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MEMORANDUM 

March 18,2010 

TO: Planning, Housing, and Economic Development Committee 

FROM: Glenn OrlifDeput~w~ncil Staff Director 
Marlene MichaelsonllJS~nior Legislative Analyst 

SUBJECT: Gaithersburg West Master Plan: transportation elements and the staging plan 

'--____<:;ouncilmembers: Please bring your copies of the Draft Plan t() this meeting. ____-' 

This memorandum summarizes Council staff's recommendations on the remaining transportation 
elements of the plan, as well as analysis and recommendations on the staging plan. Under separate 
cover is an addendum \vith other relevant documents: 

• 	 the October 26, 2009 PRED packet with the Planning Board's responses to questions by 
Councilmember Andrews and Council staff; 

• 	 the February 1,2010 PHED packet on the remaining transportation elements of the plan; 
• 	 the March 9, 2010 memorandum from Council staff to the Council President responding to 

issues raised during the March 5, 2010 meeting with Rockville and Gaithersburg elected 
officials; and 

• 	 Council staff's response to the points in the Gaithersburg and Rockville Mayor and Council 
resolutions of March 8 and 9, 2010, respectively. 

I. TRANSPORTATION ELEMENTS 

On February I the PRED Committee extensively reviewed the three major remaining 
transportation issues in the Master Plan: land use/transportation balance; the grade separated 
interchanges; and the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) alignment. The Committee, however, did not 
vote on the recommendations. 



In summary, Council staff's recommendations are: 

• 	 to concur that the Plan's land use is in balance with its planned transportation at build-out, 
that the 30% non-auto-driver mode share (NADMS) goal is achievable, and that 1,600 
Critical Lane Volume (CLV) intersection standard is appropriate in the Life Sciences 
Center area-but only once the CCT is countable under the Growth Policy; 

• 	 to concur with the Plan's recommendations for grade-separated interchanges; and 
• 	 to approve the Plan's alignment for the Corridor Cities Transitway, but note that the Plan 

should ultimately support whichever alignment the Maryland Transit Administration 
selects through or around the Belward Farm. At the February 1 worksession MT A staff 
explained the current investigations of alternative alignments, and their points are documented in 
a March 9 letter to the Council President (©1-3). 

Regarding the planned interchanges, recall that at the February 1 worksession Executive and 
Planning staffs proposed language for the plan stating: 

The proposed grade-separated interchange at Sam Eig Highway and Great Seneca Highway (MD 
119) listed above should be given high priority for construction prior to commencement of Stage 
3 of the Staging Plan. Although the master plan envisions construction of additional grade­
separated interchanges prior to commencement of Stage 4, it is recognized that future social and 
technological changes may allow for equivalent mobility and capacity to be achieved without 
building additional grade-separated interchanges. Such mobility and capacity enhancements 
would need to be considered as alternative solutions to a grade-separated interchange during a 
transportation project planning study, or the review of a land development project. These 
enhancements include, without being limited to, increased transit services, implementation of a 
robust street system that promotes walking and bicycling, managed parking supply, provision of 
proactive travel demand management services, and operational improvements to at-grade 
intersections, streets, arterials, and highways. Emerging state and federal sustainable community 
initiatives incorporating climate change and energy concerns may significantly reduce future 
demand for single occupancy vehicle travel, potentially reducing the need for interchanges. 

Prior to any interchange design, a feasibility study will examine the alternative mobility 
enhancements described above and develop context-sensitive solutions. This Plan supports 
context-sensitive improvements that are designed to facilitate community connections, minimize 
right-of-way needs, and address visual and noise concerns through design elements such as 
depressing roadways or ramps below grade. The feasibility study will include participation by 
adjacent community representatives to help define community needs and context. All 
transportation improvements should be planned, designed and constructed under the lens of 
sustainability, balancing their effects on the natural environment, social community and 
economIC resources. 

Except for the references to staging in the first two sentences of the first paragraph, 
Council staff recommends including this text in the Plan. The statement puts the interchanges in the 
correct context: the land for them should be reserved in case some or all of them need to be built as a last 
resort. We will address interchanges and staging later in this memorandum. 
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II. ST AGING ELEMENT 

The County's primary tool to stage the timing ofmaster-planned development to the provision of 
adequate public facilities is the Growth Policy which, through quantifiable tests, determines if there will 
be sufficient transportation facilities and services (within the next 6 years) as well as permanent public 
school capacity (within 5 years) to allow a subdivision to be approved. Oftentimes, however, a master 
plan itself will overlay this with further requirements by including a staging element; when that occurs, 
each proposed subdivision must meet both the Growth Policy and staging element requirements before it 
is approved. The Draft Gaithersburg West Master Plan proposes such a staging element, described on 
pp.64-69. 

1. Purposes ofmaster-planned staging (pp. 64-65). The Planning Board lays out four reasons 
why master-planned staging is necessary in addition to the Growth Policy requirements: 

First, the Board states that a staging element would "provide early notice of what must be done 
to realize the long-term gmwth envisioned in a master plan, including programming large capital 
projects like the CCT." With the exception of the CCT, we disagree. The master plan itself already 
identifies all the projects that must be done. As far as early notice is concerned, the Growth Policy 
annually measures the adequacy of transportation and school facilities 6 and 5 years out, respectively, 
thus allowing the Council every year to put the brakes on subdivision approvals, program projects to 
address capacity needs, or both. On the other hand, master plan staging requirements are fixed until the 
master plan is formally updated, and this occurs only every decade or two. The last master plan update 
in this area was, indeed, 20 years ago. Master plan staging requirements can get out of date very easily. 

The CCT is an exception because it is a transportation 'game-changer' which will provide a 
quantum leap in transit service for the planning area. Furthermore, the Plan consists almost entirely of 
transit-oriented development, and the CCT is the transit to which that development will be oriented. 

Second, the Board states that a staging element would "achieve a desired form of development­
community building--or accomplish other policy goals." We absolutely agree; historically, this is the 
reason why some other master and sector plans have staging elements. Such community building 
requirements in other staging elements include streetscaping, the provision of sidewalks and bikeways, 
community/recreation centers, parks, and other 'place-making' features. Examples of 'other policy 
goals' include a mix of housing and jobs at each stage (so that commercial development in a plan 
doesn't get too far ahead of residential development, or vice versa), and step-by-step increases in the 
proportion of those commuting by transit, ride sharing , biking, and other non-auto modes (so that roads 
are not the only transportation improvements to be built first). 

Third, the Board notes that a staging element would "provide long-term continuity for growth 
management. Master plans are updated less often than the Growth Policy, which is revised every two 
years, so there is less unpredictability." We disagree. The fact that the Growth Policy is updated more 
frequently, we believe, is why the Growth Policy is the better tool for growth management-at least for 
transportation and schools-than staging in a master plan. The Growth Policy has had plenty of 
continuity, as its tests have been around for longer than nearly all master plans: Local Area 
Transportation Review since the 1970s, Policy Area Transportation Review since the early 1980s­
except between 2004 and 2007-and the school test since 1987. This flexibility has allowed the Council 
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to adjust the requirements to varying business cycles: tightening the rules a bit in burgeoning times, 
loosening them a bit in slack times. As it happens, the Council, Executive, and Planning Board now all 
agree that the Growth Policy's rules should be re-evaluated every 4 years, not every 2; such legislation is 
currently before the Council. 

Fourth, the Board states that a staging element would "provide assurance that development will 
be timed with the provision of necessary public facilities to support it. A Growth Policy that is revised 
every two years provides less certainty." As noted above, we disagree to this statement as it applies to 
transportation and schools. 

Council staff recommends that this section be re-written to highlight that the purpose of 
master-planned staging is to assure the timely provision of community-building and place-making 
elements of the plan. 

2. Staging principles (p. 65). The Draft Plan lists seven principles under this heading. All of 
them are important and should be embodied in the plan, but six of the seven are not staging principles­
they have nothing do with the timing of development. Only one-the statement that public institutions 
are not subject to staging because they are reviewed as mandatory referrals-is meaningful in the 
context of staging. Council staff recommends deleting this section, moving the six non-staging 
principles to the Vision section on page 13 (or another appropriate place in the overview), and 
including the note about public institutions elsewhere in the Staging section. 

3. The number ofand size ofstages (pp.65-66). The Draft Plan calls for four stages defined by 
the amount of allowable commercial development. The Bethesda CBD Sector Plan, the Shady Grove 
Master Plan, and the White Flint Sector Plan have three stages, but dividing the Gaithersburg West 
Master Plan into four stages is appropriate given its larger scope. 

The staging in the Draft Plan covers the development within LSC North, LSC Central, and LSC 
Belward: a total of 17.7 million sf. Planning staff advises that the 2.3 million sf difference between the 
17.7 million sf recognized in the staging element and the 20 million commercial sf in the total plan 
buildout consists of existing and pipeline development in LSC South: 1.3 million sf of existing 
development and 1.0 million of approved (pipeline) development. Therefore, the planning area's 
existing development should be portrayed in the plan as 6.8 million sf, and the pipeline should be 3.7 
million sf, for a total existing-plus-pipeline of 10.5 million sf 

Stage 1 would allow 400,000 sf of commercial development, Stage 2 would allow a further 2.8 
million sf, Stage 3 another 1.8 million sf, and Stage 4 another 4.5 million sf. The first stage would allow 
a modicum of commercial development to be approved (again, only after meeting the Growth Policy's 
transportation staging requirements) along with the 3.7 million sf in the pipeline. This is the limit of 
development should reach without the guarantee of the CCT. We believe that Stages 2 and 3 should be 
more evenly allocated than proposed by the Planning Board, with 2.3 million sf occurring at each stage. 
We concur that Stage 4, by far the largest stage and representing nearly half of the build-out 
development not already existing and approved, should have the remaining 4.5 million sf. 

Finally, we agree with comments of Rockville, Gaithersburg, and others that the residential 
development in the planning area should also be subject to staging (one of the 'other policy goals' 
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mentioned in the above discussion on the purposes of staging). However, it should proceed at a 
somewhat faster pace than the commercial development to address the current job/housing imbalance 
and to allow better marketability for the PSTA site, where most of the housing will go. Of the 9,000 
units planned at build-out, about 3,300 are existing or in the pipeline. Of the 5,700 available to be 
approved, we recommend 1,000 units in Stage 1, 1,500 units in Stage 2, 1,500 units in Stage 3, and 
1,700 units in Stage 4. 

In summary, Council staff recommendations (compared to the Draft Plan) are as follows: 

Stage Commercial Dev. Commercial Dev. Housing 
(Draft Plan) (Council staff) (Council staft) 

Existing plus pipeline 10.5 million sf 10.5 million sf 3,300 units 
Stage 1 0.4 million sf 0.4 million sf 1,000 units 
Stage 2 2.8 million sf 2.3 million sf 1,500 units 

1.8 million sf 2.3 million sf 1,500 units 

~ 4.5 million sf 4.5 million sf 1,700 units 
20.0 million 20.0 million sf 9,000 units 

4. Staging requirements (pp. 67-68). The Draft Plan's staging plan recommends certain 
improvements and services in each phase. But, as we noted in our comments on other recent plans, we 
believe that staging related to transportation (with the exception of the CCT) should be based on 
performance goals: not exceeding intersection congestion standards and achieving specific non-auto­
driver mode share (NADMS) goals. Since it is unknown which developments will proceed during each 
phase, it is not possible to divine which improvements/services are needed when. Also, if only one 
improvement encounters a long delay in implementation during Stage 2, for example, then development 
in Stage 3 may be held back indefinitely, even though another improvement might address the need just 
as well. This philosophy has been endorsed by the Council in its development of the Germantown 
Employment Area and White Flint Sector Plans, and it should be followed here, too. 

Before Stage 1. The Draft Plan recommends the following: 

• Approve and adopt the Section Alap Amendment. Council staff concurs. 
• Fund and begin operating the Greater Shady Grove Transportation Alanagement District 

(FMD). Council staff concurs. In 2006 the Council established the TMD by resolution, 
following the provisions of Section 42A-1O through 30 of the County Code (©4-11). The 
boundary map is on ©11. The TMD includes large areas within the Cities of Rockville and 
Gaithersburg. The resolution notes that services will be provided in the municipal portions of the 
TMD to the extent each municipality enters into financial agreements with the County, and that 
developments would be subject to the laws of each municipality. The cities' recent resolutions 
indicate its willingness to coordinate throughout the implementation of the plan. Paying their 
proportional share for the TMD and using their benefits would be one tangible way the cities can 
participate in the solution. 

• Create a new LSC Policy Area with urban standards and characteristics. Council staff 
recommends that this area be identified as a Road Code Urban Area before Stage 1, but 
not as a policy area during this stage. The Road Code Urban Area designation means that its 
streets would be designed to the 'urban' standards in the County's Road Construction Code, 
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which call for somewhat narrower lanes and other design elements more in keeping with urban 
environment. It would be premature to establish this as a policy area-one that would have a 
higher congestion standard-until the CCT is programmed to be completed within 6 years. 

• 	 Document the base-line NADMS through monitoring and traffic counts. Council staff concurs. 
Planning staff's estimate is that the current NADMS is about 16%, but more detailed information 
would be useful. 

• 	 Just as for the White Flint Sector Plan, Council staff recommends developing a 
transportation approval mechanism and monitoring program for the Gaithersburg West 
Master Plan within 12 months of adopting the sectional map amendment. 
o 	 The Planning Board must develop a biennial monitoring program for the Gaithersburg West 

Master Plan area. This program will include a periodic assessment of development approvals, 
traffic issues (including intersection impacts), public facilities and amenities, the status of 
new facilities, and the Capital Improvements Program (CIP) and Growth Policy as they relate 
to Gaithersburg West. The program should conduct a regular assessment of the staging plan 
and determine if any modifications are necessary. The biennial monitoring report must be 
submitted to the Council and Executive prior to the development of the biennial CIP. 

o 	 The Planning Board must establish an advisory committee of property owners, residents and 
interested groups (including adjacent neighborhoods in Gaithersburg and Rockville), with 
representation from the Executive Branch, that are stakeholders in the redevelopment of the 
Plan area-to evaluate the assumptions made regarding congestion levels, transit use, and 
parking. The committee's responsibilities should include monitoring the Plan 
recommendations, monitoring the CIP and Growth Policy, and recommending action by the 
Planning Board and County Council to address issues that may arise. The Greater Shady 
Grove TMD Advisory Committee may best fulfill this role. 

Before Stage 2. The Draft Plan recommends the following: 

• 	 Fully fund construction of the CCT, including the proposed realignment through the LSC, from 
the Shady Grove Metro Station to Metropolitan Grove, in the County's 6-year ClP or the State 
CTP. Council staff concurs. 

• 	 Council staff recommends creating a new LSC Policy Area with a Local Area 
Transportation Review (LATR) standard of 1600 Critical Lane Volume (CLV), or its 
equivalent. At this point the 1600 CL V would be appropriate, since the CCT would be 
'countable' under the Growth Policy. 

• 	 Fully fund relocation ofthe Public Safety Training Academy from LSC West to a new site. This 
reflects what is most likely to occur. The design of the relocation is in the Executive's 
Recommended CIP for FYsll-12 and, if the Council programs construction as an amendment 
next year (with Interim Financing) the Department of General Services's schedule anticipates 
occupancy in late 2013 (early FYI4). 

• 	 Fund the LSC Loop trail in the County's 6-year ClP and/or through developer contributions as 
part ofplan approvals. Council staff concurs. This is type of place-making element that is 
appropriate for a staging plan. 

• 	 Achieve a 5% increase over the baseline for the non-driver mode share. Rather than establish an 
increase over an unknown baseline, the goal should be set at a precise, achievable level. Recall 
that at this point the CCT does not yet exist, and that there will only be an additional 400,000 sf 
of commercial development and 1,000 new dwelling units in Stage 1. Council staff 
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recommends that a weight-averaged NADMS goal of 18% must be attained. In the morning 
peak period, of those employees and residents in the planning area commuting to work, 18% 
must arrive by means other than driving. This is the first of several steps to reach the 30% goal. 

Before Stage 3. The Draft Plan recommends the following: 

• 	 CCT is under construction from Shady Grove Metro Station to Metropolitan Grove. Council 
staff recommends instead that the CCT be completed and operating between Shady Grove 
and Metropolitan Grove. If before Stage 2 the CCT is to be programmed for completion 
within 6 years, then it should be completed and operating about 6 years later. 

• 	 Construct and open at least one public street (such as Medical Center Drive extended) across 
LSC West and Belward to provide a direct connection across major highways and between the 
districts, contributing to place-making and connectivity. Council staff concurs-not for 
transportation capacity purposes but for place-making reasons. 

• 	 Fully fund construction of the following two interchanges, or other transportation project(s) 
providing equivalent mobility and capacity in the County's 6-year CIP or the State CTP: Sam 
Eig Highway at Great Seneca Highway, and Great Seneca Highway at Key West Avenue. 
Council staff recommends deleting this requirement. Transportation capacity improvements 
(except the CCT) should not be requirements in the staging plan-instead they should be 
determined by the Growth Policy, for the reasons described above. Also, the Planning Board has 
indicated the second of these two interchanges is no longer needed and so should be dropped 
from the Plan. 

• 	 Achieve a 10% increase over the baseline for non-driver mode share. Council staff 
recommends that a weight-averaged NADMS goal of 23% must be attained. 

Before Stage 4. The Draft Plan recommends the following: 

• 	 Begin operating the CCT from the Shady Grove Metro to Clarksburg. Council staff 
recommends instead that the CCT be funded for completion to Clarksburg within the 
County's 6-year CIP or the State's 6-year CTP. Requiring the CCT to be operating to 
Clarksburg before the first approvals are given is too stringent for this (by far the largest) stage. 
On average, development occurs more than 6 years after it is approved at subdivision, so it is 
likely that the first set of developments in Stage 4 will not be occupied and generating 
commuters until the CCT is open to Clarksburg. 

• 	 Fully fund the widening ofKey West Avenue, or other transportation projects prOViding mobility 
and capacity, in the County's 6-year or the State CTP. Council staff recommends deleting this 
requirement. This requirement is so general that it doesn't provide any real guidance. The 
Growth Policy's transportation tests perform this function better, anyway. 

• 	 Complete construction ofthe 2 highest priority interchanges identified as prerequisites to Stage 
3. 	 Council staff recommends deleting this requirement (see the third bullet in Stage 3). 

• 	 Fully fund construction of the following 3 interchanges, or other transportation project(s) 
providing equivalent mobility and capacity, in the County's 6-year CIP or the State CTP: Shady 
Grove Road at Key West Avenue; Same Eig Highway at Diamondback Drive; and Great Seneca 
Highway at Muddy Branch Road Council staff recommends deleting this requirement, for 
the same reasons mentioned above. 
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• 	 Achieve a 15% increase over the baseline for non-driver mode share. Council staff 
recommends that a weight-averaged NADMS goal of28% must be attained. 

Note that our recommendations would not require reaching the 30% buildout before Stage 4. This is 
because nearly half the yet unapproved development would occur in Stage 4 itself. As discussed in the 
White Flint Sector Plan, transit mode share gains would occur once much of the development density 
has taken place, which will justify even more intensive and frequent bus service to the planning area. 
(In White Flint the build-out mode share goal is 50%, but the requirement before the last stage is 42%.) 
Furthermore, extending the CCT to Clarksburg should provide a boost to the transit mode share. 

5. Plan Evaluation (p. 68). The Draft Plan recommends reviewing the plan about 6 years after 
adoption, and revisiting the plan regularly afterwards. The Draft Plan recommends reviewing the CCT's 
delivery schedule, traffic generation and roadway performance, the jobs/housing balance-are local 
workers occupying the housing, the built form's evolution, absorption rates to determine the rate of 
needed infrastructure delivery, costs to the County, and the area institutions' investment in the Plan's 
VISIOn. 

Council staff instead proposes establishing the biennial monitoring program and advisory 
group that were recommended above as pre-Stage 1 requirements. 

6. Park on Belward Farm. In addition to the elements already in the Master Plan, Council staff 
believes that the construction of parks that are crucial to the quality of life for area residents should be 
added to the Plan. In particular, Council staff proposes that the park recommended for the west side 
of the Belward Farm should be built before the Planning Board approves more than 25 percent of 
the total development allowed on the property. The Planning Department should be asked to 
consider whether a similar provision should be added for any of the other parks recommended in the 
Master Plan. 

f:\orlin\fyl O\fy \ Ophed\gaith west\\ 00322phed.doc 
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March 9, 2010 
054892 

The Honorable Nancy Floreen 

President, Montgomery County Council 

100 Maryland A venue 

Rockville MD 20850 


Dear Council President Floreen: 

The Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) testified at the Planning, Housing and Economic 
Development (PHED) Committee meeting on February 1,2010 on the subject of alignment 
alternatives for the Corridor Cities Transitway (CGT) in the vicinity of the Belward Fann. At the 
meeting, Mr. Rick Kiegel, CCT Project Manager, presented several alternative alignments that 
MTA is investigating as avoidance or minimization options to ensure compliance with federal 

. environmental requirements. I want to take this opportunity to reiterate those comments in 
writing and provide an update on the current project activities. 

As you may recall, in three areas along the CCT corridor local planning and development 
activities have justified a revisiting of the alignment identified in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. In particular, evaluation of new alignments at the Crown Fann, the Shady Grove Life 
Sciences Center and Kentlands are underway in a Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (SEIS). Based on feasibility work completed and reported to the County Council in 
October 2009, MTA concluded the Crown Fann and Life Sciences Center re-alignments have a 
strongly positive impact on the CCT's ridership and cost effectiveness. This more than offsets 
the increase in the capital cost of the project. The SEIS will consider the impacts of these 
alignments and measures to avoid or mitigate the impacts in the context offederal environmental 
requirements. MTA is anxious to begin the public involvement component of the SEIS, so 
prompt action by the County Council on the proposed Gaithersburg West Master Plan (GWMP) 
will allow this work to begin. 

With regard to Mr. Kiegel's testimony at the PHED Committee meeting about alignments for the 
CCT in vicinity ofthe Belward Fann, MTA previously coordinated with the Maryland Historical 
Trust to assess the eligibility of the Belward Fann for listing on the National Register ofHistoric 
Places. Since the draft GWMP alignment traverses the Belward Fann, MTA is required to 
identifY alignments that avoid or minimize impacts to the property. 

6 Saint Paul Street • Baltimore, MaryLand 21202-1614 • TTY 410-539-3497 • ToLL Free 1-866-743-3682 
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Mr. Kiegel testified to this effect and described the alternative alignments being considered. In 
addition to the alignment that traverses the farm, an avoidance option would cross Key West 
Highway at 10hns Hopkins Drive in a northerly direction then tum right onto Belward Campus 
Drive returning to the Master Plan alignment near Decoverly Drive and a minimization option 
would cross Key West Highway in a northwesterly direction to a location behind the existing 
office building on 10hns Hopkins Drive then travel along the Belward Farm property line 
returning the Master Plan alignment near Sam Eig Highway. 

MTA believes that the alignment and station location proposed in the GWMP would best support 
the goals and vision of the development, but that any of the three alignments and related station 
locations would satisfactorily serve the proposed development. 

During his testimony, Mr. Kiegel was also asked about the U.S. Department of Transportation's 
recent actions regarding cost effectiveness criteria on New Starts transit project ratings. DOT 
rescinded a policy requiring that transit projects seeking New Starts funds receive a "mediwn" 
rating for cost effectiveness, the ratio of project cost to its benefits. According to a letter from 
the Secretary ofTransportation, the Federal Transit Administration will return to the statutory 
framework which provides comparable but not necessarily equal weight to "project justification" 
of which cost effectiveness -is one component and "local financial commitment." 

This change in the project evaluation process will balance cost effectiveness with other important 
project characteristics such as how much the project serves people without cars; improvements to 
air quality; and economic development benefits. These other benefits are key to fostering Smart, 
Green & Growing communities across Maryland. Because all of Maryland's projects were 
deliberately planned to comply with the prior policy with its emphasis on cost effectiveness, the 
policy change will have no immediate effect on Maryland projects. 

At the same time, this change in thinking at the FTA will not reduce the competition for the 
federal transit funds available for major projects and may, in fact, increase the competition by 
allowing previously non-competitive projects to continue. It will also not increase the federal 
share of project funding, so any increases in project cost will need to be met with State funds 
which are not readily available. For these reasons, MTA will need to carefully consider 
modification to the projects that will increase their costs. 
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Thank you for your continued support of the CCT and other transit initiatives in Montgomery 
County. If you have any questions regarding these preliminary results, please contact me at 410­
767-3787 or by email at dratcliff@mta.maryland.gov. 

7r~~tCif 
Diane H. Ratcliff, Director 
Office of Planning and Programming 

cc: The Honorable Michael Knapp, Chair, Planning, Housing and Economic Development 
Committee, Montgomery County Council 

Mr. Donald Halligan, Director, Office of Planning and Capital Programming, MDOT 
Mr. Henry Kay, Deputy Administration for Planning and Engineering, MT A 
Mr. Rick Kiegel, CCT Project Manager, Office of Planning, MTA 
Mr. Gregory Slater, Director, Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering, SHA 
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Resolution No.: -'..15::::.,.--0.1-'.4""'32=--____ 
Introduced: October 18, 2005 
Adopted: May 2, 2006 

COUNTY COUNCIL 

FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 


By: County Executive and County Council 

SUBJECT: 	 Establishment ofa Transportation Management District in Greater Shady Grove 
with the Authority Given to Charge a Transportation Management Fee on New 
or Existing Development 

Background 

1. 	 Montgomery County Code, 2004 as amended, sections 42A - 10 through 30 provides for 
transportation management in Metro Station Areas and authorizes the County to create 
Transportation Management Districts (TMDs). These provisions allow flexibility in 
terms ofestablishing boundaries to include Metro station planning areas, appointing 
advisory committees, reporting annual performance ofTMDs, and financing ofTMD 
activities. 

2. 	 Section 42A-22 of the Montgomery County Code provides that new development is 
important to stimulate the local economy and that focusing new development in highly 
transit serviceable areas is a County land use and economic development objective. 
Transportation demand management will help provide sutlicient transportation capacity, 
reduce the demand for roads, promote traffic safety and pedestrian access, and help 
reduce vehicular emissions, energy consumption, and noise levels. Transportation 
demand management will also equitably allocate responsibility for reducing single­
occupancy vehicle trips among government, employers, property owners, and the pUblic. 

3. 	 In 1996, Council directed the creation of a TMD in the Shady Grove vicinity as part of its 
Shady Grove Sectional Map Amendment process. Planning Commission staff 
recommended TMD boundaries follow those of the Shady Grove Study Area Master Plan 
of 1990 'and include new development in Rockville and Gaithersburg. These boundaries 
included the Shady Grove Metro Station Policy Area and the R&D Village Policy Area 
and major areas ofcommercial development. Planning Commission staff also 
recommended an initial program of services including carpool/vanpool matching, a 
transportation demand management educational outreach program with employers and 
building owners, and monitoring. This resolution implements the Council's directive. 



2 Resolution No.: 15-1432 

4. The Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) conducted extensive 
background work for establishment of the Greater Shady Grove TMD. Public forums and 
briefings were held with the business community, civic representatives, and members of 
the general community to explain TMD purposes and operations and to apprise them of 
the progress in implementing the TMD for Shady Grove. Elected officials and 
appropriate staff from the County, and the cities of Gaithersburg and Rockville were also 
briefed on several occasions. Negotiations were conducted over an extended period of 
time with representatives of both municipalities regarding participation in the proposed 
TMD, including operational and funding mechanisms. 

5. The Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) may use a Transportation 
Management Organization (TMO) to assist it in providing services to implement 
transportation demand management. In addition to use of the fees authorized in this 
resolution. the Department may provide additional revenues from other sources to fund 
these services. The level of transportation management demand services in the Greater 
Shady Grove TMD will be provided in accordance with the amount of funds available to 
pay for the services. It is expected that as development, and corresponding revenues, in 
the TMD increase, the level of services provided will also increase. 

6. While the cities of Gaithersburg and Rockville are included within the boundaries of the 
Greater Shady Grove TMD, their participation in the TMD is intended to be reflected in 
agreements with each municipality. TMD services will only be provided within the 
municipalities to the extent that they have entered into agreements with the County and 
paid their proportionate share of the costs of such services. 

7. Montgomery County Code 2004, as amended, Section 42A-24 enables the Council to 
authorize use of traffic mitigation plans in a TMD. This resolution authorizes the 
Director of DPWT to require the submission of traffic mitigation plans. 

8. DPWT and the Planning Board may jointly impose reasonable transportation demand 
management I!leasures as conditions on the Board's approval ofdevelopment in the 
Greater Shady Grove TMD. These measures can include the requirement of traffic 
mitigation agreements in accordance with Chapter 42A of the County Code. 

9. The TMO must annually monitor transportation demand management in the Greater 
Shady Grove TMD. A biennial report must be submitted by the TMO to the Director of 
DPWT by December 1 of each even-numbered year. The Director of DPWT must 
transmit the report to the Executive, the Greater Shady Grove Transportation 
Management Advisory Committee, and the Planning Board pursuant to Sector 42A-27 of 
the County Code, 2004, as amended. The Director of DPWT may recommend to the 
Executive corrective action ifany peak period (the three hours of highest transportation 
use in the morning and evening) commuting goals set forth in the Annual Growth Policy 
are not met within a reasonable period of time after the establishment of the TMD. 



3 	 Resolution No.: 15-1432 

Action 

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, approves the following resolution: 

1. 	 Under Chapter 42A-23 of the Montgomery County Code, 2004 as amended, the Greater 
Shady Grove Transportation Management District (TMD) is established. Its boundaries 
include the Shady Grove Metro Station Policy Area as well as the R&D Village Policy 
area and portions of the cities of Rockville and Gaithersburg. Boundary lines are defined 
on Attadunent A of this resolution. 

