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MEMORANDUM 

March 10,2016 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Planning, Housing, and Economic Development (PHED) Committee 
60 

Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Administrator 

Westbard Sector Plan-follow-up on transportation elements; fiscal impact statement 

Councilmembers: Please bring your copies of the Draft Plan and Appendix to this worksession. 

This memorandum follows up on transportation-related issues that were not resolved at the 
February 29 worksession. Also, on March 10 the Council received the Executive's Fiscal Impact 
Statement for the sector plan; it, too, will be reviewed. 

1. River RoadlLittle Falls Parkway intersection. The Planning staff performed a Local Area 
Transportation Review (LATR) test at buildout for six signalized intersections in or near Westbard. All 
would operate better than the Subdivision Staging Policy (SSP) standard for the B-CC Policy Area, 
which is a Critical Lane Volume (CLV) of 1,600. The only intersection that comes close to reaching 
this standard is River Road/Little Falls Parkway, which is forecasted to reach 1,501 CLV (6% under 
capacity) in the morning peak and 1,554 CLV (3% under capacity) in the evening peak. The 
intersection would still be congested, but not enough to exceed the SSP standard. SSP standards are set 
to conditions that the Council considers tolerable, not necessarily optimal. Most of the rush hour traffic 
on River Road is through traffic, so most of those who are negatively affected by congestion are not 
those who are residing, working, shopping, or otherwise visiting Westbard. 

Every new master plan amends prior plans, sometimes even those that do not cover the same 
geographic area. For example, the Planning staff evaluated the River RoadIWillard Avenue intersection, 
although it found that it would operate tolerably at the buildout of Westbard. Similarly, the last 
Friendship Heights Sector Plan (1998) evaluated intersections outside its boundary, including the River 
Road/Little Falls Parkway intersection. That analysis led to that plan calling for two improvements 
there. One, which has been implemented, was to widen the approach of southwest-bound Little Falls 
Parkway to 4 lanes: an exclusive left-turn lane, two through lanes, and an exclusive right-turn lane. The 
other, which has not yet been implemented, is to add a third through lane on River Road in the 
northwest-bound (i.e., outbound) direction (©1). This third through lane would start prior to the 
intersection and tie back in after the intersection. Unless the Westbard Plan explicitly states differently 
(which the Draft Plan does not), then this third outbound through lane would remain in the master plan. 



Council staff asked Planning staff to evaluate the traffic and other impacts of this master-planned 
outbound through lane. It found that the lane would have no effect in the morning peak hour, but it 
would have a significant beneficial effect in the evening (more heavily trafficked) peak hour at buildout, 
improving from 1,554 CLV to 1,329 CLV: 17% under capacity (©2-3). This would provide a much 
wider margin from the 1,600 CL V standard, should the traffic forecasts prove over time to be 
underestimated. 

Planning staff assumed this lane would extend just under 400' from each edge of Little Falls 
Parkway (©4). The added lane would still fit within the planned 110' right-of-way. However, the Draft 
Plan calls for this right-of-way also to include an 11' -wide cycle-track and a 10' -wide sidewalk 
northwest from the intersection. Planning staff notes if this through lane stays in the Plan then the cycle 
track and sidewalk in the first 400' would likely be replaced by a 10'-wide shared-use path. 

Another option would be merely to add a right-tum lane from outbound River Road to Bethesda
bound Little Falls Parkway. This would provide less congestion relief than adding the lane through the 
intersection, but it would still improve the evening peak hour buildout CLV to 1,447: 10% under 
capacity. This option would not interfere with the first 400' of cycle track/sidewalk that the Planning 
Board recommends. 

The Planning staff has these comments: 

• 	 Since the plan is within the congestion threshold, Planning staff's preference is that no potential 
future improvements be recommended at the intersection of River RoadILittle Falls Parkway. 
That said, the more limited improvement of a right-tum lane (from outbound River Road to 
northbound Little Falls Parkway) is preferable as a means of limiting impact to the proposed 
separated bike lanes and limiting the pedestrian crossing distance of River Road within the sector 
plan area. 

• 	 As a point of reference, the traffic analysis completed for the Westbard Sector Plan was based on 
the land use densities recommended in the Westbard Sector Plan Area as well as the 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Government (MWCOG) 2040 Regional Cooperative 
Forecast. There may be more development potential in Friendship Heights (zoning capacity) 
than what is reported in the Cooperative Forecast, however, the traffic impact of the likely level 
of development in Friendship Heights in 2040 can be accommodated without capacity 
improvements at the River Road/Little Falls Road intersection. 

