recommends designating the area a Bicycle and Pedestrian Priority Area. Per the annotated Code 
of Maryland, this designation would facilitate targeting available State funds to areas with the greatest needs 
(Section 2-604) and implement plans that increase safety and access for bicycle and pedestrian traffic 
(Section 8-204).

Pedestrian and bicyclist access and safety in the White Flint Sector Plan area will be pursued further through 
several initiatives, including:

design standards to implement the County’s Road Code •	
design guidelines for private sector development in the Plan area•	
zoning requirements for bicycle parking and other amenities•	
engineering, education, and enforcement programs under the County Executive’s Pedestrian Safety •	
Initiative.

In 2007, the County Council adopted several amendments to Chapter 49 of the County Code concerning 
streets and roads to improve pedestrian and bicycle accommodation, stormwater management, and context-
sensitive design. In December 2008, the Council adopted Resolution 16-809, Context Sensitive Road 
Design Standards, which specify certain design standards and processes for implementing the revised road 
construction code, most notably the typical cross-section standards for many types of roads and streets, the 
required stormwater management criteria for capturing runoff within the right-of-way, and considerations 
for establishing target speeds and street tree placement. Continued effort is needed to complete the range 
of street design standards and intersection design standards that will be needed to promote pedestrian and 
bicyclist access and safety in new or reconstructed roadway design.

The Planning Board will adopt White Flint design guidelines that will guide the character of the pedestrian 
realm to improve access, comfort and safety, including:

building orientation to maximize pedestrian accessibility•	
street tree planting•	
design treatments for sidewalks and driveways•	
street lighting•	
signing and marking.•	

The Plan proposes applying the CR Zone for much of the Plan area. This zone is designed to facilitate 
pedestrian access and safety through:

pedestrian-oriented activity at street level with uses such as storefront retail and restaurants•	
safety-oriented environmental design including clearly marked sidewalks and crosswalks•	
street trees providing canopy and landscaping on all streets•	
street furniture such as benches, trash receptacles, and planters•	
continuous, direct, and convenient connections to transit stations for pedestrians and bicyclists.•	

As both public and private sector projects are implemented, all agencies need to elevate pedestrian and 
bicycle access and safety considerations in the review of design and operational elements, including:

maximum curb radii of 30 feet•	
signal timing, including pedestrian countdown signals that provide the ability to complete roadway •	
crossing at a speed of 2.5 feet per second or slower, including at least five seconds of startup time (and 
greater where pedestrian volumes result in platooning)
maximum crosswalk lengths of 60 feet between pedestrian refuges•	
accessible bus stop locations at or near marked crosswalks•	
signing and marking per the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, including marked crosswalks on •	
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all approaches to signalized intersections and elimination of lane markings across intersections
street lighting designed to improve the visibility of pedestrians at levels specified by the Illuminating •	
Engineering Society of North America
design of mixed-use streets and pedestrian walkways/alleys using Crime Prevention Through •	
Environmental Design criteria.

E. Transportation System Policies

The Plan contains two policy recommendations that are independent of implementation and staging 
proposals: expansion of the Metro Station Policy Area (MSPA) boundary and establishment of a proactive 
system to manage the supply of long-term parking spaces.

White Flint Metro Station Policy Area Boundary

The Plan recommends that the boundaries of the White Flint Metro Station Policy Area (MSPA) be revised to 
be coterminous with the current Plan boundaries. The proposal to revise the MSPA boundaries to incorporate 
both the Mid-Pike Plaza and White Flint Mall properties predates the current Plan and was recommended on 
page 4 of the 2005 Growth Policy proposal presented to the County Council on November 1 of that year. 

In summary, the proposal to revise the Growth Policy boundaries reflects the fact that most of the County’s 
MSPA boundaries are located about one-half mile away from the Metrorail station and the White Flint MSPA 
boundaries should be similarly revised to promote transit-oriented development within walking distance of the 
Metrorail station. The recommended revision increases the number of intersections at which the 1800 CLV 
intersection congestion standard applies, as discussed in Chapter 3 of this Appendix.

Parking Management

The Public Hearing Draft Plan recommended establishing a Parking Lot District (PLD) to actively manage 
parking demand. This recommendation reflects an emphasis in applying parking management strategies to 
help effect a modal shift from private auto to transit and non-motorized travel.

From a private-sector perspective, parking management is enhanced through reduced parking requirements 
specified in the proposed CR Zone, including one space per residential unit (and 0.5 spaces per MPDU) and 
incorporation of the lower parking requirements in the southern area of the County (inside the Beltway).

Figure 10 shows that about 48,600 jobs in the Plan area are expected to result from the land use assumptions 
in the Plan’s recommendations.
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Figure 10: Weekday Long-Term Parking Space Demand
Commercial Land 
Use Type

Total Square Footage Assumed Square Feet 
per Job 

Number of Jobs Demand for Weekday 
Long-Term Parking 
Spaces

Office 7.68m 225 34,100 20,800

Retail 3.80m 400 9,500 5,800

Industrial 0.93m 450 2,100 1,300

Other 1.45m 500 2,900 1,800

TOTAL 13.86m 48,600 29,700

With a Sector Plan NADMS goal of 39 percent, the 48,600 jobs translate to an expected approximately 
29,700 employees that will need parking in the Plan area. On a typical weekday, slightly more than 10 
percent of employees are absent (on leave or business away from the office). Parking garage design 
typically requires consideration of peak daily and seasonal accumulation factors of about 10 to 15 percent, 
recognizing that when parking capacity becomes constrained, vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) may actually begin 
to increase as motorists hunt for spaces.

The County currently has four parking lot districts in Silver Spring, Bethesda, Wheaton, and Montgomery 
Hills. These PLDs, whose establishment dates to the 1950s, leverage the value in County-owned land to 
spur economic development. In White Flint, there is not as much publicly owned land and the economic 
development needs are not as compelling. However, the need to efficiently manage parking supply and 
demand is of increasing importance throughout the County. Therefore, while the Public Hearing Draft Plan 
used the term parking lot district, the objective is to create a mechanism that will, in conjunction with public 
entities and financing mechanisms to manage implementation, manage the long-term commercial parking 
capacity for both public and private properties. During the Planning Board worksessions, the term “Parking 
Management Authority” was determined to be more appropriate.

Based on experience in the Bethesda and Silver Spring CBDs, staff estimates that even with a mature parking 
lot district, about 70 percent of the long-term parking spaces for commercial properties might be provided 
by the private sector. Therefore, approximately 9,000 parking spaces might ultimately need to be provided in 
publicly accessed garages. The most recently constructed or proposed public parking garages include above-
ground garages in Downtown Silver Spring with about 1,500 spaces per garage and the proposed below-
grade Lot 31 garage in Bethesda with 1,100 public spaces and 300 privately controlled spaces.

The Public Hearing Draft Plan identifies eight locations where public parking garages may be feasible, 
including: 

government-owned property such as the SHA land at the Montrose Parkway interchange and the County-•	
owned Conference Center site
land controlled by the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority WMATA, both in the North •	
Bethesda Town Center and at the adjacent bus maintenance facility to the south; and the Washington 
Suburban Sanitary Commission private sector redevelopment opportunities in the Mid-Pike Plaza and 
White Flint Mall Districts, where parking management opportunities may include private parking garages 
for general public use or condominium operational arrangements with the public sector.

The Planning Board Draft Plan recommends the consideration of a parking management authority as one of 
the public entities to implement the Plan, as well as a staging plan that measures progress toward limiting the 
total number of long-term public and private parking spaces to 0.61 spaces per employee.
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F. Staging

The Plan recommends a staged implementation that requires the completion of certain transportation 
infrastructure within each stage and a progressive achievement toward the planned NADMS and long-term 
parking space requirements in stages generally proportional to the assumed land use growth.

The staging plan recommends a biennial monitoring program of the Plan area. This program would build on 
the reporting process for the North Bethesda Transportation Management District (TMD), which includes the 
following elements:

employer-based surveys to establish the non-auto driver mode share •	
traffic data collection during weekday peak periods to establish intersection levels of service using the CLV •	
process.

Public interest in monitoring transportation conditions suggest that additional resources might be valuable to 
conduct additional monitoring studies, listed below in generally increasing levels of effort:

measuring peak period, midday, and weekend traffic volumes along MD 355•	
measuring  peak period, midday, and weekend travel speeds along MD 355•	
measuring  peak period cordon line traffic volumes•	
transportation network analysis using a delay-based simulation tool such as Synchro to reflect both area •	
wide travel conditions and short-term (i.e., five-year) forecast conditions.

The Plan recommends using the non-auto driver mode share for determining staging success. Other 
performance measures such as cordon line volumes or travel speeds could be developed as a staging 
mechanism, providing that performance standards are defined and monitoring elements are funded through 
either the public sector or the proposed implementation entities.

G. Implementation

The Public Hearing Draft Plan proposed a White Flint Redevelopment Implementation Authority, an innovative 
implementation program designed to accomplish these objectives:

ensure that the infrastructure required for the Plan is affordable and apportioned equitably among public •	
and private stakeholders
manage infrastructure prioritization and delivery to avoid “lumpy” infrastructure delivery typical of the •	
development review exaction process.

Figure 11 summarizes the transportation infrastructure costs by Sector Plan stage and expected responsibility 
as of development of the Public Hearing Draft Plan in November 2008. The capital cost estimates reflect the 
following assumptions.
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 State projects include the Montrose Parkway interchange and the extension of Montrose Parkway east to •	
the CSX tracks (Phase II of the SHA project for Rockville Pike/Montrose Road interchange improvements). 
The $20 million estimated cost for the latter improvement is symbolic as there are no proposals to 
construct the roadway up to, but not across, the CSX tracks.
 Local projects include the portions of Nebel Street Extended (north of Randolph Road), Chapman Avenue, •	
and Citadel Avenue already in the County’s implementation program.
Private projects include those portions of the public street system described in the Plan that are in control •	
of individual property owners and would be required for internal site access and design (such as Mid-Pike 
Plaza, North Bethesda Town Center, and White Flint Mall).
District projects are those assumed to be the responsibility of the White Flint Redevelopment •	
Implementation Authority, including the construction or reconstruction of:

Rockville Pike ($66 million)•	
Metrorail Station north entrance ($25 million)•	
MARC station and supporting access ($13 million)•	
Circulator shuttles ($5 million)•	
Local streets not required for site access and design ($62 million).•	

Right-of-way costs were not included in the cost estimates. New network streets are located where •	
redevelopment is expected to occur so that, in a typical development process, right-of-way dedication 
would generally be expected, with density calculated from the gross tract area prior to dedication. The 
White Flint Redevelopment Implementation Authority will have two options for addressing right-of-way 
acquisition:

 establish an infrastructure delivery process by which right-of-way is acquired from its members without •	
fee simple acquisition at a cost to the public sector
 revise financing schema to include right-of-way acquisition costs, which staff estimates could increase •	
capital costs by $130 million, based on the extent of district street and roadway projects and the fact 
that right-of-way costs for new streets in urban areas often equal the remaining capital construction 
costs.

Roadway capital costs are based on the following unit costs:•	
 $50 million per mile for Rockville Pike reconstruction based on cost estimates for similar portions of •	
New York Avenue in Washington D.C. and U.S. 1 in College Park, Maryland.
 $25 million per mile for local roadway construction, based on the County’s four-lane Nebel Street •	
Extended project (CIP project 500401) at $26 million per mile and two-lane Citadel Avenue (CIP 
project 500310) at $24 million per mile.