2. 	 Pursuant to Section 42A-29(a)(1) and (2) of the Code, the Department of Public Works 
and Transportation (DPWT) is hereby authorized to charge a Transportation Management 
Fee in the Greater Shady Grove TMD to: 

all applicants who file an application for subdivision or optional method 
development approval in the Greater Shady Grove TMD under the Alternative 
Review Procedures in the Annual Growth Policy, and each successor in interest; 
and 

all applicants for subdivision or optional method development approved after the 
Sectional Map Amendment ofJune 11, 1996, and each successor in interest; and 

owners of existing commercial and multi-unit residential development. 

3. 	 The Director of DPWT may require traffic mitigation plans in the Greater Shady Grove 
TMD in accordance with Section 42A-24 of the County Code. 

4. 	 Under authority of Section 42A-23(e) of the County Code, a Greater Shady Grove 
Transportation Management District Advisory Committee will be appointed by the 
Executive and continned by the Council, according to a structure to be designated by 
Executive Regulation. 

This is a correct copy of Council action. 

Lmda M. Lauer, Clerk of the Council 



Attachment to Resolution No.: 15-1432 

APPENDIX A 

BOUNDARIES OF THE GREATER SHADY GROVE 

TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 


Beginning at a point on the west line of 1-270 at its intersection with the west line of 
Muddy Branch Road and running southeast along the west line of 1-270 to its intersection with 
the north line ofl-370; 

then east along the north line ofl-370 to its intersection with the western boundary of Parcel "C" 

(N881) as shown on Plat 9659; 


then in a northeasterly direction along the western boundaries of Parcel "C" (N881), the Right of 

Way of Nancy Place, and Parcel "8" (N738) to the west boundary of the Right of Way of 

Frederick Road (MO 355) as shown on Plat 9659; 


then crossing directly Frederick Road (MO 355) to the southwestern-boundary of the remainder 

of Parcel "D" as shown on Plat 20275, 


then continuing along the Right of Way line of 1-370 in a southeasterly direction to the south 

comer of the remainder of Parcel "0" (Plat 20275), then continuing in a northeasterly direction 

along the Right of Way line of 1-370 to the south line of Parcel P385; 


then northerly along the west boundary of Parcel P385, Parcel K (N327), Parcel P266, Parcel E 

(N211), Parcel G (000), and Parcels P103, P048, N007, N977, P925, and P913; . 


then northerly along the west boundary of Parcel K (N327), Parcel P266, Parcel E (N211), Parcel 

G (000), and Parcels PI03, P048, N007, N977, P925, and P913; 


then continuing northeasterly along the western boundary of Parcel P871 and north along the west 

boundary of Parcel P817; 


continuing in a northern direction along the west boundary of Parcel P762; 


continuing easterly along the northwest boundary of Parcel P762; 


then crossing directly Oakmont Road and the CSX Railroad to the western-most comer of Parcel 

P747; 


continuing northeast along the northwest boundary of Parcel P747; 


then southeast along the northeast boundary of Parcels P747, Parcel P743 and Parcel PI31; 


continuing in a southerly direction along the east arc boundary of Parcel PI31 to Parcel N730; 


then running in a southerly direction along the west boundary of Parcel N730 to the north line of 

1-370; 
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then east along the north line of 1-370 to its intersection with Shady Grove Road; 

continuing along the east line of 1-370 to its intersection with the north line of Crabbs Branch 

Way; 


then southeast along the east line ofCrabbs Branch Way to its intersection with the north 

boundary of Parcel 'N' (Plat 14070); 


then running east along the north boundary of Parcel 'N'; 


continuing south along the east boundary of Parcels 'N'. 'M' (Plat 14070) and' A' (Plat 13887) to 

the southeast boundary of Parcel 'A'; 


then crossing Monona Drive directly to the northwest corner of Parcel P960; 


then running east along the north and northeast boundaries of Parcel P960 to the intersection with 

north boundary of Parcel N075; 


then running in an east and southerly direction with the north boundaries of Parcels N075 and 

N136; 


then running southwest with the southeast boundary of Parcel N 136 to the northern line ofGude 

Drive East; 


continuing in a direct line across Gude Drive East to the northwest corner of Parcel N353 at the 

south line ofGude Drive East; 


then west along the south line of Gude Drive East to the intersection with the east line of the CSX 

Railroad tracks; 


then south along the east line of the CSX Railroad tracks to an extension of the north line of 

Co liege Parkway; 


then following the extension of the north line of College Parkway in a southwesterly direction to 

the north line of Rutgers Street; 


then following the north line of Rutgers Street to the east line of Yale Place; 


then following the east line of Yale Place to thi;: south line of Gude Drive West; 


continuing westward along the south line ofGude Drive West to its intersection with the west line 

of 1-270; 


then south along the west line of 1-270 to its intersection with the west line of West Montgomery 

Avenue; 


then following the west line of West Montgomery Avenue in a northerly direction to the south 

line of Darnestown Road; 


then west along the south line of Darnestown' Road to its intersection with the east I ine of Shady 

Grove Road; 


then following the east line of Shady Grove Road to its intersection with the eastern boundary of 

Parcel P781; 
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then following the eastern boundary of Parcels P781 and P840 in a southerly direction; 


then continuing along the south boundaries of Parcel P840 to its intersection with the east line of 

Willow Tree Drive; 


then following the east line of Willow Tree Drive north to a point directly opposite the southeast 

comer of Lot 214 of Willows of Potomac, Block D (Plat 18778); 


then following directly across Willow Tree Drive to the above-referenced point; 

then continuing along the east boundary of Lot 214 described above; 


continuing along the southeastern boundary ofTraville, Block B, Parcel E (N850) (Plat 22293) to 

its intersection with Traville, Block B, Parcel D (N983), also shown on Plat 22293; 


then following the boundary of Parcel D in a south and westerly direction to the intersection with 

Parcel N862; 


continuing in a westerly direction along the southern boundary of Parcel N862; 


then north and west along the west boundaries to the east line of Shady Grove Road; 


then following a direct line across Shady Grove Road to the southeast point of Parcel P836 at the 

west line of Shady Grove Road; 


continuing northwest on the south boundary of Parcel P836 to the west boundary; 


then following the west boundary in a northerly direction to its intersection with Parcel P834; 


continuing in a westerly direction along the south boundary of Parcel P834 to its west boundary; 


then northerly along the west boundary to Parcel N777; 


then westerly along the south boundary of Parcel N777 to the east line ofTravilah Road; 


then following directly an extension of the south boundary of Parcel N777 to a point on the west 

line ofTravilah Road; 


then following the west line of Travilah Road to its intersection with the south line of Darnestown 

Road; 


then westward along the south line of Darnestown Road to its intersection with the west line of 

Quince Orchard Road; 


then northeast along the west line ofQuince Orchard Road to its intersection with the east line of 

Great Seneca Highway; 


then following the north line ofQuince Orchard Road to a direct line to the north line of Dosh 

Drive, continuing along the north line of DoshDrive to its intersection with the east line of 

Quince Orchard Road; 


then northeast following the east line ofQuince Orchard Road to its intersection with the south 

line of Parcel P067; 
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then continuing along the south boundaries of Parcels P067 and P95 and the western edge of 
NlST to its intersection with the east boundary of Parcel P95 and the western boundary ofNIST; 

continuing in a northeast line along the NIST boundary to its intersection with the northern 
boundary of Parcel PO 15; 

then continuing west along the northern boundary of Parcel PO 15 to its intersection with the east 
line ofQuince Orchard Road; 

then proceeding northeast along the east line ofQuince Orchard Road to its intersection with the 
south line of Diamond Avenue and the northern boundary ofNIST; 

then continuing southeast along the northern boundary ofNIST to its intersection with the east 
boundary of NfST and the west line of [-270 ; 

then proceeding south along the eastern boundary of NlST to the point of beginning, which is at 
the west line of 1-270 at its intersection with the west line of Muddy Branch Road. 

There shall also be included in the foregoing described area any lot partially within and 
partially without such area that is zoned for commercial or multi-unit residential use. 
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PHED COMMITTEE #2 
March 22, 2010 
Addendum 

MEMORANDUM 

March 19,2010 

TO: Planning, Housing, and Economic Development Committee, 
(fO 

FROM: Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Staff Director , 

SUBJECT: Addendum-Gaithersburg West Master Plan: transportation elements 

Attached are: 

• 	 the Planning Board's responses to questions by Councilmember Andrews and Council 
staff in the October 26, 2009 PHED packet; 

• 	 the Planning Board's responses to questions by Councilmember Andrews and the 
Gaithersburg-North Potomac-Rockville Coalition in the February 1, 2010 PHED packet; 

• 	 the March 5, 2010 memorandum from Council staffto the Council President responding 
to issues raised during the March 1, 2010 meeting with Rockville and Gaithersburg 
elected officials; and 

• 	 Council staff's response to the points in the Gaithersburg and Rockville Mayor and 
Council resolutions of March 8 and 9,2010, respectively. 

f:\orlin\fylO\fy 1 Ophed\gaith west\) 00322phedad,doc 



l\10NTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD 
THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

OFFICE OF THE CHAJRMAN 

October 19,2009 

The Honorable Phil Andrews, President 
Councilmember :Michael Knapp, ChaIT, PRED Committee 
Stella B. Werner Council Office Building 
100 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville, 1-iaryland 20850 
Montgomery County Council 

Dear Gentleman: 

We have received a series of detailed questions regarding the Gaithersburg West Master Plan 
from Council staff and Council President Andrews. Attachment A provides our responses to the 
Council staff questions in the September 25, 2009 memorandum to the PRED Committee. 
Attachment B provides our responses to questions that we received from Council President 
Andrews on October 1, 2009. Attachment C is an addendum of Transportation-related 
information. 

In addition to our responses to specific questions, we would like the Council to consider several 
overarching issues related to this Master Plan. Some of these points were made in my testimony 
to the Council, but I would like to take this opportunity to highlight some key issues. 

Forty years ago, the General Plan identified the 1-270 Corridor as an appropriate location for 
growth and it has evolved into the economic engine of not only the County, but the State. The 
Shady Grove Life Sciences Center, in the center of the Corridor, is the County's premier location 
for research and biotechnology and is a keystone of our economic development strategy. Major 
investments have been made to attract and grow our bioscience industry, health care, and 
research institutions. The Gaithersburg West Master Plan provides a blueprint for how the Life 
Sciences Center (LSC) could grow over the next 40 years. It is a Plan for the first half of the 21st 

century. 

While the 1990 Shady Grove Study Area Master Plan helped preserve and protect land for life 
sciences, it did not help create an appealing and supportive work environment. It is based on a 
research park model of the 1980s that is not competitive or sustainable. The segregation of uses 
adds to traffic congestion and trip generation, which are major frustrations for LSC employees 
who have no choice but to drive to and from work, drive to restaurants at lunch, and drive to 
meetings. Congestion is also a major concern for nearby residents, who must cope with traffic to 
and through the area. 

This Draft Master Plan proposes to transform the LSC into an integrated, transit-served center 
that provides for expanded medical, research, and academic facilities that are complemented by 
an array of services and amenities for residents, workers, and visitors. New housing 
recommended in the Plan will provide opportunities to live near work. 
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Employers and employees in life sciences and health care are highly educated and mobile. We 
need to plan for a diversity of opportunities and maintain a high quality of life for companies and 
workers. We have a limited supply of land available to accommodate new firms and significant 
expansions of existing [!TIllS and federal life science agencies. The County must position itself to 
capture future opportunities to protect our investments as well as remain competitive in the 
global life sciences industry. We must be strategic about bow we use the land we have left. 
And we must build on the strengths of today's LSC to create a place where future businesses and 
workers will want to live and work. 

We firmly disagree with the assertion (from groups such as the Coalition for Smart Growth and 
Action Committee for Transit) that allowing growth of our premier LSC constitutes sprawl 
because it is not located at a Metro station. Growth that is planned, managed, and controlled is 
not sprawl. For the past 25 years, the County has followed a policy of increasing density at 
Metro stations. We must now look to other transit options, such as the Corridor Cities 
Transitway. As we did in Germantown, the Gaithersburg West Master Plan recommends transit­
oriented development at densities that are appropriate for a light rail or bus rapid transit system. 
We are not recommending Metro station densities at CCT stations. For example, the White Flint 
Sector Plan recommends three times the den13ity (4 FAR) in an area half the size of the LSC. 
Stated another way, the LSC is twice the geographic area but has only two-thirds of the 
development potential recommended in White Flint. 

The LSC was created by the County as an employment center, with zoning that precluded 
housing. The LSC Zoning Text Amendment will allow housing and other uses in the zone, but 
they are secondary to medical and life sciences uses in order to maintain the integrity of the area 
for its primary purpose. As the County's premier life sciences center, a perfect balance of 
jobs/housing is not possible in this small geographic area. The countywide goal of 1.6 jobs for 
every dwelling unit cannot be achieved in each and every master or sector plan. Certain areas 
have been planned with an employment focus (LSC, Germantown, Twinbrook, Rock Spring 
Park) while other areas have a residential emphasis (Shady Grove Metro Station, Grosvenor). 
As shown in the answer to Question #7 (Attachment B), the jobslhousing ratio for the 1-270 
Corridor Planning Area as a whole is LSI. 

The LSC is a key center in the mid-and-up-County Corridor of communities that will be linked 
by the CCT. Those who work at the LSC will have opportunities to live along the CCTl1vIetro 
Red line and take transit to work. We are increasing the housing opportunities within the LSC, 
but all the housing needed to support the jobs does not need to be within walking distance of the 
jobs. At transit stations in Phase 10f the CCT, over 10,000 dwelling units are planned in mixed­
use developments, including the Shady Grove Metro Station, the Crown Farm, and Watkins .Mill 
Town Center. As the substantial amount of existing housing stock in the area turns over in the 
course of natural cycles, current or future LSC employees may chose to live in these nearby 
neighborhoods as well. 

Development in the LSC will not occur at the expense of the surrounding communities. We are 
planning for future growth, but we are not planning a City. The term "Science City" does not 
accurately describe the Plan's vision of a Life Sciences Center that develops in a more 
sustainable manner and that can retain and attract knowledge-based workers and companies, 
which are keys to the County's long-term prosperity. 



This Plan provides a reasonable and responsible blueprint for the LSC. The focus on the end­
state envisioned in the Plan is understandable, but the implementation of the Plan will occur 
incrementally over 40 years. We believe the Plan provides sufficient safeguards to ensure both 
the long-term viability of the LSC and a high quality of life for existing and future residents in 
the area. The staging element in the Plan will ensure that development will not occur without the 
infrastructure needed to support it. We have also recommended that the Planbe reviewed in 6­
10 years to ensure that it is properly balanced. 

Thank you for your consideration of our responses. 

Sincerely, 
-------; 

/ .<It'7tl1()dt~
Ro~~on 
Chairman 

Attachment A - Council Staff QuestionslResponses 

Attachment B - Council President QuestionslResponses 

Attachment C Transportation Addendum 




Attachment A - Council Staff Questions 

1. 	 How did the Planning Board determine that 20 million square feet was the appropriate 
amount of commercial development needed to serve the life science institutions and 
businesses the County wants to continue to attract? There appears to be little 
disagreement that there should be some potential growth of the existing health, 
academic and life sciences organizations and businesses and that a denser pattern of 
development can provide a better alternative to the existing single-use, automobile 
driven developments which have large surface parking lots and little appeal for 
pedestrians or surrounding residents. However, there is significant debate regarding the 
level of development needed to achieve these objectives. 

The Planning staff held extended work sessions with stakeholders, carefully reviewing each 
property in the planning area. Community meetings were held to discuss tentative 
recommendations and hear comments from the public and stakeholders. The transportation 
model was run with 13 and 22 million square feet maximum non-residential densities. The 
former density represents the existing 1990 Master Plan; the latter a zoning envelope that can 
fit within the transportation capacity for the area. In reviewing public testimony on the Public 
Hearing Draft of the Plan and in a series of work sessions with property owners and citizen 
groups, the Planning Board examined each major district within the Life Sciences Center (lSC), 
the existing and proposed uses and densities, and the adequacy of transportation and modal 
split assumptions and model results. The proposed realignment of the CCT provides the 
opportunity to create severalLSC centers that are linked by transit, creating a sustainable 
model of development for the future. 

The build-out number of 20 million square feet is based on a careful review of all properties in 
the lSC and our best profeSSional judgment regarding 1) what density increases are appropriate 
to allow expansion potential for existing businesses and 2) what is the appropriate zoning 
envelope, particularly on Belward, that would accommodate a significant institutional employer 
such as an expansion of the National Institutes of Health. We took particular care to ensure 
that sufficient density was allowed to support the CCT, as realigned. Densities proposed for the 
Belward tract were established a third lower (at 1.0 FAR) than the owner-.lHU-originally 
sought (1.5 FAR). In the lSC Central District, maximum densities for properties in the core are 
slightly higher (1.5 FAR) than densities at the perimeter (1.0 FAR). The higher densities in the 
core of the Central area are immediately adjacent to the proposed CCT station and allow some 
latitude for more robust growth in the heart of the life sciences center, recognizing that much 
of the land in this area will have to be redeveloped and some of it is unlikely to redevelop 
within the time horizon of the Plan because of the age and use of existing structures. Over the 
past ten years, property owners in lSC Central have discussed the need for additional density 
with the Department of Economic Development and the Planning Department. Overall, this 
draft Master Plan recommends density that is equitably distributed among the LSC properties 
and districts that will be served by the CCT and that will, in turn, generate ridership to make the 
CCT more cost effective. 
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Every Master Plan has a maximum theoretical build-out number. For a variety of reasons, the 
maximum development capacity is rarely realized. The potential build-out number is 
developed for the purposes of determining what infrastructure and services would be needed 
to support this level of development. This is a conservative approach to long-range planning 
because it assumes all property owners will utilize the maximum zoning potential when 
experience has shown that properties develop at 75-85% of the allowed zoning. 

In the Ufe Sciences Center, the maximum theoretical build-out number for commercial 
development is 20 million square feet, which includes 7 million square feet of existing 
development. The following table shows comparisons. 

Life Sciences Center: Commercial Square Feet 
Base (Commercial SF) Recommended Increase Final Build Out 

Existing 7,000,000 13,000,000 20,000,000 

Existing & Approved 10,700,000 9,300,000 I 20,000,000 

1990 Master Plan 13,000,000 7,000,000 20,000,000 

2009 Draft Plan 20,000,000 0 20,000,000 

If the maximum potential of 20 million square feet developed at the levels that zoning typically 
performs (75-85% of allowed), the total build-out amount would be 15-17 million, of which 7-8 
million square feet would be new development. 

Growth and change in the LSC must occur in a way that does not overburden the surrounding 
communities. In recognition of the concern about densities possibly exceeding transportation 
capacity during Plan implementation, the Board recommended a staging element that triggers 
additional increments of growth on the prior commitment to fund or construct specific major 
transportation facilities or establishment of their equivalent in capacity due to shifts in modal 
split toward transit and other non-auto trips. This Plan represents a vision for the LSC that 
allows a reasonable amount of growth that is controlled and managed in increments that will 
evolve over the next 40 years. Staging deyelopment ensures that growth will be timed with the 
delivery of the infrastructure necessary to support it. 

2. 	 What is the Planning Board's assessment of alternative density recommendations of the 
Residents for Reasonable Development (RRD) (for 12.7 million square feet of 
commercial development--approximately the same amount allowed under the 1990 
Plan), the Montgomery County Civic Federation (for a 1/6 reduction in jobs from the 
60,000 jobs recommended in the Plan to 50,000 jobs) and the County Executive's 
recommendation (for a 2 million square foot reduction in commercial development to 
18 million square feet), What are the advantages and disadvantages of each of these 
alternatives? 



The alternative density recommendations are made in the interest of either reducing the total 
amount of traffic or the cost of mitigating the impacts of the traffic. The Planning Board 
examined a range of alternative densities during fall 2008 and concluded that an increase in 
mixed-use, transit-oriented development at CCT stations improves transportation efficiency. 
The Draft Plan decreases the percentage of life Sciences area employees who drive to work 
from 84% to 70%, and increases the percentage of drivers making shorter trips from 3% to 
about 12%. Both of these efficiencies increase as development levels increase. Additional 
information on these findings is provided in Part 1 of Attachment C. 

The Executive Branch comments demonstrate that the increase in development density also 
increases the County's bottom line in terms of economic development. The Executive's 
September 10 correspondence notes that the Planning Board Draft Plan would generate an 
annual gain for the County of $43 million per year, and scaling the development back by 2 
million square feet (about a 10 percent loss) would reduce that net gain by $12 million per year 
(about a 28 percent loss). All three alternative land use recommendations; from the 
Residents for Reasonable Development (RRD), from the Civic Federation (MCCF), and from 
the County Executive; would reduce the economic potential to the County. 

Residents for Reasonable Development (RRD) Proposal 

The RRD alternative is actually a reduction in density from the 1990 Shady Grove Sector Plan. 
The Planning Board reviewed the RRD proposal in 2008 and did not discover a coherent 
persuasive rationale for its recommendations. Its effect would be to place the Shady Grove life 
Sciences Center at risk into the future as the clear trend for research communities is a live/work 
environment with access to transit. The RRD alternative would not help create a place for 
knowledge based jobs for future generations - the horizon to which the plan is directed - and 
would essentially maintain the suburban industrial/office park character of the area. An 
important aspect of the plan is to create the capacity for life sciences community members, 
including federal uses such as NIH, to have the capability to grow as needs expand. The RRD 
plan would not adequately address this need and would, at worst, continue the existing pattern 
of development, which the Sector Plan seeks to correct. It would make it even more difficult 
than it already is to overcome the mistake of the 1990 Plan, which established a pattern of 
development that was already on the verge of being outmoded. 

Montgomery County Civic Federation (MCCF) Proposal 

The MCCF proposal reduces the density of the plan area by approximately 3.3 million square 
feet. This proposal makes it more difficult to create a science based community with capacity 
to grow into the future. The capacity for expansion and a ready workforce is an important draw 
for both existing and start-up companies. Higher education growth coupled with private 
research partners and a place for medical testing are important ingredients for the type of 
research community that is envisioned both by the existing life Sciences Center and by the 
draft plan. This reduction translates to a total plan density of 16.7 million square feet. This 
level of development would have a negative impact on the competitiveness of the CCT. It is 
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important to recognize that Clarksburg, Germantown and this area have been considered 
together and that what is done in the Gaithersburg West area will impact the ability of these 
other plan areas to realize their vision as they are both dependent upon the Corridor Cities 
Transitway. It is altogether likely that the total number of jobs in the area will not reach 60,000, 
or that the maximum allowable 20,000,000 square feet of non-residential development will not 
occur, since it is likely that for various market and design reasons, less density, and thus, fewer 
jobs will develop. 

County Executive Proposal 

The County Executive has recommended a two million square feet reduction in the commercial 
density with a second review of the plan in six years. The Executive made his recommendation 
on the belief that the reduction of overall commercial density by two million square feet will 
result in an achievable plan that ensures retaining a critical mass for life sciences with the 
capacity to attract enduring bioscience companies with growth capabilities into the future. The 
County Executive expressed his recommendation because he believes that it i) respects the 
Year 2030 ridership assumed by MTA; ii) reaps environmental benefits through elimination of 
interchanges by reducing impervious areas and avoiding wetlands and sensitive areas; iii) saves 
money through the elimination of interchanges; and iv) has greater likelihood to achieve 
realization of the CCT by making it more cost competitive. The County Executive did not 
propose parcels from which density should be reduced but did suggest that a strategic 
approach be taken to meet the plan's objectives and suggested that the Planning Board should 
have an active role in determining how to strategically reduce the plan density by two million 
square feet. 

The County Executive has asked that the Planning Board examine whether adding an extension 
of Sam Eig Highway into the Belward tract coupled with a total commercial density of 18 million 
square feet of biosciences development would result in elimination of 2 interchanges. It 
should be noted that if such an extension is contemplated both the County Executive and the 
Planning Board would seek to direct such an extension away from the Mission Hills subdivision. 
Thus, the lower density is a function ofthe reduced transportation capacity. It is not based on a 
land use analysis, careful examination of its effect on the alignment or ridership of the CCT, or 
consultation with stakeholders. As we understand the proposal, it remains an untested 
concept. The Executive proposes that the density reductions be made outside 0.25 mile radii of 
the CCT stations. Much of the area outside the quarter-mile radii includes existing bio-tech and 
other firms that have invested in this area and have potential for expansion. 

Planning Board Recommendation 

The Planning Board's figure was based, as explained, on a parcel-by-parcel discussion and 
analysis, and then checked for balance using the transportation model. As described in Part 1 
of Attachment C, the Planning Board recognized the concern of each of the stakeholder groups 
that despite the increased efficiency of higher density development, the additional 
development will generate additional travel demand. This is a challenge in all of our smart 



growth areas: for any given sector plan area, additional mixed-use, transit-oriented 
development reduces per capita VMT and carbon footprint, but still results in some increases 
in total VMT and carbon footprint. Transportation capacity, therefore, is ultimately a real 
constraint on development capacity. The Planning Board's transportation system 
recommendations: 

• 	 recognized the constraints imposed by current development patterns, 

• 	 maximized the investment in the built and already planned infrastructure, and 
• 	 proposed revisions that improved cost-effectiveness (by better matching the CCT 

alignment and potential growth areas), increased walkability (by implementing the 
most robust local grid street network achievable given built and natural resource 
constraints), and made slight adjustments to match highway infrastructure investments 
(by relocating 1990 Plan interchange locations to better match the needs of the current 
plan). 

We believe some improvements can be made in the plan recommendations. As indicated in 
Part 3 of Attachment C, we now believe that one interchange (Great Seneca Highway at Key 
West Avenue) recommended in the Planning Board Draft plan can be removed from the plan to 
reduce the cost of implementation. As indicated in Part 3 of Attachment C, we also believe that 
innovative interchange deSigns can be applied to further reduce implementation costs and 
impacts at those locations where interchanges should continue to be recommended (and 
implemented when needed). 

Ultimately, the Planning Board recommended zoning that would promote needed economic 
development and would not allow more development than can be accommodated by the 
planned transportation system. A lower maximum density implies less successful, or at least 
different, transportation infrastructure results for the CCT and limits the critical mass needed to 
create a vibrant place for knowledge based jobs with capacity to grow into the future. That can 
also occur within the proposed Board Plan, as a result of the staging recommendations. 

Given the long range horizon of this plan and its strong staging element, the Planning Board 
thinks one purported advantage of the Executive proposal-saving the cost and impact of two 
interchanges-could occur without reduction of the development ceiling if transportation 
performance goals are being met, since the maximum density theoretically achievable under 
the zoning envelope is unlikely to be reached. The staging proposed in the draft plan is 
essential to assuring satisfaction of transportation performance goals. Iffull development 
occurs at either 18 or 20 million square feet ofnon-residential development, one interchange 
could be removed, provided Key West Avenue is widened. But lowering the zoning development 
ceiling, as the Executive proposes, seems contrary to the core purpose of the plan to encourage 
growth of the life sciences as a basic sector for the County and state economy. 

3. 	 Did the Planning Board consider a greater concentration of the density on the portions 
of the Life Sciences Center that is not adjacent to lower density residential 



neighborhoods? What would be the impact of further concentrating the recommended 
density? 

Yes, we did. The Plan recommends two main areas for the Life Sciences Center Zone-the LSC 
Belward District and the LSC Central District, which contains the hospital, medical offices, 
biotech companies, and the JHU-Montgomery County Campus. The Plan recommends the 
highest density (1.5 FAR) in the core ofthe LSC Central District (the hospital, JHU-MCC), which is 
not adjacent to residential neighborhoods. The Plan recommends a 1.0 FAR for Belward, which 
is one-third less than requested by JHU (whose original request was 1.5 FAR). 

We concluded that it was impracticable to increase the density in LSC Central beyond that 
recommended by the Public Hearing Draft because of the extent of existing development that 
includes the hospital and surrounding uses. Substantial expansion ofthe hospital will occur 
over time, but given the size of its tract, the FAR recommended is adequate. The amount of 
additional FAR that would be necessary to make redevelopment of much of the remainder of 
LSC central attractive would overwhelm even the most optimistic assumptions regarding modal 
split and traffic capacity. While some housing may be developed in LSC Central, the primary 
mission of most property owners in the area does not envision significant land dedicated to 
residential use. 

Much of the LSC Central area is largely developed and in diverse ownership. Therefore, LSC 
Central provides limited opportunities to accommodate large scale users such as NIH or major, 
new private sector life sciences companies. Some additional development on the JHU-MCC site 
is likely, and there is adequate FAR for that to occur. As a theoretical exercise, increasing 
density on LSC Central could be done, but only by reducing it on Belward where there is the 
greatest potential for development of new life sciences enterprises and research facilities, since 
the land is vacant. If it was 1979, and we knew then what we know now, building a more 
complete mixed-use urban center where the hospital now sits might have been a great idea. 

4. 	 What is the impact of the Plan recommendations on the surrounding neighborhoods 
and can the Master Plan better address the transitions from the contemplated 
commercial development to those neighborhoods? The Plan recommends buffers but 
otherwise says little about the transition at the edges of the commercial development. 

In response to community concerns, the proposed CCT station and the highest buildings are in 
the eastern portion of the property, furthest from residential neighborhoods. The buffering of 
Belward provides a significant amenity for the residential community: the Plan recommends 
that the area around the farmstead be expanded (10-12 acres), that a buffer along Muddy 
Branch Road (about 13 acres) and adjacent to Mission Hills (8-10 acres) be provided, that 
setbacks along Darnestown Road be at least 60 feet, and that the two streams have 100-foot 
wide buffers. The Plan recommends that approximately 45 acres of Belward (42 percent of the 
107-acre site) be reserved for open space or buffers, including community-serving reuse of the 
Belward farmstead, active and passive recreation, trials, the LSC Loop, an open space at the CCT 



station, promenades connecting buildings and public open spaces. (The buffers and open 
spaces on Belward are discussed on pages 34-37 of the Plan.) 