The Town of Somerset has written in opposition to the third lane (©5-6). It points out that, as 
described, the lane would extend south beyond Greystone Street, which is the Town's only road access 
onto River Road. Residents often have a difficult time exiting Greystone onto River and vice-versa; the 
Town believes adding a third lane would make these movements even more difficult. The Town also 
shares the Planning staff s concern about increasing the length of the pedestrian crossing of River Road, 
and it prefers the cycle-track/sidewalk combination to a hiker-biker trail in the several-hundred-foot 
section northwest of the Little Falls intersection. The Town also notes that the widening would bring 
River Road closer to homes. 
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In response, Council staff would note that adding a third lane would not necessarily make access 
and egress more difficult to and from Greystone Street. The outbound traffic on River Road would be 
spread over three lanes rather than two, resulting in more gaps in River Road traffic within which to 
enter or exit. One movement, however, would certainly be more difficult: exiting right on Greystone 
Street and then weaving to get to the left-turn lane to southbound Little Falls Parkway, which is the 
route Somerset residents take to get to Westland MS, the Little Falls Library, and other destinations 
along Massachusetts A venue. Adding a third lane that starts southeast of Greystone Street would mean 
that residents would have to weave across three lanes rather than two in a very short distance. 

The answer to that problem is to start the third lane just northwest of Greystone Street. The 
current right-tum lane on Little Falls Parkway approaching from the north extends only about 200' north 
of the intersection. If a third outbound lane on River Road were to begin 200' southeast of Little Falls 
Parkway (rather than 390') then it would begin northwest of Greystone Street, which would leave 
residents' ability to access or egress unaffected. 

The other arguments against the third lane are not as compelling. Adding one more lane to cross 
River Road at Little Falls Parkway would not create an unacceptable crossing distance for pedestrians. 
There would be no meaningful impact on Somerset's homes, especially if the lane were to start 
northwest of Greystone Street: there is only one house that sides onto River Road, and it is separated 
from it by a brick wall and a wide landscaped strip. 

Council staff recommendation: Either retain the third outbound through lane through the 
intersection or replace it with just an outbound right-turn lane. There has been much testimony and 
correspondence from Westbard residents about the existing and future traffic congestion in Westbard, 
but this is the only improvement that would reduce congestion significantly and directly. 

2. Westbard A venue cross section. There has been a disagreement between Equity One about 
the ultimate cross-section of Westbard A venue north of B-2. Equity One has been opposed to a 6'-wide 
median because it understood that there would not be enough width within the 44' -wide curb-to-curb 
distance to provide the minimum 20' -wide clear area required by the Department of Fire and Rescue 
Services (DFRS) in both the northbound and southbound roadways. 

Through discussion with Equity One and additional field measurements of Westbard Avenue 
following the February 29 worksession, Planning staff confirmed that Westbard A venue has a consistent 
curb-to-curb width of 48', not 44'. Planning staff recommends that the cross-section shown on the 
bottom ofpage 30 (Option B) be retained with the following revisions: 

• 	 Transpose the inside/outside lane widths so that the outside lane is 11' and the inside lane is 10'. 
(This is permissible based on Footnote #1 in County Code Chapter 49-3, which explains that the 
"shy" distance only applies to the outside curb lane.) 

• 	 DFRS has opined that the median can be counted as part of the minimum 20' clear area as long 
as it is load bearing to support an emergency vehicle. 

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Planning staff. Equity One concurs, too. 
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3. Westbard "Court." Council staff recommended-and the Committee concurred-that the 
1000'-10ng block of Westbard Avenue between River and Ridgefield Roads should be closed at the 
River Road end. One of the conditions Council staff suggested is that the closed end should have a 
mountable curb to allow emergency vehicles to access the block directly from River Road. 
Councilmember Leventhal asked whether DFRS agrees. DFRS reports that it would accept a mountable 
curb 3" in height (half the typical 6'-high curb) at this location to maintain access for emergency 
vehicles. 

