












6 Regional Activity Centers Definition ( <httl)://www. 
mwcog.org/planning/ planning/ activitycenters/>) 

7 Regional Activity Centers Map as  of 13 Jan 2013 (<httl)://www. 
mwcog.org/uploads/pub-documents/o V5cXV c20130813171550.pdf>) 

22 September 2015 

8 What is Smart Growth? (<httl)://mazyland.sierraclub.org/groups/montgomery­
group/what-smart-growth>) 

9 See page 10 of PowerPoint presentation ("4.30.15 Planning Board Briefing") from 
the Community Meeting on 22 Apr 2015 (<http://www. 
montgomezyplanning. org/ community/westbard/ doc uments/Westbard% 
20Recommendations%20to%20the%20Community%204-22-l 5WGLMW%20edits% 
20Print%20Version%20reduced.pdf>) Also, on page 70, "Max proposed in Plan with 
Floating Zone : Up to 3,600" residential units!! (Bolding and underscoring added.) 

10 Public statements by Gwen Wright, during Community Meeting on 22 Apr 2015. 

11 Westbard Sector Plan, Public Hearing Draft August 2015, 3-4: "River Road and 
Massachusetts Avenue, major arterials , funnel thousands of cars each day through the 
Sector Plan area." "More development will challenge the existing road network and 
require additional transportation options." "Public transit options within Westbard are 
limited." So, why is there any consideration for deliberately planning for dramatic 
increases in population within 1he Westbard Sector? 

12 Public statements by Gwen Wright, during Community Meeting on 22 Apr 2015. 
See also Westhard Sector Plan, Puh)jc Hearing Draft August 2015, 3-4: "Additional 
residential units inhabited by families with children could put stress on local public 
schools already constrained by increased student enrollment generated by the existing 
neighborhood." So, why is there� consideration for deliberately planning for 

dramatic increases in population within the Wes1banl Sector? 
13 Westbard Sector Plan, Public Hearing Draft August 2015, 16: "In general, the 
Sector Plan aims to create a new land use vision for Westbard [that includes] 
responsibly planning forfuture growth .... " (Bolding added.) See also 44: "Goal 1: 
Accommodate future growth in W estbard by allowing building height increases .. . .  " 
Jranslation: Incentivize property owners to construct new residential six-story 

buildings (up to 75 feet in height) in onlerto accommodate the deliberate planning for 
dramatic increases in population within the Wes1banl Sector. See 17 below re 
"incentivize property owners". 

14 Westhard Sector Plan, Public Heating Draft August 2015, 9: The words 
"Appropriate density and scale" appear here but have a dramatically different meaning 
than how the neighborhood residential communities surrounding the Westbard Sector 
understand the words. 
15 Comments by Michael Berfield at a presentation and meeting with Sumner citizens 
on 17 Mar 2015. 
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 Testimony of John C. Alexander 

September 24, 2015 

 

Good afternoon and thank you for allowing me to weigh in today on the 

Westbard Plan.  I am Jack Alexander, President of AMR Commercial in 

Bethesda and Past President of the B-CC Chamber of Commerce and the B-CC 

Rotary Club.  I am also a Limited Partner in Butler Road, LLC (owner of the 

Kenwood Veterinary Hospital building), a Limited Partner in River Road 

Storage (owner/operator of Security Public Storage), a General Partner in 

Kenwood Building Limited Partnership, and Whitman Class of 1982, which 

also happens to be the last time the master plan was updated in Westbard and 

we are starting to plan our 35th reunion!  

 

My family’s roots run deep in Westbard; my mother-in-law has lived on 

Gloster Road in Woodacres for over 50 years.  A few fond memories include 

birthday parties at River Bowl and Farrell’s (now Whole Foods and Anglo 

Dutch respectively), buying my back-to-school jeans and cords at the Pants 

Corral located in the back of Giant, going to Roy Rogers after Whitman 

football games and buying beer for the victory party at Talbert’s, pizza from 

Mario’s, and searching for the lowest gas price at one of the five gas stations on 

River Road.  I could go on and on but that is the past.  It is now time to look 

forward to the next 50 years. 