Figure 11: Estimated Transportation Network Infrastructure Capital Costs

The Planning Board Draft Plan includes an updated estimate of both construction and right-of-way costs 
for each of the projects in the staging plan. These estimates, included in Table 7 of the draft plan version 
presented at worksession #12 on June 18, total $313 million. The primary differences between worksession 
#12 are the inclusion of a “worst-case” estimate of $108M of right-of-way costs and the elimination of local 
streets (termed “District” responsibility in Figure 11 above). The actual right-of-way costs will depend upon 
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which properties dedicate right-of-way in advance of roadway construction.

H. Summary of Changes to the 1994 Plan

The Plan proposes changes to the transportation systems in the 1994 North Bethesda-Garrett Park Master 
Plan and the 2000 Montrose Parkway Limited Master Plan Amendment that combine the function of the prior 
Montrose Parkway crossing of Rockville Pike with existing Montrose and Randolph Road.

Establish a parking management authority. •	
Move the proposed MARC station from Montrose Crossing to the Nicholson Court location. •	
Remove the Rockville Pike/Nicholson Lane interchange, to be replaced by a more robust network of local •	
streets in the Plan’s southeastern quadrant.
Reconstruct Rockville Pike to include bus transit priority treatments within a 150-foot right-of-way.•	
Reorient the Old Georgetown Road intersection with Executive Boulevard.•	
Establish a robust public business street network, with notable changes to the 1994 Plan including:•	

 adding Main Street (B-10), Nebel Street Extended (B-5), and street grid extensions within the Mid-Pike •	
Plaza (B-15, B-16) and White Flint Mall (B-4, B-17) Districts
 downgrading Woodglen Drive (B-3) between Marinelli Road and Nicholson Lane from formal business •	
street status. This is important connection but dedication and construction as a standard business 
street in the planned 70-foot’ right-of-way is not feasible.

Establish a secondary grid of local streets and alleys.•	
Expand the White Flint Metro Station Policy Area to match the Sector Plan’s boundary.•	
Establish a combination of public entities and financing mechanisms to assign proportional responsibility •	
to new development, in lieu of the LATR and PAMR tests at time of subdivision, to manage transportation 
system implementation.

3. Transportation/Land Use Balance
The Plan’s transportation analyses reflect the procedural guidance established by the County Council’s growth 
policy, implemented through Local Area Transportation Review (LATR) and Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR) 
processes. This guidance is described below, followed by description of regional transportation and land use 
assumptions and a brief summary of the alternative local land use scenarios analyzed.

The White Flint Sector Plan proposes an amount and mix of development comparable to the Bethesda CBD 
and Silver Spring CBD Plans. As shown in Figure 12, all three plan areas are centered on a Metrorail station, 
are designated Metrorail Station Policy Areas (with a few very minor parcel-specific exceptions), and are of 
similar geographic size.

Figure 12: Land Use Comparison to Bethesda and Silver Spring
Sector Plan Acres Existing Future

Jobs HH Jobs HH

Bethesda 407 35,800 6,700 50,900 9,400

Silver 
Spring

367 30,400 5,600 45,700 8,100

White Flint 430 18,100 2,100 48,600 12,300

The Bethesda CBD forecasts shown above are from the April 2004 staging analysis prepared for the Planning 
Board in moving from Stage I to Stage 2 of the 1994 Bethesda CBD plan. The Silver Spring CBD forecast 
shown above is from the 2001 Silver Spring CBD plan. In both Bethesda and Silver Spring, subsequent 
demographic forecasts have reflected the policy to shift new development from jobs toward housing to 
achieve a better jobs-housing balance, so the Round 7.1 forecasts for both Bethesda and Silver Spring have 
approximately 10,000 fewer jobs, but the 2030 housing forecasts for both plans are 13,100 and 14,300, 
respectively.
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The primary difference in White Flint is that the change from existing to future is greater than for Bethesda and 
Silver Spring, a recognition that the transformational growth in the two CBDs inside the Beltway occurred ten 
to fifteen years ago, whereas that envisioned for White Flint is just beginning.

A. Measures of Effectiveness

The analysis of alternative development scenarios considers three levels of transportation impacts.

An area wide mobility analysis indicates the degree to which the alternative local land use and •	
transportation scenarios provide an appropriate balance between land use and transportation per current 
County policies. 
An intersection congestion analysis indicates the degree to which alternative land use or transportation •	
changes affect congestion hot-spots within the Plan area.
A cordon line analysis demonstrates the relative effects of vehicles generated by alternative local land use •	
scenarios as compared to through travel.

The first two measures are elements of the County’s Growth Policy, called Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR) 
and Local Area Transportation Review (LATR). Both PAMR and LATR are summarized below and detailed 
background information is available on the Department’s website, MontgomeryPlanning.org.

Policy Area Mobility Review

Since the early 1980s, every master plan has considered the balance between land use and transportation by 
assessing area wide conditions forecast for the plan’s end-state conditions. Policy Area Mobility Review is the 
current measure of area wide transportation adequacy, introduced into the County Growth Policy in 2007. 
It is similar to the Policy Area Transportation Review measure that was an element of the Growth Policy since 
1982. 

PAMR is used to implement the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO), which forecasts conditions 
by assessing the County’s pipeline of approved development and funded near-term transportation system 
improvements.

PAMR continues a long-standing County policy that higher levels of roadway congestion are appropriate 
in areas with higher quality transit service. This policy provides multimodal equity across the County and 
supports the development of pedestrian-oriented, rather than auto-oriented, improvements in Metro Station 
Policy Areas.

PAMR provides a measure of transportation system adequacy by considering Relative Transit Mobility and 
Relative Arterial Mobility for each of the County’s policy areas. Through PAMR, the County Council has 
established transit and arterial level of service (LOS) standards for each policy area by considering area wide 
adequacy on two scales:

Relative transit mobility, defined as the relative speed by which journey to work trips can be made by •	
transit as opposed to by auto, is based on the Transit/Auto Travel Time level of service concept in the 
2003 Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual published by the Transportation Research Board. 
This concept assigns letter grades to various levels of transit service, so that LOS A conditions exist for 
transit when a trip can be made more quickly by transit (including walk-access/drive-access and wait 
times) than by single-occupant auto. This LOS A condition exists in the Washington region for certain rail 
transit trips with short walk times at both ends of the trip and some bus trips in HOV corridors. LOS F 
conditions exist when a trip takes more than an hour longer to make by transit than by single-occupant 
auto.
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Relative arterial mobility, defined as the relative speed by which auto trips move during peak congestion •	
periods as compared to the free-flow speed, is a measure of congestion on the County’s arterial roadway 
network. It is based on the urban street delay level of service in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, 
published by the Transportation Research Board. It assigns letter grades to the various levels of roadway 
congestion, with letter A assigned to the best levels of service and letter F assigned to the worst levels of 
service. For a trip along an urban street that has a free-flow speed (generally akin to posted speed) of 40 
miles per hour, LOS A conditions exist when the actual travel speed is at least 34 miles per hour, including 
delays experienced at traffic signals. At the other end of the spectrum, LOS F conditions exist when the 
actual travel speed is below 10 miles per hour.

PAMR has been used along with Average Congestion Index (ACI) in the development of master plans to 
determine whether or not the end-state land use and transportation recommendations of the master plan are 
in balance. Sector plan areas typically address roadway capacity needs by intersection improvements rather 
than roadway widening. Therefore, the AGP process has evaluated sector plans in conjunction with the master 
plan and policy area surrounding the White Flint area.

The White Flint Sector Plan area is located within the North Bethesda/Garrett Park Policy Area. Figure 13 
shows the forecast PAMR conditions for all policy areas in the County for 2030 along with the White Flint 
Sector Plan recommendations. 

Figure 14 summarizes the supporting travel data, including vehicle miles of travel (VMT) and vehicle hours of 
travel (VHT) for both free-flow and congested conditions. As indicated in Figure13, the North Bethesda Policy 
Area is forecast to operate at:

Relative Transit Mobility of 77 percent (LOS B – between 75 and 100 percent)•	
Relative Arterial Mobility of 37 percent (LOS E – between 25 and 40 percent)•	

The current Growth Policy requires that all Policy Areas have at Relative Arterial Mobility of at least 40 
percent, or LOS D conditions, regardless of the level of transit service provided. Staff proposes that this 
requirement is too stringent and that higher levels of congestion should be supportable where the Relative 
Transit Mobility is LOS A or LOS B. Therefore, the Public Hearing Draft Plan results in congestion levels that 
would require additional mitigation from private development should full buildout occur as forecast and 
current Growth Policy standards still apply.

The Planning Board and County Council had several discussions regarding the level of arterial mobility 
appropriate in areas with excellent transit service as the PAMR process was developed and adopted during 
2007. The Planning Board’s May 2007 recommendation for PAMR was to allow LOS E arterial mobility in 
areas with LOS B transit mobility, a concept described by the green line on Figure 13. The Planning Board 
continues to support this concept.
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Figure 13: Policy Area Mobility Review Chart-2030 



155White Flint Sector Plan Appendix     Appendix 6    

 Figure 14: Policy Area Mobility Review Table-2030

The assessment of policy area conditions in Figures 13 and 14 reflects the recommended Plan yield for 
White Flint and Round 7.1 demographic forecasts for all other areas in the Washington metropolitan region. 
Therefore, while the exhibits are appropriately labeled with a horizon year of 2030, staff does not expect that 
the full master plan yield for any of the policy areas will be achieved by 2030.
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Figure 15 summarizes 2005 PAMR conditions by policy area for comparison purposes. In both 2005 and 
2030 conditions, the North Bethesda, Bethesda/Chevy Chase, and Silver Spring/Takoma Park are the three 
most urban areas in the County, reflected by:

shorter than average travel times for journey-to-work by both auto and transit, reflecting the proximity of •	
both local and regional destinations
lower than average roadway network travel speeds for both free flow and congested travel times.•	

Local Area Transportation Review (LATR)

The Plan supports redevelopment into a transit-oriented community with an emphasis on pedestrian 
accessibility, connectivity, and safety. The amount of additional development that the Plan area can 
accommodate by providing additional intersection capacity requires a tradeoff between the level of service 
for vehicles compared to that provided for pedestrians. Staff proposes that no pedestrian crossings are longer 
than 60 feet between curbs and refuge areas; generally equivalent to five travel lanes. Crossings of four lanes 
or fewer are desirable.

The intersection analysis applies the Critical Lane Volume (CLV) methodology from the Department’s Local 
Area Transportation Review (LATR) guidelines. The CLV values are converted to a volume-to-capacity, or V/C 
ratio, by dividing the current or forecasted CLV values by the applicable congestion standard.

As shown in Figure 16, the Growth Policy establishes acceptable levels of congestion for different policy areas 
based which alternative modes of transportation are available. In rural policy areas, where few alternatives to 
auto transport exist, the congestion standard is 1350 CLV (which equates to the middle range of LOS D). In 
Metro Station Policy Areas, where multiple alternatives to auto transport are provided, the congestion standard 
is 1800 CLV.