For the record, the Planning Department reiterates its position that a combination of geometric 
modifications and operational restrictions, as a means of mitigating cut-through traffic at the River 
RoadiWestbard A venue intersection, are preferable to a full closure. The Planning Department notes 
that this section of road already has speed bumps, truck restrictions ("No Thru Trucks Over % Ton" 
sign), and morning peak tum restrictions ("No Right-Tum 7-9 AM Monday- Friday" sign) that prohibit 
cut-through traffic from River Road to Westbard Avenue during the morning peak. 

4. Target speeds. Most recent sector plans have established target speeds for the streets and 
roads. Target speeds are those that are achieved when the fmal configuration of the road-and the 
traffic controls-are implemented. Setting target speeds is important, because while master plans 
cannot dictate specific traffic operations, they become the goal which the State Highway Administration 
and the County DOT would be urged to achieve as the area develops. 

County Code Section 49-320) states: "Unless otherwise specified in a master plan or the 
approved capital improvements program, the maximum target speed for a road in an urban area is 25 
mph.") Councilmember Riemer inquired about the target speeds of other streets and roads in sector 
plans. Some recent examples: 

• 	 White Flint Sector Plan (2010): 35 mph on Montrose Parkway; 25 mph on all other streets. 
• 	 Kensington Sector Plan (2012): 30 mph on Connecticut Avenue, on University Boulevard, on 

Knowles Avenue, and on Metropolitan Avenue; 25 mph on all other streets. 
• 	 Wheaton CBD Sector Plan (2012): 30 mph on Georgia Avenue, on University Boulevard, and on 

Veirs Mill Road; 25 mph on all other streets. 
• 	 Takoma/Langley Crossroads Sector Plan (2012): 35 mph on University Boulevard and on New 

Hampshire Avenue; 30 mph on Carroll Avenue; 25 mph on all other streets. 
• 	 Long Branch Sector Plan (2013): 35 mph on University Boulevard and on Piney Branch Road 

east of University Boulevard; 30 mph on Piney Branch Road through the center of the area; 25 
mph on all other streets. 

• 	 Glenmont Sector Plan (2013): 35 mph on Georgia Avenue north of Denley Road, on Layhill 
Road north ofnew road P-27, and on Randolph Road between P-27 and Judson Road; 25 mph on 
all other streets. 

• 	 Chevy Chase Lake Sector Plan (2013): 35 mph on Connecticut Avenue, on East-West Highway, 
and on Jones Bridge Road west ofConnecticut Avenue; 25 mph on all other streets. 

1 "Urban" in this context refers to a Road Code Urban Area, which the Plan recommends for Westbard and which the 
Committee agrees. 
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Council staff recommends that the Plan set the target speed on River Road within the 
sector plan area at 30 mph, and all other streets at 25 mph, except Little Falls Parkway, which 
should be 35 mph (its current speed limit). Planning Staff also recommends that River Road have a 
target speed of30 mph given this segment's relationship to the high-speed road section to the west. 

Councilmember Leventhal asked what means can be taken to bring speed down to the target 
speed. Proven methods include: narrower lanes (the narrow-lane standards applicable in Road Code 
Urban Areas) and regularly spaced traffic signals that could be timed with a slower speed progression. 
DOT suggests these additional measures: 

Lowered Speed Limits. While certainly important if seeking lowered speeds, this is not a stand-alone 
solution. This in itself will not lower prevailing speeds, and can even worsen conditions by 
expanding the variability in speeds. This must be used in coordination with other methods. 

Horizontal Deflection. Uses curvature to keep motorists at a desired speed. These can include 
roundabouts, chicanes, curb extensions (bulb-outs and chokers), and median refuge islands. On 
streets with parking on one side, one example may be to shuffle that parking lane from one side 
to the other: forcing the thru lanes to shift accordingly. 

Widened Edge Lines. Doubles the width of the white edge lines, visually narrowing the roadway. 
This can be good on routes where we want to give the illusion of a narrowed lane, but vehicle 
sizes might limit us from actually doing so. Can be low cost, but also can have low benefits. 