 



 

As to the plan at hand, my partners and I have owned the Kenwood Office 

Building for almost 20 years.  It was built almost 50 years ago and is and has 

always been approximately 90 feet in height and an FAR of about 3, so you can 

imagine our concern and dismay when the current public hearing draft came 

out in August stating on page 47 that our existing zoned building height is 45 

feet, and on page 48 that the proposed height called for is 45 feet, and on page 

69 an FAR of 1.5 is recommended, or roughly half of what has existed there for 

almost 50 years.  The good news is that page 21 has our property shaded for 

mixed-use which we believe is what it should be going forward.  We strongly 

hope at a minimum that the new plan acknowledges and maintains our 

existing height and density and places the same CRT zoning on our 

property that is proposed for every other commercial property in the 

River Road Corridor so at some point we could potentially join together 

for a cohesive development.   

 

Finally, as to the heights and density being proposed in the Plan, we are in 

favor of increased heights, especially on the property owned by Equity One as 

they are in a position to immediately and most positively improve the area by 

adding a variety of product types, amenities, dining options and housing 

options.  This would attract and welcome both our children just starting out 

looking for their first place and our parents in their golden years, not only 

providing a desirable, vibrant, green place to live and shop, it would also 

eliminate the treeless parking lot at the Westbard Shopping Center.  Hopefully 

when the Plan is being executed and built out, we will see the positive change 

we all want to see in the neighborhood and people of all ages will choose to 

live and thrive here.  Thank you. 
 

JCA:rf 
 

S:\01 Alexander\JCA Testimony on Westbard Sector Plan before the MoCo Planning Board 09-24-2015.docx 

































































































Richard Barnett Testimony to Public Hearing on Westbard Sector Plan – 24 September 2015 

I am Richard Barnett and I own 5311 Crown Street which is part of the Westwood Mews development of 

town houses, located just off Westbard Ave.  

Our community is immediately adjacent to Park Bethesda and the Capital Crescent Trail.  It is a very 

peaceful area, many parts of it set back from Westbard Ave, and our owners and residents value this 

highly. 

I have two points to mention: 

Firstly, last Fall our community participated fully in the Charrette held by the Montgomery County 

Planners.  From that came the realization by all that the Connector Road between River Rd and 

Westbard Ave, if it is to exist at all, MUST take the high road over the Park Bethesda parking lot and 

enter Westbard Ave approximately where the current entrance is to the Park Bethesda property.  Any 

other solution would devastate our community of town homes because of the close proximity of the 

Connector Road, as well as creating a dangerous road junction right at the entrance to the Westland 

Middle School.  Furthermore it would destroy a green space that our neighborhood has maintained for 

>30 years (see attached photo).  It would also be very expensive to build because of the steep terrain 

beside the Capital Crescent Trail (see attached map).  Our entire community obviously feels VERY 

strongly about this and we want the planning board to reaffirm the current route of the Connector Road 

as stated in the current planning documents, where the Connector Road joins Westbard Ave at the 

current Park Bethesda entrance. 

My second point relates to what my neighbor Frank Anderson explained to the Board this afternoon 

about the heights of the townhouses that will be built on the southern end of the current Park Bethesda 

parking lot.  These maximum heights must be reduced to no more than 35 ft as they get closer to the 

boundary with Westwood Mews, on both parcels 576 and 519, because those new town houses will be 

towering over our existing houses due to the height difference between the sites which is greater than 

20 ft (you can see this from the contour lines on the attached map and the yellow arrows pointing up 

the steep banks).  Because of this significant height difference we also need the green buffer on our 

boundary with Park Bethesda to be maintained or preferably improved and the steep sloping green 

bank between us and Park Bethesda, at the southern end of parcel 519, to remain as is but with better 

native plantings, so as to soften the transition from the high parking lot to the level of the land right 

outside our homes.  (You can see all of this on the map I have provided).  We don’t want any more 

concrete retaining walls facing our homes.  We also don’t want the Park Bethesda plateau to encroach 

any more on the Capital Crescent Trail than it currently does, because the height difference there is 

more than 30 ft. We request that these important aspects be made part of the Plan so everyone is clear 

what can and cannot be done in the future, as Park Bethesda tries to maximize its useful area at the 

expense of its neighbors and the users of the Capital Crescent Trail. 