The Plan recommends extending the White Flint Metro Station Policy Area to encompass the entire Sector 
Plan area, so that all intersections in the Plan area would have a congestion standard of 1800 CLV. Currently, 
some of the intersections have a congestion standard of 1600 CLV.
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Figure 15: Policy Area Mobility Review Table-2005
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Figure 17 summarizes the congested intersections under both existing conditions and the Draft Plan scenario. 
As indicated in Figure 17:

none of the intersections in the Plan area currently exceed either the 1600 or 1800 congestion standards•	
just two of the intersections (MD 355 at Old Georgetown Road and Old Georgetown Road at Executive •	
Boulevard) are forecast to slightly exceed the 1800 CLV congestion standard at Plan buildout during the 
evening peak hour. Staff finds that the results in Figure 17 reflect an appropriate indicator of balance for 
25-year forecasts.

Figure 16: Intersection Congestion Standards by Policy Area
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 Figure 17: Intersection Analysis

In addition to the intersection congestion in the Plan area and around the cordon line, staff examined 
congestion at the southern and western portals where traffic volumes are expected to be the highest along 
Montrose Parkway and MD 355. At Montrose Parkway and Tildenwood Lane, the peak hour forecast CLV is 
1943 and at MD 355 and Strathmore Avenue (MD 547) the peak hour forecast CLV is 1852. These forecasts 
are higher than the current CLV congestion standard of 1600 for the North Bethesda Policy Area. They are 
typical, however, of CLV forecasts for intersections on heavily traveled arterial routes in sector plans where 
smart growth development is being encouraged by County policy, including the Silver Spring CBD Sector Plan 
in 2000, the Bethesda CBD Sector Plan staging analysis in 2004, and the Shady Grove Sector Plan in 2006. 
Staff finds that forecast CLV values of up to 2000 are indicative of some delay, but not enough to induce 
diversion to residential streets.

Cordon Line Analysis

A cordon line analysis can quickly gauge traffic levels by comparing total traffic volumes entering or leaving 
a study area for different horizon years or development scenarios. Over the course of the Plan process, three 
separate cordon line analyses were conducted for different purposes.

A subregional cordon line considered flows into and out of the broader North Bethesda commercial area •	
(Figure 18). This cordon line generally reflects the boundary between analysis that applied the TRAVEL/3 
system level model and analysis that applied the Local Area Model. 
A Sector Plan boundary cordon line tracked vehicles entering and leaving the Plan area.•	
An inner cordon line was established that matches the Sector Plan boundary cordon line but is south •	
rather than north of Montrose Parkway. This cordon line excludes Montrose Parkway from the analysis, 
which is appropriate for considering cordon line capacity constraints because the east-west capacity on 
Montrose Parkway includes through traffic.
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For the same consideration regarding through traffic, it would have been desirable to treat Old Georgetown 
Road in the same manner (drawing a cordon line to the east, rather than to the west) but the number of 
network alternatives examined during Plan development that altered Old Georgetown Road and access 
options in the Mid-Pike Plaza and Metro West Districts precluded consistent application of this cordon line 
concept.

The inner cordon line was used to assess of forecast traffic volumes based on trip generation and a constant 
level of through traffic as a quick-response sensitivity test to land use alternatives.  These conceptual cordon 
line volumes are reflected in the bar chart comparisons of land use volumes and may differ slightly from the 
volumes shown on traffic assignments.

Figure 18: Subregional Network Constraints
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Other Considerations

The development of the Plan recommendations also considered the transportation system performance 
measures described below.

Metrorail System Capacity

About 4,000 people board Metrorail at the White Flint station on a typical weekday. The morning and 
evening peak periods account for a total of 73 percent of the boardings. The number boarding in the morning 
peak period (1,400 to 1,500) is very close to the number boarding in the evening peak period, indicating 
that the use of Metrorail for residents in White Flint (who typically work in the morning) and workers in White 
Flint (who typically board during the evening) is about equal. There are more workers than residents in White 
Flint but the transit mode share for residents is higher than it is for workers, based primarily on White Flint’s 
location in the region (and therefore housing affordability and parking availability characteristics that affect 
journey-to-work travel).

As of October 2006, about 41 percent of the 1,158 spaces in parking garage at White Flint are filled, its 
maximum use Mondays through Thursdays. On a Friday, about 31 percent of the spaces are filled.

The White Flint Sector Plan recommends adding a northern Metrorail station entrance to bring more jobs and 
dwelling units within walking distance of the station platform and to disperse transit station pedestrian activity. 
WMATA is studying alternatives for the northern entrance. Staff finds that while Metrorail station access 
improvements are needed, the overall Metrorail system line-haul capacity is sufficient to accommodate Plan 
development.

Staff reviewed forecast transit line capacity for the western leg of the Red Line during the MD 355/I-270 
Corridor Study in 2006. WMATA completed their Metrorail Station Access and Capacity Study in April 2008, 
which included an assessment of long-range system capacity. Both studies concluded that sufficient capacity 
exists to accommodate additional development in White Flint.

Figure 19: Metrorail Red Line Capacity and Demand
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Figure 19 presents M-NCPPC analysis of capacity increases along the Red Line. At the Washington, D.C. 
boundary, forecasts indicated a peak-hour, peak direction demand of approximately 19,000 riders, within the 
forecast 23,000 seat capacity (assuming 2.5 minute headways, eight car trains, and 120 passengers per car). 
A similar relationship between demand and capacity existed at White Flint (with the capacity constrained by a 
then-assumed Grosvenor turnback).

Figure 20 summarizes the WMATA analysis of the forecast year 2030 morning peak hour flows completed in 
September 2008. They are slightly more conservative than the M-NCPPC numbers, with a peak load point of 
approximately 15,000 riders per hour occurring at Dupont Circle.

From a roadway system perspective, jobs contribute more to congestion than households, as the volume-
to-capacity constraint is greatest for vehicles leaving White Flint during the evening peak period. From a 
Metrorail system perspective, however, households potentially contribute more to peak-load congestion, as 
White Flint employees are either traveling in the reverse-peak direction (i.e., northbound in the morning) or 
are traveling at the end of the line (i.e., from Shady Grove to White Flint in the morning) where demand is 
far below capacity. The addition of 10,100 new households, however, is not expected to constrain Metrorail 
operations on the Red Line in 2030 because:

4,300 of those households are already in the 1994 Plan and reflected in WMATA forecasts•	
the 5,800 additional households are expected to generate approximately 550 peak hour commuters, •	
based on the forecast ratio of employed residents per dwelling unit (0.85, higher than the current 0.71), 
the percent of employed residents traveling during the peak one hour within the peak period (0.28), and 
the transit mode share for residential work trips (40 percent).

Even if all transit users traveled in the peak direction to the peak load point at Dupont Circle, the 550 
additional trips would not cause the 2030 peak hour demand in Figure 20 to approach the 23,000 capacity 
mark.
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Figure 20: WMATA Red Line Forecast Peak Hour Loads
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Figure 21:  Sector Plan Cordon Line Traffic Volumes

Figure 21 compares existing and forecast traffic volumes at the Sector Plan cordon line. In general, the cordon 
line serves as the boundary between the robust network of local streets in the Plan area and the more sparse 
network beyond the Plan boundary, particularly to the south and west. Therefore, traffic volumes at these 
locations are substantially higher than in the interior of the Plan area.

At the cordon line, the total traffic volume will increase by about 80 percent, from 297,500 vehicles per day to 
517,900 vehicles per day. The heaviest volumes will occur on the two state highways, Rockville Pike (MD 355) 
and Old Georgetown Road (MD 187), with between 65,000 and 80,000 vehicles per day.

By comparison, Wisconsin Avenue (MD 355) and Connecticut Avenue (MD 185) both currently carry 70,000 
vehicles per weekday immediately south of the Capital Beltway (as does Arlington Boulevard in the vicinity 
of Glebe Road in Arlington County). The daily capacity of MD 355 however, is greater north of the Capital 
Beltway than south of the Beltway due to differences in directional traffic flows. South of the Beltway, both 
local and regional flows are southbound in the morning and northbound in the evening. Between the Beltway 
and the White Flint Sector Plan, the flows will be more balanced, with forecast peak hour volumes of about 
3,500 to 3,700 vehicles in each direction.

Traffic volumes and volume growth will be lower within the Plan area due to the more robust roadway 
network. In general, traffic volumes along Rockville Pike today in the Plan area range from 45,000 to 50,000 
vehicles per day and are forecast to grow slightly to about 55,000 vehicles per day.

The Sector Plan analysis, like the Growth Policy, focuses on mobility considerations during weekday peak 
periods. The stakeholders in the Plan area are concerned that midday and weekend traffic congestion rivals 
that experienced during weekday peak periods. Staff found that while midday and weekend conditions are not 
substantially better than weekday peak period conditions, the weekday peak periods remain the critical time 
periods for which the transportation system should be designed.
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Figure 22 shows traffic volumes by time of day and day of week on Rockville Pike near Woodmont Country 
Club, aggregated by 15-minute time slices over a 13-month period and presented for a typical week from 
Sunday through Saturday. Each of the weekdays shows a three-pronged peaking characteristic:

A morning peak period with generally 4,000 to 4,500 vehicles per hour •	
a midday peak period with generally about 5,000 vehicles per hour•	
an afternoon peak period with 5,500 to 6,000 vehicles per hour.•	

By contrast, the Saturday volumes peak in the early afternoon with an average of just over 5,000 vehicles per 
hour. While both midday and weekend traffic volumes are higher than the weekday morning peak period, the 
weekday evening peak period remains the period with consistently highest traffic volumes.

Figure 22: Rockville Pike Traffic Volumes by Time of Day

Vehicular Travel Times

Like traffic volumes, travel times on Rockville Pike are no worse during midday or weekends than they are 
during weekday peak periods. Figure 23 is an analysis of the travel time along Rockville Pike between 
Strathmore Hall and Woodmont Country Club for various times of day using data collected during late fall 
2006. At the posted speed of 40 miles per hour, the free-flow travel time speed for this 2.7 mile long segment 
of roadway would be about four minutes, if all the traffic signals were green. The fastest observed travel time 
was five minutes on a weekday evening at about 10 p.m., and reflects about one minute of random delay at 
traffic signals along the route.
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Figure 23: Rockville Pike Travel Times by Time of Day and Day of Week

Most of the 37 observed travel times fall into a band between eight and 10 minutes. A travel time of 10 
minutes means that the congested travel time is twice as long as the uncongested travel time.  In other words, 
the congested travel speed is, 50 percent of the free flow speed.  The 50 percent value is also the threshold 
between LOS D and LOS E conditions in the Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual and 
applied in the PAMR process. LOS E conditions are generally recognized to be those under which the person-
throughput of a facility is optimized.  From the perspective of the customer, a LOS E grade is undesirable, 
but maximal system throughput, rather than individual customer speed, is the most efficient use of scarce 
resources such as land and capital budgets.

The reliability of the transportation system is also an element of concern. Two of the 37 travel time runs 
exceeded 12 minutes, one of them a Saturday in December (14 minutes) and the other a Tuesday in 
November (18 minutes). In neither case was there a notable cause for the delay, such as a special event or 
an observed or reported incident. These outliers indicate that as demand approaches true system capacity, 
the transportation system can become so unstable that relatively small variations or disturbances in flow can 
create fairly substantial delays. These delays are often memorable, since most travelers budget for expected 
(i.e., LOS D) conditions.