5. Transit mode share. Councilmember EIrich asked what non-auto-driver mode share 
(NADMS) was assumed at buildout of the Westbard Plan. Planning staff reports that its travel model 
projects a 37.4% NADMS for residents commuting from Westbard to work, and 21.7% NADMS for 
employees commuting to work in Westbard. These figures are considerably lower than the NADMS 
projected for the other two plans under preparation in the down county: Bethesda CBD (served by 
Metrorail and the Purple Line) and Lyttonsville (served by the Purple Line): 

NADMS for Journey to Work 

Plan Area 
From Area To Area 

Total Trips Auto Trips NADMS Total Trips Auto Trips NADMS 

= "'0 
<lI'l 
Q,) 

..cl-Q,) 

~ 

Zone 637 3090 1158 62.5% 9344 4961 46.9% 
Zone 662 4211 1462 65.3% 28465 13332 53.2% 
Zone 663 4969 1889 62.0% 8039 4386 45.4% 

Total 12270 4509 63.3% 45848 22679 50.5% 
"'0 

""= ,.Q-<lI'l 
Q,) 

~ 

Zone 641 1091 581 46.8% 1142 871 23.7% 
Zone 642 3343 2195 34.3% 1592 1269 20.3% 

Total 4434 2776 37.4% 2734 2140 21.7% 
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Q,) ~ 
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Q,) = ""CJ~ 
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Zone 626 5104 

1826 
1998 60.9% 

55.2% 

940 551 41.4% 

Zone 628 818 1696 997 41.2% 

Zone 630 668 360 46.2% 2883 1897 34.2% 

Zone 631 1205 597 50.5% 307 181 41.0% 

Total 8803 3773 57.2% 5826 3626 37.8% 
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6. Shared signed roadway on B-2. Council staff raised concern about designating the B-2 
connector as having an on-road bikeway (see LB-2 on page 32). The recommendation is that it would 
be a shared signed roadway. According the 2005 Countywide Bikeway Functional Master Plan a shared 
signed roadway would have travel lanes wide enough to accommodate a bicyclist riding alongside a 
motor vehicle; the 2005 Plan says such a lane should be at least 14' wide. But, as noted on February 29, 
both the Planning Board and Council staff agree that B-2 should have lanes that are only 11' wide 
(including the l'-wide gutter). Council staff recommendation: Do not designate a formal bikeway 
on B-2. This does not mean that B-2 will be unsafe for bikers; it will be a local, narrow road, and so it is 
expected that speeds will be low enough to be compatible with bikers riding in the travel lane. Planning 
staff now concurs. 

7. Road/path through American Plant Food parceL On page 34 of the Draft Plan has the 
following "long term" recommendation: 

A long-term recommendation of this Plan is a street connection between River Road and Westbard 
Avenue at what is currently the American Plant Food Company and Roof Center property. This road 
would provide an opportunity for a local connection and extending the street grid from the Westwood 
Shopping Center north to River Road. Additionally, the street would improve pedestrian and bicycle 
circulation by providing more direct access from the redevelopment area on Westbard Avenue to River 
Road as well as to the renovated Willett Branch stream. This connection should be implemented with 
private development and would be either a vehicular road or at least a pedestrian/bikeway connection. 
The connection is contingent on the assemblage of sufficient contiguous properties, as specified in the 
Land Use section of this Plan. 

In the section on urban form, the Draft Plan has the recommendation "to create a connection between 
Westbard Avenue and River Road through the American Plant FoodIRoof Center site" (page 46). The 
Housing section states: 

Parcels 131 and 133 adjoin property to the west, parcel 143, controlled by the Housing Opportunities 
Commission (HOC). The Plan recommends a pedestrian or vehicular connection be established between 
River Road and Westbard Avenue through this property. [page 72] 

The Housing Opportunities Commission (HOC) raises concern of the possibility of this being a 
vehicular street connection. The parcel at the south end of this connector, on Westbard Avenue, is 
owned by Equity One, which has agreed to develop an affordable housing project on it and sell it to 
HOC. HOC believes that a street connection could not be designed in a way that would not interfere 
with the planned affordable housing development. It has less concern if it were only a bike/ped 
connection. However, HOC's March 1 letter (©7-8, especially ©8) recommends replacement text for 
page 34 that appears to be very similar to the text already in the Plan. 