We are very grateful to John Marcolin and the whole team of planners involved with this project for 

listening to us last Fall and for taking the first steps towards safeguarding our community.  
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Testimony to Public Hearing on Westbard Sector Plan – 24 September 2015 

by Richard Barnett, 5311 Crown St, Bethesda, MD 20816 (Tel. 240‐476‐8969) 

 

Boundary issues due to height difference between Westwood Mews and Park Bethesda 

 

 Greater than 20 ft difference in height from Westwood Mews to Park Bethesda parking lot. 

 

 Greater than 30 ft difference in height from Capital Crescent Trail to Park Bethesda parking lot. 
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Green “Park” at Westwood Mews 

 

 

Close‐up of steep bank along boundary 
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Marcolin, John

From: Charles Kauffman <charleskauffman7@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 25, 2015 8:02 AM
To: Wright, Gwen; Marcolin, John
Cc: SUE SCHUMACHER
Subject: Comments on the Westbard Sector Plan
Attachments: Westbard Sector Plans - Concerns.docx

Sept 25th 2015 
Gwen, John 
Sorry I could not attend last night's meeting, but I would like you to consider  my comments attached in your 
planning and recommendations. 
In yesterday's testimony at the County Council, at which Pam Zorich was present, I noted the extraordinary 
skills of the Planning Commission and the superb outreach and information gathering and sharing. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Chuck 
July 11th 2015 
  
  
                                                Re: Westbard Sector Proposal – Senior Concerns and Questions 
  
Gwen: 
  
 I wish to commend you and the Planning  staff on your  excellent outreach and communication efforts and 
on achieving a fair balance of so many, often conflicting, interests.  I live  in The Westbard Sector for 15 
years and it is indeed  vastly underutilized and has great residential and commercial potential. I believe that 
the development of Westbard is inevitable and the  vision embodied in “The Proposed  Plan”  is 
essential.  On the whole  I concur in your vision, design  and the  allocation of residential, recreational and 
commercial space. 
  
I also want to thank you for your responsiveness to the COA 2014 Summer Study recommendations in 
assigning  a high‐level member of your staff to  focus on issues of concern to older adults and for your 
enthusiastic engagement with the Senior Sub‐Cabinet and other groups focusing on these concerns.   
  
However, In October 2014 the Commission on Aging also recommended inclusion of a “Senior Section” in all 
Master Plans and Sector Plans and I note that this recommendation has not yet been implemented and is 
not incorporated per se  in the Westbard Proposal.  
  
A serious concern appears in the Transportation recommendations which to me are  inadequate and  based 
on assumptions emphasizing  walkability and bicycle use which are inapplicable, impractical, inadequate 
and  unrealistic The over emphasis on the popular use of bicycles is unrealistic. . The proposal  heavily   over 
emphasizes  “commuting and shopping on bicycles.”  

1. 13 per cent of the  population of Westbard  is  over 65 and  is the fastest growing 
segment,  approach ing 20% in the next 10 years.   

2. Families: Serious biking  is fine for young singles, highly unlikely for young couples or families, and extremely 
doubtful for seniors.  



2

3. Biking is weather and climate sensitive. Few people ride in rain, snow , hot or cold weather. We have in 
Montgomery County.  

4. Biking is primarily recreational.  
5. Few if any Seniors  commute or shop on bicycles. Limited capacity for parcels restricts use. Note the size of 

shopping carts in current retail stores in Westbard. 
6. Walkable distances.  A recent study showed that walkability was generally limited to ¼ mile.  
7. Shopping involves loading, carrying and bags from the store to home.  Bicycles are inadequate to transport 

the “average” load of groceries, cleaning, and most  “retail” purchases of any consequence especially for 
“family purchasing”.  

Weather:  
Nobody bikes in the Rain or Snow or in cold or hot weather The precipitation daysin MC  exceeded 115 in 
recent years . Snowfall is over 2 feet per year. Temperature: December through March average is freezing or 
below. (January 24.3 F.); July – September is extremely hot. (July 89 F). Comfort index is 43 (higher is 
better).  My guess is  that less than half the days of the year are suitable for biking and that use is mostly 
recreational across the board. 

TRANSPORTATION 
Access Transportation: I doubt that the “shuttle bus” from Westbard to the Metro will satisfy either the 
demand nor the “competitive” aspects of the Bethesda business community. While I agree that the shuttle 
is desireable I have long felt that the lack of a bus route from River Road to Bethesda Metro and stops in 
Bethesda denies an Wes( tbard residents access  to which they are entitled.  Presgent Westbard buses are 
the T2  (Friendship Heights to Rockville); and the 23 (Friendship Heights to Sibley). Both Westbard and 
Bethesda would benefit by having access to the Bethesda Metro and downtown Bethesda).  I think that the 
Bethesda Chamber of Commerce would be  mollified by an augmentation of the bus routes adding a stop in 
Bethesda in view of the retail competition and the polulation growth which will follow development. 