Figure 23 also shows that, like the midday and weekend traffic volumes, the midday and weekend travel 
times are generally about the same as, but not worse than, the weekday evening peak period travel times. 
Part of the perception regarding midday and weekend traffic may relate again to time expectations; travelers 
may expect quicker travel times for midday or weekend trips so that a ten minute trip up the Pike at lunch 
feels more burdensome than the same trip up the Pike at 5:00 p.m. But from a system staging perspective, 
the planning objective is to gain the greatest efficiencies from the infrastructure, so the Plan is designed to 
accommodate the weekday peak period travel demands.
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 Figure 24: Weekday Evening Peak Period Travel Speeds

Figure 24 provides a different perspective of travel time northbound during the weekday evening peak period, 
showing the specific locations where delays occurred. Generally, traffic in the Plan area moved at 25 to 35 
miles per hour, with delay associated with a red traffic signal at Nicholson Lane.
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Local Transit System Coverage and Use

The Plan area is served by Ride On and Metrobus routes as shown in Figure 25 and summarized below.
Ride On Route 5 (Twinbrook to Silver Spring) operates in a two-way direction on Rockville Pike between •	
Old Georgetown Road and Strathmore Avenue. It runs as often as every ten minutes during peak hours 
and carries about 2,100 passengers on an average weekday.
Ride On Route 26 (Montgomery Mall to Glenmont) operates in a two-way direction on Rockville Pile •	
between Old Georgetown Road and Marinelli Road. It runs as often as every 20 minutes during peak 
hours and carries about 3,200 passengers on an average weekday.
Ride On Route 38 (Montgomery Mall to Wheaton) operates in a two-way direction on Rockville Pike •	
between Montrose Road and Nicholson Lane. It runs as often as every 20 minutes during peak hours and 
carries about 1,400 passengers on an average weekday.
Ride On Route 46 (Montgomery College to Medical Center) operates in a two-way direction along a •	
large segment of Rockville Pike. It runs as often as every 15 minutes during peak hours and carries about 
4,000 passengers per day.
Ride On Route 81 (Rockville to White Flint via Tower Oaks) ends at the White Flint Metrorail Station and •	
uses Marinelli Road to access the station in both directions. This route provides service every 30 minutes 
and operates only during peak hours. It carries about 200 passengers per weekday.
Metrobus Route C8 (College Park to White Flint) ends at the White Flint Metrorail Station and uses •	
Marinelli Road to access the station in both directions. This route provides service every 35 minutes during 
peak hours.

Metrorail serves as the line-haul service in the corridor. The Metrobus and Ride On bus services serve two 
purposes:

primarily, to provide feeder service to the Metrorail system•	
secondarily, to provide circulator services for the communities in the study area.•	

As the Plan area develops, the secondary purpose will become more important, but will still be less important 
than the primary purpose, at least during peak commuting periods when bus transit system capacity is 
constrained.
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Figure 25:  Existing Public Transit Services

Figure 26 shows the current concept to provide six bus bays at the North Bethesda Town Center development 
at the LCOR property. Travel/3 Forecasting Assumptions
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Figure 26: Multimodal Connections at Metrorail Station

B. Travel Demand Forecasting Process and Assumptions

The travel demand forecasting process includes three levels of analysis:  TRAVEL/3, TRAVEL/3post processing, 
and CLV intersection analysis. 

The Department’s regional travel demand forecasting model, TRAVEL/3, is used to develop forecast travel 
demand results for weekday travel and PM peak periods. TRAVEL/3 is a four-step model, consisting of:

trip generation: person trips generated by given types and densities of land uses within each TAZ•	
trip distribution: person trips generated by each TAZ that will travel to each of the other TAZs within the •	
metropolitan area
mode split: travel mode of the person trips, including single-occupant auto, multiple-occupant auto, •	
transit, or a non-motorized mode such as walking or bicycling
traffic assignment: the roadways used for vehicular travel between TAZs.•	

The TRAVEL/3 model incorporates land use and transportation assumptions for the Metropolitan Washington 
region, using the same algorithms as applied by the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments 
(MWCOG) for air quality conformity analysis. Figure 27 shows the relationship of Montgomery County to the 
regional travel demand network, featuring the coding of street network characteristics to reflect the general 
level of adjacent development density
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Figure 27: Travel/3 Model Network Typology 

The TRAVEL/3 provides system-level results that are used directly to obtain the Policy Area Mobility Review 
forecasts for the County’s Policy Area Transportation Review. The system-level results are also used as inputs 
to the finer grain analytic tools described below.

The second level of analysis consists of post processing techniques applied to the TRAVEL/3 forecasts, as 
described in NCHRP Report 255. These techniques include refining the morning and evening peak hour 
forecasts to reflect a finer grain of land use and network assumptions than included in the regional model, 
such as the location of local streets and localized travel demand management assumptions. The NCHRP 255 
analyses are used to produce the cordon line analyses. 

The third level of analysis is intersection congestion, using the Critical Lane Volume (CLV) methodology 
described in the Department’s Policy Area Mobility Review/Local Area Transportation Review (PAMR/LATR) 
Guidelines.

Travel/3 Forecasting Assumptions

The White Flint Sector Plan forecasts assumed the following parameters:

A 2030 horizon year, the most distant horizon year for which forecast land use and transportation system •	
development is available.
Regional growth per the MWCOG Cooperative Forecasting Process. The most current round of •	
Cooperative Forecasts was used (Round 7.0 for the initial forecasts in early 2007 and Round 7.1 for the 
remaining forecasts in fall 2007 and early 2008. The Round 7.1 forecasts reflect the recommendations 
of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission as of August 2007, including 2,500 new 
employees at the National Naval Medical Center.
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 For theWashington region, the Round 7.1 forecasts include an increase from 3.0 million jobs and 1.9 •	
million households in 2005 to 4.2 million jobs and 2.5 million households in 2030.
 For Montgomery County, the Round 7.1 forecasts include an increase from 500,000 employees and •	
347,000 households in 2005 to 670,000 employees and 441,300 households in 2030.
 For the Plan area, the Round 7.1 forecasts include an increase from 5.6 million square feet of •	
development and 2,100 households in 2005 to 7.9 million square feet of development and 6,000 
households in 2030.

Transportation improvents in the regions’s Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), a fiscally constrained •	
transportation network. Notable projects assumed to be in place for the Plan’s buildout include:

elimination of the WMATA turnback at Grosvenor•	
the Corridor Cities Transitway from Shady Grove to Clarksburg•	
the Purple Line between Bethesda and Silver Spring•	
the Montrose Parkway, including an interchange at Rockville Pike•	
the Intercounty Connector•	
express toll lanes on I-270 from I-370 to the City of Frederick.•	

Local Area Modeling Process and Assumptions

The Department’s Local Area Modeling (LAM) process uses NCHRP Report 255 techniques to convert the 
TRAVEL/3 system level forecasts to intersection-level forecasts. The LAM process is then used as a pivot-point 
technique to reflect changes to the localized land use or transportation network, providing both cordon line 
and network analysis results.

The TRAVEL/3 model represents the White Flint Metrorail Station Policy Area as two transportation analysis 
zones (TAZ). The White Flint LAM disaggregates these two TAZ into twelve subzones, and the Sector Plan area 
is represented by 20 subzones as indicated in Figure 28.
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 Figure 28: White Flint Local Area Model Subzones

The LAM process uses trip generation rates that are customized to reflect both existing conditions and future 
changes, considering both the land use types and changes in travel behavior. Figure 29 shows the trip 
generation rates used in the LAM.
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Figure 29: Local Area Model Peak Hour Trip Generation
Land Use Units AM PM 

Office (at 26% NADMS) 1000 square feet 1.36 1.28

Office (at 39% NADMS) 1000 square feet 1.22 1.16

Retail (at 26% NADMS) 1000 square feet 0.70 1.75

Retail (at 39% NADMS) 1000 square feet 0.67 1.70

Industrial (at 26% NADMS) 1000 square feet 1.10 1.10

Industrial (at 39% NADMS) 1000 square feet 1.03 1.03

Other Commercial (at 26% 
NADMS)

1000 square feet 1.30 1.30

Other Commercial (at 39% 
NADMS)

1000 square feet 1.21 1.21

Multifamily residential dwelling unit 0.40 0.46

These trip generation rates reflect a combination of Local Area Transportation Review rates for typical 
development in Metro Station Policy Areas such as White Flint and were calibrated to match the observed 
traffic counts, considering the amount of through traffic in the roadway network so that the LAM volumes at 
the network cordon line are within two percent of observed count data for both morning and evening peak 
hours.

The trip generation rates shown in Figure 29 are generally lower than those found in the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation report, particularly for commercial land uses. The commercial 
rates are comparable with the LATR/PAMR Guidelines for the Silver Spring, Bethesda, and Friendship Heights 
CBDs. They reflect the fact that ITE rates for most commercial locations do not have White Flint’s transit 
availability and usage.

The residential trip generation rates are not as high as the ITE rates because the ITE rates for multifamily 
housing do reflect the fact that most multifamily housing units have, almost by definition, sufficient density to 
support transit service. 

Finally, the retail trip generation rates in White Flint, similar to those in the Bethesda and Silver Spring CBD, 
incorporate a discount for pass-by and diverted-link trips.

4. Alternatives Considered

A. Timeline

The Sector Plan studies began in fall 2006. The analysis of alternative land use and transportation system 
scenarios followed the iterative process summarized below. Additional details and presentation materials are 
available at MontgomeryPlanning.org.

Summer 2006: Development and evaluation of alternative concepts for Rockville Pike as part of the MD •	
355/I-270 Corridor Study, with a status report to the Planning Board on March 7, 2007. 
Spring 2007: Analysis of three development scenarios—minimal, moderate, and great change—and •	
multiple local street networks, culminating in a status report to the Planning Board on October 8, 2007.
Fall 2007: Refinement of the development proposals in the moderate land use scenario and review of an •	
local street system expanded beyond the Sector Plan area, culminating in a recommended plan concept 
report to the Planning Board on January 31, 2008.
Spring 2008: Analysis of alternative land uses proposed by property owners and alternative •	
implementation and financing proposals, culminating in preliminary recommendations to the Planning 
Board on September 11, 2008 and the December 2008 Public Hearing Draft Plan.
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B. Land Use and Network Alturnatives

Figure 30 shows the land use alternatives considered in the development of the White Flint Sector Plan.

Figure 30: Land Use Scenarios Considered During Plan Development
Date Scenario Scenario Title 

in Analysis 
Database

Commercial
Square Feet

DU Cordon line 
volume

10/2006 Existing Scenario 0 5.6m 2,100 13,000

MWCOG 
Forecast Level 
2030

Scenario 1 7.9m 6,000 Not tested

2/2007 1992 Plan Scenario 2 11.5m 6,400 17,900

4/2007 Minimal Change 
(Scenario 1)

Scenario 3 13.8m 10,900 20,800

4/2007 Moderate 
Change (Scenario 
2A)

Scenario 4 14.0m 13,400 21,200

4/2007 Great Change 
(Scenario 3)

Scenario 5 20.1m 20,500 27,900

4/2007 Moderate 
Change with 
80% Residential 
(Scenario 2B)

Scenario 6 9.7m 17,300 17,900

8/2007 August 2007 Scenario 7 11.4m 12,600 18,700

12/2007 Preferred January 
2008

Scenario 8 11.6m 14,000 19,400

3/2008 Optional FAR 4 Scenario 9 17.6m 16,500 25,100

4/2008 April 15 Scenario 10 14.6m 16,300 22,100

6/2008 June 6 Scenario 11 13.0m 12,600 20,200

6/2008 June 13 Scenario 12 13.9m 12,299 20,900

Because each land use generates a different number of trips, there is a non-linear relationship between the 
amounts of residential and commercial development and their cordon line volumes. Residential uses generate 
fewer vehicle trips per square foot than do commercial uses. Figure 31 shows this relationship graphically.