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the text in the Draft Plan, except to state that 
any connection that may result should be in public right-of-way and maintained by the County. A 
vehicular street connection here would be desirable as a way of spreading the traffic accessing/egressing 
the core to/from River Road. The street would come out at an intersection that is already signalized. It 
could be of minimum width: Council staff believes a two-lane Business District Street with no parking 
would be sufficient. However, the street connection is not an absolute "must"; otherwise it would be 
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recommended affinnatively in the Plan, as are B-2 and B-3. The decision as to whether this should be a 
vehicular street (with sidewalks and bike accommodations, of course) or simply a pedlbike connection 
should be left with the Planning Board when it reviews the subdivision and site plans. In either case, 
though, the connection should be in the public domain. 

8. Executive's Fiscal Impact Statement (FIS). The Executive is required to review the fiscal 
impacts of each proposed plan, identifying to the degree possible what resources would be needed in 
future County capital and operating budgets associated with the public facilities recommended. In 
February the Office of Management and Budget, which coordinates the FIS among Executive Branch 
departments, notified the Council that the FIS and the Economic Impact Statement (EIS)2 would be 
transmitted no later than March 10 (09). The FIS was transmitted late in the morning of March 10 
(010-12); as of this writing the EIS has not been transmitted. 

The FIS identifies about $42 million in capital costs to the County over the next few decades. 
An estimated $55 million is estimated for the road, bikeway, and sidewalk projects in the Plan, of which 
the County would be responsible for 40% ($22 million) and developers for the balance ($33 million). 
These costs do not include the extension ofLandy Lane to Little Falls Parkway, the closing of Westbard 
"Court," a third outbound lane on River Road at Little Falls Parkway should it remain in the Plan, and 
some smaller items. The PIS also estimates the cost of park-related improvements--including the 
Willett Branch day lighting-at just under $20 million. The only major operating expense estimated in 
the FIS is $5.5 million annually for the additional students generated by the proposed development at 
buildout. 

f:\orlin\fy 16\phed\westbard sp\ 160314phed.doc 

2 The EIS, prepared by the Department ofFinance, is not required by law, but it often accompanies the FIS. The EIS 
compares the revenue from the new development to the County (income taxes, etc.) to the costs to be bome by the County. 
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indicated that a median, a slightly wider sidewalk, and a new traffic signal (if warranted by 

DPWT) at The Hills plazaIWIIlard Avenue intersection should be provided. The Sector Plan also 

recommends a Class IT or ill bike lane along Willard Avenue. 


• 	 Obtain additional righ ....of-way and provide a center median 
on Willard Avenue between Friendship Boulevard and 
Wisconsin Avenue as part of future redevelopment. 

The Plan recommends that as part of future redevelopment of the Hechts site, a total of 90 feet of 

right-of-way should be dedicated for constructing a ~-foot center median with left-tum lanes on 

willard Avenue between Friendship Boulevard and the Hills Plaza. (See Figure 42, Promenade B.) 

This may require relocating the curb along the HechtS frontage. In addition, a total of 90 feet of 

right-of-way should be provided to construct a tWelve-foot center median and wider sidewalks on 

Willard Avenue from The Hills Plaza to Wisconsin Avenue if the properties located in the 

southwest comer of the WisconsinlWillard Avenue intersection are assembled and redeveloped. 

This will require abandOning the old \Villard Avenue right-of-way and relocating the curb. The 

median will improve pedestrian safety, enhance the visual environment in ~ Town Center with 

additional landscaping, and provide continuity with \Visconsin Circle. Wider sidewalks are 

needed to accommodate large numbers of pedestrians walking between commercial areas and to 

the Metro station. (See Figure 42, Promenade A.) 
 . ~ 

~ • Modify the intersection of River Road and LiHie Falls Parkway. I 
1 Two modifications are proposed here. One is to remove the narrow median on the southeastern , 

\ leg of River Road and provide an additional through lane on River Roads northwest-bound - ~ page 


91; approach (i.e., toward Westbard.) The narrow median exists only to reinforce the separation l 

between the southeast-bound and northwest-bound flows; it is not a pedestrian refuge, and ~ 


. there is no crosswalk on its side of River Road. The other proposed change is to re-stripe the ~ 

\ southwest-bound approach of little Falls Parkway to provide two through lanes and separate !j left- and right-turn lanes. Neither improvement would widen the roadway beyond the present \

I curb lines, so there would be no incursion into little Falls Park. /


L • Recommend to the District of Columbia consideration of the 
modification of the River Road/Western Avenue intersection. 