RIVER ROAD 
The tree‐lined “island” on River Road  approaching the intersection of Little Falls Road p.28  is  an 
obstruction and impediment to the flow of traffic. An variable direction  middle lane would probably be 
desireable to accommodate the flow of traffic in the morning toward DC and away from DC in  late 
afternoon. There are left and right turn destinations between Ridgefield and Little Falls that would increase 
danger by obscuring mobility and viewing of traffic to drivers in both directions.  The public would be better 
served by additional lanes or the use of the variable lane suggested.  

STOP LIGHT AT BUTLER ROAD 
A stop light or signal at Butler and River Road was to be implemented with the development of the EPA 
Housing project on Butler Road.  

 TRAFFIC FROM LITTLE FALLS TO RIVER ROAD CAN  BE REDUCED 
Traffic should flow freely between River Road and Little Falls at the entrance  WES  and the parking lot 
behind Ridgewells. 
 
 
Charles Kauffman 
Attorney at Law   
5101 River Road  
Bethesda MD 20816 
301 467 9336 
charleskauffman7@gmail.com 















































Walt Whitman High School PTSA 
Thomas W. Pyle Middle School PTSA 

Bannockburn Elementary School PTA 
Bradley Hills Elementary School PTA 
Burning Tree Elementary School PTA 

Carderock Springs Elementary School PTA 
Wood Acres Elementary School PTA 

 
October 2, 2015 
 
 
Montgomery County Planning Board 
8787 Georgia Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD  20910-3760 
 
Re:  Whitman Cluster Comments on the Westbard Sector Plan 
 
Chairman Anderson and Planning Board Commissioners: 
 
The seven schools in the Whitman Cluster open their doors daily to more than 6,100 students.  The 
cluster serves largely suburban residential communities characterized primarily by detached single 
family homes.  Families across the cluster have a wide range of opinions on the current content of the 
draft Westbard sector plan, but stand united in our concern over the plan’s impact on schools. 
 
Throughout the last 15 months, local residents have been extremely vocal about the importance of the 
Westbard sector plan’s impact on schools.  Yet the public hearing draft of the sector plan, which is 94 
pages long, only includes 2 paragraphs about schools: 

 Section 2.2.2 includes a bullet that ambiguously refers to the Montgomery County Public School 
system (MCPS) having “several options for addressing increases in student enrollment” (page 
22). 

 Section 1.2.4 lists the standard options that MCPS generically considers when addressing 
enrollment burdens across the county. 

 
In March of this year, County Councilmember Roger Berliner hosted a public forum in conjunction with 
the Planning Department on the topic of Infrastructure and Growth.  The main purpose of this forum 
was to address disconnects between county agencies, in particular the county Planning Department, 
MCPS, and the County Council.  Planning staff and Planning Board members were active participants in 
the event, as were many PTAs leaders from across the county, including many of us from the Whitman 
Cluster.  It was our hope that a new planning paradigm would emerge from the forum – one in which 
planning for schools was fully integrated in the sector planning process.  The Westbard sector plan 
provided an opportunity to demonstrate this new coordinated planning effort, but the current draft falls 
disappointingly short.  Considering all the discussion about schools and planning working closer 
together, it’s a shame to see so little emphasis given to the plan’s impact on schools and potential 
solutions. 
 
At one point, the plan referred to an appendix related to schools.  That reference, and the appendix 
itself, have since been struck from the plan.  We strongly urge the Planning Board to reincorporate the 
appendix language into the main text of the plan.  Further, we implore the Board to work with MCPS to 
identify specific solutions to the enrollment burden this plan will have on our schools.  Challenge MCPS 
to answer questions such as: 

 Which school(s) in the Whitman Cluster could absorb Westbard’s enrollment burden? 

 Will it be necessary to redraw the boundaries within our cluster?  If so, how would they likely be 
redrawn? 
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 Which school(s) would need to receive additions? 

 Where can new schools (elementary, middle and high school) be built to relieve the burden on 
our schools and those in our neighboring clusters? 