The existing neighborhoods will undoubtedly experience some increase in traffic on the arterial 
system during the earliest stages of development, but probably less than would occur if the 
1990 Plan remained unchanged, due to the CCT realignment and the staging plan. Belward has 
an approved plan for development with approximately 1,200,000 square feet of research/office 
uses remaining. It is not as well buffered as the development proposed by the Master Plan. 

The realignment of the CCT better serves existing residential communities for their commuting 
needs and has potential for major changes in commuting habits of workers in the area as well 
as new residents on the PSTA site. Heights are lowest in areas closest to existing residential 
neighborhoods. The Plan calls for a new fire station that will serve the residential areas as well 
as the LSC and a new elementary school on PSTA, if needed. Civic spaces are provided at each 
CCT Station. In the Quince Orchard area, a new local park is proposed on the Johnson property 
on Darnestown Road. Trail connections are provided into the stream valley system. 

5. 	 What is the likely timeframe for the build out of this Master Plan and is it appropriate to 
rezone the area to a density that is not likely to be achieved in the lifetime of the Master 
Plan or a significant period beyond? While the Plan should definitely provide a long­
term vision for the area at build-out, might it be more appropriate to zone for a more 
realistic 20-year time frame (or stage the zoning)? 

We should zone for the density that is reasonable for the future of the area and that allows for 
companies to identify long-range growth opportunities. Otherwise, we could face in 20 years 
the same kind of problem we face today. The area was zoned in 1990 for a short time horizon. 
While it contemplated substantial improvements in the transportation system, it did not 
include either the mixture of uses needed to make a complete community or even one that 
could support the life science uses it desired. One of the most serious consequences of short­
range planning is the failure to reserve the land that may be required for transportation or 
other infrastructure improvements that would be necessary to restore density that would be 
removed from the Plan now. If we delay a rezoning or stage the zoning in the future, we will 
perpetuate the current form -- a low-denSity research park model -- that could then require a 
much greater boost in density than the increment now contemplated in order to provide the 
necessary incentives for re,development. And that will increase the political difficulty of making 
changes that may be necessary to achieve the long term economic benefits that this Plan offers 
for the County's future. The Plan will need some revisions over the next 30-40 years, but it will 
be easier to reduce total density than to increase it, both physically and politically. As the 
Council heard during the public hearing, the County could lose its competitive edge if it does 
not capitalize on its strengths and allow economic growth and investment in appropriate 
locations like the LSC. 

6. 	 The Maryland Department of Transportation, State Highway Administration, and 
Maryland Transit Administration have raised significant concerns about the land use and 



transportation assumptions in the Draft Plan. Council staff does not agree with the 
State's argument that Master Plan approval should wait until the State has decided on a 
preferred alternative for the 1-270 improvements and the Corridor Cities Transitway; 
the time-frame for the State's study is 2030, while the Master Plan time-frame is the 
area's ultimate buiid-out, which presumably will occur decades later. However, the 
other remarks in the State's letter are worthy of comprehensive review and response 
from the Planning Board. 

The September 25 letter from the state clarifies the position described in its September 15 
correspondence and suggests that the plan need not be delayed because the appropriate 
decisions are likely just weeks away. The Board concurs with the Council staff's judgment. 
Both the Executive and the Council requested the accelerated completion of this plan, and the 
Board put its completion on a fast track. The State has worked with us on the transportation 
aspects of the plan throughout the development of the plan. Not only did MTA know of the 
schedule, the recommendations, and the analysis, MTA encouraged us to move quickly so the 
data would be available for the next steps of analysis for the Corridor Cities Transitway. In fact, 
the State in its September 25, 2009 letter acknowledged that the proposed land use plan will 
"strengthen the CCT and increase the transit mode within the Sector Plan area." 

The Board and the Executive branch concur on the preferred alignment for the CCT. While 
there remains uncertainty a bout the mode-BRT vs. LRT-both the densities recommended in 
the plan and the alignment are critical to justification of the investment in a mass transit system 
serving the area and Germantown and Clarksburg. Conversely, without the CCT, the 
appropriate development of the Life Sciences Center, which is critical to the economic future of 
the County, will be stunted. Clarksburg will be a transit-oriented community without transit 
(and with all of the headaches that accompany that status) and Germantown will continue 
without the jobs it needs to be a thriving community. 

In the 2009 M/DEIS, the MTA projected a CCT ridership of approximately 26,000 to 30,000 
riders per day. We estimate that the additional LSC densities absorbed by the year 2030 could 
result in an additional 6,000 riders per day at those stations. We estimate that there would be 
a loss of perhaps 2,000 riders due to the longer distance of the LSC alignment, but that the net 
gain of some 4,000 riders per day would positively affect the CCT cost-effectiveness. Additional 
information on modal share information is provided in Part 1 of Attachment C. We understand 
that the County Executive's recommendation of a two million square feet reduction of the 
commercial space is respectful of the 2030 projections. As described in Part 1 of Attachment C, 
we believe that the CCT will remain well within current FTA cost-effectiveness thresholds as a 
BRT project under the Planning Board Draft Plan, the Executive's proposal, or the Montgomery 
County Civic Federation proposal. The differences among the alternatives would contribute to 
competitiveness for funding with similarly-scored projects around the country, with higher 
densities improving competitiveness. 

We believe the transportation !Iand use balance is sound, and based on practical, even 
conservative, assumptions. The land use assumptions assume build out of as-yet untested 



zones. The modal split assumptions are not reliant on the probable changes in national policy 
that would increase personal travel costs at a higher rate than inflation. Such a divergence 
between travel costs and other personal costs could occur as increased energy costs and 
stricter national and state requirements for energy efficiency set pricing signals to reduce VMT, 
resulting in changes in personal preferences for travel. The combination of a "build out" that is 
below the maximum allowable, as has been the case in all planning areas, and a higher modal 
split may result in sufficient reductions in the growth of auto traffic to defer indefinitely the 
need for some roadway improvements. The staging element allows for such contingencies 
while reserving the ability to provide the capacity if it becomes necessary. 

7. 	 What combination of transportation facilities, services, and policies would be needed to 
provide land-use transportation balance for each of the alternative land use scenarios 
described in Question #1? 

We believe that a common set of land use and transportation system needs are appropriate for 
each of the three scenarios proposed by the Planning Board, County Executive, and 
Montgomery County Civic Federation. The CCT is a critical component of achieving balance in 
any scenario. One interchange can be reduced from the plan under all three scenarios. 
Planning for the remaining interchanges remains sound under all three scenarios, as described 
in greater detail in Attachment C. 

For the RRD proposal, the CCT alignment would not change from the 1990 plan, except possibly 
on the Crown Farm. Belward densities and LSC central would be insufficient to justify 
realignment for stops there. However, at the alignment in the 1990 plan, the environmentally 
sensitive area at the Decoverly Drive stop would need to be addressed. The PSTA would still 
need an elementary school site. The interchanges would need to be retained, although there 
may be some shift in the location of one or more of them. The fire station is needed in all 
development scenarios. 

The Executive's recommendations have about the same effect as stopping development at 
Stage 3. As we have said above, we believe the maximum density ceiling must be set 
sufficiently high to recognize that some projects may not take advantage of their allowed 
density. lower density proposals make it more difficult to achieve the levels of development 
that would result in the production of other amenities throughout the area, as well as 
implementation of the street network and green loop recommended in the plan, since most of 
these elements will be achieved through the development process. 

8. 	 Under the Draft Plan's land use recommendations, and under any of the alternative land 
use scenarios, does an extension of Sam Eig Highway into Belward Farm obviate the 
need for an interchange at Muddy Branch Road/Great Seneca Highway or at Key West 
Avenue/Great Seneca Highway? What are the impacts of each project? 

We have worked extensively with the interagency group on the examination of the 
transportation system. Our conclusion is that an extension of Sam Eig Highway onto the 



Belward campus would not affect the ultimate need for Great Seneca Highway interchanges 
with either Muddy Branch Road or Key West Avenue. 

The interchange at Key West Avenue was contained in the 1990 Plan and was not removed by 
the Planning Board Draft Plan. However, if at buildout, Key West Avenue is widened to eight 
lanes, then an interchange is not needed for capacity purposes, as indicated in the Plan 
appendix (the volume-to-capacity ratio would be 0.98). Furthermore, access to the Belward 
campus from Great Seneca Highway is via the unbuilt portion of Decoverly Drive, a "grade 
separation" in the 1990 Plan that is no longer needed or recommended in the current draft 
Plan, as the CCT realignment and Key West interchange reconfiguration make the at-grade 
connection between Great Seneca and Decoverly workable. 

At Muddy Branch Road, we have found that the extension of Sam Eig Highway onto the 
Belward campus would have some benefit in the morning peak hour, but provide virtually no 
relief during the PM peak hour, as the prevailing flows (westbound along Great Seneca Highway 
and southbound along Muddy Branch Road) would be unaffected by the new connection onto 
the Belward campus. 

Extension of Sam Eig into Belward may require condemnation of several homes in Mission Hills, 
although an alternative alignment may be possible that saves the homes but impacts 
environmental resources instead. What happens once the extension reaches Belward requires 
additional stakeholder coordination. Additional connectivity is always generally beneficial as a 
transportation network element to disperse traffic flows. To be beneficia" therefore, the 
extension of Sam Eig would need to be a public street capable of carrying some through traffic, 
and the degree to which connections through the campus to Key West Avenue would affect the 
campus layout remains unknown. 

9. 	 Staff believes that a staging plan is a critical element of this Plan and is particularly 
supportive of triggers that are performance based (e.g., the increase in non-driver mode 
share). Staff also supports the linkage to-the CCT, given the importance of this transit 
option to achieving the densities in the Plan. With these two triggers in place, Staff 
questions whether there is a need to include other specific transportation projects since 
the reducing the non-driver mode share and providing capacity are more important 
than the specific projects used to accomplish those goals. Staff also believes it is worth 
exploring the advantages and disadvantages of staging the zoning recommendations, 
rather than recommending the full zoning planned for build-out and then limiting 
density in a separate staging plan. (Based on the recommended zones, this would 
probably mean staging the floor area ratio (FAR) rather than the zone itself.) 

We agree with Council staff that performance triggers are appropriate. However, we think it 
prudent for the Plan to identify where interchanges should be located, if needed, and the type 
of interchange that should be planned for. Otherwise there is no basis for reservation of land 
that may be needed for them if and when they are necessary. It is also important in a staging 
plan to include other facilities, such as the CCT, "but for which" development should not 
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proceed beyond certain levels. We have commented above on the wisdom of under-zoning on 
the theory that if it turns out to be too restrictive a future Council can fix it. . 

Staging zoning is undesirable and would not provide a sufficiently definitive zoning envelope to 
support the ridership numbers necessary for the realignment and funding decisions for the CCT. 
A lack of sufficient zoning capacity would undermine the ability to attract users who need, at a 
minimum, the underlying zoning in place for decision-making and future expansion planning. 
The marketplace would view zoning that is staged as fundamentally uncertain and subject to 
change at any point. In this regard, both public and private users view base, non-staged zoning 
as the basic enabling provision for setting forth the Plan's vision. Potential users are 
accustomed to compliance with site plan, urban design, and adequacy of facilities requirements 
in order to secure development approval, but an uncertainty as to basic zoning and density 
would likely be a major impediment to the medical and life sciences businesses we aim to 
retain and attract to the area. This is a particular concern with a Plan vision that is so important 
to the County's economic development strategy given the risk aversion of the private 
development sector and financial markets. Given the current economic conditions, the risk 
aversion will be even greater. Approved zoning consistent with the Master Plan establishes the 
essential foundation for achieving the Plan's vision. 

Page 3 of Council staff's September 25 memo states: 
The Master Plan recommendations raise two other issues unrelated to the overall density 
questions that may require additional input from the Planning Board: 

• 	 The Plan recommends Planned Development (PD) zoning for two properties. Since 
PD zoning does not provide any of the public benefits of the Transit Mixed-Use 
(TMX-2) or CR zones or other higher density zones that require the purchase of 
Transferable Development Rights (TDRs), Staff has generally advised against use of 
the PD zone. Staff recommends the Committee ask the Planning Board to explore 
whether there is an alternative zone with greater public benefits that could achieve 
the Master Plan land use objectives for these properties. 

• 	 The Council has just introduced the CR zone and it is unclear whether the Council 
will complete its work on the CR zone in time to coincide with the completion of this 
Master Plan. If not, the Council should be prepared with an alternative zoning option 
such as the TMX-2 zone. The Committee should ask the Planning Board to assess the 
impact of zoning the 2 areas recommended for CR as TMX-2 (or any other zone they 
believe would be an appropriate alternative). 

Page 2 of Council staffs October 8 memo addressed the PD recommendation for the McGown 
property specifically: 

Staff supports the Master Plan recommendation to allow the option of mixed-use 
development, particularly since the adjacent development in the City of Gaithersburg is 
mixed-use. However, Staff questions whether the PD zone is the right zone, since it only 

allows for a limited amount of mixed-use and, although it requires a significant amount 

o 




of "green area," it has only a limited option for the purchases of transferable 
development rights (TDRs), and does not require the purchase of Building Lot 
Termination (BLT) rights or the provision of amenities or public benefits provided by 
other new mixed-use zones.1 Staff has asked the Planning Department to consider 
whether this property might be more appropriate for the proposed Commercial 
Residential (CR) zone or one of the other mixed-use zones with greater public benefits, 
or alternatively, whether it would be appropriate to amend the PD zone to provide for 
additional public benefits. 
(Footnote 1: The PD zone allows for a density bonus of 10% above the maximum density 
in the Master Plan for the provision of TDRs, if the use of TDRs is recommended for the 
site. Staff has asked the Planning Department staff whether any property owner has 
opted to purchase TDRs under this provision.) 

The Planning Board Draft recommends the option of the PO Zone, to be applied by local map 
amendment, for four properties: the Shady Grove Executive Center and the Bureau of National 
Affairs (adjacent sites in LSC North), the Rickman property (on Travilah Road in LSC South), and 
the McGown property. 

The Planning Board considered and debated the best approach to adding residential 
development to the office park parcels in LSC North -the Shady Grove Executive Center and 
the Bureau of National Affairs sites. We recognized the limitations with the PO Zone and 
considered using the new CR zones instead. The problem with several of the LSC North parcels 
is that these properties have been developed under other zones, and the office buildings on 
them are unlikely to undergo redevelopment during the life of the Plan, since they are relatively 
new. Some of these parcels have approved plans for expansion of office facilities. The 
objective is to add housing and some supporting retail, but these are baSically infill sites that 
are not expected to be truly mixed-use projects. 

With regard to the Rickman property on Travilah Road in LSC South, the PD-22 option 
recommended in the draft Master Plan provides for a potential multi-family housing 
development through a local map amendment, but this property is also not intended for mixed­
use. The Rickman property was included in the 2002 Potomac Subregion Master Plan, which 
states on page 77: "Dedicate sufficient land for a regulation size soccer field on this site or 
elsewhere in the Subregion or, in the alternative, provide funding in lieu of land." According to 
Mr. Rickman's attorney, he has provided a public benefit related to this property (which is still 
vacantL by contributing funds for a soccer field, in lieu of land. 

The McGown property is isolated and disconnected from any centers of growth planned in the 
County and, for this reason, the draft Plan suggests that annexation into the City of 
Gaithersburg may be appropriate. The City has approved mixed-use development for the 
Watkins Mill Town Center project adjacent to McGown. The intent ofthe draft Master Plan is 
to indicate that residential development of the McGown property would be appropriate, which 
would allow for reclassification to a residential zone by the City of Gaithersburg at the time of 
annexation. Since the Watkins Mill Town Center project includes retail, it is unlikely that the 
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development of the McGown property could support a true mixed-use project, but would likely 
be mostly residential. 

In the PD Zone, Section 59-C-7.14(e) of the Zoning Ordinance states: "The District Council may 
approve a density bonus of up to 10% above the maximum density specified in the approved 
and adopted master plan for the provision of TDRs, if the use of TDRs is recommended for the 
site." Council staff inquired whether any property owner has opted to purchase TORs under 
this provision. This addition to the Ordinance is a result of the 2002 Potomac Subregion Master 
Plan, which included the following recommendations for the 170-acre Hanson Farm (page 72): 

• 	 Rezone the site from RE-2 to PD-2 with a TOR option, to encourage more compact 
development, expand the regional stream valley system, protect sensitive areas, provide 
community facilities, and promote walking and biking. 

• 	 Limit the allowable density to a maximum of 170 dwelling units, including MPDUs. The 
Council is considering a text amendment to provide a TOR option in the PO zone. If this 
change is approved, TOR density incentives may be used to increase the maximum 
number ofdwelling units by 10%, to 187. 

• 	 Dedicate land for the North Potomac Community Recreation Center if the County 
Council does not select the preferred site for the center on Travilah Road. 

• 	 Provide links from the local park to the Muddy Branch Stream Valley Park. 

A local map amendment to rezone the Hanson Farm property from RE-2 to PO-2 has recently 
been submitted to the Planning Department. It is being reviewed by staff and is scheduled for 
Planning Board consideration on November 19, 2009. The application is the first to provide 
TDRs in the PD Zone, as well as additional amenities per the Potomac Master Plan, as follows: 

• 	 The proposed development is for 187 dwelling units (including MPDUs), which includes 
17 TORs. 

• 	 The County determined that the North Potomac Community Recreation Center will be 
located to the west of the Big Pines Local Park on the 13800 block ofTravilah Road. A 
10-acre local park will be dedicated along the Quince Orchard Road side of the Hanson 
Farm in lieu ofa recreation center and will accommodate ball fields and parking. 

• 	 The deVelopment includes a network of paths to connect the local park with trails in the 
Muddy Branch Stream Valley Park. 

• 	 The proposal expands the stream valley park by dedicating forested areas along the 
tributaries, steep slopes, a 200 foot buffer along the main stem of Muddy Branch, among 
other features. 

To address Council staff's concerns that the PD Zone does not provide adequate public benefits, 
language can be added to the Gaithersburg West Master Plan for the properties with a PD 
option indicating that a density bonus for the provision of TDRs is recommended. DeSign 
guidelines will also be utilized to ensure quality development. 

In summary, after considerable discussion, the Board concluded that, even with the limitations 
of the PO zones, it was preferable to provide a housing option made by local map amendment 



with development plans that can better address the rather unique conditions for these parcels. 
The Council can require binding elements to assure sufficient public benefits. For the LSC North 
parcels, we proposed a maximum density category, but have not recommended a specific PO 
density because we thought it premature to make that judgment, given the circumstances on 
the ground. Because the CR zones establish both densities and mix, we concluded that the 
situation here is sufficiently different from the other places we are recommending the zone, we 
should not use it. It may be that as the zoning ordinance revisions are completed, the PO zone 
will be superseded or substantially changed. And it may be that the CR zones will be allowed by 
local map amendment in certain circumstances. We are just not at the stage that would give us 
confidence that that is the right thing to do in these cases. As for the TMX zone, the same 
reasoning applies. We thought there was too much uncertainty about the appropriate density 
of housing and retail on the site to provide the kind of Master Plan guidance necessary for the 
TMX to be workable. We recommended the zoning we thought most appropriate for these 
sites. 

Page 3 of Council staffs September 25 memo states: 
• 	 The Committee should seek the Planning Board's input as to whether any of the 

Master Plan recommendation are likely to either encourage or discourage 
annexation of properties in the LSC district and what strategies, if any, could prevent 
against an annexation that would result in development inconsistent with Master 
Plan objectives. (This question is not meant to apply to those enclave properties 
clearly recommended for annexation.) 

In general we think the recommendations of the Master Plan will discourage annexation 
because LSC property owners will have more certainty about the future in the County than if 
annexed by the City. We do think, however, that major reductions from the proposed Plan 
density, as suggested by RRO and others, will make the affected property owners more 
interested in annexation if the City held out prospects of increases in density. In such a 
scenario, the densities could be provided without the coordinated, staged balance achieved by 
the Gaithersburg West Master Plan. 

Page 3 of Council staffs September 25 memo states: 
• 	 The Council received testimony from several individuals indicating that the Master 

Plan recommendations are inconsistent with the deed restrictions on the Belward 
Farm. While the Planning Board does not generally get involved in private deed 
restrictions between two private parties, the Council should understand whether 
there are potentially viable legal challenges that could prevent implementation of 
the Master Plan as recommended. 

The deed restrictions on Belward have to do with uses, and the relevant portion of the deed is 
as follows: "Grantee shall further limit its use of such portion of Parcel B, if any use thereof is 
made, for agricultural, academic, research and development, delivery of health and medical 
care and services, or related purposes only, which uses may specifically include but not be 
limited to the development of a research campus in affiliation with one or more of the divisions 
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of the Grantee./I We do not believe that this use restriction impairs the ability of the Plan to be 
implemented . .IHU proposes a mix of educational, research and development, healthcare and 
related uses on Belward. The deed only addresses use and does not address the density, 
height, form, or character of future development on Belward. The permissible uses under the 
deed cover broad categories and related purposes and we do not see a conflict between .IHU's 
proposed use of the property and the restrictions in the deed. 

Enforcement of private deed restrictions or easements should not affect the judgment of the 
Board or Council with respect to appropriate land uses and densities. If public policies affecting 
land are more restrictive than private encumbrances, the public policies will be enforced. If the 
private restrictions are more severe, their enforcement depends upon successful court action 
by the benefiting party. There is always the prospect that a court will uphold a covenant or 
restriction. There is also the prospect that the parties will renegotiate the restriction or agree 
to its removal. Such restrictions are a fact of life, and just one among the many factors that 
can cause property to develop less intensively than the law allows. It is interesting, but not a 
major concern absent an existing court determination. Even then, the current or subsequent 
owner may succeed in negotiating a change or removal of the restriction. Interpretation and 
enforcement of private restrictions to which we are not a party is a matter for the court. 



Attachment B - Council President Questions 

1) 	 Where are commuters to Life Science Center jobs expected to come from? An origin­
destination table of commuting trips is needed. Since the Growth Policy aims to ((reduce 
our footprint" what is the estimated vehicles miles travelled at build out, and how does 
that compare to the current number, as well as to what would be allowed under the 
1990 Master Plan, and to the Residents for Reasonable Development Plan? 

The Planning Board Draft Plan improves transportation system efficiency by concentrating 
transit-oriented development at new CCT stations where potential exists to accommodate 
growth. The combination of ccr realignment and planned densities decreases the percentage 
of Life Sciences area employees VIIho drive to work from 84% to 70%, and increases the 
percentage of drivers making shorter trips from 3% to about 12%. Both of these efficiencies 
increase as development levels increase. Additional information on these findings is provided 
in Part 1 of Attachment C. 

The vehicle miles of travel VMT in the R&D Village Policy Area is estimated to increase as 
development increases, but at a slower rate, due to efficiencies inherent in denser, transit­
oriented development. As indicated in Part 1 of Attachment C, the LSC Policy Area 
development in the Planning Board Draft Plan is about twice that in the 1990 Plan, but results 
in only a 30% increase in R&D Village Policy area VMT. The RRD plan is essentially the same as 
the 1990 Plan. 

One goal of the Planning Board Draft Plan is to make it possible for more workers in the LSC to 
live within the planning area, in nearby communities such as Crown Farm, and in other 
communities served by the CCT. The issue is not whether all will live in the area-tney won't ­
but whether concentration of jobs and some housing in the LSC provides more efficient use of 
facilities and better opportunities to reduce the total carbon footprint from commuting, 
housing, and jobs than a continuation of current patterns, in which jobs and homes would be 
distributed in lower density communities throughout the county and elsewhere, requiring 
longer commutes by more workers. 

2) 	 What is the breakout for the assumed 30% non-auto share of trips among the Corridor 
Cities Transitway, other transit, carpooling, bicycling, walking? What are the current 
mode shares for each of these modes of travel? 

The Planning Board Draft Plan includes a staging plan that requires steady progress from the 
current 16% non-auto driver mode share (NADMS) to the planned 30% NADMS at end state. 
We estimate that about half of that NADMS will occur via transit use (both the CCT and other 
bus services), carpooling will account for about a third, and walking or biking will account for 
the remaining one-sixth. Additional information is included in Part 1 of Attachment C. 

3) 	 The current Growth Policy report recommends raising the standard to 1600 CLV for 
((policy areas with the highest transit level of service" which is defined as Transit LOS 
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(level of service) B or better, but the Rand D policy area has a current transit LOS of D, 
which according to the draft Growth Policy requires a road LOS of C. After completion of 
the Corridor Cities Transitway to Clarksburg, which is not required under the proposed 
staging plan until Stage 4 when most development would have occurred, the transit LOS 
in the Life Sciences Center (LSC) would be a low C. Wouldn't this require a road LOS of at 
least D in the LSC -- around the current standard of 1450 CLV rather than the proposed 
1600 CLV? 

The question of an appropriate CLV standard for the Life Sciences Center Policy Area will be 
discussed as part of the Growth Policy. We believe that it remains appropriate to establish a 
1600 CLV standard for current development to begin designing the LSC area, from both land 
use and zoning perspectives, as a more urban area. Given the long timeframe for LSC 
implementation, however, the effect of changing the CLV standard to 1600 from 1450 in the 
2009 Growth Policy or in a subsequent Growth Policy effort will probably not have a significant 
effect on the appearance or function of the end-state development. 

4) 	 The Draft Gaithersburg West Master Plan contains extraordinary assumptions about 
acceptable traffic levels and infrastructure additions - recommending 1,600 CLV in the 
Life Sciences Center, seven new grade-separated interchanges (five within or on the· 
border of the LSC), and a 30% non-single occupancy vehicle share of trips heavily reliant 
on construction of the Corridor Cities Transitway. Even so, the Plan barely passes the 
County's traffic standards and would leave the area much more heavily congested than 
now. Since County tests do not sufficiently factor in the impact of regional traffic, it is 
reasonable to assume that traffic congestion would worsen even more than projected. 
The proposed Staging Plan would allow much development to occur before the CCT and 
before the Sam Eig interchanges are under construction. Given all thiS, why is the 
Planning Board comfortable recommending this transportation plan? (Before 
responding please see question #11 and read the excerpt from the Sept. 15 letter from 
the State Transportation Planners that asserts that the huge imbalance of jobs and 
housing proposed in the Draft Plan will lead to substantial auto commuting from out of 
the area.) 

The Planning Board Draft Plan provides a multimodal approach to an urbanizing, transit ­
oriented development. It must build upon the suburban legacy left by the partial 
implementation of the 1990 Plan, the recognition that the travel needs of adjacent 
communities must continue to be served, and the many months of coordination with state and 
federal transportation agencies. Ultimately, the best way to both promote CCT 

. implementation and transportation system efficiency is to allow sufficient zoning capacity so 
that the transportation system, much of which is already in our master plans, is used to 
maximum effectiveness. While total VMT will increase and speeds will decrease, this is 
consistent with the 1990 Plan vision. As indicated in the response to Question 1 above, the fact 
that a 100% increase in Life Sciences Center Policy Area development from the 1990 Plan to the 
Planning Board Draft Plan can result in only a 30% increase in VMT in the R&D Village Policy 
Area is testimony to the increased efficiency of smart growth. 
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We have discussed the apparent disconnect between our Plan recommendations and the 
state's September 10 letter. In fact, our travel demand forecasting does account for regional 
traffic growth and the planned expansion of both state-funded and locally funded 
transportation system elements. 

5) 	 The current 1990 approved Master Plan allows up to 38,000 jobs, more than 16,000 
more than the current actual number. The draft plan would allow up to 60,000 jobs. 
What number of jobs would be supportable if the five grade-separated interchanges 
proposed to be added in or bordering the Life Sciences Center were eliminated? If four? 
If three? If two? If one? What would be supportable with different combinations of two, 
three or four interchanges? At what level of development would the proposed 
interchange at Great Seneca Highway and Quince Orchard Road no longer be needed? 

The need for interchanges is based in part on forecast congestion and in part based on 
qualitative considerations for functionality, access, and safety. In a well-planned network, the 
quantitative and qualitative considerations described above are synchronized. Staff 
recommends that the Council retain all interchanges except one (the Great Seneca Highway 
interchange with Key West Avenue) under any development scenario. Additional information is 
presented in both Parts 2 and 3 of Attachment C. 

6) 	 The County Executive proposes eliminating the interchange at Great Seneca Highway 
and Muddy Branch Road by reducing the density from 20 million square feet to 18 
million and extending Sam Eig Highway into Belward Farm. Would this 2 million square 
feet reduction in density be sufficient to eliminate the need for a grade-separated 
interchange at Great Seneca Highway and Muddy Branch Road? 

Neither the reduction of 2 million square feet of commercial development nor the construction 
of a new access roadway connecting Sam Eig Highway to the Belward campus would eliminate 
the need for an interchange at Great Seneca Highway and Muddy Branch Road. We believe 
innovative interchange designs can reduce the cost and impact of the interchange as it was 
described in the Executive's September 10 testimony, as well as facilitate the passage of the 
CCT through this area. Further design work would be needed; these design efforts could be 
added to the staging plan. As noted elsewhere in this correspondence, we now believe the 
Great Seneca Highway interchange at Key West Avenue can be removed from the Plan. 

7) 	 The jobs housing balance in the surrounding area within a two-mile radius is 2.8 to 1. A 
balance of jobs to housing would be 1.6 to 1. The proposed Gaithersburg West Master 
Plan would add up to 22,000 jobs and up to 5,200 housing units. For the additional jobs 
to balance the additional housing (irrespective of the baseline approved now of jobs and 
housing, which is not in balance), the number of jobs added would need to be reduced 
to approximately 8,300, nearly 14,000 less than proposed, but still an increase of about 
8,000 above the 1990 Master Plan level of 38,000. Those 14,000 workers would need 
about 9,000 homes to live in (average of 1.6 jobs per home). How would adding so many 

o 




more jobs than houses as proposed by the Planning Board not a) increase housing costs 
(a concern expressed by the Housing Opportunities Commission in a letter sent to the 
Council) and b) not result in longer, more auto-dependent commutes (a concern 
expressed by the State Department of Transportation in their September 15 letter to the 
Council) than if the number of additional jobs and the number of additional housing 
units proposed to be allowed were in balance? How can the Life Sciences Center 
envisioned in the Draft Plan be credibly described as a live/work community if the great 
majority of people who would work there couldn't possibly live there because of the 
imbalance of jobs and housing? 