Scenario 12 has approximately 13.9 million square feet of commercial space and about 14.8M square feet 
of residential space, a total nearly 29 million square feet, of which about 52 percent is residential. This is 
one of the points located along the blue line in Figure30. If a development is more residential, more total 
development can be accommodated with the same peak hour trip generation impact. For instance, at 55 
percent residential, the Plan could accommodate 30 million square feet of development and at 70 percent 
residential, the Plan could accommodate 40 million square feet of development. At more than 80 percent 
residential, the congestion constraints would change as the Plan would become more of a housing resource 
than a job resource and the peak load would be for traffic heading into the Plan area (or home) during the 
evening peak period.
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The Plan identifies a zoning development capacity of nearly 43 million square feet, assuming that all 
properties build to the theoretical maximum of the proposed CR Zone. Full buildout, however, is not realistic 
for two reasons. First, market forces and site constraints rarely permit full buildout of a given zoning capacity; 
observed yields across a family of zones or in mature master plan areas tend to be around two-thirds of the 
capacity.

Second, the White Flint staging plan identifies caps for each of three stages beyond which the Planning Board 
will not approve additional development.

Figure 31: Jobs–Housing Ratio Effect on Plan Trip Generation
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Figure 32 describes the street network concepts considered during Plan development.

Figure 32: Street Network Concepts Considered During Plan Development
Timeframe Network Name Concepts

Fall 2006 0 Existing conditions

Fall 2006 V1 Constrained Long Range Plan – 
includes Montrose Parkway, Nebel 
Street Extended, Chapman/Citadel 
Avenues

Summer 2007 A1 thru A7 New local streets – evolved according 
to local land uses

Summer 2007 B New local streets plus Rockville/
Woodglen one-way couplet

Summer 2007 C New local streets plus Main/Marinelli 
and Nicholson/Executive one-way 
couplets

Summer 2007 D New local streets plus Nicholson/
Executive, Old Georgetown/
Marinelli, and southbound Old Old 
Georgetown one-way couplets

Summer 2007 E New local streets plus Rockville/
Woodglen one-way couplet

Fall 2007 F New local streets plus Rockville/
Woodglen and Old Georgetown/
Main one-way couplets

Spring 2008 G Glatting Jackson network (without 
Randolph crossing CSX at grade)

Spring 2008 H1 thru H2 Glatting Jackson network plus 
Montrose Parkway interchange

The Plan recommendations combine Scenario 12 and roadway network A7, shown in Figure 33. Current 
conditions are shown in Figure 34 for comparison purposes. The recommended Plan in Figure 33 contains 
several advantages as compared to the existing network in Figure 34:

a finer grain of streets provides walkable block lengths and continuity with the Nebel Street, Old •	
Georgetown Road, and Executive Boulevard extensions
the Montrose Parkway provides additional connectivity to I-270 and across the CSX tracks for both •	
through and local traffic
a reduced number of vehicle travel lanes along Rockville Pike improves the pedestrian experience.•	
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 Figure 33: Scenario 12 Roadway Network
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 Figure 34: Existing Roadway Network
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C. Concepts Tested But Not Incorporated

During the development of the Plan, several network concepts were evaluated as described in the following 
paragraphs.

Non-Auto Driver Mode Share of 50 Percent

For a given level of development, the vehicular traffic burden can be reduced by reducing the percentage of 
trips made by auto drivers. Walkers, bikers, transit users, and carpool passengers are all “non-auto drivers.”

Figure 35 compares evening peak hour, outbound vehicle trips generated by White Flint development for 
three development scenarios in Figure 24:

The 1992 Plan (Scenario 2)•	
Alternative 2A (Scenario 4)•	
Alternative 3 (Scenario 5)•	

And three levels of NADMS:

The current level of 26 percent•	
The recommended level of 39 percent•	
The highest level achieved in the County (Silver Spring) of 50 percent•	

 Figure 35: Trip Generation Sensitivity to Mode Share Assumptions

Figure 35 yields two conclusions:

Adjusting employee mode shares in White Flint can take hundreds of peak hour, peak direction vehicles •	
off the roadway network. Alternative 2A is similar to the Plan recommendation and the difference between 
the current 26 percent NADMS (with a cordon line volume of 22,400 vehicles) and the proposed 39 
percent NADMS (with a cordon line volume of 21,200 vehicles) is that the higher NADMS has 1,200 
fewer peak hour vehicles.
Changing mode share goals by themselves, however, will not offset all the traffic growth by master •	
planned development. For each of the three levels of development shown, the variation in traffic volumes 
generated by the different TDM levels is not as great as the variation in traffic generated by different land 
use scenarios themselves.
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Staff believes that the 39 percent NADMS is achievable in White Flint given the range of parking management 
and TDM strategies noted in Figure 1. While the Silver Spring CBD is able to achieve a 50 percent NADMS, 
staff does not find this achievable in White Flint for three reasons.

The Silver Spring CBD is currently served by express bus service along the US 29 corridor and by a •	
high level of bus-to-bus transfer at the Silver Spring Transit Center where 34 bus bays are planned to 
accommodate over 90,000 transit boardings per day.
The Silver Spring CBD is approximately three miles closer to the regional core.•	
The Silver Spring CBD has a greater amount of transit-dependent households, both within the adjacent •	
policy areas and in nearby commuter sheds.

Realigning the North Bethesda Transitway

The North Bethesda Transitway is a master-planned transitway connection linking Rock Spring Park to the 
Grosvenor Metrorail station. The study team considered revising the North Bethesda Transitway alignment to 
connect to the White Flint Metrorail station rather than to the Grosvenor Metrorail station. This option was not 
recommended for two reasons.

The White Flint Metrorail station is approximately one mile farther from Rock Spring Park than is •	
the Grosvenor Metrorail station. This additional distance would both reduce the effectiveness of the 
connection for Rock Spring Park users as well as increase the cost of the transitway alignment.
An effective transitway connection would be more feasible at the Grosvenor Metrorail station based on •	
the Metrorail location (aerial versus below grade) and the amount of immediately adjacent development.

Alternative Treatments along Rockville Pike

During the initial development of transportation network concepts, staff evaluated a variety of concepts for 
Rockville Pike (Figure 36) based on their effect on transportation system performance, their effect on the 
pedestrian experience and character of the Pike, and their expected fiscal and community impacts.

 Figure 36: Alternative Treatments for Rockville Pike
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Initial stakeholder participation confirmed the staff position that a “do nothing” alternative would not satisfy 
the need to improve the pedestrian experience and change the character of the Pike through good design.

One proposal incorporated line-haul light-rail transit (LRT) in a 50-foot wide median along Rockville Pike. This 
concept was not pursued because:

Metrorail will provide sufficient line-haul services in the corridor•	
the capital costs and space requirements associated with LRT would increase implementation costs and •	
right-of-way requirements
coordination would be needed with adjacent sections of the Pike outside the Plan area to develop an •	
independent operating segment.

Staff found that an additional general purpose lane to increase vehicular capacity would also exacerbate the 
pedestrian experience and character concerns.

Proposals to convert Rockville Pike and Woodglen Drive into either a one-way couplet or a multi-way 
boulevard (with continuous service roads) would increase capacity but be difficult to implement. Similarly, 
proposals for depressing the Pike below grade could greatly enhance the local character and experience, but 
at a prohibitively high cost.

The review of concepts shown in Figure 36 helped direct the Plan recommendations toward the boulevard 
treatment included in the draft Plan.

Transportation System Concepts Proposed by Glatting Jackson

In November 2007, a group of private sector interests hired the transportation consulting firm Glatting 
Jackson to develop a conceptual local street network. Glatting Jackson held a design charrette and produced 
the network shown in Figure 37. Their network reflects many local street concepts already developed, and 
included new concepts that staff had not previously entertained:

stop construction of the Montrose Parkway interchange•	
raise Nebel Street to intersect Montrose Parkway at grade at the elevation of the Montrose Parkway bridge •	
across the CSX tracks 
extend the north/south portion of “Old” Old Georgetown Road north across Montrose Road as a six-lane •	
road to connect to Rockville Pike near Bou Avenue 
extend the east/west portion of Old Georgetown Road east across the CSX tracks to intersect a realigned •	
Randolph Road at Parklawn Drive
widen Rockville Pike to incorporate back-in angled parking and a fourth travel lane that would provide •	
parking maneuvering space.
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Figure 37: Glatting Jackson Roadway Network Concept
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Figure 38 summarizes the staff’s evaluation of removing the Montrose Parkway interchange. The analysis 
showed that an at-grade system of roadways would achieve a superior urban design outcome, but would not 
provide superior mobility and would introduce substantial uncertainty into the planning process, take several 
years longer to implement, and have higher capital costs.

The primary limitation of the Glatting Jackson network is that the two proposed roadway extensions had 
substantial implementation challenges.

The northward extension of “Old” Old Georgetown Road would pass directly to the west of the Monterey •	
high-rise condominium, removing off-street parking spaces and introducing through traffic into a 
residential enclave.
The eastward extension of Old Georgetown Road would pass across or adjacent to the Pepco substation •	
on Parklawn Drive. 

Figure 38: Montrose Parkway Interchange Sensitivity Analysis

The idea of realigning Executive Boulevard and Old Georgetown Road, connecting Old Georgetown Road to 
Montrose Parkway via “Old” Old Georgetown Road, was incorporated into the Plan recommendations.

Staff finds that while back-in angle parking can be an effective traffic and parking management solution on 
roadways with low traffic volumes, it is not appropriate to introduce backing maneuvers on a major highway 
with 50,000 vehicles per day. The concept to include an auxiliary lane which could, during off-peak times, be 
used for parallel parking was incorporated into the Plan concept for Rockville Pike.

Roundabout at Old Georgetown Road and Executive Boulevard

In spring 2007, Master Plan Advisory Group advisory members proposed a roundabout at the junction of 
Old Georgetown Road and Executive Boulevard that could potentially reconnect “Old” Old Georgetown 
Road as a fifth leg in the intersection. Staff evaluated the performance of the roundabout using FHWA 
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planningguidelines and concluded that traffic volumes for Land Use Scenario 4 would exceed the capacity of 
a two-lane, at grade roundabout by approximately 50 percent. A roundabout that included grade-separation 
of Old Georgetown Road and right-turn channelization could accommodate forecast traffic flows but would 
require prohibitive amounts of right-of-way (for local access ramps) and capital cost.

Rockville Pike/Nicholson Lane Interchange

The 1994 Plan recommends two grade separated interchanges along Rockville Pike in the Plan area, at 
Montrose Parkway and at Nicholson Lane. Following approximately 10 years of planning and design studies 
by the State Highway Administration, the Montrose Parkway interchange is currently under construction, 
located within a 300-foot wide right-of-way originally reserved for an Outer Beltway alignment.