Both legs of Western Avenue have four lanes, with two approach lanes and two lanes with which 

to receive traffic. (The-southwest leg has a short additional right-tum lane.) The proposed 

improvement would re-stripe these lanes so that there would be three approach lanes on each 

leg (one left lane, one through lane, one right lane), and one receiving lane on each leg. The 

exclusive left-turn lanes created by the re-striping would eljmjnate the inefficient split-signal 

phasing resulting from the existing shared through left-tum lanes on the Western Avenue 

intersection approaches. A very nrinor wideriin.g at the east comer of the intersection-one or two 

feet-may be needed- to allow a wide enough berth for trucks turning left from southeast-bound 


- River Road to northeast-bound Western Avenue. 

CD 
FRlENJ::IsH1p HE!GHrs -APPRovED &.AIlQPrED MA:Rca: 1998 

It .... :4 'J!i44Jll' 



MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
TIlE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

February 17,2016 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Glenn Orlin, Ph.D., Deputy Administrator 
Montgomery County Council 

VIA: Robert Kronenberg, RLA, Division Chief 
Area 1 Planning Division 

FROM: Matthew Folden, AICP 
Area 1 Planning Division 

SUBJECT: Westbard Sector Plan 
River Road/little Falls Parkway: Additional River Road "Through-lanes" 

This memorandum summarizes staff's analysis of both the benefits and potential constraints of adding 
an additional northwest bound through-lane (toward Westbard) on River Road at Little Falls Parkway, as 
recommended on page 91 of the Approved and Adopted 1998 Friendship Heights Sector Plan. Based on 
the land use densities recommended in the December 2015 Planning Board Draft of the Westbard 
Sector Plan, staff estimates that an additional northbound through-lane on River Road would: 

1) have no appreciable impact on the anticipated 2040 Critical Lane Volume (CLV) during the AM 
peak (estimated to remain at 1,501 CLV), and 

2) reduce the anticipated 2040 Critical lane Volume (CLV) during the PM peak from 1,554 CLV to 
1,329 CLV. 

BENEFITS ANALVSIS 

In its current configuration, the River Road (MD 190) right-of-way is approximately 90-feet wide on the 
west side of Little Falls Parkway and 100-feet wide on the east side of Little Falls Parkway. The current 
Planning Board Draft Sector Plan recommends that the future right-of-way be a minimum of 110-feet 
wide. Generally speaking, an additional northwest bound through-lane could be accommodated within 
the existing right-of-way and existing curb-to-curb pavement section, however, lane widths would need 
to be reduced to a width of 11 feet. This lane reduction is also consistent with the intent of the draft 
sector plan's recommendation to designate Westbard an Urban Road Code Area (see Sec. 49-32(g): Lane 
Width). 

For the purposes of this analysis, staff assumed that implementation of the additional through-lane 
would require a total distance. of approximately 870 linear feet, extending 435 linear feet in each 
direction from the center of the intersection (390 linear feet from the stop bar). This configuration 
would carry the additional through-lane just beyond the adjacent intersecting streets on either side of 
the River Road/ Little Falls Parkway intersection and would provide storage for approximately 18 

8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 
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additional vehicles during the red signal phase on River Road1
, To the west of the intersection, the 

additional through-lane would extend along the entire frontage of 5110 River Road, a "Shell Gasoline 
Station," and would include within its limits the intersection of River Road and Butler Road. To the east 
of the intersection, the additional through-lane would extend along the entire frontage of 5401 
Greystone Street, a "single family residence," and would include within its limits the intersection of 
Greystone Street. Further study may deem necessary longer through-lanes. 

CONSTRAINTS/IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

Although there is sufficient right-of-way in both the existing and anticipated future condition to 
accommodate the additional northwest bound through-lane, its addition may negatively impact 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities recommended in the draft plan. Depending upon the ultimate lane 
widths through this section, it may be necessary to consolidate the plan's recommendation for both 
separated bicycle lanes and sidewalk into a single shared use path along the north side. 