The ratio of 1.6 jobs for each household is a Countywide gool that does not and cannot apply to 
every sector or master plan area. The ratios cited in the question are a function of geographic 
bounding. If the area boundary is small enough, the ratio of jobs to housing is 100:0, and vice­
versa. The current Countywide ratio is 1.4 jobs per household. Land use forecasts over the 
planning horizon of 2030 or 2040 (used by the Council of Government's cooperative forecast) 
indicate a ratio of 1.57 jobs per household. 

The General Plan and all master plans that have since been approved over almost 50 years have 
expected a higher ratio of jobs to households in the 1-270/MD 355 Corridor than elsewhere in 
the County. Certain areas have been planned with an employment focus (the LSC, 
Germantown, Twinbrook, Rock Spring Park) while other areas have a residential emphasis 
(Shady Grove Metro Station, Grosvenor). Recent policy has sought to increase the amount of 
housing in the Corridor. 

In any major employment area, the ratio of jobs to housing is likely to be much higher than it is 
for the County average. This is especially the case in places like the LSC where housing has not 
been a permitted use in the zones that currently cover the area. What makes sense is to 
introduce some housing-as we recommend -into an area rich in jobs and to calculate the 
jobs-housing ratio on a reasonable distance surrounding the center of a master or sector plan 
area. This is also one of the reasons why there should be a strong public transportation spine 
for the area, with frequent stops, as we recommend through the LSC. 

As shown in the table on page 27 of the Master Plan, the jobs-housing ratio that could result 
from the Plan's land use recommendations is a significant improvement from the ratio in the 
1990 Plan (6.6 versus 10.0). The Gaithersburg West Master Plan provides a development 
envelope that could allow an additional 22,000 jobs and 5,200 new homes (above the 1990 
Master Plan levels), if land is developed to the maximum density theoretically available. One of 
the best ways to improve the jobs-housing balance in the LSC is to relocate the Public Safety 
Training Academy (PSTA) and redevelop this site as a new residential community in the heart of 
this employment area. And, if the County is able to time the disposition of the PSTA and its 
subsequent residential development with an increase in new jobs (on Belward, for example), 
then the chances that new employees might live nearby would be increased. 



The following table is compiled from property tax records of existing commercial space (excluding 

government facilities and schools) and the number of dwelling units. As the data shows, the 1-270 

Corridor Planning Area, from Montrose Road on the south to Clarksburg on the north (see map on next 

page), is relatively in balance with 162,000 jobs and nearly 107,000 households for a jobs-housing ratio 

of 1.51. The existing jobs-housing ratio for the area that is defined as the LSC in this Master Plan is not 

"in balance" since this area has long been an employment center that, for the most part, precludes 

housing. Again, jobs-housing calculations are a function of geographic boundaries. The existing jobs­

housing ratio for the LSC (6.4) is based on a narrowly defined area in the County's Master Plan - the five 

LSC districts and the Washingtonian residential enclave (the County area between the Crown Farm and 

Rio, which ar.e both in the City of Gaithersburg). Existing housing immediately adjacent to the LSC, much 

of which is in the city of Gaithersburg or Rockville (Mission Hills, Washingtonian Woods, Fallsgrove, as 

well as North Potomac in the County), is not included in this calculation of existing jobs-housing because 

it falls outside the boundaries of the Gaithersburg West Master Plan. As the table shows, as the radius 

around the LSC expands, the jobs-housing ratio improves, reflecting the significant amount of housing in 

the 1-270 Corridor today. 

LSCArea Yl mile 1 mile 1.5 miles 3 miles 1-270 Corridor 
Commercial SF 6,940,000 12,587,304 18,443,522 21,351,528 42,422,513 57,727,792 
Jobs 21,200 35,964 52,696 .61,004 121,207 164,937 
Dwelling Units 3,262 9,205 16,217 26,157 58,987 106,995 
Jobs/Housing 6.49 3.91 3.25 2.33 2.05 1.54 

Regarding housing costs, while improving the Countts jobs-housing balance would probably 

improve housing affordability in the County, staff is not aware that that specific hypothesis has 

been tested. Furthermore, staff is not aware of any study that would support the position that 

jobs-housing balance within a particular master plan area would improve housing affordability 

within that same geography. 

One way in which the plan addresses the question of housing affordability is through the Life 

Sciences Center ZTA. The ZTA is the first ZTA to include a requirement for Workforce Housing 

(currently required in all Metro Station Policy Areas, regardless of the zone). As proposed, the 

ZTA would require Workforce Housing units equal to 5% of the number of market rate units for 

developments of a certain size. This would result in an increase in the Master Plan's yield of 

inclusionary zoning units. 

The PSTA is recommended for CR zoning, and is not in a Metro Station Policy Area. As such, the 

inclusionary zoning requirement is that 12.5% ofthe units must be MPDU. The CR zone 

provides zoning incentives for MPDU in excess of the 12.5% required and for providing 

Workforce Housing units (for locations in and outside of Metro Station Policy Areas). 

In addition to the inclusionary zoning units within the Gaithersburg West Master Plan 

boundary, there are additional housing resources adjacent to or surrounding the Master Plan 

C§) 




,
'. "i.~.__­,--

ReMdemllll tlrnt1 
" 	 Commercial Sq. FI. 57.7Zl.792• COmtl'l;'ftAi~ lJllIIS ,,~, 	 Jcbs (1f35Q Sq. Fl.) 164,937 

Dwelling Unda 106,995
_PiI00. 
o lSC Iloon<la!) 0 !l.S 2 Jcbs In Housing Ratio o 1-270 COOldor PliV1I\ong Area 

"""'" 

@ 


1.54 



area, including 3,262 existing dwelling units (at Decoverly, Traville, and the Washingtonian 

enclave) and 2,250 approved units on the Crown Farm in the City of Gaithersburg. 

8} 	 Car trips per 1,000 square feet would be higher within the lSC than, say, at White Flint? 

In addition, the zone proposed for the LSC would allow up to 50% office uses, yet the 

transportation analysis appears to assume only a third of the space would be office 

uses, which has the greatest intensity of employees (and thus car trips) of the assumed 

uses. If so, why? 

White Flint is more urban than lSC.The former is at a Metro stop, where a second entrance is 
recommended. There is also other public transportation available, and the White Flint area is 
more compact. There will, indeed, be more auto traffic in the LSC per square foot of 
development. The provision for office uses is not an assumption that 50% will be office, but 
that no more than 50% can be office uses in the LSC zone. 

9) 	 What growth scenarios have been modeled? In each case, what is the growth assumed­
the 2030 Round 7.1 forecast, the 2030 Round 7.2 forecast or build out? For each of the 
growth scenarios modeled, were mode shares modeled as output, rather than as input, 
to assure both relevancy and apples-to-apples comparisons. Again, show the non-auto 
mode share broken out among CCT, other transit, carpooling, bicycling and walking. 

The travel demand forecasting process applied regional demographic and transportation 
system improvements through the year 2030, using Round 7.1 demographic assumptions. The 
mode share analysis utilizes the regional model to project base mode shares, as they are an 
outcome of land use and transportation system input assumptions. These mode shares are 
then adjusted slightly to account for additional TDM actions not included in the input 
assumptions. The modeling process and assumptions are described in greater detail on pages 
87 through 99 of the Draft Plan Appendix. Additional details are included in Attachment C. 

10) How does the plan recommended by Residents for Reasonable Development compare 
to the Final Draft Plan with regard to additional auto trips, congestion levels, percentage 
of new development within a quarter mile of transit, and the number of interchanges 
required? 

The Residents for Reasonable Development scenario is similar to the 1990 Plan scenario, which 
would result in about three-quarters of the total VMT in the High Scenario, as indicated in 
Attachment 3. However, the amount of travel is indirectly linked to the type and amount of 
local development, due to latent demand effects on trip distribution, mode choice, and traffic 
assignment. Staff recommends that the same number of interchanges be retained in the Plan 
regardless of which development level (1990 Plan through to High Scenario) is recommended. 

11) What is your response to the red flags raised by the State Transportation Planners in 
their letter to the Council of September 15: "We took careful note of the discrepancy 
between the number of households and the number of jobs in the area. In the scenario 
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of high households and high jobs, this discrepancy becomes over 47,000 more jobs than 
households. With the M-NCPPC staff recommendations for the medium number of 
households and the high number of jobs, this discrepancy becomes more severe. As a 
result of this imbalance, our concern is that employees have little choice than to 
commute in from areas throughout the Washington region. Toward this end, the SHA 
conducted a regional analysis to determine the effects of the new trips on the larger 
regional system. The results indicated that there will be a significant number of new 
trips along 1-270 between north of Muddy Branch Road to MD 28, along Sam Eig 
Highway and the interchange at 1-270 at MD 28. To mitigate these new trips, a new lane 
in each direction along 1-270, an additional lane in each direction on Sam Eig Highway 
from 1-270 to Great Seneca Highway, and ramp modifications to IVID 28 at i-270 would 
be needed on top of current planned highway efforts. Without these improvements, the 
over 21,000 new daily trips will be forced onto the local road network resulting in severe 
congestion. We suggest that his impact can be reduced if the gap between households 
and jobs were more in balance with one another." 

We agree in concept with MDOT that accommodating planned growth with transportation 
infrastructure needs to be carefully planned and implemented over time. We also agree with 
MOOT that additional capacity on 1-270 is needed to accommodate growth in the plan area as 
well as the corridor; this was assumed in our regional travel demand forecasting. We agree 
that improvements to Sam Eig Highway are needed although we believe that the additional 
lane should be dedicated to bus priority treatments and that implementing grade separation 
between 1-270 and Great Seneca Highway is the most effective treatment for this important 
gateway to the LSC. We also concur that improvements will be needed on 1-270 south of the 
current AA/OEIS expansion limits at Shady Grove Road. Our subsequent tests have added the 
1-270/Gude Drive interchange (included in the City of Rockville's master plan) to the planned 
network. 

We agree that the Ufe Sciences Center area is currently a jobs center (so that traffic pulses in 
during the morning and out during the evening) and that improving the jobs-housing balance 
will increase the potential for residents to live near their work. The Planning Board Draft Plan 
improves the J/H balance over the 1990 Plan conditions, reducing a 10.0 J/H ratio in the 1990 
Plan to 6.6 under the Planning Board Draft Plan. The recommended zoning in the plan 
provides some flexibility for jobs and housing to be better coordinated; this is function where 
master plans, zoning, and growth policy initiatives (such as the Planning Board's Smart Growth 
Criteria) all are tools to achieve an appropriate balance on the live/work continuum. It is also 
appropriate to consider a range of geographic areas when considering the J/H balance; while 
we believe there are practical and legal limitations that require the LSC Policy Area to be a jobs 
center for the foreseeable future, the surrounding community is a rich housing resource so that 
the J/H balance within different commuter "sheds" tells a different story. 

However, we disagree with MDOT on two procedural methods by which their correspondence 
assessed the impact of the proposed Plan. First, the changes in the Plan should not be assessed 
by comparing Plan build out to the either current conditions or 2030 forecasts under the 
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region's Constrained long Range Plan (ClRP). Rather, the effects of this plan should be 
measured against the effects of the 1990 Plan and we believe that the Planning Board Draft 
Plan does a much better job than the 1990 Plan in making efficient use of already planned 
resources, whether those resources are the CCT, additional improvements on 1-270, or arterial 
system interchanges. Second, while the MDOT analysis did use a travel demand model to 
establish a ClRP base, it assumed the planned growth beyond 2030 would follow the shortest 
path to its destination rather than seek an equilibrium among alternative routes. Their analysis 
therefore overstated the relative value of Sam Eig Highway and 1-270, and underestimated the 
effect on parallel routes such as Great Seneca Highway (which is already master planned to 
ultimately be six lanes through the City of Gaithersburg). 

The SHA and MNCPPC staff both reviewed each other's regional analyses and both agencies 
agree that the proposed land use would lead to the generation of new and diverted trips. SHA 
and MNCPPC also both understand that there are limitations in the travel demand models and 
methodologies. From the discussions between SHA and MNCPPC staff, it is apparent that the 
current modeling and capacity constraints in the network do not allow for a straight-forward 
impact assessment of the proposed land use. Therefore, there is a need to evaluate the 
impacts using different approaches. The approaches taken by SHA and MNCPPC provide a 
reasonable range of impacts and should serve as two complementary data points for planning 
purposes. The SHA compared the new/diverted trips to the Master Plan area in an origin­
destination context. All comparisons were done using MWCOG Round 7.1 land use and 2030 
ClRP as a base; the intent was to evaluate the impact to 1-270, Sam Eig Highway, and the 
interchange at 1-270 and MD 28. Those results showed that there is a demand to access the lSC 
from 1-270, Sam Eig Highway, and MD 28 that cannot be met unless improvements are made. 
Without further improvements, the traffic would have to travel on the existing arterials (such as 
MD 119) and local roads which are already congested. This augments the MNCPPC findings 
where several highway improvements are recommended within the Master Plan area. The SHA 
analYSis mainly focused on the impacts outside the Master Plan area and confirmed that there 
would be impacts on the regional system. 

The SHA analysis showed that the Gaithersburg West Master Plan high land use scenario 
generates about 23,400 more (new and diverted) AM period trips compared to 2030 Round 7.1 
land use. The trips that get captured within the Master Plan area increase from 13% in Round 
7.1 to 28% in the Gaithersburg West Master Plan high scenario. The 21,000 new trips noted in 
the SHA letter dated September 15, 2009 is a small percentage of the total trips generated by 
the Gaithersburg West Master Plan and we feel that it is a conservative estimate. For planning 
purposes, in the vicinity of the study area, the total trips on highways is important; whether the 
trips are new or diverted is not particularly relevant. The increase in density results in more 
local trips, but the overall effect on the regional highways system is still substantial. 

12) Traffic congestion around the life Sciences Center is substantial. With regard to the 
Gaithersburg West Master Plan, is it the position of the Planning Board that existing 
communities and pass-through commuters must accept much worse congestion than 
would otherwise occur to allow for 22,000 more jobs above the 38,000 already allowed 
(16,000 of which have not yet been created) in the Life Sciences Center? If so, why does 
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the Planning Board think that the far worse congestion that would occur is an 
acceptable tradeoff for the many thousands of current and future residents of existing 
communities in and around the Life Sciences Center, and the many thousands of pass­
through commuters who travel near and through the Life Sciences Center? 

It is our position that the staging proposed will maintain a reasonable balance between the 
growth in development and the growth in traffic. As previously noted, there is also a difference 
between the maximum allowable development and the amount that can be reasonably 
expected to occur. There is no basis in experience or logic for supposing that the every square 
foot of development allowable will be built. The plan addresses the most intense case, and it 
works according to our adopted transportation policies. 

13) Testimony by David Hauck, Chair of the Sierra Club's Montgomery County Group, at the 
public hearing noted the most recent Council of Government forecasts that project that 
adding the very large numbers of jobs proposed for Gaithersburg West would reduce 
the number of jobs that would be added at Metro Stations, in the East County and in the 
urban ring inside the Beltway. This result would undermine the County's goal of 
encouraging the most development where there is the greatest capacity to support it. 
How would that be consistent with Smart Growth? 

First, it is important to distinguish between jobs and zoning capacity. It is true that this Master 

Plan is adding non-residential zoning capacity in the LSC; however, the Master Plan is not 

adding jobs. Jobs will come to the LSC when, bit by bit over many years, the zoning capacity is 

used by new development. 

Second, locations within Montgomery County should be competitive with other locations in the 

entire region, and should not be competing only with other locations within Montgomery 

County. A goal of this Master Plan is to make the County's premier location for life sciences 

more competitive with other locations in the region and the nation. One element of that is 

providing sufficient density to support transit and a vibrant community, which promotes the 

interaction of people and the exchange of ideas. Another element is trying to provide a zoning 

envelope capable of accommodating a significant institutional employer, such an expansion of 

the National Institutes of Health. 

Third, competition between sites within Montgomery County does not occur on a level playing 

field. land uses, industries, and individual firms al/ have locational preferences. Office uses 

prefer good transportation access, and tend to value that access more highly than do 

residential uses. Some industries prefer to cluster and locate together, in order to draw from a 

particular base of potential employees and in order to achieve a more productive interaction of 

ideas. 



Biotechnology is an industry that likes to locate in proximity to educational institutions, 

government regulators, or other government entities. Biotechnology firms will choose to 

locate in a specific location for a number of reasons-some firms choose to locate in close 

proximity to the homes of CEO's or company founders. Some biotech firms will value proximity 

to the FDA above proximity to the Shady Grove Life Sciences Center, and thus will prefer 

locations in East County. Some biotech firms will value locations near Metro or inside the 

beltway (as did United Therapeutics). Firms that are not biotech firms, but who provide goods 

or services to biotech firms, may be willing to pay a rent premium to be located close to their 

customers/clients, thus making the Life Sciences Center more attractive for some types of non­

biotech users than it will be for others. In sum, there are a variety of factors other than zoning 

capacity that will influence the locational decisions of firms in the region. 

Fourth, creating life sciences or other non-residential zoning capacity in the LSC specifically, or 

in the 1-270 Corridor generally, does not necessarily result in a loss for other locations within 

Montgomery County. In fact, in the long run it may have the opposite effect. If the density at 

this location improves the County's overall economic competitiveness or strengthens the 

County's biotechnology cluster, then other locations in the County could benefit as well. The 

testimony of Jonathan Genn, representing Percontee, Inc., bears this out. 

Finally, while the Planning Board is striving to maximize existing capacity, there is no abundance 

of capacity near Metro, within the urban ring, or in East County. Metro ridership, this summer's 

problems aside, is very high. The rights of way in the urban ring are constrained by existing 

development, and the roadway capacity (as determined in the Growth Policy) is constrained as 

well. Most of the neighborhoods within the urban ring are stable and unlikely to redevelop. 

East County is severely transportation constrained, and in the absence of a solution to its 

transportation capacity problems, faces significant hurdles in achieving employment growth. 

Those are all important issues, and the Planning Board is addressing all of them, to some 

extent, in our current and upcoming work program. 

14) How close in feet to the Belward Farm homestead could there be 100 to 150 foot 
buildings under the Draft Plan? Other than directly in front of the homestead entrance 
on Darnestown Road, at build out would any existing communities have a line of sight to 
the historic homestead? 

The Plan recommends that views of the farmstead be preserved from Darnestown Road as well 
as other vantage points within the larger Belward site. The Plan recommends that buildings 
immediately adjacent to the Belward farmstead buffer be no higher than 60 feet (4 stories). 
The closest 100-150 foot tall buildings could be located approximately 190 feet from the 
existing historic Belward house. 



The Belward farmhouse is located X mile from the nearest house in the Washingtonian Woods 
development and 1/3 mile from the nearest house in the Mission Hills subdivision. Because of 
the topography and existing landscape, the historic Belward farmhouse is not visible from most 
adjacent neighborhoods. The existing landscape will be preserved, including the mature trees 
around the house. The Master Plan will also provide a "line of sight" toward the farmstead 
along several proposed streets on the Belward property. 



Attachment C. Transportation Addendum 

This addendum provides background materials for the responses to questions from Council President 
Andrews and the Council staff memorandum. These materials supplement the July 2009 Appendix and 
reflect subsequent coordination with the Maryland Department ofTransportation (MDOT), Maryland 
Transit Administration (MTA), State Highway Administration (SHA), and Montgomery County 
Department of Transportation (MCDOT). 

This addendum is organized as follows: 

• 	 Part 1 describes the alternative land use and transportation system scenarios examined during 
Plan development, with additional details on transportation system performance. These 
materials demonstrate how levels of transportation system efficiency improve with greater 
density and a better balance between jobs and housing. However, since the efficiencies of 
smart growth do generate increased total levels of traffic, the extent of development was 
bounded by transportation system balance as guided by the Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR) 
tool. This section also describes the effect of alternative development scenarios on expected 
CCT ridership and cost-effectiveness. 

• 	 Part 2 describes the development and evaluation of the "PHED Committee Alternative" in 
response to interagency coordination and Councilmember and Council staff interest in the 
effects of a lower development scenario that includes removal of one of the planned 
interchanges. The PHED Committee Alternative and High Scenarios can be used in conjunction 
to project the relative effect of lower land use scenarios. In general, we find that the Planning 
Board Draft Plan recommendations remain appropriate for the PHED Committee Alternative 
scenario; the change in 2 million square feet dispersed throughout the LSC area is not significant 
enough to substantially alter long-range transportation system needs (other than those 
identified as part of the scenario development). 

• 	 Part 3 addresses concerns regarding the highway system, demonstrating that the Planning 
Board Draft Plan essentially reallocates interchange system resources already contained in the 
1990 Plan and addresses recently proposfi!d options for minimizing interchange resource costs 
and impacts. 

Part 1. Alternative Scenarios 

Staff examined several alternative scenarios during the course of the plan development effort, 
beginning in spring 2008. In general, three levels of development were tested, as summarized in the 
Draft Plan Appendix Figure 30 and described below: 

• 	 A "Low" scenario, approximating 1990 Plan levels of development 
• 	 A "High" scenariO, approximating levels of development indicated by property owner or 


representative interest, and 


• 	 A "Medium" scenario, reflecting emerging knowledge about public system capacities and 
implementation feasibility_ 

This range and process of scenario testing is common to most area master plans. These three scenarios 
evolved as slightly different land use densities, transportation system networks, and TDM strategies 
were evaluated. The focus of the land use changes was on the three proposed new CCT stations that 
comprise the proposed Life Sciences Center Policy Area: 
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• LSC Central (TAZ 218) 

• lSC West (TAZ 219) 
• LSC Belward (TAl 220) 

Staff reported to the Planning Board on preliminary results on October 10, 2008 and primary assessment 
of the system performance was based on analyses of the PAMR results for the Research and 
Development Village policy area presented in Attachments 4 through 9 of the staff report: 

http://montgomeryplanning.org/community/gaithersburg/documents/20081002 gaithersburg­
w master plan staff report.pdf 

http://montgomeryplanning.org!community!gaithersburg/documents/20081002 gaithersburg west at 
tachments print. pdf 

As indicated in Exhibit C-l, the three scenarios for the R&D Village Policy Area showed a lower variability 
of travel demand and system performance than indicated by the difference in lSC Policy Area 
demographics. 

Exhibit C-1. PAMR System Performance for R&D Village Policy Area - October 2008 Scenarios 

Scenario Commercial Dwelling Vehicle Vehicle Average Relative Plan in I 
square feet Balance? . 
in LSC Policy 

units in Miles of Hours of Transit Arterial 
lSC Policy Travel . Travel Travel Mobility 

Area Area Time 
(minutes) 

low 7.2M 500 63,000 5,200 48 54% Yes 
Scenario 
Medium 12.4M 4,800 75,000 7,700 44 43% Yes 
Scenario 
High 16.1M 9,700 82,000 9,200 43 39% No 
Scenario «40%) 

The High Scenario had more than twice the number of commercial square feet than the low Scenario 
and nearly twenty times the number of dwelling units. Total VMT, however, increased by just 30%, due 
to a combination of factors including a conversion of through traffic to local traffic brought on by both 
an improved jobs-to-housing balance, an improved non-auto driver mode share, and a redistribution of 
origins and destinations. 

Travel Patterns of lSC Area Employees 

The development of the Ufe Sciences Center as a mixed-use transit-oriented development increases 
transit use and walk/bike opportunities. The existing and forecast non-auto driver mode shares are 
based on forecasted R&D Village policy area journey-to-work trends using the Department's travel 
demand model. We estimate the current non-auto driver mode share (NADMS) at 16%. For comparison 
purposes, the NADMS for the Shady Grove Adventist Hospital employees has been estimated at 14% 
based on a 2008 employee survey provided by the hospital. Additional information on mode share 
would be obtained from more comprehensive and robust survey information obtained by the Greater 
Shady Grove Transportation Management District when it is funded and operating. The operation of the 
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GSG TMD is therefore a critical element in the first stage of the Sector Plan and the assessment of 
progress toward the ultimate 30% NADMS must be calibrated against initial survey results. 

Most lSC area employees will live north and east ofthe study area, with about half located in the 1-270 
corridor from Clarksburg to Rockville. Employee locations tend to be fairly dispersed, a trend that will 
continue for the foreseeable future. As indicated in Appendix C-4, under the High scenario, the origins 
of study area employees would include: 

• 11% from the R&D Village Policy Area (compared to just 3% in 2OOS) 
• 10% from Gaithersburg City (11% in 200S) 

• 7% from Germantown West (8% in 200S) 
• 7% from Montgomery Village/Airpark (down from 10% in 200S, as the area is largely built out) 

• 5% from Rockville City (7% in 2ooS) 
• S% from North Potomac (7% in 200S) 
• S% from Frederick County (5% in 2OOS) 
• S% from Clarksburg (up from 1% in 2005, as the area is still developing) 

Exhibit C-2 shows how the mode split percentages of employees arriving by transit, as an auto (or 
vanpool) passenger, and walking or biking to work is expected to change by scenario. Detailed 
information on travel demand model mode shares is provided in Appendices C-1 through C-4; the mode 
shares are slightly different than in the appendices as the travel model does not assign intra-zonal trips 
or walk/bike trips, tends to slightly overestimate auto occupancy, and the effectiveness of localized TOM 
programs is not explicitly incorporated in the model forecasts. 

Exhibit (-2 - Estimated Journey to Work Mode Share for R&D Village Policy Area Employees 

I 
I 

I 

Scenario Total Trips By Transit By Auto By Walk/Bike Total Non-Driver 

2005 18,600 6% 8% 2% 16% 
low Scenario 24,300 9% 

1 
10% 3% 22% 

Medium Scenario 56,800 14% 10% 4% 28% i 

High Scenario 70,200 15% 10% 7.S% 32.S% 

The low Scenario is essentially the 1990 Plan; the CCT alignment serves just the Crown Farm and DANAC 
stations where the adjacent land uses are predominantly residential. By adjusting the CCT alignment to 
serve additional commercial development on the CCT stations, the transit ridership can be significantly 
increased, from 9% without LSC development to about 15% in the high scenario. The Planning Board 
draft plan recommends a 30% non-auto driver mode share {between the Medium and High Scenarios}. 
In general, with planned levels of development, about half of those not driving will take transit, about a 
third will be auto passengers, and the remaining one-sixth will walk or bike to work. 

(CT Ridership and Cost-Effectiveness 

Another way of looking at the information is to consider the number of transit riders who journey to 
work in the R&D Village: 

• 1,100 riders today 
• 2,200 riders in the low Scenario 
• 8,000 transit riders in the Medium Scenario, and 
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• 	 10,500 transit riders in the High Scenario 

The Planning Board Draft Plan is between the Medium and High Scenarios and would result in about 
9,000 daily journey-to-work trips to the LSC area on transit. This is an increase of nearly 7,000 additional 
riders which would help increase CCT boardings. Staff estimates that the number of daily CCT boardings 
associated with changes associated with the LSC Alignment stations at about 6,000 per day by the yea r 
2030. The two ridership forecasts in the preceding sentences are only indirectly linked as there are 
three variables that are different; absorption of planned development by 2030, transit riders not using 
the CCT, and transit trips for purposes other than the journey to ~rk locations in the LSC area. 

The MTA is providing an assessment of the Crown Farm, LSC, and Kentlands alignment options under 
separate cover. Their analysis of cost-effectiveness is critical to obtaining Federal Transit Administration 
support for the CCT. We are therefore not publishing any independent estimates of cost-effectiveness 
to avoid creating confusion on this particularly important topic. However, we support the 2009 AA/DEIS 
cost-effectiveness calculations for the CCT (which concluded that the BRT options would have a cost of 
$18 to $19 per hour of transportation system user benefits and that the LRT options would cost $32 to 
$33 per hour). Our independent sketch level assessments lead us to believe that, given current design 
standards for the CCT: 

• 	 The LSC alignment and Planning Board Draft Plan, in tandem, should improve CCT cost 
effectiveness. Staff estimates that, all else held equal, cost effectiveness might improve by one 
or two dollars per hour. 

• 	 The Planning Board Draft Plan, the Executive Branch proposal, and the Montgomery County 
Civic Federation proposal would all provide sufficient ridership on the LSC alternative to keep 
BRT cost-effective. 

• 	 While a small change in cost-effectiveness may not cause the CCT to cross relevant FTA 
thresholds, small changes can still affect competitiveness for scarce federal funding among 
projects across the country. 

Vehicle Trip Lengths 

Exhibit C-3 shows the degree to which the balance of jobs and housing results in shorter vehicle trips. 
The Low Scenario retains the high jobs-housing ratio currently found in the LSC area, resulting in an 
estimated 84% auto driver mode share and only 3% of those auto travelers originating within the policy 
area to work. For the Medium and High Scenarios, the non-auto driver mode share was targeted at 
25%. 

in October 2008 (rather than 30% in the Draft Plan) and for those who did drive, 12% of High Scenario 
employees originate within the policy area. Additional information is provided in Appendices C-l 
through C-4. 



Exhibit C-3. Home-Based Work Auto Driver Trips Internal to the R&D Village Policy Area - October 
2008 Scenarios 

Scenario Internal trips Total trips Internal Trip 
Percentage 

2005 412 15,684 3% 
low Scenario 1,017 19,880 5% 
Medium Scenario 3,122 42,265 7% 
High Scenario 5,847 48,601 12% 

Staff also considered the degree to which the CCT alignment modifications and additional density would 
increase CCT ridership and cost effectiveness. In general, staff has deferred reporting on CCT results to 
the MTA analysis and findings, recognizing that their analysis of year 2030 conditions (including a partial 
absorption of planned build-out densities) would yield slightly lower ridership numbers than any 
estimates we would develop of build-out ridership. 