The Nicholson Lane interchange has not yet been the subject of detailed study and does not benefit from 
previously reserved right-of-way. During 2006, staff considered alternative interchange concepts in a tight 
urban diamond concept. Due to the proximity of the WMATA tunnel easement, staff determined that below-
grade depressions are not feasible for either Rockville Pike or Nicholson Lane.

More important, the travel demand forecasts prepared for end-state plan conditions include levels of 
congestion that do not warrant the physical space or capital expense for an interchange. 

Widening Montrose Parkway or Rockville Pike to Establish BRT/HOV Lanes

The examination of Land Use Scenarios 5 and 9, as well as the Glatting Jackson network concepts that 
provided additional capacity, demonstrated the need to consider broader network connectivity. As previously 
presented, the recommended 29 million square feet of development and the proposed network will result in 
noticeable congestion, but not severe enough to cause adverse impacts such as neighborhood cut-through 
traffic or economic impacts to White Flint businesses.

For the land use scenarios that included 40 million square feet of development, however, staff found that 
additional capacity would be required to connect White Flint (and the broader North Bethesda commercial 
core) to the interstate highway system. This capacity would need to be provided along both Montrose Parkway 
and Rockville Pike, and would likely consist of the conversion of these planned roadways from six to eight 
lanes, with the additional lanes possibly reserved for high-occupancy vehicles (HOV) and bus rapid transit 
(BRT). These improvements appear to be physically feasible, but would require additional right-of-way that 
would create community disruption and add another $100 to $150 million to the Plan’s infrastructure costs. 
These proposals are therefore not included in the Plan.

D. Alternatives Analysis Summary

The Plan’s transportation and land use recommendations were developed through an iterative process 
incorporating both stakeholder and Planning Board review and comments over a two-year period. The Plan 
proposes a practical, multimodal transportation system that provides appropriate levels of mobility for future 
White Flint and vicinity residents, employees, and visitors.
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Appendix 7: Schools Analysis

For more Information, contact Nkosi Yearwood at nkosi.yearwood@mncppc-mc.org

The White Flint Plan area is located within the Walter Johnson High School cluster. Wyngate, Ashburton, 
Garrett Park, Kensington Parkwood, Farmland, and Luxmanor are the elementary schools; North Bethesda 
and Tilden are the middle schools (Figure 1).

Figure 1 Walter Johnson Cluster

Capital Improvement Program

Montgomery County’s Fiscal Year 2009-2014 Capital Improvements Program identified modernizations and 
additions for the cluster’s schools.

Walter Johnson High School
A modernization is projected to be completed by 2010. It includes renovation of the existing facility, •	
upgrades to athletic fields, and student capacity increased to 2,200. 

Middle Schools
No additions or modernizations are programmed for FY09-14.•	

Ashburton Elementary
A nine-room classroom addition was approved in FY08 to increase student capacity to 660.•	

Farmland Elementary
A modernization is scheduled for 2011.•	
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Garrett Park Elementary
A modernization is scheduled for 2012. The FY09 budget approved the planning for architectural design •	
for a gymnasium that will be included with the modernization.

Luxmanor Elementary
A nine-room classroom addition is scheduled for 2008-2009. A modernization is scheduled for 2018.•	

Wyngate Elementary
No additions or modernizations are programmed for the FY09-14.•	

Public Hearing Draft

The Plan recommends 9,800 new residential units. Most of the projected residential development in White 
Flint will be mid- to high rise residential development. Students generated from existing and approved 
residential development will be absorbed into existing schools (Table 1).

Using the County wide student generation rates, approximately 410 new elementary students would result 
from the proposed new development (9,800 units). These projected new students cannot be accommodated 
within an existing elementary school. Further, the utilization rate of existing elementary schools is above 100 
percent between 2009 and 2014.

There is sufficient capacity at the middle and high school levels to accommodate projected growth (Table 1).

Table 1 New Students Per Phase

County-Wide  Student Generation Rates 7/17/2009

Mover Rate K - 5 6 - 8 9 - 12
Single Family Detached 0.3197 0.1437 0.1307
Single Family Attached 0.2103 0.1221 0.1066
Garden Apartment 0.1524 0.0558 0.0725
High Rise Apartment 0.0418 0.0388 0.0328

The mover rate is used by MCPS for future school projections. All projects assume high-rise residential units.

White Flint Sector Plan Student Projected Impact 
Existing and 
Approved
Residential
Development

Recommended

Residential

Development

4,509 dus 9,800 dus*
Mover Rate
K-5 188 410
Middle (6-8) 175 380
High (9-12) 144 321
* Staging density 

Phasing Development and Student Impact
Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3
3,000 dus 3,000 dus 3,800 dus

Mover Rate
K-5 125 125 159
Middle (6-8) 116 116 147
High (9-12) 98 98 124
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Elementary School Site Options
Planning Department and Public Schools staff evaluated four sites within the Plan area for an elementary 
school. All are less than the 10 to 12-acre County standard for an elementary school, ranging instead from 
five to six acres. Obtaining 10 to 12 acres within White Flint would be difficult and expensive, if the property 
would be acquired (Figure 2, Potential School Sites).

It is expected that the new elementary school will be a multi-level building to maximize land efficiencies. 
Planning staff used Somerset Elementary School, which is two and a half stories on three acres, as model for 
an urban elementary school.

Potential land dedication and proximity to residential communities and public facilities were some of the 
criteria in determining the preferred location for an elementary school. Staff also explored a new urban school 
model for the County that would integrate residential and non-residential uses or include rooftop activities. 
Long term lease arrangements were not considered since Montgomery County Public Schools must own the 
property to receive State funds.

Figure 2 Potential School Sites
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Mid-Pike Plaza
This 20-acre site at the intersection of Old Georgetown Road and Rockville Pike has a commercial shopping 
center with small pad sites and surface parking. The future Montrose Parkway will run to the immediate 
north. Federal Realty Investment Trust, the property owner, plans to redevelop the property with residential 
and non-residential uses. An elementary school site on this property would require County acquisition of five 
to six acres. An elementary school next to existing and future major highways was not desirable nor was the 
potential cost to acquire even a portion of the property.

Luttrell/Higgins Estate
This surface parking lot, approximately 5.28 acres, is west of Woodglen Drive between Nicholson Lane and 
Executive Boulevard. The 1992 Plan confirmed the R-90 Zone (Single-Family Residential) and recommended 
the floating TSR Zone (Transit Station Residential) at 2.5 FAR. The Fallswood, a multifamily high rise residential 
building, is to the immediate west and Old Georgetown Village residential community is to the south. The 
County would have to acquire this property for an elementary school. However, there is a long-term lease 
agreement that limits the property’s use, which will have to be addressed as part of the acquisition. 

White Flint Mall and White Flint Plaza
Two portions of White Flint Mall and White Flint Plaza properties, totaling five acres, were identified as a 
potential location for an elementary school. Both areas are zoned R-90. An elementary school at this location 
would complement the neighboring White Flint Neighborhood Park and Garrett Park Estates-White Flint Park 
residential community.

Future residential development in the White Flint Mall district, which is south of Nicholson Lane and is the 
largest district in the Plan, would provide a distinct mixed-use residential community adjacent to an existing 
community. Dedication from the White Flint Mall property is the preferred option (Figure 3).

Figure 3 White Flint Park North
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Gables
This approximately three acre site is a surface parking lot adjacent to the Montgomery Aquatic Center and 
Wall Park. Locating a new public use at this site would create a campus of public uses between Executive 
Boulevard, Old Georgetown Road, and Nicholson Lane. However, the located is not integrated with existing 
residential development and away from future residential development. This site would have to be acquired 
from the property owner since it is not large enough to provide any residual land to the property owner.

A potential public-private partnership between the Parks Department and the property owner to develop a 
shared parking structure and redevelop Wall Park’s surface parking into an urban park, is diminished with a 
school at this location.

Closed School Sites
There are five closed school sites within the Walter Johnson Cluster: Alta Vista, Ayrlawn, Grosvenor Center, 
Kensington, and Montrose. Alta Vista and Arylawn are owned by Montgomery County and leased to private 
schools. Kensington is County-owned and leased to the Housing Opportunities Commission. Montrose is 
owned by the Board of Education and leased to a private school. The Grosvenor Center is used as a holding 
facility for MCPS to support school modernizations in the North Bethesda area.

Another site, located within the Downcounty Consortium, the Rockinghorse Road Center, is used for school 
department administrative functions. The surrounding communities have expressed interest in reclaiming the 
remainder of this 16-acres site for a school. For MCPS to reclaim a former school site existing uses would 
have to find alternative locations and substantial modifications would have to be made to the facilities (Table 
3).

Table 3 Closed School Sites in the Walter Johnson Cluster
CLOSED SCHOOLS IN WALTER JOHNSON CLUSTER

SCHOOL NAME (#) CURRENT OWNER/TENANT ACRES
PARK
ADJ CLRMS SF BLT CLSD COMMENT

1 ALTA VISTA ES (407) MCGOVT 3.53 NO 12 26,369 1935 1976 This site is slightly smaller than 
5615 BEECH AVENUE BETHESDA COUNTRY DAY SCHOOL Somerset ES. Building would need 
BETHESDA  20817 replacement to larger model. 

Full-size ballfields will not fit.

2 AYRLAWN ES (421) MCGOVT 3.08 YES 11 27,735 1961 1982 Recreational elements are located
5650 OAKMONT AVENUE BETHESDA YMCA in adjacent Ayrlawn LP.  Building
BETHESDA  20817 would need substantial enlargement.

and reconstruction

3 GROSVENOR CENTER (418) BOE 10.21 NO 18 36,770 1955 1980 Holding facility for MCPS in support
5701 GROSVENOR LANE MCPS HOLDING FACILITY of MCPS modernization program.
BETHESDA    20814 If reopened, a replacement facility

would be needed.

4 KENSINGTON ES (751) MCGOVT 4.54 NO 19 45,206 1946 1982 HOC offices would need to be
10400 DETRICK AVENUE HOC OFFICES relocated by County.  Full-size
KENSINGTON    20895 ballfields will not fit.

5 MONTROSE ES (225) BOE 7.50 NO 16 38,310 1967 1982 Two tenants accommodate many 
12301 ACADEMY WAY REGINALD S. LOURIE CENTER MCPS special education place-
ROCKVILLE  20852 KENNEDY KRIEGER INSTITUTE ments. Building renovated in 1999.

NEARBY CLOSED SCHOOL OUTSIDE WALTER JOHNSON CLUSTER

SCHOOL NAME (#) CURRENT OWNER/TENANT ACRES
PARK
ADJ CLRMS SF BLT CLSD COMMENT

6 ROCKINGHORSE ROAD CENTER BOE 18.70 NO 28 57,639 1957 1983 International Student Admission 
4910 MACON ROAD MCPS - ADMINISTRATION Office and other personnel could be
ROCKVILLE  20852 relocated to transit accessible office

space within sector plan, if available
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Appendix 8:  Planning History

All County master, sector, and functional plans amend the 1964 General Plan. Comprehensive amendments 
are complete updates and minor amendments are undertaken to address a specific issue. This appendix 
summarizes the comprehensive and minor plan amendments in the White Flint Sector Plan area starting with 
the 1964 General Plan through the 1994 Amendment of the 1992 North Bethesda Garrett Park Master Plan.