 Which former school sites would be reopened? 

 Will it be necessary to redraw boundaries between different clusters?  If so, how would they 
likely be redrawn? 

 What other, non-standard options will MCPS consider (e.g., an intermediate school for 5th and 
6th graders, or a local charter school)? 

 
People do not move to our neighborhoods for the few jobs Westbard offers.  They aren’t attracted by 
Westbard’s neighborhood shopping options.  Westbard’s lack of extensive mass transit service isn’t the 
draw either.  Families buy homes in our neighborhoods because of the schools.  As such, parents 
deserve to know the future of our schools. 
 
It’s also important to note that we strongly object to the generation rates MCPS uses to calculate the 
impact of this plan on the Whitman Cluster schools.  MCPS predicts it could add 348 students to the 
Whitman and B-CC clusters collectively.1  To calculate this, MCPS uses generation rates averaged across 
the entire southwest quadrant of the county.  Yet, as can be seen in the graph below, multifamily 
housing on the Whitman Cluster side of Westbard generates 2 to 5 times more students than the rates 
used by MCPS.  Using these localized generation rates, we believe the plan could add as many as 382 
students to the Whitman Cluster alone. 
 

 
 
 
 
We’ve been told repeatedly that only three sets of Westbard property owners2 have demonstrated any 
interest in redeveloping their properties after the plan is adopted.  One important thing to note, 
however, is that all three of these sets of properties would send students to schools in the Whitman 

                                                           
1 According to the “Public Schools” appendix that is no longer included or referenced in the draft sector plan. 
2 Equity One, Capital Properties (owner of the Park Bethesda site), and collectively the owners of the American 
Plant and the Roof Center properties. 
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Cluster (Wood Acres ES, Pyle MS, and Whitman HS). In other words, the impact on our cluster is 
imminent and will be seen immediately.3 
 
Our cluster is experiencing overcrowding at all levels.  Whitman High School has used all of its available 
capacity and has no classrooms left to accommodate future growth.4  Four of our five elementary 
schools are well over capacity.  Our biggest concern, however, relates to Pyle Middle School.  We don’t 
have another middle school to absorb the impact of this plan.  There are no closed middle schools in the 
cluster that we can reopen.  There is no land available in the cluster on which MCPS could build a new 
middle school.  As of two weeks ago, Pyle’s enrollment was 1,522 students.  As such, our middle school 
already: 

 is as big or bigger than seven high schools in the county; 

 is the largest middle school in the county (on the smallest plot of land not adjacent to a park); 

 is the second largest middle school in the entire state; and, 

 has the least amount of space per student among all secondary schools (middle schools and high 
schools) in the county. 

 
At 118% of capacity, Pyle simply cannot absorb the additional students that Westbard will surely bring 
its way.  Therefore, we urge the Planning Board to either cut the impact dramatically by reducing the 
sector plan’s residential unit capacity, or proactively work with MCPS to identify creative solutions to the 
Whitman Cluster’s enrollment burdens. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jennifer McCarthy 
Sally McCarthy 
Yvonne VanLowe 
Whitman Cluster Coordinators 
 
Cathy Scherr 
President, Walt Whitman HS PTSA 
 
Mary Karen Wills 
President, Thomas W. Pyle MS PTSA 
 
Heather Kraus 
Laura Miller 
Co-Presidents, Bannockburn ES PTA 

Darcy Bellerjeau 
President, Bradley Hills ES PTA 
 
Anh LyJordan 
President, Burning Tree ES PTA 
 
Amy Moore 
President, Carderock Springs ES PTA 
 
Jason Sartori 
President, Wood Acres ES PTA 
 
 
 

 
 
Cc: Councilmember Roger Berliner, Montgomery County Council, District 1 
 President Patricia O’Neill, Montgomery County Board of Education 
 

                                                           
3 Furthermore, Capital Properties is actively lobbying to dramatically increase the height and density limits on its 
property.  During the Westbard planning charrette in November 2014, Capital Properties representatives revealed 
their interest in building two new residential towers on their site – one 30 stories tall and the other 14 stories tall! 
4 Whitman High School had a feasibility study conducted last year, which outlined options for an expansion to 
meet projected growth that does not yet include any impact from Westbard.  Funding for an addition has not yet 
been programmed, and is many years away. 






















































































































































































































































































































