In general, the results of the October 2008 analyses presented to the Planning Board indicated that the 
mixed-use transit-oriented development did create greater levels of total traffic, but provided a more 
efficient per-capita utilization of transportation system capacity. One staff objective for subsequent 
efforts was therefore to develop a plan that would maximize traveler efficiency while retaining the level 
of transportation system balance described in the PAMR process. 

Some might argue that the PAMR analysis for Gaithersburg West is an artificial constraint because the 
White Flint Sector Plan proposes an amendment to the PAMR standard of lOS 0 (a Relative Arterial 
Mobility of 40% or more). Both staff and the Planning Board recommend allowing lOS E conditions (a 
Relative Arterial Mobility score of less than 40%) in White Flint because the Relative Transit Mobility is 
LOS B. In each ofthe Gaithersburg West plan scenarios the Relative Transit Mobility is LOS C, so the 
staff and Planning Board have respected the lOS 0 Relative Arterial Mobility definition of Plan balance. 

Part 2. PHED Committee Scenario 

The public hearing generated many requests for additional transportation and land use scenarios. This 
addendum provides additional information from which the sensitivity oftransportation system 
performance to different input variables can be gauged. Based on the combination of interests in 
examining a lower land use and three specific transportation network assumptions, the interagency 
team coordinated on a new scenario in response to the direction obtained at the September 29 PHED 
Committee meeting. This PHED Committee Scenario consists ofthe following: 

• 	 A reduction of two million square feet of commercial development from the Planning Board 
Draft Plan, taken proportionately from all commercial properties in the life Sciences Center 
according to the difference between the amount of development assumed in the 1990 Plan 
scenario and that assumed in the Planning Board Draft Plan. 

• 	 The inclusion ofthe 1-270/Gude Drive interchange included in the City of Rockville's master plan. 
This interchange would provide another point of access to the Gaithersburg West plan area and 
could address some of the MOOT and City of Rockville concerns about the impact of additional 
traffic on the existing MD 28 interchange. 

• 	 The removal of the Great Seneca Highway / Key West interchange, based on the Draft Plan 
Appendix finding that an at-grade improvement can provide needed capacity at this location. 
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• 	 The removal ofthe portion of Diamondback Drive directly east ofthe Sam Eig Highway 
interchange in response to City of Gaithersburg concerns. 

Exhibit C-4 compares the total plan area levels of development for the scenarios described in this 
section ofthe report. The High Scenario incorporates some slight changes from the High Scenario as 
described in the Draft Plan Appendix. The scenario defined as "M-NCPPC Scenario 1" in Exhibit C-4 is 
described as the "PHED Committee Scenario" elsewhere in Attachment C. 

Exhibit C-4. Current Transportation System Scenario land Uses 

Caithersburg West Master Plan 
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PAMR Results 

The PAMR analysis of the PHED Committee Scenario is presented in Appendix C-6. These results show 

that the R&D Village would be balanced under the PHED Committee Scenario, with a Relative Transit 

Mobility of 65% and a Relative Arterial Mobility of 44% if no additional TOM actions were taken to 

increase mode shares beyond those that would result from the combination of land uses and transit 

services included as model assumptions. The PHED Committee Scenario is similar to the "Medium 

Scenario" presented to the Planning Board on October 10, 2008, and falls in between the Low (or 1990 

Plan) and High Scenarios. 

http:CllI'R'Ill2.6M
http:W1211.8M


Appendix C-6. PAMR Results for PHED Committee Alternative 

Year 2030 PAMR Chart - GWMP PHED Scenario w/oTDM 
Relative Arterial Mobility: (Congested Arterial Speed Relative to Arterial Free Flow Speed) 
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Appendix C-7. PAMR Results for the High Scenario 

Year 2030 PAMR Chart· GWMP High Scenario 
Relative Arterial Mobility: (Congested Arterial Speed Relative to Arterial Free Flow Speed) 
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Appendix C-8. PAMR Results for low (1990 Plan) Scenario 

Year 2030 PAMR Chart - GWMP Low Scenario 
Relative Arterial Mobility: (Congested Arterial Speed Relative to Arterial Free Flow Speed) 
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Local Area Model Results 

The need to plan for expanded highway system capacity at LSC area choke points is fairly independent of 
the total amount of commercial space in the LSC area. Rather, most of the areas identified are already 
congested and will continue to be under any of the development scenarios examined, requiring 
additional transportation infrastructure. 

Appendix C-5 presents a comparison ofthe intersection congestion results for existing conditions with 
the three scenarios with detailed input assumptions and output analysis (the High Scenario, Planning 
Board Draft Scenario, and PHED Committee Scenario). For each intersection, the AM and PM peak hour 
Critical Lane Volume (CLV) results a re presented, as well as a volume-to-capacity (VIe) ratio for the 
worst case (AM or PM). For all intersections in this chart, a constant "capacity" of 1600 CLV is assumed 
for ease of comparison. The 1600 ClV is the threshold between LOS E and LOS F conditions and it is the 
Planning Board's proposed congestion standard for the new Ufe Sciences Center policy area. The R&D 
Policy Area currently has a congestion standard of 1450 CLV (which is the threshold between LOS D and 
LOS E). 

In Appendix C-5, intersections recommended for grade separation are indicated by shading and 
locations with a VIC ratio greater than 1.0 are indicated with bold text. There is not a direct relationship 
between the VIC ratio and a recommendation to plan for an interchange. Most ofthe interchange 
locations are just outside of the proposed life Sciences Center policy area boundary, and clearly, the 
identification of a CLV greater than the prevailing 1450 CLV standard should not be a mandate for grade 

. separation. While the 1450 CLV standard is current policy in these areas, it is not effective planning to 
assume a ~$100M improvement for an intersection that may perform at LOS E (between 1450 and 1600 
CLV, or a 0.91 to 1.00 VIC ratio in Appendix C-5), 

At the same time, it is not prudent to assume that interchanges will never be needed until a CLV exceeds 
a certain higher number, such as a CLV of 1800 or 2000 (VIC ratios of 1.12 or 1.25 in Appendix C-5). 
Generally, staff has viewed a VIC ratio of about 1.1 as the logical breakpoint where a grade separation 
should be recommended. 

There are two differences between this chart and Figure 24 in the Planning Board Draft Plan Appendix. 
First, there are some revisions in the Existing Conditions and High Scenario to reflect updated traffic 
counts and High Scenario assumptions since November 2008, when the analysis that was reported in the 
July 2009 Appendix was originally prepared. Second, the ClVand VIC ratios shown for locations with 
recommended grade separations are shown; these reflect at-grade conditions with feasible intersection 
widening. This information helps summarize the alternative approach to grade separation. 

Appendix C-5 demonstrates that most ofthe intersections recommended for interchanges in the 
Planning Board Draft Plan will be congested regardless of whether the total amount of commercial 
development is 18 million, 20 million, or 22 million square feet. In fact, the difference in forecast 
intersection congestion and the need for interchanges is more a factor of the location and type of 
commercial development than the total development assumed in the area. There are four basic 
reasons for this finding: 

First, the localized development assumptions have varied from alternative to alternative. The trip 
generation can vary depending on the type of development assumed. -rhe Planning Board scenario has 
about 3,400 fewer jobs (a 5% reduction) than the High Scenario, but the reduction was customized and 



therefore was not even Iy distributed across different job types. I n fact, the number of retail jobs 
actually rose slightly (by 4%). As indicated in Figure 29 of the Planning Board Draft Appendix, the retail 
trip generation rates applicable to the analysis are three times that ofthe industrial and other 
commercial development for PM peak period travel. 

The general office rates are also 20% higher than the industrial/other commercial. Since 
industrial/other commercial developments have similar trip generation characteristics in the LSC area, 
the changes in those job types between the High Scenario and the Planning Board Draft scenario; 
industrial down by 24% and other commercial up by 18%, tend to have a cancelling effect. 

The trip generation rates used for the life Sciences Center analysis are lower than those contained in the 
Department's Local Area Transportation Review/Policy Area Transportation Review Guidelines for most 
commercial uses because they incorporate pass-by trips for retail, available observed utilization of life 
sciences center office space, and ultimate achievement of the 30% non-auto driver mode share. The 
commercial land use trip generation rates are slightly higher than those used in the White Flint Sector 
Plan analysis, where higher mode shares can be achieved but employee density is higher due to real 
estate costs and the prevailing type of office adivity. 

For instance, the following PM peak hour vehicle trip generation rates for each 1,000 square feet of 
development are described in each Plan's appendix: 

• Office space, 1.20 in LSC, 1.16 in White Flint 
• Retail space, 3.00 in LSC, 1.70 in White Flint 
• Industrial space, 1.00 in LSC, 1.03 in White Flint 

• Other space, 1.00 in LSC, 1.21 in White Flint 
• High rise residential (per unit), 0.48 in LSC, 0.46 in White Flint 

The types of developments on different parcels also varied somewhat as scenarios were developed 
during the past two years. The difference between commercial and residential development can have a 
similar effect on trip generation rates, an effect that can be magnified due to differences in peaking 
between the uses (residences tend to have a high arrival rate during the evening peak whereas offices 
have a high departure rate). In some cases, residential development in the High Scenario was 
"converted" to commercial development in the Planning Board scenario, based on an assessment of 
development feasibility. The term "converted" is merely a term of art; as the scenarios are 
independent, the development types are also independent. 

Second, the location of development has an effect on localized traffic congestion. 
For instance, the area in the southwest quadrant of the Shady Grove / Key West intersection had a 
similar total amount of total square footage in both the High Scenario and the Planning Board Draft 
ScenariO, but about 300 high rise residential units were "converted" to office space (as was some other 
commercial space). Therefore, the Planning Board Draft Scenario generated 1,160 outbound vehicle 
trips during the PM peak hour as compared to 780 in the High Scenario, contributing to the higher CLVs 
at the Key West / Shady Grove intersection in the Planning Board Draft Plan scenario. 

Third, the transportation network assumptions affect system performance from both the areawide and 
site-specific perspective. The addition of the 1-270/Gude Drive interchange into the PHED Commtttee 
Scenario creates additional access to the LSC area, redistributing traffic destined both to and across 1­
270. This increases congestion slightly at the Gude Drive intersections with Research Drive and Key 

fa) 




West Avenue and decreases congestion slightly along Shady Grove Road. Similarly, the removal of the 
planned segment of Diamondback Drive directly east of Sam Eig Highway has a ripple affect along Sam 

Eig; congestion at the Diamondback intersection itself would be reduced but congestion at Fields Road 
would be increased (as Fields Road would be the access point for traffic to or through the Crown Farm 
develo pment). 

Finally, the forecasts are developed using a regional model that reflects latent demand in the 

redistribution of origins and destinations, the reassessment of modal splits, and the reassignment of 
traffic volumes. As development totals increase, the amount of through traffic decreases. This is due in 
large part to the redistribution of traffic (some folks who would pass through the area if local living, 

working, or shopping opportunities are insufficient instead find a desirable trip-end in the area). Exhibit 
C-S shows the comparison of local and through trafficin the LSC area. As development increases, the 
LSC Area is less of an impediment on the way to somewhere else and becomes more of a destination in 
its own right. The reduction in through traffic is also due to some extent on the reassignment oftraffic. 

Congestion will increase in the LSC area, and this congestion makes the area slightly less attractive for 
those who have a choice of routes on longer distance trips (such as whether to accept congestion on 1­

270 or congestion on MD 119 and MD 28 as the better option on a trip from west Germantown to the 
Rockville Town Center). 

Exhibit c-s. Comparison of Through and Local Traffic in lSC Area 

Gaithersburg West Plan PM Peak Hour Outbound Traffic 
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Staff makes several findings from Appendix C-5: 

• 	 The intersection of Key West Avenue I Shady Grove Road warrants a grade separated 
recommendation in any scenario, as the VIC ratio is consistently above 1.10 in any development 
scenario. 

• 	 The intersection of Great Seneca Highway I Muddy Branch Road warrants a grade separated 
recommendation, as the VIC ratio is consistently above 1.10 in any development scenario. This 
location is a true constraint to accessibility as the location is at the boundary of the life Sciences 
Center area and surrounded by low to moderate density residential development and 
environmental constraints that make alternative network options or new connections 
unfeasible. The adjacent community concerns and environmental constraints make this location 
the focus oftestimony and additional review of alternative options is presented in Part 3 ofthis 
Attachment. 

• 	 The 1990 Plan recommendation to grade separate Sam Eig Highway between 1-270 and Great 
Seneca Highway should be retained. The VIC ratios at the three individual intersections in 
Appendix C-5 (Fields Road, Diamondback Road, and Great Seneca Highway) vary from 0.90 to 
1.13 in the various horizon year development scenarios, not as indicative of a congestion 
concern as at the two intersections described in the two previous bullets. However, Sam Eig 
Highway warrants grade separation for a variety of other reasons: 

o 	 It is the primary gateway point into the Life Sciences Center Area development and the 
best connection between jobs in the Life Sciences Center and residences located at 
points north along 1-270 and east along the ICC. 

o 	 While the 1-270/Gude Drive interchange increases access to the LSC area, Sam Eig 
Highway will remain the access point with the highest traffic volume, so that peak and 
off-peak travelers alike would benefit from the access and safety provided by grade 
separation as opposed to three congested traffic signals in close proximity. 

o 	 The Plan recommends bus priority treatment to provide access for routes serving the 1­
270 express lanes and the ICC value-priced facility. While the CCT is the primary trunk 
line for the LSC area, it is even conceivable that some bus or shuttle services would use 
1-370, the ICC, and Sam Eig Highway to connect LSC and Crown Farm/Washingtonian 
areas beyond CCT station walk "sheds" with the Shady Grove Metrorail station. 

o 	 The City of Gaithersburg remains interested in minimizing the barrier effect of Sam Eig 
Highway between the separate pods of Crown Farm development on either side of the 
roadway. Grade separation would provide better connectivity for both pedestrians and 
vehicles. 

• 	 The intersection of Great Seneca Highway and Key West Avenue does not warrant grade 

separation as the VIC ratio is below 0.90 in all development scenarios. 


The intersection of Great Seneca Highway and Quince Orchard Road is outside the immediate focus area 
of the supplemental local area model analysis. Staff has assessed this intersection with a simplified 
sensitivity analysis. The current VIC ratio at this location (on a 1600 CLV base) is 0.90. Forecast daily 
traffic volumes entering the intersection are between 22% (PHED Committee Scenario) and 36% (High 
Scenario) higher than the base year, translating to estimated VIC ratios of 1.10 to 1.23. Staff recognizes 
that additional analysis here would need to be performed by the State Highway Administration in 
conjunction with the City of Gaithersburg since the location is outside the Gaithersburg West Plan 
boundary, but we suggest that an interchange at this location continue to be investigated. 



Part 3. Highway System Needs and Affordability 

The following paragraphs describe the analysis of highway system needs and the consideration of 
interchange recommendations. The Planning Board Draft Plan builds upon, and refines, the 1990 Plan 
network, recognizing limitations for a much more robust and urban street grid typical of central business 
districts. Alternative means for minimizing community impacts along Great Seneca Highway and Muddy 
Branch Road are described, including review of proposals for direct access from Sam Eig Highway onto 
the Belward campus and innovative interchange treatments. 

Context for Grade Separated Interchange Recommendations 

The Planning Board Draft Plan, like the 1990 Plan, recommends interchanges at key entry points and 
junctions between major highways. The need for interchanges incorporates the following concerns: 

• The general transportation system layout of the area is claSSically suburban, with six-lane major 
highways on a grid of roughly one-mile spacing and fairly little local street interconnectivity. The 
Draft Plan features an improved grid of business district streets within the Ufe Sciences Center. 

• Interchanges are generally justified in the long run when demand exceeds intersection capacity. 
This capacity is estimated at about 1760 (a VIC ratio of 1.10) to 1800 CLV, not the policy 
congestion standards of 1450 or 1600 CLV. At this point, equivalent at-grade solutions typically 
require more than seven lanes per approach, creating significant right-of-way needs, hindering 
pedestrian access and safety, and impacting adjacent properties. In some cases, interchanges 
may also be warranted in consideration of transportation network functionality (as in the case 
of the Montrose Parkway interchange at MD 355) or community access and safety needs (as in 
the case of the US 29 interchanges in Fairland / White Oak). In general, interchanges are more 
appropriate for Controlled Major Highways, where the provision of through movement dictates 
strong access control, higher operating speeds, and longer distances between adjacent 
intersections. 

• The consideration of interchange SUitability also needs to consider the prevailing policy 
expectations for mobility, the availability of transit service, and the feasibility of alternative 
options for grade separations or alternative treatments (as in the case of the Takoma/Langley 
Crossroads recommendation for a local grid system of short blocks in lieu of an interchange 
between University Boulevard and New Hampshire Avenue). 

• The High ScenariO forecasts reflect substantial travel demand management (roM) measures to 
achieve the planned 30% non-auto driver mode share (NADMS) and do not reflect free-flowing 
conditions. Alternative treatments to enhance roadway system performance could include the 
prohibition of left turns at key intersections and a greater reliance on local roadway networks. 
However, state and local transportation agencies have concluded that the network spacing is 
not conducive to left turn prohibitions and that interchanges are a preferable approach to 
neighborhood cut-through traffic. The sensitivity to cut-through traffic is such that the PHED 
Committee Alternative scenario has removed the segment of Diamondback Road classified as an 
arterial in the 1990 Plan and assumed in the Planning Board Draft Plan, to respect the cohesion 
of the planned Crown Farm community in the City of Gaithersburg. 

As shown in Exhibit C-6, both the 1990 Plan and the Planning Board Draft Plan recommend roadway 
grade separations at six or seven locations in the life Sciences Center area. 



Exhibit C-6. Interchange Locations in the Life Sciences Center Area 

Location Planning Board Draft Notes 

Plan 


Sam Eig Highway / 


1990 Plan 

Yes Yes Neither Plan showed a 
Washingtonian circle at Fields Road. 
Sam Eig Highway / However, connections 

Fields 
No Yes 

to Fields Road in the 

Sam Eig Highway / Yes 1990 Plan would not be 

Diamondback 
Yes 

practical (as indicated in 
the 1990 Plan appendixYes 

Great Seneca Highway 
Sam Eig Highway / Yes 

page 142) without a 
service road concept 
similar to that described 
in Draft Plan on page 43 
and depicted in the 
Draft Plan Appendix on 
page 80 

Great Seneca Highway / No Yes 
Muddy Branch Road 
Great Seneca Highway / Retained from 1990 
Key West Avenue 

Yes Yes 
Plan for system 
continuity but could be 
removed from Draft 
Plan based on 
forecasted VIC ratio of 
0.98 in Figure 24 of 
Draft Plan Appendix 

Key West Avenue / Travel demands higher 
Shady Grove Road 

No Yes 
along Key West Avenue 

Darnestown Road / than Darnestown Road 

Shady Grove Road 
Great Seneca Highway / 

NoYes 

1990 Plan 
Decoverly Drive 

Yes No 
recommended three-
level grade separation 
with CCT over Great 
Seneca Highway and 
under Decoverly Drive 

In summary, retention of the 1990 Plan would not be expected to greatly reduce planned interchange 
infrastructure costs. However, the MDOT comments on transportation system funding in their 
September 15 correspondence are apt. The current climate for funding transportation system capacity 
improvements appears quite bleak, yet this master plan, as with all plans Countywide, will be 
implemented over a period of several decades. 



Direct Access From Sam Eig Highway to Belward Campus 

The Executive has expressed interest in a direct access to the Belward campus from Sam Eig Highway 
that would eliminate the need for traffic destined to the campus from 1-270 to divert either eastbound 
or westbound onto Great Seneca Highway via planned interchanges at Muddy Branch Road or Key West 
Avenue. Staff has determined that the Executive's proposal to extend Sam Eig Highway to directly 
connect to the Belward campus would not materially change the need for interchanges in the Plan area 
at build out. 

Exhibit C-7 compares ClV calculations for two versions of an at-grade junction between MD 119 and 
Muddy Branch Road under the High Scenario (as defined in November 2008) conditions: 

Exhibit C-7. Effect of Alternative Access to Belward Campus on MD 1191 Muddy Branch CLV 

Option Description AMClV PMCLV 

1 Master Plan scenario, but with wider at-grade 1933 1912 
intersection 

2 ITraffle between east leg of Great Seneca Highway 1419 1831 
and south leg of Muddy Branch Road diverted to 
new Belward Access Road 

Option 2 represents a liberal estimate of the type of traffic flow relief that might be achieved with a 
more direct connection between Sam Eig Highway and the Belward campus. Such a connection would 
reduce traffic volumes accessing Belward via the dog-leg movement between Sam Eig Highway, MD 119, 
and Muddy Branch Road. In other words, Option 2 "zeroes out" all the traffic volumes turning right 
from northbound Muddy Branch Road to eastbound Sam Eig Highway and turning left from westbound 
Sa m Eig Highway to southbound Muddy Branch Road. These volumes are assumed to be diverted to the 
direct access roadway between Sam Eig Highway and the Belward campus. Version 2 is liberal in that it 
overestimates the effect (only about half of the traffic making the NBR and WBl movements in Version 1 
is generated by Belward). 

The removal of this traffic has a noticeable effect in the AM peak hour (reducing the CLV from 1933 to 
1419) where the westbound left from MD 119 taking traffic toward Belward conflicts with the regional 
prevailing flow eastbound along MD 119. In the PM, however, the effect is much lower (reducing the 
ClV from 1912 to 1831) because only a slight reduction in westbound left turn volumes from MD 119 is 
needed before that movement is no longer critical to the intersection. Rather, the primary traffic flow 
conflict is between westbound through traffic on MD 119 and northbound through traffic along Muddy 
Branch Road. 

The direct Belward access would not have any direct impact on the traffic volumes on Key West Avenue, 
as traffic heading from Sam Eig Highway to the eastern portion of the Belward campus would use the 
Decoverly Drive extension. At any rate, the interchange at Great Seneca Highway and Key West Avenue 
is not needed for transportation system performance, based on the 0.98 VIC ratio shown in Figure 24 of 
the Draft Plan Appendix. 



Right-of-way Needs at Great Seneca Highway! Muddy Branch Road 

During the coordination meetings with state and County agencies the physical constraints affecting the 
feasibility of the Great Seneca Highway interchange with Muddy Branch Road were discussed at some 
length. The community constraints and sparse level of network connectivity at this junction makes it 
perhaps the most sensitive constraint to the transportation system. The analysis of this junction is 
further complicated by the need to provide sufficient right-of-way for CCT priority treatment. 

Staff performed an initial assessment of the right-of-way requirements to construct a single-point urban 
interchange (SPUI) based on the designs for the similar interchange configuration planned at the 
Montrose Parkway junction with Parklawn Drive. These initial assessments suggested that access to the 
Washingtonian Woods community along the Hillside lake Terrace would be compromised, yielding the 
Executive Branch concern that some 60 residential displacements might be required, and hence the 
interest in examining an alternative access route to the Belward campus with fewer displacements. 

Subsequent analysishas indicated that an "Echelon interchange" treatment would be sufficient to 
accommodate High Scenario travel demands at this location. An Echelon interchange is one in which 
opposing through movements are grade-separated, but coupled together in a twin-signal configuration. 

The State Highway Administration and the University of Maryland have additional information and a 
conceptual animation of an Echelon interchange at the following location: 
http://attap.umd.edu!UAID gss.php?UAIDType=12&iFeature=3 

At the location of Great Seneca Highway and Muddy Branch Road, this concept could retain the 
southbound and eastbound movements with a signal at grade and place the northbound and 
westbound movements at a signalized intersection on a structure. This concept would also facilitate 
routing of the CCT around the roadway junction by crossing Muddy Branch Road several hundred feet to 
the south of Great Seneca Highway. 

Staff estimates that this configuration might still require two residential property displacements at the 
western end of Mission Drive if the CCT crossing was to remain at grade. 

http://attap.umd.edu!UAID


Appendix C-1. 2005 Journey To Work Trips 

HBW Person Trips to R&D Village PA Existing (2005) Conditions 

No. Policy Area 1..311 Jurisdiction Auto Driver Auto NOli-Driver Transit Total Person Tran$it Ok NonOriver "t. 

1 Aspen Hili 481 55 16 552 3% 10% 
2 BetheSda CBD 31 5 9 45 20% "11% 
3 Bethesda/Chevy Chase 292 28 14 334 4% 8% 
4 Clarksburg 129 16 9 154 6% 10% 
5 Cloverlv 80 10 0 90 0""' 11% 

6 Damascus 263 33 

~ 
299 1°' 11%," 

7 Derwood 486 48 565 5% B~'O 

8 FairlandlWhite Oak 202 29 239 3% 12% 
9 Friendship Heights 11 21 3 16 19% 13% 

10 Gaithersburq City 1770 180 120 2,010 6% 9% 
11 Germantown East 428: 50 30 508 e"','0 10% 
12 Germantown Town Center 23 2 2 27 7% 7% 
13 Germantown West 1282 133 95 1,510 6% 9% 
14 Glenmont 12 0 0 12 0% O~~ 

15 Grosvenor 34 

~ 
6 43 14% 7% 

16 KensinQtoniWheaton 312 21 311i 6°' f1~~'v 
17 Montgomery VWage!Airpark 1499 97 1.155 6% 9% 
18 North Bethesda 237 30 14 281 5% 11% 
19 North Potomac 1089 100 51 1,240 4% 8% 
20 Olney 566 64 5 635 1% 10% 
21 Potomac 564 55 i3 621 1% 9% 
22 R&D Villaae 412 27 32 471 7% 6% 
23 ROCkville City 1013 99 95 1.207 8% 8% 

24 Shad.. Grove 13 2 2 11 12% '12% 
25 Silver SprillQ CBO 18 3 4 25 16% 12% 
26 Silver SprinQ!Takoma Park 168 23 4 195 2% 12% 

, 27 Twinbrook 0 0 0 . nla nla 
i 28 WhealonCBO 18 1 1 20 5% 50/0 
29 White Flint 13 3 1 17 6% 18% 
30 Rural East 749 80 16 845 2% 9% 
31 Rural West 580 61 3 1>44 0·'iO 9% 

132 DC Core 5 0 9 14 64% 0% 
33 DC non-Core 141 21 49 211 23% 10% 

:34 Prince Geofoe's Co. MD 303 16 34 353 10% 5~o 

,35 Aiiinoton Core VA 4 1 1 I> 17% 17% 
: 36 AriinQton non·Core VA SO 13 19: 105 18% G°J'.. 
37 Alexandria Co. VA 43 2 5 50 10% 4~D 

: 38 Fairfax Co VA 406 41 10 457 2% 9% 
.39 Loundoun Co, VA 132 13 0 145 0% 9% 
: 40 Prince William's Co, VA 24 5 1 30 3"'/0 17~'b 

41 Frederick Co, MD 782 61 24 867 3% 7% 
42 Carroll Co, MD 63 9 0 72 0% 13% 

43 Howard Co, MD 183 9 1 193 1~o 5% 

~CO.MD 25 12 0 37 Q.' 32%..0 

,MD 2 2 0 " 50% 
0 0 0' nla 

47 Charles Co. MD 1 0 0 1 0·'.'" 0% 
48 Fauouier Co, VA 0 0 0 nla nia 
49 Stanford Co. VA 0 0 0 nia nla 

50 Clark 8. Jefferson Co WV 36 12 1 49 2% 24% 

61 FedericksburqiSlX,tsvlvani<l VA 0 0 0 nta nfa 
52 IKinQ George Co. VA 0 0 0 n/a nla 

679 !O1 0 180 0% 13% 

From Montgomery County 12.715 1.554 854 11.413 5% 9% 

From All Region 15.684 1.555 854 18.193 5% 90/. 