This appendix also:
summarizes the two previous comprehensive plans approved in 1970 and 1978 •	
summarizes and excerpts the 1992 Plan•	
compares buildout proposed in the 1992 Plan and 2009 Draft Plan•	

The White Flint Sector Plan is wholly within Planning Area 30, North Bethesda Garrett Park. As with all County 
plans, the approved and adopted master and sector plan amendments for Planning Area 30 are guided by 
“…On Wedges and Corridors,” the General Plan for the Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington 
Regional District in Montgomery County and Prince George’s County, which is the framework for detailed 
regional planning and was approved and adopted in 1964.

1964 General Plan

“…On Wedges and Corridors,” the General Plan for the Physical Development of the Maryland-Washington 
Regional District in Montgomery County and Prince George’s County is Montgomery County’s guiding 
planning document. The General Plan envisions the District of Columbia as the core of a radial pattern of 
regional urban development. Four radial corridors of dense development, each served by a rapid transit line, 
are to stretch outward from the District of Columbia into Montgomery County and Prince George’s County. 
Planning Area 30 is seen as the base of a corridor that extends from Bethesda, Rockville, Gaithersburg, 
and Germantown. The corridor is bordered on the east by Rock Creek Park (a wedge) and the less intensely 
developed Potomac, Travilah, Darnestown, and Poolesville on the west and north. The spine of the corridor is 
Interstate 270 and the Red Line of the Metro rail system.

General Plan Refinement (1993)

In 1991 the County Council authorized a reexamination of the 1964 General Plan in the Planning Department 
work program and in 1993 approved the General Plan Refinement. The Plan reaffirmed the 1964 General 
Plan and proposed an updated wedges and corridor concept to reflect changes in County policies since 
1964.

The 1993 Plan expanded the wedges and corridors concept to include an urban ring, (containing the central 
business districts of Bethesda, Friendship Heights, Silver Spring, and Wheaton), linked to a corridor ( I-270 ) of 
urban centers (Rockville, Gaithersburg, Germantown, and Clarksburg) with suburban communities wrapped 
around the urban ring and lining either side of the corridor. A residential wedge buffered the agricultural 
wedges from the suburban communities.

The corridor concept proposed:
developing  compact mixed-use, transit serviceable centers•	
achieving better access to public and private services in residential areas•	
encouraging a sense community identity•	
enhancing park and recreation links•	
protecting environmentally sensitive areas.•	
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1970 Comprehensive Amendment: North Bethesda/Garrett Park Sector Plan

Background
The 1970 North Bethesda/Garrett Park Master Plan examined areas within the larger North Bethesda 
Planning Area, including the areas covered in the 1970 Plan known as Twinbrook, White Flint (Nicholson 
Lane), Grosvenor, and Rock Spring. The Plan identified nine key districts (Locations 1 to 9). A large portion 
of the Plan area was undeveloped, especially west of Rockville Pike. The residential population was 
approximately 26,000. None of the future transit stations were given a geographic boundary. The Plan 
identified areas along the proposed transit line but did not name the station areas and considered 1,500 feet 
as a reasonable walking distance.

The Plan projected the following increases in residential population and employment for the Plan area:
Population Employment Housing Units

1966-1975 27,900 11, 850 10, 400

1975-1990 73,400 6, 400 28,000

Totals 101,300 18,250 38,400

The Plan also projected the amount of single and multi-family residential units for the Plan area:
Single-Family Multifamily

1966-1975 1,600 8,800

1975-1990 2,800 25,200

White Flint Area
The Plan encouraged intense development around transit stations to maximize transit use. However, the tools 
to implement intense development were not available as the Plan noted:

“In some instances, however, particularly in large vacant parcels advantageously situated for future 
development, the existing Ordinance lacks flexibility in site development and has no way of encouraging the 
most desirable forms of future development. No instrument now exists within the framework of the present 
Zoning Ordinance which will allow and induce development of a variety of housing types or integrated and 
mixed commercial and residential development on the same tract.” (p.20)

Land Use
The Plan divided the area into the following categories: multifamily housing and commercial areas; single-
family residential areas; and mixed-use development.

The land use recommendations were:
 Multifamily development at 21-43 dwelling units per acre with some commercial development close to the •	
transit station.

Areas north of Wall (now Nicholson) Lane were recommended for a mix of commercial office, retail, •	
or multifamily uses, while the remaining area was proposed for townhouses, single-family, and garden 
style townhouses. High rise and garden apartments were recommended for the area’s northeastern and 
southeastern sectors since they  were close to transit and MD 355.

Areas fronting Old Georgetown Road and the Wickford subdivision were proposed at three dwelling units •	
per acre.
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Zoning
 Properties west of Rockville Pike were in the Residential, One-family (R-90), General Commercial (C-2) •	
and Convenience Commercial (C-1) Zones. Security Lane properties were zoned Commercial, Office 
Building (C-O).
  Areas east of Rockville Pike were zoned Multiple-family, High-Rise Planned Residential (R-H); Convenience •	
Commercial (C-1); Commercial, Office Park (C-P); Residential, One-family (R-90 and R-60); General 
Commercial (C-2);  and Light Industrial (I-1).

The Planned Development (PD) Zone was under consideration as a method to introduce a variety of •	
housing types. No zones for transit or mixed use existed.

The Plan considered incentive zoning provisions.•	
“New zoning provisions should include increases in building intensity in return for the provision of certain 
public amenities, such as urban open space or pedestrian access ways and other items of public benefit 
above the minimum requirements.” (p.20)

Public Facilities
The Plan recommended several new public facilities, including schools, a fire station, and parks. The Plan 
recommended an elementary school site adjacent to White Flint Park-Garrett Park Estates community and the 
existing White Flint Neighborhood Park. It recognized that the property would develop with active recreational 
uses until the Board of Education had a need for the site.

The Plan also recommended two elementary schools between Rockville Pike and Old Georgetown Road; one 
school north of Montrose Road to serve the City of Rockville; and a junior high school adjacent to Wickford 
subdivision between Rockville Pike and Old Georgetown Road.

Other public facilities recommendations in the Plan were the expansion of Davis Library into a regional facility; 
a new fire station in the vicinity of Old Georgetown Road and Democracy Boulevard; a new park on Fleming 
Avenue, south of Grosvenor Lane and another south of Democracy Boulevard in the vicinity of Greyswood 
Road. 

Transportation
At peak hours at some locations, the Plan noted that major highways operate at or above capacity, while 
accommodating local traffic. The Plan projected that traffic volumes by 1990 would continue to exceed 
the highway system’s capacity in the planning area even when new roads are implemented. The Plan noted 
that cost limitations, impacts on existing development, and access requirements limited transportation 
improvements to the street network. 

Rockville Pike
The Plan recommended widening Rockville Pike to a six-lane highway with a 120 feet right-of-way and service 
lanes with restricted access requiring an addition 30 feet of right-of-way. The service lanes would parallel 
Rockville Pike from Strathmore Avenue to Bangor Place. 

Transit
The Plan proposed transit stations at Nicholson Lane, south of Grosvenor Tower Apartments, and at the 
intersection of Montrose Avenue and Rockville Pike. 

Street Network
Several new streets were added throughout the Plan area, including extending of Jefferson Street from 
Montrose Road to Executive Boulevard and extending  Tuckerman Lane to Old Georgetown Road from its 
present terminus north of the Grosvenor Tower Apartments. 

Within the White Flint area, the Plan recommended completing a portion of Nebel Street; Marinelli Road 
between MD 355 and Nebel Street; and Woodglen Drive, between Wall Lane and Edson Lane.
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Urban Design
The Plan did not create urban design standards. It established goals that included the following: 

“Provision of superior site design for transit areas and to encourage the development of complete urban •	
type centers which offer environmental amenities, such as urban open space, pedestrian access ways, 
adequate public facilities, and light and air, so that the living, shopping, working, and recreation areas will 
serve the users in the most efficient and convenient manner.”

Phasing and CIP
The Plan phased multifamily areas at transit areas. Multifamily development increased from 21 units per acre 
without transit to 43 units per acre with the implementation of transit. The Plan also used Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP) between 1970 and 1990 as a tool to stage development. Priorities by fiscal year were given to 
schools, parks and recreation areas, fire stations, sewer and water facilities, and roads.

Affordable Housing
Montgomery County did not establish an affordable housing requirement until 1974, four years after the Plan 
was approved. The Plan recognized the County wide effort to provide low and moderate income housing.

Minor Amendments to the 1970 North Bethesda/Garrett Park Sector Plan
 January  1972: remove service drive•	
May 1973: rezone 5.8 acres•	
November 1973: rezoning for parcels•	
July 1974: remove service drive•	
May 1976:  realign roads•	
December 1977:  rezoning•	

Comprehensive Amendment: 1978 Sector Plan for the North Bethesda Area 
(Twinbrook, Grosvenor, and Nicholson Lane)

Background
The approved and adopted 1978 North Bethesda Sector Plan updated the 1970 North Bethesda Master Plan. 
It identified the three proposed transit stations for the Metrorail Red Line in North Bethesda as Twinbrook, 
Nicholson Lane, and Grosvenor, and proposed land use and zoning for the impact areas associated with 
these locations. In the case of White Flint, the transit station impact area was identified as Nicholson Lane 
Station and encompassed about 200 acres, of which 63 percent was vacant. The Nicholson Lane Station 
was later renamed White Flint. The Plan promoted new mixed uses, including office, retail, and residential 
development within a 10-year horizon.

The Plan recognized changes in the Plan area, including new public facilities of the Metro bus garage, 
Montgomery County Pre-Release Center and the open-cut, depressed White Flint Metrorail station at Marinelli 
Road and Rockville Pike (MD 355). It also noted the development of White Flint Mall, two office buildings on 
Security Lane, and the Wall-Luttrell residential development.

Land Use
The proposed land use recommendations were based upon vehicular capacity of the Plan area. West of 
Rockville Pike, the Plan recommended primarily residential uses and east of Rockville Pike, mixed uses, 
including offices, hotel, and residential development. The Transit Station, Residential (TS-R) and Transit Station, 
Mixed (TS-M) Zones were recommended for five large parcels near the station

The Plan recommended two land use alternatives: air rights development over the Metro facilities on the east 
side of MD 355 and no use of airrights if development failed to commence within two years after the station 
opened. Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for both options varied from 0.95 to 1.38.
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Alternative A with air rights development:
 Residential: 1,600 dus (1.60 million square feet)•	
Nonresidential: 1.55 million square feet •	
Total: 3.15 million square feet•	

Alternative B without air rights development:
Residential: 1,600 dus (1.60 million square feet)•	
Nonresidential: 1.26 million square feet•	
Total: 2.85 million square feet•	

A park school site was recommended for the area north of Nicholson Lane and Executive Boulevard. No other 
public facilities were recommended in the Sector Plan area.

Transportation
Accommodating new development within the capacity of the transportation system was a major issue. The 
Sector Plan noted that if all TS-R and TS-M properties developed at their highest potential, then congestion 
levels would be high. It also noted that there was more vacant land than road capacity.

In 1975, average daily traffic (ADT) on Rockville Pike was 50,000; Old Georgetown Road and Nicholson 
Lane at 25,000 ADT; and the Nicholson Lane and MD 355 intersection was a level of service F.