Appendix C~2. Low Scenario Journey To Work Trips 

HBW Person Trips to R&D Village PA GWMP "Low" Scenario 

No. Policv Atea 1·311 Jurisdiclion AuIO Driver AUlo Non.Driver Tmnsit Total Translt% NonDriver % 

1 iAsoen Hill 399 57 34 490 7o/{J ~2 Bethesda CBO 50 8 16 7t. 22% 
3 Bethesda/Chevy Chase 246 29 11 286 4% 10% 
4 Clarksburg 911 120 79 1.110 7% 11% 
5 Cloverly 108 19 6 133 5% 14% 
6 Damascus 295 41 10 345 3% 12% 
7 Derwood 529 57 39 62!:· 6% 9% 

1I1:'~ 
234 51 16 301 5% 17% 

10 0 2 12 17% 0% 
City 2299 250 252 2.801 9% 9~o 

Germantown East 447 56 40 543 7% 10% 
Germantown Town Center 93 13 14 120 12% 11% 
Germantown West 1441 166 140 1.747 8% 10% 

14 Glenmont 21 3 2 26 8% 12% 
15 Grosvenor 43 6 6 55 11°,t, 
16 KensingtonlWheaton 280 42 19 341 6% 12% 
17 Montoomery Village/Airpark 1471 167 122 1 7% 9% 
18 North Bethesda 242 30 18 6% 10% 
19 North Potomac 1077 10t= 68 1 5% 8% 
20 Olnev 737 102 51 11% 
21 Potomac 538 55 13 9% 
22 R & oVillage 1017 68 44 1 6% 
23 Rockville City 1085 117 94 1.296 9% 
24 Shady Grove 216 26 36 278 -g% 
25 Sillier Spring CBD 31 6 11 48 23% 13% 
2tI Sillier Spring/Takoma Park 152 19 7 178 4% 11% 
27 Twmbrook 18 2 7 27 26% 70/. 
28 Wheaton CBD 30 3 2 35 6% 9% 
29 White Flint 59 9 15 83 18% 11% 
30 Rural East 899 106 35 1.040 3% 10% 
31 Rural West 673 68 20 761 3% 9% 

32 DC Core 4 0 7 11 64% 0% 
33 DC non-Core 13 47 206 23% 6% 

I pf~~"~MD 22 40 314 13% 7% 
1 6 17% 0% 

VA 6 24 8e 27% 3% 
2 

~ 
2 27 1% 7% 

25 11 289 4% 60/0 
39 Loundoun Co. VA 124 0 13.:1 0% 7% 
40 Prince William's Co. VA 13 0 15 0% 13% 
41 Frederick Co. MD 998 1121 57 1.\67 5% 10% 
42 Carroll Co. MD 

~ 
0 63 0% 5% 

43 Howard Co. MD 12 

'~~ ~44 Ame Arundel Co. MO 2 37 

45 Calvert Co. MD 1 1 ;/. 

46 SI. Mary's MO 0 Q Q · nla 
47 Charles Co. MD 0 0 0 · nla nla 
48 Fauquier Co. VA 0 E 0 · nla 
49 Stanford Co. VA 0 0 • nla 
50 Clark & Jefferson Co. WV 20 1 28 25% 

51 F edericksbuI'Q/SI)otsvivani3 VA 0 0 0 - nla nla 
52 Kina George Co. VA 0 0 0 - nla nla 
53 Externals 1925 271 0 2.196 O~O 

~From MontGomerv County 15.651 2,029 1.434 21,418 7% 
From All Reaion 19.880 2300 1434 2J 614 6% 10% 



Appendix C-3. Medium Scenario Journey To Work Trips 

Hew Person Trips to R&D Village PA GWMP "Medium" Scenario 

No. Policv Acea 1-311 Jurisdiction Auto Driver Auto Non-Driwr Trllnsit Total Transit "10 Non Driver % 

1 Aspen Hill 834 151 141 1,126 13"10 13% 
2 Bethesda CSO 118 25 49 192 26% 13% 
3 BethesdatChevy Chase 604 85 51 740 7% 11% 
4 Clarksburg 1901 316 340 2,557 13% 12% 
5 Cloverly 225 55 38 318 12% 17% 
6 Damascus 662 117 73 852 9% 14% 
1 Derwood 1104 137 180 1421 13% 10% 
8 F airtand/White Oak 505 157 114 176 15% 20% 
9 F riendshio Heklhts 21 5 12 38 32% 13% 

"* 
~thersburQ City 4418 597 929 5,944 16% 10% 
Germantown East 862 134 174 1,170 15% 11% 

12 Germantown Town Center 101 16 28 145 19% 11% 
13 Germantown West 3018 427 577 4,022 140/. 11% 
14 Glenmont 53 9 7 69 10% 13% 
15 Grosvenor 97 17 21 135 16% 13% 
16 Kensington.Wheaton 629 105 90 824 11% 13% 
11 Montgomery VillageJAirpark 2866 406 493 3,765 13% 11% 
18 North Bethesda 507 81 75 663 11% ~19 North Potomac 2439 286 323 3,048 11% 
20 Olnev 1593 274 240 2,lQl 11% 13% 

c 1231 149 77 1,457 5% 10% 
22 R&OVillaQe 3122 231 308 3651 8% 6% 
23 Rockville City 2213 300 405 2,9'18 14% 10% 
24 Shady Grove 462i 11 135 668 20% 11% 
25 Silver Spring CSD 81 20 38 139 27% 14% 
26 Silver SpringiTakoma Park 339 55 40 434 9% 13% 
27 Twinbrook 37 6 15 58 26% 10% 
28 Wheaton CBD 72 14 17 103 17% 14% 

~ 
20 49 185 26% 11% 

268 
~ 

2,276 9% 12% 

1 1564 202 1,847 4% 11% 

32 DC Core 9 0 34 43 19% 0% 
33 DC non-Core 329 52 178 559F32% 9% 
34 Prince George's Co. MD 528 52 201 781 26% 7% 
35 Arlington Core VA 6 0 3 9 33% 0% 

~n non-Core VA 140 16 67 223 30% 7% 
dna Co. VA 65 7 20 92 22% 8% 

38 Fairfax Co. VA SSO 44 67 791 S% 6% 
39 Loundoun Co. VA 282 43 6 331 2% 13% 
40 Prince William's Co. VA 22 :2 :2 26 8% 8% 
41 Frederick Co. MD 2363 356 341 3,060 11% 12% 
42 Carroll Co. MD 151 23 0 174 00/. 13% 
43 Howard Co. MD 606 55 84 745 11% 7% 
44 Anne Arundel Co. MD 40 26 13 79 16% 33% 
45 Calvert Co. MD 2 1 2 5 4O'li> 20% 
46 SI Mary's MD 0 0 01 nla nla 
47 Charles Co. MD 5 1 2 8 25%1 13% 
48 Fauquier Co. VA 0 0 0 - nla nla 
49 Stanford Co. VA 1 0 0 1 0% 0% 
50 Clark & Jefferson Co, WV 38 12 3 53 6% 23% 

51 FedericksburniSPOtsvhania VA 0 0 0 - Inla nla 
52 King Georqe Co. VA 0 0 0 - nla nla 
53 • Externals 3398 499 0 3.897 0% 13% 

From Montaomery County 33,600 59251 
6,345 50,638 13% 11% 

From All Region <42,265 6.3<45 54.535 12% 11% 



Appendix C-4. High Scenario Journey To Work Trips 

HBW Person Trips to R&D Village PA GWMP "High" Scenario 

Policy Area 1.J11 Juriscliclion Auto Dri~ NOll-Oriver Trallsit Total Transit"!. Non-Driver % 

1 Aspen Hill 197 184 1,282 14% 15~~ e 90 29 63 223 28% 13%. 
alChe\'Y Chase 688 115 76 879 9'~ 13% 

2071 414 445 2.930 15% 14% 
240 70 47 357 13% 20% 

6 Damascus 721 149 97 967 10% 15% 
7 Derwood 1216 185 23El,638 14% 11% 
8 FairlandtWhite Oak 541 200 152 893 17% 22% 
9 FriendshiD Heiohts 23 4 14 41 34% 10% 
10 Gaithersburg City 4813 784 1221 6,818 18% 11% 
11 Germantown East 926 176 228 1,3J{) 17% 13% 

Town Center 111 

~ 
38 170 22~'O 12% 

13 Germantown West 3285 766 4,612 17% 12% 
14 Glenmont 58 11 79 14% 13% 
15 Grosvenor 109 22 29 160 18% 14% 
16 KensiootonlWheaton 691 134 116 941 12% 14% 
17 Montoomef'l Villaqe/Airoal1<. 3112 528 658 4298 15% 12~o 

18 North Bethesda 552 101 91 744 12% 14% 
19 North Potomac 2478 355 392 3.225 12% 11% 
20 Olnev 1727 36() 321 '''I 13% 

15% 
21 Potomac 1357 209 109 1.675 7% 12% 
22 R& DVillaoe 5847 489 643 7% 
23 Rockville City 2438 395 531 12% 
24 ShadvGrove 504 92 171 767 12% 
25 Silver SDrina CaD a8 23 46 157 29'1... 15% 
26 Silver SorillQ/Takoma PaI1<. 369 73 51 493 10% 15% 
27 Twinbrook 39 9 20 68 29% , 28 WheatonCBD 76 18 19 113 17% 
29 White Flint 129 25 60 214 28% 
30 Rural East 1965 352 270 2,587 10% 
31 Rural West 1732 266 116 2.114 5°" 
32 DC Core 8 0 33 41 80% 
33 DC non-Core 355 61 222 638 35% 10% 
34 Prince George's Co. MD 549 48 256 853 30% 6<PI" 
35 ArlinQton Core VA 7 0 5 12 42% O~~ 

36 AMinQton non-Core VA 156 12 77 245 31% 5% 
37 Alexandna Co. VA 82 8 30 120 25% 7"",0 

38 Fairfax Co. VA 731 9C 89 910 10~/a 10% 
39 Loundoun Co. VA 309 46 13 368 4%1 13% 
40 Prince William's Co. VA 30 8 1 39 3% 21% 
41 Frederick Co. MD 2565 422 446 3,433 13% 12% 
42 Carroll CO. MD 160 29 0 189 0% 15% 
43 Howard Co. MO 672 73 112 857 13% 90.­10 

44 Anne Arundel Co. MD 39 30 18 87 21% 34% 
45 Calvert Co. MD 5 1 1 7 14% 14% 
46 Sl Marv'sMD 1 

=!= 
1 2 50% 0% 

47 Charles Co. MD 4 3 8 38·' 13%,Q 

48 Fauquier Co. VA 0 0 . n/a n/a 
49 Stanford Co. VA 0 0 n/a-
50 33 19 3 55 50/". 35% 

61 0 0 0 - nia n/a 
52 eCo. VA 0 0 (j nia nla 
53 3957 593 0 4550 0% 13% 

From Montgomery Cou 38.933 721-4 8.532 60.390 14% 12% 
From All Recion 48601 7807 8.532 64 9.40 13% 12% 



Appendix c-s. Intersection Performance 

Gaithersburg West Master Plan 
Comparison of Intersection Pefformance 
Lile Sciences Center Study Area 

Intersection Existing CLV High Seenlllio Planning Eloard Draft PHED Comminee AU 

AM PM Max AM PM Max AM PM Max AM PM Max 

84 Shady Grove @ Corporate 
85 Shady Grove @ R ...earch 
86 Shady Grove @ Key West (MD 28) 
87 Shady Grove @ Medical Center Way 
88 Shady GIll..... @ Damest""" 

1096 
1074 
1391 
744 

1098 

1467 
10S9 
1640 
888 
794 

0.92 
0.68 
1.03 
0.54 
0.69 

1077 1327 0.83 
1268 1222 0.79 

iii.'~U':!tm~4 
808 851 0.53 

1270 1117 0.79 

1028 1288 0.81 
1234 1089 0.77 

~:r;;U~;;j,~:~~ 
857 829 0.54 

1225 1013 0.77 

971 1165 0.73 
1209 1041 0.76 

~t~lEl,iq:l;U"tM 
698 714 0.45 

1208 1024 0.76 

134 Dame.t"""@Travitah 
368 Great Seneca (MD 119) @ Damest""" 
369 Grea1 Seneca (MD 119)@ Key West (MD 28) 
370 Great Seneca (MD 119) @ Muddy Branch 
415 Key West (MD 26) @ ElroscharllDiamondbacl< 

907 
1028 
1227 
1825 
1S63 

974 
1009 
1114 
1932 
1195 

0.61 
0.64 
077 
1.21 
0.98 

1069 1184 0.74 
1607 1292 1.00 

~~]i1~1~1~
1300 1574 0.98 

927 1226 0.77 
1351 1086 0.84 
1230 1224 0.77 

1'i~1G/.1~~:;m111~U;·{~~1~ 
1288 1389 0.87 

885 1067 0.67 
1281 1109 0.80 
1305 1075 0.82 

)fj;;'ii:!~\::itfi~;$l!tijlt 
1191 1440 0.90 

446 Damest""" (MD 28) @ Muddy Elranch 
466 Key West (MD 28) @ Omega/Medical Center 
479 Key West (MD 28) @ Damest""" (MD 26) 
S67 Field. @ Washingtonian 
568 Field. @ RIO 

1697 
1313 
1085 
455 
440 

1250 
1359 
1058 

747 
1029 

1.06 
0.85 
0.68 
0.47 
0.64 

1334 
1461 
1525 
482 
649 

1294 
1534 
1147 
776 
611 

0.83 
0.96 
0.95 
0.49 
0.41 

1161 
1363 
1233 
499 
793 

1051 
1574 
1145 
697 
813 

0.73 
0.98 
0.77 
0.44 
0.51 

1128 1035 
1584 1569 
1015 1081 
633 864 
747 1181 

0.71 
0.99 
0.68 
0.54 
0.74 

569 Sam Eig @ Fields 
570 Sam Eig @ Diamondback 
572 Great Seneca (MD 119) @ Sam Eig 
700 Key We.1 @ Gude 
901 Grea1 Seneca (MD 901) @ Decoverly 

1271 
1649 
1436 
942 

1297 
1334 
1943 
1304 

0.81 
1.03 
1.21 
0.82 1133 

1524 
1191 
1438 1221 1367 0.87 

·1477 
1280 

1163 
1402 

0.92 
0.88 

902 Key West (MD 28) @ JHU Ao::ess 
903 Great Seneca (MD 119) @ Medi"'" Center 
904 Shady Gmve @ Blacl<....11 

905 Key West (MD28)@PSTAAccess 
906 Diamondback @ Decoverly 

1213 
1086 
1106 
1430 
1023 

1522 
1370 
1207 
1230 
1091 

1.01 
0.86 
0.75 
0.89 
0.68 

1145 1202 
990 1017 

1214 1315 
1195 1007 
951 1115 

0.75 
0.64 
0.82 
0.75 
0.70 

1064 983 
889 1160 

1157 1202 
1194 951 

913 1059 

0,67 
0.73 
0.75 
0.75 
0.66 

907 Muddy Elranch @ JHU Access 
908 Great Seneca (MD 119) @ 61.cI<.... " 
999 West Gude @ R ..... arch 

971 
1052 
1368 

1092 
1060 
1447 

0.68 
0.68 
0.90 

832 
1011 
1484 

9SS 
886 

1S63 

0.62 
0.63 
0.98 

858 1071 
935 829 

1507 1651 

0.67 
0.58 
1.03 

~iIlli~~-:,~(~~ 
BOi..D text indicates VIC ratio > 1.0 for ClV Standa'" -1600 

Intersections listed in order of intersection number 
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Martin O'Malley 
Govemor 

Maryland Department of Transportationo 	 Anthony G. Brown
The Secretary's Office 	 Lt Governor 

Beverley K. Swaim-Staley 
Secretary

October 22, 2009 
Harold M. Bartlett 
Deputy Secretary 

The Honorable Phil Andrews 
President, Montgomery County Council 
100 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville MD 20850 

Dear Council President Andrews: 

The Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) was requested by the Maryland-National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission and the City of Gaithersburg to analyze several alignment 
alternatives to the Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) that is currently undergoing study as part of 
the 1-270/uS 15 Multi-Modal Corridor Study Alternatives AnalysislEnvironmental Assessment. 
These alignment alternatives include shifts to service the Life Sciences Center (LSC) in the 
Gaithersburg West Master Plan area ofMontgomery County and the Crown Farm within the City 
of Gaithersburg. Preliminary results of our study are now available. Because we understand the 
findings may be relevant to your consideration of the proposed Gaithersburg West Master Plan 
we are pleased to provide the following for your consideration. 

The major assumptions made for this analysis are as follows: 

• 	 7.2A Socioeconomic forecast; 

• 	 Capital costs in 2007 dollars; 

• 	 Proposed stations at LSC Central, LSC West and LSC Belward only (no DANAC station); 
and, 

• 	 Regional model used in this analysis is the same that was used for the Alternatives 

Analysis! Environmental Assessment (May 2009). 


It is important to note that these assumptions may change as further analysis of the CCT is 
conducted in the context of obtaining federal environmental and funding approvals. 

The MT A found that both the LSC and Crown Farm re-alignments have a strongly positive 
impact on the CCT's ridership and cost effectiveness. Using the same methodology used on the 
currently approved Master Plan alignment in the 1-2701US 15 study. estimated increases in daily 
guideway boardings range from approximately 15 to 40 percent. 

My telephone number is -:-:-.,..-:=-::-:-:---:=-..,.,..,..::----c:-:=--: 


Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 nv Users Call Via MD Relay 

7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 
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The Honorable Phil Andrews 
Page Two 

While capital costs increased approximately 11 to 16 percent reflecting the increase in distance 
of these aligmnents over the current Master Plan alignment, this is more than offset by increases 
in ridership and transportation system user benefits which result in a strongly positive impact on 
the project's cost effectiveness. As you may know, cost effectiveness is a critical aspect of the 
project's competitiveness for federal funds. In particular, with the alignment shifts and proposed 
land uses we see a significant improvement in the overall cost effectiveness rating of the 
alternatives. This is in contrast to the cUtTent master plan where, generally speaking, we would 
likely see a lower overall cost effectiveness rating by the Federal Transit Administration thereby 
precluding some options. 

Timely approval of the Gaithersburg West Master Plan, as proposed by the Planning Board, will 
allow MTA to initiate the process of seeking federal approval for the modified alignment, and 
thereby maintain the current schedule for the CCT. 

Thank you for your continued support ofthe CCT and other transit initiatives in Montgomery 
County. If you have any questions regarding these preliminary results, do not hesitate to contact 
me at 410-865-1275, toll-free at 888-713-1414 or via email atdhalligan@mdot.state.md.us. 

Sincerely, 

Donald A. Halligan, Director 
Office ofPlanning and Capital Programming 

cc: 	 Mr. Harold Bartlett, Deputy Secretary, Maryland Department of Transportation 
The Honorable Isiah Leggett, Montgomery County Executive 
Mr. Rick Kiegel, Corridor Cities Transitway Project Manager, Office of Planning, 
Maryland Transit Administration 

Ms. Diane Ratcliff, Director, Office of Planning, Maryland Transit Administration 
Ms. Beverley Swaim-Staley, Secretary, Maryland Department of Transportation 

® 
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

January 27, 2010 

Memorandum 

-TO: 	 Glenn Orlin, Deputy Staff Director 
Montgomery County Council 

VIA: 	 Dan Hardy. Transportation Planning Chief y~~ 

Move/Transportation Planning Division 


FROM: 	 Eric Graye, Transportation Planning Supervisor G­
Move/Transportation Planning Division 

Tom Autrey, Transportation Planning Supervisor~ 
Move/Transportation Planning Division 

Nancy Sturgeon n, ./ 
Gaithersburg West Master prIDf 

SUBJECT: 	 Gaithersburg West Master Plan 

February 1 PRED Committee Meeting 

Responses to Questions 


Per our coordination last week, this memo provides responses to the questions in Councilmember 
Phil Andrews's January 21 memorandum to you (included as Attachment A) and the twelve 
questions in the materials you provided from the Gaithersburg North Potomac - Rockville 
Coalition (included as Attachment B). 

The questions and our responses generally follow two common themes: 
, 

• 	 The definition of master plan balance for a long range plan includes a comprehensi ve 
forecasting of regional travel demands to gauge areawide mobility and define 
infrastructure needs from a planning perspective. This analysis facilitates the review of 
conditions both within the Plan boundary and in other policy areas countywide. The 
Planning Board's Draft Plan meets the County Council's definition of balance that 
has guided the approval of master plans for the past two decades. 

, 
• 	 The assessmerit of localized roadway performance is used to determine the basic number 

of travel lanes and locations where grade-separated interchanges are expected in order to 
address current mobility expectations. Specific intersection or interchange designs are 
undesirable (and typically not included) in long-range master plans as detailed needs and 

CD 	 . 
8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 Director's Office: 301.495.4500 Fax: 301.495.1310 

www.MontgomeryPlanning.org 
100% recycled paper 

http:www.MontgomeryPlanning.org


design criteria evolve over time. General plan guidance for future project planning can 
be beneficial and the interagency transportation working group has developed the 
language in Attachment C. Staff recommends this additional guiding language be 
added to the Plan. 

The responses below frequently cite the two primary documents prepared in 2009: 

• 	 The plan's July 2009 Transportation Appendix (bound as Appendix 7 on pages 59 
through 100 of the Planning Board Draft Plan Appendix) and referred to herein as the 
Plan Appendix 

http://www.montgomervplanning.org/community/gai thersburgJdocuments/GBWbook071 009. pdf 

• 	 The Planning Board Chairman's October 19, 2009 response to questions discussed at the 
PHED Committee's October 26 meeting and referred to herein as the October 2009 
Supplemental Report: 

http://www.montgomerycountymd. gov lcontentlcouncil/pdf/agendalcm/2009/091 026120091 026 
PHED1.pdf 

We look forward to reviewing this information with the PHED Committee on February 1. 

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS IN ATTACHMENT A 

1. "The City remains concerned about the impact on traffic of the proposed high level of 
. development in the Gaithersburg West planning area. Rockville appreciated the addition 
to the Plan ofa recommended improvement to the intersection at Key West Avenue and 
Shady Grove Road, but does not believe it to be sufficient. First, the Plan recommends 
that funding the improvement, but not actual construction be a requirement for Stage 4, 
after 5 million square feet will already have been constructed. That requirement is much 
too late in the process, and should be advanced forward to Stage 2. More importantly, 
however, improving the intersection would almost certainly have the consequence of 
increasing the impact on the already highly overburdened entrance to 1-270 at Route 28. 
This Plan must recognize the reality ofthe impacts that will occur outside of the Planning 
Area as a result o/the new development, including how drivers will access the LSC (Life 
Sciences Center). There is no location more pressing in this regarding than the network 
that connects 1-270 and the LSC. The Plan must analyze and potentially address this area 
as an overall system and incorporate appropriate investments so as to not diminish the 
quality of life of those around the LSC, including within Rockville; and those investments 
must be part ofthe staging requirements. " 

The Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR) results derived from the transportation analysis of the 
Draft Plan employed the use of a regional transportation model that considered both planned 
development and transportation infrastructure in the City of Rockville as well as the remainder of 
the Washington Metropolitan Region. A key rationale for using a regional modeling tool was to 
capture the upstream/downstream transportation effects of adjacent areas on the LSC. Similarly, 
this approach provided a means by which to capture the impacts of LSC traffic on adjacent areas. 
Attachment D provides the PAMR results derived using this process. These results show that the 

http://www.montgomerycountymd
http://www.montgomervplanning.org/community


City of Rockville achieved a Relative Arterial Mobility (RAM) score of 40% which is the 
considered the minimum threshold (at LOS D) for policy area transportation/land use balance. 
The Local Area Model (LAM) transportation analysis applies a focused model within to the 
general boundary of the LSC area, but reflects information on the impacts of forecast traffic from 
surrounding areas. The LAM study area incorporates only those portions of the City of 
Rockville adjacent to the Gaithersburg West plan area. Further details are described in the 
response to Question 2 below. 

2. 	 "Even the most aggressive ofthe Draft Plan's targets for alternative transportation 
modes still anticipates at least 70% ofnew employees and residents using automobiles. 
Considering the large number ofnew employment and homes, we anticipate both major 
arterials and secondary roads to be heavily impacted. Arterials ofgreatest concern to 
Rockville include Darnestown Road, MD 28 (Key West AvenuelWest Montgomery 
Avenue) and the 1-270 ramps, in addition to the potential impact on 1-270 itself Those 
arterials within the City ofRockville have not been included in the current study. 
Secondary roads that must also be studied and then managed include Wootton Parkway, 
Fallsgrove Boulevard, Blackwell Road, Watts Branch Parkway and other Rockville 
streets. Rod"Ville staffhas raised these concerns in meetings that have been held with 
stafffrom Montgomery County Department ofTransportation, Planning Department and 
the State ofMaryland. Rockville strongly requests that a thorough analysis be done in 
order to understand fully these impacts. We suspect that the analysis may show that the 
plan includes insufficient infrastructure to manage the newly generated traffic. Rockville 
encourages the County Council not to fear understanding the reality, even if it leads to a 
conclusion that densities in the plan must be reduced. " 

The travel demand forecasting for the Plan includes both Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR) 
forecasting and Local Area Modeling (LAM). The PAMR analysis utilizes a model of the 
Washington region, including Rockville, as indicated in Figure 27 of the Plan's Transportation 
Appendix. 

The PAMR analysis provides an assessment of transit and arterial mobility for each of the 
County's Policy Areas. The PAMR analysis describes conditions for the Rockville City Policy 
Area, although since the City has independent planning and zoning authority, the PAMR results 
have no bearing on the development approval proGess. 

As described above, Attachment D demonstrates that the City of Rockville Policy Area is 
forecast to have a Relative Arterial Mobility of 40% under the Planning Board Draft Plan. The 
October 2009 supplemental report describes the effect of alternative land use scenarios on the 
conditions in the City of Rockville Policy Area. The Relative Alterial Mobility for the PHED 
Committee scenario is 41 % (Appendix C-6 on page 34). Like the R&D Village Policy Area 
containing the Life Sciences Center communities, both results achieve the PAMR standard of 
40% for an area with LOS C or better relative transit mobility. 

Similarly, the Gaithersburg City Policy Area meets the current definition of master plan balance 
in'both the Planning Board Draft Plan (43%) and the PHED Committee scenario (46%). 



The Local Area Modeling focuses on twenty-eight junctions in the Plan area vicinity as listed in 
Appendix C-5 (page 49). Six intersections (#84 through #88 and #904) are along Shady Grove, 
essentially on the Rockville city boundary. Two others (#700 Key West at Gude; #999 - West 
Gude @ Research) are within the City of Rockville at the junction of key arterial highways. 

The purpose of assessing transportation system mobility in a master plan is to gauge the general 
level of system adequacy, not to design specific improvements. Of the eight intersections 
located either partially or entirely within Rockville, only Shady Grove at Key West (#86) is 
forecast to significantly and consistently exceed the capacity of an at-grade intersection, yielding 
the recommendation that this junction ultimately be grade-separated. The only other 
intersection either partially or wholl y within Rockville with a CL V above 1600 is West Gude @ 

Research, where the VIC ratio of 1.03 in the PRED Committee alternative is higher than in the 
Planning Board Draft plan due primarily to the introduction of a new I-270/West Gude 
interchange per the City's master plan in that scenario. The current forecasts indicate that the 
interchange recommended in the 1990 Shady Grove 'Study Area Plan at the junction of 
Darnestown, Shady Grove, and Glen Mill Roads, is not needed and this plan recommends 
removal of that planned interchange. 

3. 	 "In addition, current Staging Requirements do not include requirements for the 
development ofthe residential units. The City believes strongly that this link should be 
made in the plan, so that there is adequate planning for the impacts ofthousands ofnew 
housing units. " 

The exemption of new residential development from staging requirements is intended as a 
strategy to encourage the development of housing in the early phases of the Plan, helping achieve 
ajobslhousing balance that facilitates a live-work community to serve both trip reduction and 
placemaking purposes. Irrespective of staging requirements, it should be noted that all new 
development (both commercial and residential) would be subject to the provisions of the 
County's Growth Policy and Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO). These provisions 
will provide assurance that new development will be timed with the provision of the necessary 
public facilities to support it. 

4. 	 "In general, the City also believes that the Plan should describe more specifically the 
advantages ofthe proposed level ofadditional development. The Plan should consider 
alternative methods ofachieving the goals and visions ofthe LSC, which may include 
revisiting the overall scale ofdevelopment. The quality of life ofa large number of 
Montgomery County residents would be severely degraded if the private development . 
moved forward without the infrastructure and community amenities required to support 
that development." 

We believe that the Master Plan provides sufficient safeguards to ensure both the long-term 
viability of the Life Sciences Center and a high quality of life for existing and future residents in 
the area. We agree that growth and change in the LSC must occur in a way that does not 
overburden the surrounding communities. The Planning Board Draft Master Plan recommends 
zoning and density that promotes needed economic development (including allowing for a major 
expansion of the hospital) that can be accommodated by the planned transportation system. The 



Planning Board Draft includes a staging element that will, in conjunction with the APFO, ensure 
that development will not occur without the infrastructure needed to support it. In adaition, the 
Plan should be reviewed 6-10 years after adoption to ensure that it is properly balanced and make 
any necessary adjustments. These issues are discussed at greater length in the October 2009 
Supplemental Report (see Attachment A, Question #1, Question #2 Planning Board 
Recommendation section, and Question #5). . 

5. 	 "The Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) is at the core ofthe Draft Plan, and once built, 
will pass through Rockville in the King Farm neighborhood. The city strongly supports 
the development ofthe CCT, but the Plan should also consider alternative phasing and/or 
densities should the State not fund the project or approve the Draft Plan's recommended 
alignment. " 

The Plan is predicated on the approval of the recommended realignment of the CCT through the 
LSC area. Staff concurs that should the state decide not to fund the CCT, the staging plan would 
limit the total amount of development that can occur in the LSC area. Should the state select an 
alternative alignment for the CCT, the Plan may need to be revised to reflect that alignment. 
Therefore, at this time, Planning staff sees no reason to consider alternative phasing and/or 
densities for the LSC area and notes that information provided in MTA's November 2009 study 
of alternative alignments of the CCT in this study area favorably supports the Plan-recommended 
alignment. 

I ask that you provide a point-by-point response to each ofthe issued raised by the City. In 
addition, I request the following: 1) a detailed list of the areas outside the boundaries of 
Gaithersburg West (not limited to Rockville City) included in the Plan's traffic analysis; and 2) 
an analysis ofwhether the Plan's traffic mitigation requirements would adequately and timely 
address projected increased traffic attributable to the Plan in areas outside of the Plan's 
boundaries. Please identify any such areas where (more) mitigation would be required if that 
area were within the Plan's boundaries. In your analysis, please use current traffic standards, 
not the weaker ones proposed for the LSC. Thank you for your analysis, which will provide 
important information to the council members prior to voting on recommendations regarding 
development levels and staging requirement for Gaithersburg West. 

Pages 95 through 99 of the Plan Appendix describe the travel forecasting process and 
assumptions used in plan development and evaluation. As described above, the Policy Area 
Mobility Review provides information on all policy areas in the County. As shown on page 34 
of the October 2009 supplemental report, only two Policy Areas in the PHED Committee 
Scenario fail to meet the definition of balance: 

• 	 The Potomac Policy Area has a Relative Arterial Mobility value of 39%, and is generally 
coterminous with the Potomac Subregion Master Plan, a plan adopted in 2000 with an 
explicit recognition that the land use and transportation were not intended to be in 
balance 

• 	 The Fairland/White Oak Policy Area has a Relative Arterial Mobility value of 36%. This 
Policy Area was identified as out of balance in the development and adoption of the 
PAMR system in 2007 and that finding is part of the purpose for the proposed Route 29 



Corridor Land Use and Mobility plan in the Planning Board's proposed work program for 
FY 12. 

The intersection congestion analysis presented in Appendix C-5 on page 49 of the October 2009 
supplemental analysis assumes a CLV standard of 1600 as the basis for reporting volume-to­
capacity (V IC)ratios. The 1600 CL V standard was also the congestion standard proposed by 
the Planning Board for the new Life Sciences Center Policy Area, although in November 2009 
Growth Policy discussions the County Council determined the new CLV standard to be 
premature pending further progress on Corridor Cities Transitway implementation. 

Appendix C-5 facilitates comparison of alternative congestion standards through inclusion of the 
AM and PM CLV values used to calculate the VIC ratio. A CLV of 1450 (the current standard 
for the R&D Village Policy Area) equates to a VIC ratio of 0.91 (or 145011600) in Appendix C­
5. Two intersections in Appendix C-5 would be affected by the selection of a 1450 versus 1600 
CL V standard (i.e., they have a VIC ratio in the Planning Board Draft plan scenario between 0.91 
and 1.00): 

• 	 Key West at Omega/Medical Center (#466) has a CLV of 1574 in the PM peak period, 
and 

• 	 West Gude at Research (#999) has a CLV of 1563 in the PM peak period. 

The determination of a master plan's land useltransportation balance rests on average areawide 
levels of mobility, not individual intersection forecasts. As described on page 91 of the Plan 
appendix, a VIC ratio slightly above l.0 suggests that APFO mitigation should consist of either 
non-auto facilities or at-grade improvements and that congestion will not be so significant as to 
warrant grade-separation. 

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS IN ATTACHMENT B 

1. 	 68,000 jobs and 16,000 residences have been approved in Gennantown without any 
staging requirements. Considering the traffic generated by the Gennantown Master Plan 
and the 50,000 additional people proposed by the Gaithersburg West Master Plan, how 
many cars will be added to the roads before the first staged infrastructure improvement 
along Great Seneca Highway will be in place? 

The transportation analysis performed by Planning Department staff assumed a build-out time 
horizon and did not specifically consider the "interim" time horizons associated with staging. It 
should be noted that the provisions set forth in the County's Annual Growth Policy (AGP) and 
the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) work in concert with the Plan's staging 
requirements to provide assurance that new development will be timed with the provision of the 
necessary public facilities to support it. 

The first highway improvement, a grade separation at Great Seneca Highway and Sam Eig 
Highway, is already in the County's priority letter to the state delegation for new project 
planning starts. The County's request to begin project planning for this improvement predates, 
and is independent of, the current Gaithersburg West master plan effort. Completing project 



planning, design, and implementation for a project of this size typically takes a minimum of five 
years due to the degree of regulatory agency and community coordination involved. 

2. 	 How many homes and neighborhood amenities, broken out by subdivision, will be 
destroyed in the widening oJ Great Seneca Highway and Muddy Branch Road, the 
construction oJthe grade-separated interchanges and the right-oj-way Jor the CCT? 

3. 	 Which intersections will require railroad-style gates? 
4. 	 "Where will noise walls be required? 

The feasibility of highway and transit infrastructure in the draft Plan has been examined by an 
interagency work group of implementing agencies including the Maryland Transit 
Administration (MT A), State Highway Administration (SHA), and Montgomery County 
Department of Transportation (MCDOT). The interagency work group has made the followi'ng 
conclusions: 

• 	 There are no fatal flaws with the planned transportation system improvements 
• 	 All transportation system improvements should be viewed through the lens of 

sustainability to ensure that environmental, social, and fiscal aspects of each programmed 
improvement are sound. 

• 	 No changes to the master planned rights-of-way are needed to proactively preserve or 
acquire additional property for interchange or intersection design 

• 	 However, certain design requirements or community interests may ultimately require the 
acquisition of right-of-way beyond that currently proposed for protection as master 
planned right-of-way. An example of this consideration is in the provision for 
stormwater management, which cannot be precisely known until the design details of 
project are further developed and for which both design standards and state-of-the­
practice technologies will likely change during the implementation period of the master 
plan. 

• 	 More detailed alternatives analyses, including participation of community 
representatiyes, should be conducted prior to selecting a preferred alternative for any of 
the master planned transportation facilities. 

Collaborative project planning beyond the level available with master plan resources is required 
to identify a preferred project-level alternative. The Executive's September 2009 testimony on 
the Gaithersburg West plan suggested that 60 condominium units on Hillside Lake Terrace 
would be required to construct an interchange at Great Seneca Highway and Muddy Branch 
Road similar in footprint to one recently designed on the Montrose Parkway. One design 
alternative that could avoid those impacts, an echelon interchange, has been critiqued by local 
stakeholders as being insensitive to community aesthetics, demonstrating the importance of 
considering multiple objectives and alternative designs. The interagency working group has 
explored other design options at this location, including depressing Great Seneca Highway below 
Muddy Branch Road. The third and fourth bullets in the list above reflect the confidence of the 
agencies that no additional property displacements should be counted on as a certainty, but the 
equivalent recognition that some small number of property displacements may ultimately be 
found to be warranted. 



The development of conceptual alternatives at a level of detail appropri;lte to select an alternative 
requires a level of resources more closely associated with an environmental impact document 
than a master plan. The County Council discussed this challenge as it considered the 
recommendation for grade separated interchanges along MD 355 in adopting the Germantown 
Plan in 2009. More detailed project planning is typically of greatest value when construction is 
expected in the near term (say, five years as opposed to twenty), so that the planning reflects 
contemporary values for both regulatory requirements and community concerns. 

Subsequent feasibility analyses are also the best manner in which to address specific approaches 
to safety and mitigation techniques such as the questions regarding transitway signal controls and 
noise walls. Specific approaches to ensuring the safest possible interface between the CCT and 
other vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists will be determined as the CCT project proceeds through 
preliminary engineering (and the Final Environmental Impact Statement) and final design. Noise 
attenuation measures such as beams ot walls would similarly need to be considered based on 
specific alternative designs for roadway or transit improvements. For the CCT, these elements 
will be addressed as the project continues through preliminary engineering and the development 
of a Final Environmental Impact Statement during the next two years. 

While most of the interchanges in the Gaithersburg West plan are primarily intended to support 
end-state development, the GreatSeneca Highway/Sam Eig interchange is already on the 
County's priority list to the state delegation. During the next two years, the MTA will also need 
to design a CCT alignment through the Plan area. Staff therefore recommends that as MT A 
proceeds with the next step of CCT alternatives analyses, MCDOT begin facility planning for the 
Great Seneca/Muddy Branch junction to ensure that the CCT design, roadway mobility needs, 
and community interests are all considered in tandem. Additional language developed by the 
interagency work group on transportation proposed as an addition to the master plan is included 
as Attachment C. 

5. W'hat accommodations are planned for the roads outside the planning area that will be 
overwhelmed by the Science City" traffic ... DufiefMill Road, Travilah Road, Shady H 

Grove extended/Piney Meetinghouse, Wootton Parkway, Glen Mill Road, Falls Road, 
Quince Orchard Rd, and Route 28 through Rockville? 

As described previously, the PAMR review of traffic outside the Plan area indicates that while 
traffic volumes will increase, the planned roadway system will accommodate the forecast growth 
as defined by current mobility standards. Outside the Plan area, system improvements are 
primarily limited to the transit and major highway system in the 1-270 corridor, including: 

• 	 Implementation of the Corridor Cities Transitway between Shady Grove and Clarksburg 
• 	 Elimination of the WMAT A "turnback" at Grosvenor 
• 	 Construction of the Intercounty Connector to provide access to the east (and around, 

rather than through, the city centers of Rockville and Gaithersburg) 
• 	 Widening of 1-270 north through Germantown to provide additional capacity for peak 

direction travel demand and using HOV priority, express bus transit services, and value 
pricing to manage travel demand . 

• 	 Addition of the I-270/Gude Drive interchange 



• 	 Widening of Great Seneca Highway to six lanes into Germantown 

To the south and west, the Plan and its analytic assumptions respect the policies of both the City 
of Rockville and the Potomac Subregion Plan to retain two lanes on roadways such as Wootton 
Parkway, Piney Meetinghouse Road, and Travilah Road. 

6. 	 W'here will the traffic from Great Seneca Highway be re-routed during the road-widening 
and the construction ofthe grade-separated interchanges and CCT right-oi-way? 

Keeping roadways open during construction or reconstruction is important for both the local 
residents and the local economy. This "maintenance of traffic" is a standard element in the 
capital improvement program and roadway closures, if required at all, are typically limited to 
short periods overnight. Details are site-specific, but typically involve building temporary 
roadways and using existing shoulders and median space to carry traffic while roadbeds are 
being reconstructed. 

7. 	 At the recent PHED committee worksession, Glenn Orlin said that the people in 
Germantown and Clarksburg who are headed to the Shady Grove Metro will not take the 
CCT. Obviously there is no benefit for them to take the CCT when they can drive their 
cars straight to the Metro or jump on an express bus that will go straight down the new 
lanes on 270. Is this being considered in the ridership numbers? 

Yes. The traffic forecasting model takes into account a bus network that includes existing Ride­
On Route 100 that provides an express trip via 1-270 HOV lanes every 5 minutes from 
Germantown to Shady Grove Metrorail. It also incorporates Ride-On Route 82 from Clarksburg 
to Germantown that provides 20 minute service in the peak direction. See t,he 1-270 Multi-Modal 
Corridor Study Detailed Definition of Alternatives (October 2007), Tables 4.2 and 5.2. The latest 
(November 2009) MTA ridership estimates for the CCT reflect the increased density 
immediately adjacent to selected stations (e.g. Germantown Town Center, the three LSC stations, 
Crown Farm, etc.) where plans call for mixed use Transit Oriented Development. 

8. 	 Most of the people in our area and many areas along the proposed alignment cannot take 
the CCT because we cannot get out ofthe subdivisions without our cars and there is little 
or no parking at the CCT stations. Is this being considered in the ridership numbers? 

Yes. Some of the CCT ridership will be from existing subdivisions and other locations that 
require access to theCCT via car or bus but we concur that most ridership is attributable to the 
mixed uses in the immediate vicinity of the stations throughout the length of the transitway. See 
Figures 6 and 7 of the MTA November 2009 Technical Paper at: 

http://www.i270multimodalstudy.com/images/stories/documents!Final CCT Alternative Align 
ments 11-05-09-last.pdf. 

Our own sketch planning analysis sllgge"sts that this ridership level could be attained with 
reasonable assumptions related to the percentage of workers and residents within Yz mile ~f the 

http://www.i270multimodalstudy.com/images/stories/documents!Final


station using the CCT. The percentages range from 10% to 20%, depending upon the station 
under consideration. 

9. 	 There are only 1900 total parking spaces at the CCT stations and the only substantial 
number of "walkers" will corne from King Farm, Crown Farm, the PSTA and Kentlands. 
The CCT is supposed to carry 30,000 riders per day. That would mean that 28,000 
people would have to be walkers, bikers or transfer from other transportation. Is that an 
accurate estimate and is it possible? 

This question is focused primarily on the "home end" of the trip. The 30,000 riders per day 
includes separate trips (i.e., out and back) by a single person. In other words, if all trips were 
made by round-trip travelers on journeys to and from work, then the 30,000 boardings per day 
would be composed of 15,000 people going to work in the morning and returning home in the 
ev~ning. 

The mixed uses around CCT stations will attract trips (to jobs alld other activities in the area) as 
well. Overall, mixed use development facilitates shorter trip lengths (as indicated in Exhibit C-3 
of the October 2009 Supplemental Report) and a higher percentage of the total trips will be made 
by means other than a single occupant auto (as indicated in Exhibit C-2 of the October 2009 
Supplemental Report). With respect to transfers to and from Metrorail, the MTA estimates that 
about 20% of the total CCT ridership will transfer to Metrorail at Shady Grove. 

10. If the original alignment for the CCT is not used, has the Planning Department analyzed 
the possibility of routing the CCT into Belward on Johns Hopkins Drive and out onto the 
extension ofDe cove rly Road? 

The MTA has indicated they will be examining the feasibility of this alignment as a means of 
minimizing impacts to the historic resource of the Belward Farm - a federal and state 
requirement as part of their on-going analysis. The Planning Department does not support this 
alignment proposal as it would shift the LSC Belward CCT station away from the proposed 
center of development. Such a shift might be expected to reduce CCT ridership. The effect of 
this shift on CCT ridership will be assessed as the alignment is investigated further. 

11. There will be little or no parking at the CCT stations. 	How will spill-over parking be 
handled in nearby neighborhoods? 

Spillover parking is typically a problem in locations where transit stations are located adjacent to 
residential communities and is addressed largely through residential permit parking programs. In 
the LSC and other station areas, there are recognized challenges to good pedestrian connectivity 
to the established residential communities beyond the typical ',4 to '12 mile transit station "walk 
shed". Staff concurs that this characteristic does reduce the value of the CCT stations as a walk­
access transit trip for most current community residents. However, the same factor will 
discourage spill-over parking in those neighborhoods. 

12. According to the Master Plan, "In addition to the APFO ( Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance) standards, this Plan recommends staging to ensure that infrastructure is in 



place before development is allowed to proceed". And "The plan provides stages and 
amounts ofdevelopment that are tied to the CCT's funding, construction and operation to 
ensure that transit is available as development proceeds. " 

Johns Hopkins Real Estate was previously approvedfor 1.2 million square feet on Belward and 
the proposed master plan would bring that up to 4.6 million square feet ... which incidentally is 
20% more square feet ofoffice space than the Pentagon! They have been planning their 
commercial office complex since 1989 so presumably they will be waiting at the ready for the, 
triggers that would allow them to grab any and all square footage as it becomes available. It 
appears that they would be able to build their entire operation before the CCT is even started. 

Stage 1 allows for 8.2 million sq ft ofcommercial space, which is "existing and pipeline H, plus 
an additional 400,000 square feet. 

Johns Hopkins is presumably well along in the planning process, so they will likely scoop up the 
incremental 400,000 square feet which would give them 1.6 million square feet. They plan to 
start building within three years. 

As soon as the prerequisites for Stage 2 have been met, essentially the funding ofthe CCT from 
the Shady Grove Metro to Metropolitan Grove and a five percent increase in non-driver mode 
share, another 2.8 million square feet will become available which would magically provide 
them with 4.4 million square feet. They would likely top it off to 4.6 million square feet by using 
unused square footage from companies whose preliminary plans have expired. This would allow 
them to complete their commercial complex on the farm to accommodate 15,000 
people... regardless ofwhether the CCT is ever built. 

Ai that point, Johns Hopkins Real Estate would have exactly what they want, enough "capacity" 
on Belward Farmfor 15,000 people. To quote one ofthe Smart Growth blogs, they would have 
a "cash cow" to finance their operations in Baltimore. We will be left with the mess and the 
County would be playing "catch up" with the massive amount of infrastructure that would be 
required to handle the crushing traffic. 

Is this possible? 

The Plan proposes a robust staging plan to ensure that the major transportation investments keep 
pace with development. The staging plan is focused on the Life Sciences Center communities, 
where the majority of new development is oriented toward the CCT stations. Development 
approvals typically have a lifespan of up to five years at which point the rights to develop can 
expire. This practice exists in part to prevent any property owner from cornering the market on 
public facility capacity. 

The staging plan is complementary to, and independent of, the Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance (APFO). Any development rights granted by the Planning Board need to pass APFO 
requirements, so that even if a development meets the master plan staging requirements, it may 
be subject to its own subdivision phasing plan requirements. 



MEMORANDUM 


January 21,2010 

TO: Glenn Orlin, Deputy Staff Director, County Council 

FROM: 
.....-.,.... J 

Councilmember Phil Andrews ~ 
12 -
v'\...--/'------'" 

SUBJECT: Request for review of the scope of traffic analysis and proposed traffic 
solutions regarding the Draft Gaithersburg West Master Plan 

On January 13, Council President Floreen received the attached letter from Rockville 
Mayor Phyllis Marcuccio, describing serious concerns the City has with the Planning 
Board's Gaithersburg West Master Plan. Many of these concerns center on the traffic 
impact of the amount of proposed development, and the (in)adequacy ofproposed staging 
requirements. Following are the City's concerns about traffic issues in their own words: 

1) "The City remains concerned about the impact on traffic of the proposed high 
level of development in the Gaithersburg West planning area. Rockville 
appreciates the addition to the Plan of a recommended improvement to the 
intersection at Key West Avenue and Shady Grove Road, but does not believe it 
to be sufficient. First, the Plan recommends that funding the improvement, but 
not actual construction, be a requirement for Stage 4, after 5 million square feet 
will already have been constructed. That requirement is much too late in the 
process, and should be advanced forward to Stage 2. More importantly, however, 
improving the intersection would almost certainly have the consequence of 
increasing the impact on the already highly overburdened entrance to 1-270 at 
Route 28. This Plan must recognize the reality of the impacts that will occur 
outside of the Planning Area as a result of the new development, including how 
drivers will access the LSC (Life Sciences Center). There is no location more 
pressing in this regarding than the network that connects 1-270 and the LSC. The 
Plan must analyze and potentially address this area as an overall system and 
incorporate appropriate investments so as not to diminish the quality of life of 
those around the LSC, including within Rockville; and those investments must be 
part of the staging requirements." 

2) 	 "Even the most aggressive of the Draft Plan's targets for alternative transportation 
modes still anticipates at least 70% of new employees and residents using 
automobiles. Considering the large number of new employment and homes, we 
anticipate both major arterials and secondary roads to be heavily impacted. 
Arterials of greatest concern to Rockvilleinclude Darnestown Road, MD 28 (Key 
West AvenuelWest Montgomery Avenue) and the 1-270 ramps, in addition to the 
potential impact on 1-270 itself. Those arterials within the City ofRockville have 
not been included in the current study. Secondary roads that must also be studied 
and then managed include Wootton Parkway, Fallsgrove Boulevard, Blackwell 
Road, Watts Branch Parkway and other Rockville streets. Rockville staffhas 



raised these concerns in meetings that have been held with staff from 
Montgomery County Department of Transportation, Planning Department, and 
the State of Maryland. Rockville strongly requests that a thorough analysis be 
done in order to understand fully these impacts. We suspect that the analysis may 
show that the plan includes insufficient infrastructure to manage the newly 
generated traffic. Rockville encourages the County Council not to fear 
understanding the reality, even ifit leads to a conclusion that densities in the plan 
must be reduced." 

3) 	 "In addition, current Staging Requirements do not include requirements for the 
development of the residential units. The City believes strongly that this link 
should be made in the plan, so that there is adequate planning for the impacts of 
thousands of new housing units." 

4) 	 "In general, the City also believes that the Plan should describe more specifically 
the advantages of the proposed level of additional development. The Plan should 
consider alternative methods of achieving the goals and visions of the LSC, which 
may include revisiting the overall scale of development. The quality of life of a 
large number ofMontgomery County residents would be severely degraded if the 
private development moved forward without the infrastructure and community 
amenities required to support that development." 

5) 	 "The Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) is at the core of the Draft Plan and, once 
built, will pass through Rockville in the King Farm neighborhood. The City 
strongly supports the development of the CCT, but the :plan should also consider 
alternative phasing and/or densities should the State not fund the project or 
approve the Draft Plan's recommended alignment." 

I ask that you provide a point-by-point response to each of the issues raised by the 
City. In addition, I request the following: 1) a detailed list ofthe areas outside the 
boundaries of Gaithersburg West (not limited to Rockville City) included in the 
Plan's traffic analysis; and 2) an analysis of whether the Plan's traffic mitigation 
requirements would adequately and timely address projected increased traffic 
attributable to the Plan in areas outside of the Plan's boundaries. Please identify 
any such areas where (more) mitigation would be required if the area were within 
the Plan's boundaries. In your analysis, please use current traffic standards, not the 
weaker ones proposed for the LSC. Thank you for your analysis, which will provide 
important information to councilmembers prior to voting on recommendations 
regarding development levels and staging requirements for Gaithersburg West. 

Cc: Mike Knapp, Chair, PHED Committee, Committee Members and Councilmembers 
Honorable Phyllis Marcuccio, Mayor, City of Rockville 



The Gaithersburg - North Potomac - Rockville Coalition 
www.scale-it-back.com 

Transportation issues 

1. 	 68,000 jobs and 16,000 residences have been approved in Germantown without any staging 
requirements. Considering the traffic generated by the Germantown Master Plan and the 
50,000 additional people proposed by the Gaithersburg West Master Plan, how many cars will 
be added to the roads before the first staged infrastructure improvement along Great Seneca 
Highway will be in place? 

2. 	 How many homes and neighborhood amenities, broken out by subdivision, will be destroyed in 
the widening of Great Seneca Highway and Muddy Branch Road, the construction of the 
grade-separated interchanges and the right-of-way for the CCT? 

3. 	 Which intersections will require railroad-style gates? 

4. 	 Where will noise walls be required? 

5. 	 What accommodations are planned for the roads outside the planning area that will be 
overwhelmed by the "Science City" traffic ... Dufief Mill Road, Travilah Road, Shady Grove 
extended/Piney Meetinghouse, Wootton Parkway, Glen Mill Road, Falls Road, Quince Orchard 
Rd, and Route 28 through Rockville? 

6. 	 Where will the traffic from Great Seneca Highway be re-routed during the road-widening and 
the construction of the grade-separated interchanges and CCT right-of-way? 

7. 	 At the recent PHED committee worksession, Glenn Orlin said that the people in Germantown 
and Clarksburg who are headed to the Shady Grove Metro will not take the CCT. Obviously 
there is no benefit for them to take the CCT when they can drive their cars straight to the Metro 
or jump on an express bus that will go straight down the new lanes on 270. Is this being 
considered in the ridership numbers? 

8. 	 Most of the people in our area and many areas along the proposed alignment cannot take the 
CCT because we cannot get out of the subdivisions without our cars and there is little or no 
parking at the CCT stations. Is this being considered in the ridership numbers? 

9. 	 There are only 1900 total parking spaces at the CCT stations and the only SUbstantial number 
of "walkers" will come from King Farm, Crown Farm, the PSTA and Kentlands. The CCT is 
supposed to carry 30,000 riders per day. That would mean that 28,000 people would have to 
be walkers, bikers or transfer from other transportation. Is that an accurate estimate and is it 
possible? 

1 O.lf the original alignment for the CCT is not used, has the Planning Department analyzed the 
possibility of routing the CCT into Belward on Johns Hopkins Drive and out onto the extension 
of Decoverly Road? 

11. There will be little or no parking at the CCT stations. How will spill-over parking be handled in 
nearby neighborhoods? 

http:www.scale-it-back.com


12.According to the Master Plan, "In addition to the ADFO (Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance) 
standards, this Plan recommends staging to ensure that infrastructure is in place before 
development is allowed to proceed". And "The Plan provides stages and amounts of 
development that are tied to the CCT's funding, construction and operation to ensure that 
transit is available as development proceeds." 

Johns Hopkins Real Estate was previously approved for 1.2 million square feet on Befward 
and the proposed master plan would bring that up to 4.6 million square feet. ..which incidentally 
is 20% more square feet of office space than the Pentagon! They have been planning their 
commercial office complex since 1989 so presumably they will be waiting at the ready for the 
triggers that would allow them to grab any and all square footage as it becomes available. It 
appears that they would be able to build their entire operation before the CCT is even started. 

Stage 1 allows for 8.2 million sq ft of commercial space, which is "existing and pipeline", plus 
an additional 400,000 square feet. 

Johns Hopkins is presumably well along in the planning process, so they will likely scoop up 
the incremental 400,000 square feet which would give them 1.6 million square feet. They plan 
to start building within three years. 

As soon as the prerequisites for Stage 2 have been met, essentially the funding of the CCT 
from the Shady Grove Metro to Metropolitan Grove and a five percent increase in non-driver 
mode share, another 2.8 million square feet will become available which would magically 
provide them with 4.4 million square feet. They would likely top it off to 4.6 million square feet 
by using unused square footage from companies whose preliminary plans have expired. This 
would allow them to complete their commercial complex on the farm to accommodate 15,000 
people ... regardless of whether the CCT is ever built. 

At that pOint, Johns Hopkins Real Estate would have exactly what they want, enough 
"capacity" on Belward Farm for 15,000 people. To quote one of the Smart Growth blogs, they 
would have a "cash cow" to finance their operations in Baltimore. We will be left with the mess 
and the County would be playing "catch up" with the massive amount of infrastructure that 
would be required to handle the crushing traffic. 

Is this possible? 



Gaithersburg West Master Plan D-R-A·F-T 1·21·10 
Proposed Text Expressing Preference for Transportation 
Improvements other than Grade-separated Interchanges 

Add to bottom of page 69 of the July 2009 Planning Board Draft: 

The proposed grade-separated interchange at Sam Eig Highway and Great Seneca 
Highway (:tvID 119) listed above should be given high priority for construction prior to 
commencement of Stage 3 of the Staging Plan. Although the master plan envisions 
construction of additional grade-separated interchanges prior to commencement of Stage 
4, it is recognized that future social and technological changes may allow for equivalent 
mobility and capacity to be achieved without building additional grade-separated 
interchanges. Such mobility and capacity enhancements would need to be considered as 
alternative solutions to a grade-separated interchange during a transportation project 
planning study, or the review of a land development project. These enhancements 
include, without being limited to, increased transit services, implementation of a robust 
street system that promotes walking and bicycling, managed parking supply? provision of 
proactive travel demand management services, and operational improvements to at-grade 
intersections, streets, arterials, and highways. Emerging state and federal sustainable 
community initiatives incorporating climate change and energy concerns may 
significantly reduce future demand for single occupancy vehicle travel, potentially 
reducing the need for interchanges. 

Plior to any interchange design, a feasibility study will examine the alternative mobility 
enhancements described above and develop context-sensitive solutions. This Plan 
supports context~sensitive improvements that are designed to facilitate community 
connections, minimize right-of-way needs, and address visual and noise concerns through 
design elements such as depressing roadways or ramps below grade. The feasibility 
study will include participation by adjacent community representatives to help define 
community needs and context. All transportation improvements should be planned, 
designed and constructed under the lens of sustainability, balancing their effects on the 
natural environment, social community and economic resources. 

® 




Year 2030 PAMR Chart - GWMP Draft Plan Scenario withTDM 
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MEMORANDUM 


March 5, 2010 


TO: Council President Nancy Floreen 

G-o 
FROM: 	 Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Staff Director 

SUBJECT: 	 Issues raised by the Rockville and Gaithersburg Mayors and Councils regarding 
Gaithersburg West Master Plan transportation elements 

On March 1 several Councilmembers met with the Mayors and Councils of the Cities of 
Gaithersburg and Rockville regarding the Gaithersburg West Master Plan. From speaking with 
Marlene Michaelson and Planning staff I learned of the transportation issues that were raised. 
You asked that I respond to these issues and those raised in the cities' prior correspondence. 

Degree of Interagency coordination. After the Planning Board published its public hearing 
draft plan in February 2009, the Board and Executive Branch staffs recognized the need for 
coordination with State and municipal partners. An interagency transportation working group 
was established to work through alternatives analyses and address stakeholder concerns. This 
group included participation from the State Highway Administration, Maryland Transit 
Administration, Montgomery County DOT, and both City staffs. They met frequently through 
the remainder of 2009 and early 2010 addressing concerns as indicated in the meeting 
summaries below: 

• 	 March 13,2009: Purpose of the group, topics to be reviewed and schedule. 

• 	 March 31: Overview of land use and transportation balance 

• 	 April 14: "Fatal flaw" analysis of various transportation recommendations, including 
interchanges, Key West Avenue, and Belward Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) Station 

• 	 May 19: Various ongoing transportation issues/analysis 
• 	 May 26: Review design options for interchanges with focus on Sam Eig 


Highway/Diamondback Drive design options 


• 	 June 5: Prioritize interchanges and review language in Plan staging element 
• 	 July 10: Grade separations, CCT, prioritization of infrastructure 
• 	 August 21: Interchange impacts, option for Sam Eig Highway extension into Belward site 

developed by County DOT. 

• 	 September 3: Sensitivity of travel demand to alternative strategies 

• 	 October 1: Coordinate PHED Committee Responses, define "PHED Committee" scenario 

• 	 October 16: Coordinate responses to Council staff and Councilmember Andrews 

questions 


• 	 October 30: MTA analysis of CCT realignment 

• 	 December 9: Interchange design alternatives 

• 	 December 17: CCT public outreach plans 

CD 




• 	 December 23: Interchange design alternatives 
• 	 January 8, 2010: Interchange design alternatives and context-sensitive guidance 

This extensive coordination influenced both the Planning Board's Draft Plan and the subsequent 
dialogue with the PHED Committee. In particular, the Planning staff and Planning Board 
Chairman Hanson have indicated concurrence with several changes subsequent to the Planning 
Board Draft Plan in response to stakeholder concerns, including the cities' concerns: 

• 	 Elimination of the 1990 Plan interchange between Great Seneca Highway and Key West 
Avenue 

• 	 Elimination of the 1990 Plan arterial roadway extension of Diamondback Drive east of 
Sam Eig Highway 

• 	 Reduction of the number of through travel lanes on longdraft Road from four to two 
• 	 Designation of Game Preserve Road as a Rustic Road 
• 	 Incorporation of the 1-270/Gude Drive interchange identified in the City of Rockville 

master plan. 
• 	 Incorporation of language gUiding the further study of intersection improvements to 

foster sustainable and context-sensitive solutions. 