Several new roadways and improvements were recommended in the Plan:
construction of Executive Boulevard extension between Old Georgetown Road and Nicholson Lane •	
construction of Marinelli Road between Nebel Street and Executive Boulevard•	
construction of Woodglen Drive between Wall Lane and Edson Lane•	
construction of Old Georgetown from MD 355 to Nebel Street•	
an additional lane on Nicholson Lane as it approached MD 355 intersection.•	

Urban Design
The Plan’s urban design section provided several illustrative plans of how the TS-R and TS-M properties could 
redevelop. Building heights for TS-M properties were recommended at 143 feet ( 14 stories).

Phasing
The Plan established a two year time frame to promote air rights development once the Nicholson Lane Metro 
Station opened. It allowed more nonresidential development if air rights were acquired within two years, and 
less development, if air rights were not acquired. The Planning Board was given the authority to extend the 
two year time frame by a year if there was evidence that negotiations for air rights were close to completion.

Since TS-R and TS-M zones require rezoning and findings regarding adequacy of public facilities, the Plan 
noted this measure would ensure that development does not overburden the Plan area.

Another phasing element of the Plan was the completion of several public roads, listed in the CIP, as 
requirements prior to the opening of the Metro station. The Plan also recommended a monitoring program, 
every two to three years, which would address traffic, modal split, land use, community facilities, and 
environmental quality.

Minor Amendments to the 1978 Sector Plan for the North Bethesda Area
(Twinbrook, Grosvenor, and Nicholson Lane)

February 1981: delete Kraft Drive•	
Grosvenor Sector Plan: amendment, July 1987•	
Nicholson Lane Sector Plan Amendment, April 1988: Remove addition to Wall Park•	
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1992 Comprehensive Amendment:  North Bethesda/Garrett Park Sector 
Plan

The 1992 Plan revisited the three metro station locations in Planning Area 30,treating each as a sector plan. 
It also recommended land use and zoning for the areas outside of the three sector plan areas (Chapter 3.5 
Vacant or Redevelopable Parcels, pages 72-87) as well as Garrett Park and Rock Spring. 

The North Bethesda/Garrett Park Plan area extended to nine square miles and in 1990 had a population of 
35,000 people living in 15,700 households. In January 1992 the area had 66,000 existing jobs with 13,316 
in the pipeline for a  total of 79,316 jobs and a jobs-housing ratio of approximately six jobs to one household. 
Overall, the 1992 Plan recommended 25,000 residential units and 103,000 jobs, resulting in projected jobs-
housing ratio of four jobs to one household.

“Residential units are recommended at all three Metro stations. Mixed uses with a significant 
residential component are proposed at Twinbrook and White Flint, introducing housing elements 
into exclusively commercial areas.  The Plan also recommends rezoning property from commercial 
to residential and recommends residential development in several areas. Theoretically, at full 
buildout of all properties, North Bethesda’s capacity for dwelling units and jobs would be 
approximately 25,000 and 103,000 respectively.”

The White Flint Sector Plan covered about 200 acres and the Plan made recommendations for six properties 
that are now within the 2009 White Flint Plan area:

Parcel 1: I-1 Zoning•	
•	 	Rezone	from	I-1	to	I-4	south	of	Bou	Avenue	(the	area	within	the	2009	Sector	Plan	area).
Parcel 6: Mid Pike Plaza•	
•	 	Confirm	C-2	zoning	and	adopt	a	zoning	text	amendment	for	the	C-2	Zone	requiring	urban	design	

review.
Parcel 7: White Flint Plaza parking lot•	

 Confirm the R-90 zoning.•	
Parcels 9 and 10 : Edson Lane North and South•	

 Encourage assembly and unified development for properties zoned R-90 north of Edson Lane. •	
Recommends R-90/TDR 28, if text amendment is approved or PD-28 for 1.9 acres and PD-35 for 1.8 
acres in Parcel 9. Parcel 10 should retain R-90 zoning, but is suitable for the CT Zone on a parcel by 
parcel basis. Plan recommends against assemblage or resubdivision.

Parcel 11: Hillery Way•	
  Confirm existing zoning (R-90 and C-2) and adopt a zoning text amendment for the C-2 Zone •	
requiring urban design review.

The following excerpts from the 1992 Plan address land use and zoning objectives and recommendations and 
the urban design concept for the White Flint portion of the Plan, as well as a discussion of Rockville Pike. 
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Recommends R-90/TDR 28, if text amendment is approved or PD-28 for 1.9 acres and PD-35 for 1.8 
acres in Parcel 9. Parcel 10 should retain R-90 zoning, but is suitable for the CT Zone on a parcel by 
parcel basis. Plan recommends against assemblage or resubdivision.

Parcel 11: Hillery Way•	
  Confirm existing zoning (R-90 and C-2) and adopt a zoning text amendment for the C-2 Zone •	
requiring urban design review.

The following excerpts from the 1992 Plan address land use and zoning objectives and recommendations and 
the urban design concept for the White Flint portion of the Plan, as well as a discussion of Rockville Pike. 
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Minor Amendments to the North Bethesda/Garrett Park Sector Plan, 1992

July 1994: staging amendment•	
 April 1997: Conference Center/Hotel Complex amendment. Identifies the WMATA parking lot west of •	
Rockville Pike as the preferred location for the Conference Center.
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Approved and Adopted 1994 Staging Amendment to the 1992 Plan

After the Plan was approved and adopted, a task force reporting to the Director of Montgomery County 
Department of Transportation was formed in 1993 to consider ways to implement the recommended 
Transportation Management District (TMD), including organizational structure, public policy implementation 
strategies, and public/private partnership. In 1993, the County Council adopted TMD legislation for North 
Bethesda. In 1995, the TMD was created and provisions made for funding.

In November 1994, the County Council approved the Staging Amendment to the 1992 Plan. Its purpose was 
to explain the relationship between the 1992 Plan and the Annual Growth Policy (AGP). The amendment 
outlined key principles and guidelines for three stages of development: Stage 1 - Short Term, Stage 2 - Mid-
Term, and Stage 3 - Long Term.

The most detailed recommendations pertain to Stage 1. The Amendment identified priority pubic 
improvements to support the anticipated development and established transportation demand management 
goals to maintain the balance between development and transportation capacity. The Staging Amendment 
was intended to guide future AGP decisions.

Stage 1 for the Metro Station Policy Areas “... indicates improvements necessary for adequate circulation to 
accommodate the FY94 development ceilings within legislated levels of service standards.” (Page 265) Moving 
to Stage 2, required the creation of a transportation management organization. 

The Plan recommended the following development staging standards:
a 1994 AGP staging ceiling of 4500 jobs and 4350 dwelling units•	
an amended CLV standard from 1,600 to 1,800•	
an Alternative Review Process for subdivisions in the Metro Station Policy Areas•	
a transportation demand managment organization•	
decreasing single-occupancy vehicle mode share for employees by four percentage points (from 78 •	
percent)
a parking policy of constrained long-term parking•	

The Plan also recommended new and extended streets:
Chapman Avenue between Nicholson Lane and Old Georgetown Road•	
Woodglen Drive Extended from Nicholson Lane to Marinelli Road•	
B-11 from Marinelli Road to Old Georgetown Road•	
Executive Boulevard from Woodglen Drive to Huff Court•	

The following bikeways were part of the transportation system:
Chapman Avenue•	
Woodglen Extended•	
B-10•	
Executive Boulevard•	
Rockville Pike•	
Marinelli Road•	
 Strathmore Avenue•	

Also recommended were pedestrian crossings at Rockville Pike’s intersections with Marinelli Road, Nicholson 
Lane, and Old Georgetown Road. Finally, intersection Improvements were recommended at Rockville Pike 
corssings of Nicholson Lane and Randolph Road.
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Stage 2 was to begin when a new staging ceiling has been approved through the AGP and a transportation 
management organization was formed.

Stage 2 facilities in White Flint were:
Chapman Avenue•	
other business district streets and bikeways recommended in Stage 1•	
operational or capacity improvements to selected intersections.•	

Stage 3 involved amending the North Bethesda/Garrett Park Plan, and conducting a comprehensive 
transportation study to determine if additional transportation facilities and transportation management 
programs are necessary, and if other means can meet congestion standards including increased transit service 
and additions to the street, intersection, bikeway, and pedestrian network.
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Status of 1992 Recommended Public Facilities within the White Flint Sector 
Plan Area
Facility CIP number Comments

Community Facilities

Expansion of Wall Park

Amenity space at the White Flint Metro 
station

Montrose Pkwy right-of-way to be a 
greenway

Upgrade older park facilities

Roads

Montrose Pkwy—western segment 500311 (west)
500717 (east)

under construction 
programmed

Chapman Ave between Nicholson Ln 
and Old Georgetown Rd

500719
Randolph Road to
Old Georgetown Road

under construction

Woodglen Dr Extended from Nicholson 
Ln to Marinelli Rd 

Dedicated as part of LMA 
G-860

B-11 from Marinelli Rd to Old 
Georgetown Rd 

Dedicated as part of LMA 
G-801 (Also B-10, Chapman/
Citadel)

Executive Boulevard from Woodglen Dr 
to Huff Ct

Woodglen Dr to Rockville Pike part of LMA 
G-830

Bikeways 

Chapman Ave

Woodglen Dr Extended

B-10

Executive Blvd

Rockville Pike

Marinelli Rd

Strathmore Ave

Pedestrian Crossings

Rockville Pike intersections: Marinelli Rd, 
Nicholson Ln, Old Georgetown Rd

Intersection Improvements

Rockville Pike at Nicholson Ln and 
Randolph Rd 
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Status of CIP projects Serving Sector Plan Area
*Projects not recommended in the 1992 Plan

Facility CIP number Comments

Nebel StExtended* 500401 Randolph Road north 

Nicholson Ln Bridge* 500504 Replacement of bridge over CSX tracks

Davis Library 710703 

Police Substation District 2 470702

North Bethesda Community 
Recreation Center

720100

Garrett Park ES* 056505

Luxmanor ES* 076502

Ashburton ES* 076500

Farmland ES* 026501
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Comparison of Planned, Proposed Development, 1992 and 2009

The proposed 2009 Plan updates the 1992 Plan’s development potential. Tables 1, 2, and 3 compare the 
total, nonresidential, and residential development proposed in each plan.

Table 1

Table 2
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Table 3

Notes

All residential units are converted into square feet at 1,200 square feet for each unit. 

Existing and Pipeline development

 Includes existing projects and approved but not completed projects, such as North Bethesda Center, White Flint View, and •	
North Bethesda Market.

1992 Likely Buildout

 The development remaining from the 1992 likely buildout is approximately 2,500 residential units and 4.29 million of •	
nonresidential development.

The 1992 buildout was derived from the zoning recommendations for the 200-acre White Flint Sector Plan area (smaller than •	
the 2009 Plan area) and the 230-acres outside the Sector Plan area that would be included in the 430-acre Sector Plan Area 

delineated in the 2009 Plan.

2009 Staging Plan

 The proposed buildout in the 2009 Plan is based on the Staging Plan in the Planning Board Draft, which recommends 9,800 •	
residential units and 5.9 million square feet of nonresidential development divided into three phases.

Each phase contains 3,000 to 3,800 residential units and between 1.9 and 2 million square feet of nonresidential development.•	



Appendix

The White Flint  Sector Plan
midtown on the pike

July 2009

Montgomery County Planning Department
The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission

www.MontgomeryPlanning.org