Travel forecasting assumptions. The assumptions and results of travel forecasting have been 
the subject of extensive discussion by the Planning Board, County Council staff, other 
stakeholders, and the PHED Committee. The bases for the Planning Board Draft Plan 
assumptions and results are summarized in: 

• 	 Attachment A, containing Appendix 7 to the Planning Board Draft Plan. This attachment 
provides details on the work performed by Planning staff prior to the Planning Board 
Draft Plan publication. Attachment A can be found by clicking on: 
http://www.montgomeryplanning.org/viewer.shtm#http:/Iwww.montgomeryplanning. 
org!community!gaithersburg!documents!Appendix7.pdf 

• 	 Attachment B, containing our packet for the October 26 PHED Committee meeting. This 
attachment consists of Planning Staff responses to Council Staff and PHED Committee· 
questions from the PHED Committee's October 1 worksession. Attachment B can be 
found by clicking on: 
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/content/council!pdf/agenda/cm/2009/091026 
/20091026 PHED1.pdf 

• 	 Attachment C, containing our packet for the February 1 PHED Committee meeting. This 
attachment consists of Planning Staff responses to Council member Andrews. This 
attachment also contains our finding that the Planning Board's Draft Gaithersburg West 
plan provides an appropriate end-state balance between land use and transportation. 
Attachment C can be found by clicking on: 
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov!content/council!pdf/agenda/cm!2010!100201 
120100201 PHED1.pdf 

http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov!content/council!pdf/agenda/cm!2010!100201
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/content/council!pdf/agenda/cm/2009/091026
http://www.montgomeryplanning.org/viewer.shtm#http:/Iwww.montgomeryplanning


A summary of the responses to concerns voiced on March I, and described in Attachments A 
through C, is provided below, with the concerns raised in underlined text: 

• The Critical Lane Volume (CLV) standard of 1600 is too high. The proposed CLV standard 
reflects the County's long-standing policy to promote multimodal equity in part by 
establishing congestion standards that vary by geographic area reflecting the quality of 
transit service. Areas with better transit options can accept greater levels of congestion. 
The Plan proposal for a 1600 CLV standard is consistent with the current Germantown 
Town Center Policy Area CLV standard. In Attachment B, we suggest phasing in the 
1600 CLV standard after the CCT is programmed for construction; this proposal would 
not affect end-state acceptability. 

• The Critical Lane Volume (CLV) technique is the wrong technique for looking at traffic 
congestion. The CLV technique is currently adopted policy by all three jurisdictions in 
the development review process, supplemented by operational analysis only in cases 
where conditions warrant. 

• The Metrorail system is already too crowded and will be overwhelmed with the 
introduction of the CCT and additional growth. The Planning staff statement that 
WMATA system buildout capacity is not a fatal flaw for planned development in the 1­
270 corridor is consistent with findings in the MTA analysis of the CCT and WMATA's 
own assessment of long-range facility needs. Funding, however, remains a critical near­
term need for WMATA to be able to attain its theoretical line-haul capacity and for 
selected station circulation improvements, such as vertical circulation elements within 
the Shady Grove station. 

• Regional transportation impacts have not been adequately accounted for. The analysis 
of end-state transportation conditions utilizes a regional travel demand forecasting 
model and anticipated growth well beyond the study area, including the 16,000 new 
housing units and 56,000 new jobs forecasted to be approved during the next 20 years 
in the cities of Rockville and Gaithersburg. The balance between land use and 
transportation is defined by the Relative Arterial Mobility at the policy area level. As 
indicated in Attachments A and B both the City of Rockville and City of Gaithersburg 
policy areas are forecasted to operate at acceptable levels per the County's Growth 
Policy. 

• Assumptions regarding non-auto driver mode share (NADMS) goals are unrealistic. The 
availability of current survey data to assess the current non-auto driver mode share will 
be enhanced by funding for the Shady Grove Transportation Management District 
(TMD), a district that requires continuing cooperation from all three jurisdictions. The 
proposed staging plan requires continued monitoring and progressive achievement 
toward the mode share goal. While the PHED Committee has not yet reviewed the 
Gaithersburg West Plan staging element, the County Council's commitment to including 
mode share goals was again demonstrated in its March 6 straw votes on the White Flint 
Sector Plan. 

Interchanges. The Council has heard concerns that elevated grade-separated interchanges are 
inappropriate for residential communities and are seen as hindering connectivity from adjacent 
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communities. The Planning Board Draft Plan proposes some strategic adjustments to the 
several interchanges already in the 1990 Plan. The determination of specific design 
characteristics associated with recommended interchanges is typically made in the context of 
detailed facility planning studies - not in the context of master plans. The feasibility of highway 
(including grade-separated interchanges) and transit infrastructure in the draft Plan has been 
examined by the interagency work group of implementing agencies described above, including 
staff from both Rockville and Gaithersburg. 

The need to continue plans for interchanges is driven, in part, by the County's policies to 
maintain congestion at tolerable levels (even with a 1600 CLV standard) and the desire of 
adjacent communities to limit the risk of cut-through traffic. In some cases (such as along US 
29 in Fairland), grade separated interchanges have been valued as a way to improve pedestrian 
connectivity across high speed arterials. 

The interagency working group evaluated several alternative means for addressing forecasted 
congestion at key junctions in the study area with a particular focus on the Great Seneca 
Highway intersections with Muddy Branch Road and Sam Eig Highway. The latter intersection is 
already on the County's priority list for implementation. The conclusion of the working group 
analysis of the Muddy Branch Road intersection was that several alternatives are feasible, and 
selecting a preferred alternative is a subject for future project planning, not master planning. 
Attachment C contains language developed by the interagency working group to be added to 
the Plan as a guide toward sustainable, context-sensitive, solutions. 

Master Plan staging and implementation. Several comments indicated a concern that the 
transportation system improvements will fall behind the pace of development. As all three 
jurisdictions now maintain Adequate Public Facilities Ordinances, there should be a mutual 
confidence that approved development will only occur as infrastructure comes on line, per the 
respective development policies. The infrastructure elements in the Planning Board's proposed 
staging plan provide a "belts and suspenders" approach; certain infrastructure commitments 
should be made to the traveling community even if the transportation systems are otherwise 
found adequate by APFO review methods. The PH ED Committee will review the details of the 
staging plan on March 15. 



Council staffs comments on points in the City ofGaithersburg 's resolution 

1. 	 The fiscal analysis that is the basis of the Plan must be re-evaluated to contain realistic 
assumptions, including the number of new jobs that will be created, the number of 
employees who will reside in the planning area and the proportion of families that will be 
contributing students to the public school system. 

We have found some errors in the analysis. Executive Branch staffhas addressed 
them in a March 17 memorandum to PHED Chairman Knapp, which is on ©1-11 in 
the Committee' packet #1 for March 22. The staffindicated that the revenue estimate 
would be lowered only by 1.5%, and so will not change their conclusion that the 
economic benefits to the County will far outweigh the costs. 

2. 	 Traffic studies must be revised to include the traffic impact on all affected arterials within 
Gaithersburg and accurate data for alternative modes for commuting. For all intersections 
within Gaithersburg, the analysis must consider Gaithersburg's Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance (APFO) which uses a Critical Lane Volume (CL V) standard of 1450, lower 
than the 1600 CLV established for the Life Sciences Center. Using Gaithersburg'S CLV 
standard will show that the projected growth will make certain intersections exceed 
capacity and require mitigation. Gaithersburg's specific requests regarding the 
Transportation Analysis must include, but not be limited to, the following intersections: 

a. 	 Muddy Branch Road and Great Seneca Highway/MD 119 
b. 	 Great Seneca Highway/MD 119 and Quince Orchard RoadIMD124 
c. 	 Sam Eig Highway and Great Seneca HighwaylMD 119 
d. 	 Sam Eig Highway and Fields Road 
e. 	 Sam Eig Highway and Diamondback Drive 
f. 	 Darnestown RoadlMD 28 and Muddy Branch Road 

For master plans, the County's practice has been to perform "local area review" 
analyses only on intersections within the planning area under review. Local area 
review studies are less definitive the further from the site under study, especially for 
development that may not occur for decades. Ofthe 6 intersections listed above, all 
would be replaced by grade-separated interchanges (Diamondback and Fields together 
would have access to Sam Eig at a single interchange), and Darnestown/Muddy 
Branch would operate at volume/capacity ratio ofless than 0.75. 

For master plans the County's gauges the "upstream/downstream" effects in 
surrounding areas through a "policy area review" analysis that examines whether 
highway and transit mobility in those areas exceed the standard. What Planning staff 
found was that, ifGaithersburg West was built-out and all the supporting 
infrastructure in place by 2030 (a conservatively early assumption on both counts), 
highway and transit mobility in the City ofGaithersburg will be sufficient, especially 
given the amount oftrip mitigation that will required ofthe new development. 



The fundamental issue raised is that the new development is being approved in 
unincorporated areas with insufficient regard to the impact its traffic will have on 
intersections within the city limits. This is (pardon the expression) a two-way street, 
however: the County has long been concerned about the traffic impact ofthe City's 
development approvals on areas outside the City. Since the early 1990s the County has 
included Gaithersburg City and Rockville City Policy Areas in its Growth Policy in 
order to track how they compared to the 20-odd other policy areas;for most ofthe 
years since, the two municipal policy areas have petformed the worst, with projected 
traffic from existing and approved development far outstripping existing and 
programmed roads and transit. Existing and approved developmentfrom the cities, 
which is regularly counted in the County's policy area reviews, significantly restricted 
the County's ability to approve development in surrounding unincorporated areas. 

The rubber will really meet the road (pardon another expression) when these 
developments reach the subdivision approval stage. The County's Growth Policy calls 
for the local area review test to examine as many as 7 signalized intersections in every 
direction; no doubt,for the larger developments, this analysis would reach to 
signalized intersections within Rockville, Gaithersburg, or both. However, the County 
Planning Board's local area review guidelines do not extend the review to within the 
city limits, since its authority to require improvements does not extend into the city. 
The two cities generally treat their reviews the same way, in reverse. 

Hopefully this master plan has highlighted the issue sufficiently enough-and early 
enough-that the two cities and the County can be motivated over the next year to 
craft a Memorandum of Understanding that would have the three Planning Boards use 
common means and standards for evaluating a development's traffic impact in the 
neighboring jurisdiction (s). A harder nut to crack will be how to decide what 
improvements should be made in the neighboring jurisdiction, and who would pay for 
them. This will require consensus among the elected leaders ofthe three jurisdictions. 
It is not merely a Gaithersburg West 'problem '-it will recur again and again, as there 
is still much master-planned growth in and around the cities. 

3. 	 The Plan must include mitigation strategies in surrounding communities, including 
Gaithersburg and Rockville, and consider the existing development pipeline and where 
development is expected to create or exacerbate problems. Specifically, once further 
traffic studies are completed, a thorough analysis should be undertaken and 
recommendations should be made for infrastructure improvements necessary to mitigate 
the additional traffic in Gaithersburg that exceeds Gaithersburg's standards. Any such 
infrastructure improvements must be included in the Staging Requirements. 

(See above.) 

4. 	 If mitigation is not possible, or if the recommended mitigation is not consistent with 
maintaining a high quality oflife within the planning area and in the surrounding 
communities, including Gaithersburg, development densities must be adjusted 
appropriately. 



This can only be addressed at subdivision, and on a case by case basis. 

5. 	 The proposed use of grade separated interchanges to mitigate traffic is not consistent with 
the City's Master Plans or approved development and is detrimental to efforts to provide 
enhanced connectivity between communities and must be modified. 

We havefound the opposite to be the case: interchanges-ifthey are designed in a 
context-sensitive manner--can provide bridges between communities, not barriers 
between them. The interchanges on Route 29 in Fairland were advocated by the 
residents there because they felt that US 29 was a barrier between communities east 
and west ofit. It is now much easier and safer for drivers, bikers, and pedestrians to 
cross US 29. 

Nevertheless we are recommending language in the Plan that would construct the 
proposed interchanges only as a last resort, because oftheir cost. 

6. 	 The staging requirements recommended in the Planning Board Draft must be 
strengthened to include appropriate infrastructure being built in advance of the approval 
of new residential as well as commercial development. Staging must be programmed in 
such a manner that the stages anticipate the impacts of new development, so as to 
mitigate those impacts before they occur. A mechanism must be developed to 
continuously monitor development progress and related impacts. Further, in the event 
that infrastructure improvements do not precede development of the Life Sciences 
Center, the staging/phasing plan must be revised to address these impacts. 

We agree that residential development should be staged. Ofthe 9,000 units planned at 
build-out, about 3,300 are existing or in the pipeline. Ofthe 5,700 available to be 
approved, we are recommending 1,000 units in Stage 1,1,500 units in Stage 2,1,500 
units in Stage 3, and 1,700 units in Stage 4. 

We are recommending that the Planning Board develop a biennial monitoring 
program for the Gaithersburg West Master Plan area. This program should include a 
periodic assessment of development approvals, traffic issues (including intersection 
impacts), public facilities and amenities, the status of new facilities, and the Capital 
Improvements Program (CIP) and Growth Policy as they relate to Gaithersburg West. 
The program should conduct a regular assessment ofthe staging plan and determine if 
any modifications are necessary. The biennial monitoring report should be submitted 
to the Council and Executive prior to the development ofthe biennial CIP. 

We also recommend establishment of an advisory committee of property owners, 
residents and interested groups (including adjacent neighborhoods in Gaithersburg 
and Rockville), who are stakeholders in the redevelopment of the Plan area-to 
evaluate the assumptions made regarding congestion levels, transit use, and parking. 
The committee's responsibilities should include monitoring the Plan recommendations, 
monitoring the CIP and Growth Policy, and recommending action by the Planning 



Board and County Council to address issues that may arise. The Greater Shady Grove 
TMD Advisory Committee may best fUlfill this role. 

The Draft Plan already requires certain infrastructure, including the Corridor Cities 
Transitway, be programmed and built before the middle and latter stages of 
development can proceed. In addition, development can proceed only if it meets both 
the policy area review and local area review requirements-again, requiring 
infrastructure improvements. A change in staging would require a Council-approved 
Plan amendment. 

7. 	 Should the State of Maryland reject the Plan's recommended alignment of the Corridor 
Cities Transitway (CCT), or decide not to fund the project, the Plan must consider 
alternative phasing and/or amount of development. 

MDOT says itfavors the recommended CCT alignment in Gaithersburg West. It is 
looking at alternative alignments in and around the Belward Farm, but it says all will 
work with the proposed development. 

The Draft Plan already significantly limits development if the CCT is notfunded. 
Under the Draft Plan, if the CCT is notfunded, then only 400,000 sfofadditional 
commercial development will be allowed to proceed above what is already approved. 

8. 	 The Plan must incorporate pedestrian-friendly design components to the infrastructure 
that ensure connectivity between the planning area and existing neighborhoods. 

The Plan will incorporate pedestrian-Jriendly design components not only between the 
planning area and existing neighborhoods, but within the planning area as well. 

9. 	 The Plan must include appropriate provisions for open space and parklands, to service the 
new residents and employees of the planning area, as well as existing communities, but 
also to lessen the impacts on the adjacent system of parks and open spaces in the City of 
Gaithersburg. 

We agree; the Plan must include appropriate provisions for open space parkland that 
will serve existing and new development. One possibility is to re-designate the west 
edge ofthe Belward Farm to be parkland that will appeal to the neighboring 
communities, instead ofjust a couple ofsoccer fields. 

10. The Plan must not compromise the County's standards and goals with respect to 
affordable housing, and must include, at a minimum, a full implementation of the 
Moderate Priced Dwelling Unit (MPDU) program. 

We agree; ifanything, there should be greater requirements on County-owned land. 

11. All public services and amenities must be planned and programmed to serve both the new 
residents and existing communities and to minimize the impacts on surrounding 



communities such as the Cities of Rockville and Gaithersburg. 

We agree, except where the cities are responsible for providing a specific service. 

12. Montgomery County Council members, staff, developers and institutions must coordinate 
continuously with the City of Gaithersburg, City of Rockville and all their residents as 
active participants throughout the decision-making process, during implementation of the 
plan if adopted, and in monitoring the impacts. The City of Gaithersburg stands ready to 
participate. 

There has been coordination all along. The Planning Board and Council each held 
public hearings on the plan. An interagency staffteam, including staffs from 
Gaithersburg and Rockville, met 16 times between March 2009 and January 2010 on 
various aspects ofthe Plan. The staffs and the public have played a large role in the 
Plan's evolution. 

We agree that the Cities can playa role in monitoring the Plan. As noted above, the 
Greater Shady Grove TMD may be the vehicle for that. It could be in the form ofthe 
Greater Shady Grove Transportation Management District (TMD) that was established 
in law by the County Council in 2006. It is notyetfunded, but if this plan is adopted it 
should be underway by FY12. The boundary ofthe TMD includes a portion of 
Gaithersburg (and Rockville), but Gaithersburg's participation is dependent on a 
separate agreement between the County and City that would require the City to pay its 
proportionate share ofthe costs ofservices provided by the TMD. When the TMD is 
fundedfor operation there will be an Advisory Committee and, if the Cities chose to 
pay their respective proportionate share ofthe TMD's costs, then they should have 
seats at the table. 



Council staffs comments on points in the City ofRockville's resolution 

Before the Montgomery County Council approves the Gaithersburg West Master Plan, the 
following items should be addressed: 

• 	 There must be a large reduction in the amount of development that would be permitted in 
the Gaithersburg West planning area, as compared to what is proposed in the Planning 
Board Draft. The Draft Plan envisions more development than is consistent with 
preserving the quality of life ofexisting communities and provides no compelling 
justification for why this level of development is needed to support the vision of the Life 
Sciences Center. The infrastructure investments recommended as necessary for this plan 
will cost an extraordinary amount ofmoney, which would be borne by Montgomery 
County and Maryland taxpayers. Even at that high cost, negative impacts are not 
sufficiently mitigated either inside of or beyond the boundaries of the planning area. 

There is no evidence that the recommended development in this Plan would diminish 
quality oflife. Based on experiences with other communities, including Rockville, 
transit-oriented mixed-use development and its accompanying restaurants and 
entertainment uses would improve quality oflife. We agree that the infrastructure 
investments necessary to support new development are expensive but they can be paid 
for with revenues from new development, except those improvements that require State 
or Federalfunding. 

• 	 The Planning Board Draft does not provide a vision that includes the amenities sufficient 
to service the new community that is being proposed for the Gaithersburg West planning 
area. All public services and amenities should be planned and programmed to serve the 
new residents, as well as existing communities, and to minimize the impacts on 
surrounding communities such as the Cities ofRockville and Gaithersburg. 

(See March 22 packetfor PHED Committee #1.) 

• 	 There must be robust Staging Requirements that anticipate service needs in time for new 
development to be completed, in order to avoid a long-term state of congestion and 
insufficient public services. Staging should include, at minimum, transportation, schools, 
open space, and recreational amenities. Development should not be permitted unless 
sufficient infrastructure and services will be provided. Staging should also be applied to 
residential development, as is not currently the case in the Planning Board Draft. 
Furthermore, a mechanism should be developed to continuously monitor development 
progress and the related impacts in the area to ensure that the Staging Requirements are 
met and/or to make adjustments to those requirements. Surrounding communities, 
including Rockville and Gaithersburg, should be part of that monitoring. 

The County's Growth Policy, along with some additional staging requirements we are 
recommendingfor the Corridor Cities Transitway, will assure the adequacy of 
transportation facilities and services before subdivisions are approved. The Growth 



Policy also adequately assures sufficient school capacity in the area. 

We agree that residential development should be staged. Ofthe 9,000 units planned at 
build-out, about 3,300 are existing or in the pipeline. Ofthe 5,700 available to be 
approved, we are recommending 1,000 units in Stage 1,1,500 units in Stage 2,1,500 
units in Stage 3, and 1,700 units in Stage 4. 

We are recommending that the Planning Board develop a biennial monitoring 
program for the Gaithersburg West Master Plan area. This program should include a 
periodic assessment of development approvals, traffic issues (including intersection 
impacts), public facilities and amenities, the status of new facilities, and the Capital 
Improvements Program (CIP) and Growth Policy as they relate to Gaithersburg West. 
The program should conduct a regular assessment ofthe staging plan and determine if 
any modifications are necessary. The biennial monitoring report should be submitted 
to the Council and Executive prior to the development ofthe biennial CIP. 

We also recommend establishment of an advisory committee of property owners, 
residents and interested groups (including adjacent neighborhoods in Gaithersburg 
and Rockville), that are stakeholders in the redevelopment of the Plan area-to 
evaluate the assumptions made regarding congestion levels, transit use, and parking. 
The committee's responsibilities should include monitoring the Plan recommendations, 
monitoring the CIP and Growth Policy, and recommending action by the Planning 
Board and County Council to address issues that may arise. The Greater Shady Grove 
TMD Advisory Committee may best fUlfill this role. 

The Draft Plan already requires certain infrastructure, including the Corridor Cities 
Transitway, be programmed and built before the middle and latter stages of 
development can proceed. In addition, development can proceed only if it meets both 
the policy area review and local area review requirements-again, requiring 
infrastructure improvements. A change in staging would require a Council-approved 
Plan amendment. 

Transportation is a crucial component of any plan for Gaithersburg West, and the plan must be 
strengthened in the following ways: 

• 	 The plan needs to be far more aggressive in its approach to making an environment that is 
conducive to pedestrians, bicyclists and transit; and that environment needs to connect 
with the surrounding qommunities. Despite the inclusion of the Corridor Cities 
Transitway (CCT) as acentral feature of the plan, the plan is fundamentally automobile­
dependent, with the Plan-stated projection of at least 70% of all trips being in 
automo biles. 

The Planning staffestimate that, today, about 16% ofcommuters to the Life Sciences 
Center area arrive my means other than driving. This is in environment with ample 
free parking, relatively little bus service, and a traditional research park super-block 
layout which practically guarantees most persons will use their cars. The Draft Plan 



would change this environment entirely: smaller blocks, an extensive bikeway network 
both to and within the area, the CCT, etc. 

By buildout the Plan anticipates that nearly twice the proportion ofcommuters-30%-­
will not be driving. Frankly, most ofthe criticism the Council has heard is from the 
opposite perspective: that 30% is too optimistic. But given the other mode share goals 
in the 1-270 Corridor we believe that it can and will be achieved. 

• 	 Traffic studies must be revised to include the traffic impact on all affected arterials within 
Rockville, Gaithersburg and surrounding communities. For all intersections within 
Rockville, the analysis must follow Rockville's Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 
(APFO) and use Rockville's Critical Lane Volume (CL V) standard, which at many 
intersections is lower than the 1600 CL V that has been used in the analysis to date. Using 
Rockville's standard will show that the projected growth will make certain intersections 
exceed capacity and need mitigation. Rockville's specific requests regarding the 
Transportation Analysis include the following: 

o 	 Analyze the traffic impact on 1-270. 
o 	 Analyze the traffic impact on arterials in terms of road Levels of Service and/or 

Delays. The arterials include MD 28 (Key West Avenue, W. Montgomery 
Avenue and E. Jefferson Street) between Shady Grove Road and MD 355; Gude 
Drive; and Darnestown Road. Figure 25 in the Plan Appendix 7: Transportation 
Analysis, shows a potential traffic increase of approximately 50% with the "High 
Scenario" conditions on W. Gude Drive and W. Montgomery A venue, without 
much detail on how this significant increase in volume would be managed. 

o 	 Analyze the traffic impact on Wootton Parkway and Watts Branch Parkway. The 
current traffic on Watts Branch during the AM peak period has already reached 
the threshold level identified in the Cityls Guidelines for Neighborhood Traffic 
Management. 

o 	 A detailed analysis should be conducted regarding impacts on the adjacent 
community of Fallsgrove in general, and more specifically on Blackwell Road, 
Fallsgrove Boulevard, and Fallsgrove Drive. 

o 	 Analyze the traffic impacts on the 1-270 ramps at MD 28, Shady Grove Road, and 
at the Falls Road interchange. 

o 	 Analyze the traffic impacts on the intersection ofMD 28 (W. Montgomery Ave) 
at Darnestown Road. 

o 	 Perform the analysis for intersections and roads within the City of Rockville 
under two scenarios: 'With an added interchange at 1-270 and W. Gude Drive, and 
without it. 

For master plans, the County's practice has been to perform "local area review" 
analyses only on intersections within the planning area under review. Local area 
review studies are less definitive the further from the site under study, especially for 
development that may not occur for decades. 

For master plans the County's gauges the "upstream/downstream" effects in 
surrounding areas through a "policy area review" analysis that examines whether 



highway and transit mobility in those areas exceed the standard. What Planning staff 
found was that, ifGaithersburg West was built out and all the supporting 
infrastructure in place by 2030 (a conservatively early assumption on both counts), 
highway and transit mobility in the City ofGaithersburg will be sufficient, especially 
given the amount oftrip mitigation that will required ofthe new development. 

The fundamental issue raised is that the new development is being approved in 
unincorporated areas with insufficient regard to the impact its traffic will have on 
intersections within the city limits. This is (pardon the expression) a two-way street, 
however: the County has long been concerned about the traffic impact ofthe City's 
development approvals on areas outside the City. Since the early 1990s the County has 
included Gaithersburg City and Rockville City Policy Areas in its Growth Policy in 
order to track how they compared to the 20-odd other policy areas; for most ofthe 
years since, the two municipal policy areas have performed the worst, with projected 
trafficfrom existing and approved developmentfar outstripping existing and 
programmed roads and transit. Existing and approved development from the two 
cities, which is regularly counted in the County's policy area reviews, significantly 
restricted the County's ability to approve development in surrounding unincorporated 
areas. 

The rubber will really meet the road (pardon another expression) when these 
developments reach the subdivision approval stage. The County's Growth Policy calls 
for the local area review test to examine as many as 7 signalized intersections in every 
direction; no doubt,for the larger developments, this analysis would reach to 
signalized intersections within Rockville, Gaithersburg, or both. However, the County 
Planning Board's local area review guidelines do not extend the review to within the 
city limits, since its authority to require improvements does not extend into the city. 
The two cities generally treat their reviews the same way, in reverse. 

Hopefully this master plan has highlighted the issue sufficiently enough-and early 
enough-that the two cities and the County can be motivated over the nextyear to 
craft a Memorandum ofUnderstanding that would have the three Planning Boards use 
common means and standardsfor evaluating a development's traffic impact in the 
neighboringjurisdiction(s). A harder nut to crack will be how to decide what 
improvements should be made in the neighboring jurisdiction, and who would pay for 
them. This will require consensus among the elected leaders ofthe three jurisdictions. 
It is not merely a Gaithersburg West 'problem'-it will recur again and again, as there 
is still much master-planned growth in and around the cities. 

• 	 The plan must include traffic mitigation strategies in surrounding communities, including 
Rockville, where Gaithersburg West development is expected to create or exacerbate 
problems. Specifically, once the traffic studies are completed, a thorough analysis should 
be undertaken and recommendations should be made for infrastructure improvements 
necessary to mitigate the additional traffic in Rockville that exceeds Rockville's 
standards. Any such infrastructure improvements should be included in the Staging 
Requirements. 



(See above.) 

• 	 If it is not possible to keep traffic at a level where it is in conformance with Rockville's 
standards, or if the recommended mitigation is not consistent with maintaining a high 
quality of life within the planning area and in the surrounding communities (including 
Rockville), development densities should be adjusted so as to meet those standards. 

This can only be addressed at subdivision, and on a case by case basis. 

• 	 Should the State ofMaryland reject the Plan's recommended alignment ofthe Corridor 
Cities Transitway (CCT), or decide not to fund the project, the Plan should consider 
alternative phasing and/or amount ofdevelopment. 

MDOTsays itfavors the recommended CCTalignment in Gaithersburg West. It is 
looking at alternative alignments in and around the Belward Farm, but it says all will 
work with the proposed development. 

The Draft Plan already significantly limits development if the CCT is not funded. 
Under the Draft Plan, if the CCT is notfunded, then only 400,000 sfofadditional 
commercial development will be allowed to proceed above what is already approved. 

• 	 The Plan should include appropriate provisions for open space and parklands, to service 
the new residents and employees ofthe planning area, as well as existing communities; 
but also to lessen the impacts on the adjacent system ofparks and open spaces in the City 
ofRockville. Specific provisions are as follows: 

o 	 Developers should be required to meet at least minimal standards for provision of 
public open space or publicly accessible open space. The National Recreation and 
Park Association standard of 12 acres per 1,000 residents would be an appropriate 
goal. 

o 	 Parkland should contain approximately 50 percent of "developable" land for 
recreational amenities. 

o 	 Connectivity to Rockville greenways and other parklands should be established in 
the plan. 

o 	 It is recommended that public parkland should be dedicated to the M-NCPPC to 
ensure continued access and maintenance. 

We agree that the plan should include appropriate provisionsfor open space and 
parkland and have askedforfurther analysis ofthis issue. The County meets or 
exceeds the National Park and Recreation Standards for open space per 1000 
residents, but this is not considered at on a plan by plan basis. Some planning areas 
far exceed the standards and others are below it. 

The County has clear standards for the amount ofparkland that is developable 
depending on the type ofpark. Regional parks are 2/3 undeveloped; local parks are 



primarily developed. 

We agree that the plan should strive to achieve connectivity to Rockville green ways and 
other parkland, provided the City will make the same effort with its parks and 
green ways. 

Public parkland is always dedicated to M-NCPPC. Public open space is frequently 
kept in private ownership where it can be better maintained. 

• 	 The plan should not compromise the County's standards and goals with respect to 
affordable housing, and should include full implementation of the Moderate Priced 
Dwelling Unit (MPDU) program. 

We agree; ifanything, there should be greater requirements on County-owned land. 

• 	 Montgomery County Councilmembers, staff, developers and institutions should be 
required to coordinate continuously with the Cities ofRockville and Gaithersburg 
throughout the decision process, during implementation of the plan (if it is adopted), and 
in monitoring the impacts. The City of Rockville stands ready to participate. 

There has been coordination all along. The County Planning Board and Council each 
hidd public hearings on the plan. An interagency staffteam, including staffs from 
Gaithersburg and Rockville, met 16 times between March 2009 and January 2010 on 
various aspects ofthe Plan. The staffs and the public have played a large role in the 
Plan's evolution. 

We agree that the Cities can playa role in monitoring the Plan. As noted above, the 
Greater Shady Grove TMD may be the vehicle for that. It could be in the form ofthe 
Greater Shady Grove Transportation Management District (TMD) that was established 
in law by the County Council in 2006. It is not yetfunded, but ifthis plan is adopted it 
should be underway by FY12. The boundary ofthe TMD includes a portion of 
Gaithersburg (and Rockville), but Gaithersburg's participation is dependent on a 
separate agreement between the County and City that would require the City to pay its 
proportionate share ofthe costs ofservices provided by the TMD. When the TMD is 
funded for operation there will be an Advisory Committee and, if the Cities chose to 
pay their respective proportionate share ofthe TMD's costs, then they should have 
seats at the table. 