1 ((390' storage - 30' adjacent intersection clearance)/ 20' vehicle length) =18 vehicles 
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4510 Cumberland Avenue 
Chevy Chase, MO 20815 

301-857-3211 
town@townofsomerset.com 

Jeffrey Z. Slavin 
Mayor 

Rich Charnovich 
Town ManagerlClBrk-Treasurer 

March 9, 2016 

Councilmembers Floreen, Leventhal, Riemer, Berliner and Erlich 
County Council Office Building 
100 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 

Re: Proposal to widen outbound River Road near the intersection of Little Falls Parkway 

Dear Councilmembers Floree~ Leventhal, Riemer, Berliner and Erlich, 

On Monday, February 29, the PHED Committee heard a presentation about potentially widening 
the outbound lanes of River Road on both sides of Little Falls Parkway. The Town ofSomerset 
was surprised by this proposal, which had not been discussed during the Westbard planning· 
process. We learned that this modification was proposed in the 1998 Friendship Heights'Sector 
Plan. 

Our Town Council convened a special meeting on Friday, March 4, to discuss this proposal and 
voted 5-0 to oppose widening of River Road. We respectfully ask that any reference to widening 
River Road be eliminated from the Westbard plan and that the provision be deleted from the 
Master Plan ofTransportation. We will explain our reasons below. 

Our chiefconcern is resident safety--in cars, on b,ikes, and as pedestrians. We have been 
working with the Maryland State Highway Administration for years to improve safety near the 
River Road and Little Falls intersections. We have gotten positive action from SHA on two 
initiatives, which could be eliminated ifan additional outbound lane is added. We have thus far 
been unsuccessful in obtaining a traffic light 

In its current configuration it is already often difficult to exit from Greystone onto River or to 
turn into Greystone from River coming inbound. This is a route conunonly taken to Westland by 

cY 

"Where People and Trees Have Deep Roots and Grow Strong" 



parents and their children. A third traffic lane would make entrance and egress at that 
intersection considerably more difficult. Ifa third lane were a continuous right tum lane, it 
would be nearly impossible to enter and leave Greystone as the flow of traffic would never stop 
even when there is a red light at Little Falls Parkway. 

Somerset has worked with SHA to improve this intersection because some outbound drivers veer 
over the double yellow lines in their attempt to turn left on Little Falls Parkway, creating the 
potential for head on collisions. SHA placed temporary stanchions near the intersection several 
years ago and is designing concrete barriers to replace them; they are expected to be put in place 
in the fall 2016. This safety measure would likely have to be eliminated to accommodate a third 
outbound traffic lane. 

In December, 2015, SHA infonned Somerset that it concurs with the Town's request to improve 
pedestrian safety at this intersection (River Road and Little Falls Parkway), "and are pleased to 
inform you that SHA recently initiated a project to add a marked crosswalk across the east leg of 
MD 190 at Little Falls Parkway. This additional crosswalk will include Accessible Pedestrian 
Signals (APS), Countdown Pedestrian Signals (CPS) and detectable warning ramps compliant 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). As this project was only recently approved by 
our Office of Traffic and Safety, a schedule for its construction is not available at this time." 
Adding another traffic lane would increase the time for pedestrians to cross the road and 
potentially affect automobile traffic, too. 

Somerset has asked on several occasions for a traffic light at Greystone and River, and on 
February 4, 2016, SHA told us again that according to its review ofthe intersection, a traffic 
signal at the intersection of MD 190 at Greystone Street is not justified at this time. 

As stated above, our primary reason for opposing widening River Road is safety. However there 
are other undesirable effects. Widening River Road would eliminate the separate bike lanes and 
pedestrian sidewalks along River Road envisioned in the draft plan and create a single shared use 
path. Also, it would bring traffic much closer to Somerset homes along River Road. 

So, Somerset respectfully requests that the proposal to widen River Road be eliminated. 

·	cerely, <: (J ~ 


/vL· 1AI) ~ l ~ 
,vr",~ 	 )A 
Jeffrey Z. Slavin, Mayor 

cc: Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Administrator 



10400 Detrick Avenue 

Kensington, MD 20895-2484t!HOUSing 
(240) 627-9400• :: Oppor~u~ities 

.... CommiSSion 
~ OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

March 1,2016 

The Honorable Nancy Floreen 
President, Montgomery County Council 
Chair, PHED Committee 
100 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 

RE: 	 Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County; 
Westwood Tower Apartments; 540 1 Westbard Avenue; PHED 
Committee Worksessions on Westbard Sector Plan 

Dear Chair Floreen and Members of the Committee: 

This letter is to follow-up on our letter dated February 5, 2016, to the Montgomery County 
Council, that contained our comments on the Planning Board Draft of the Westbard Sector Plan 
(December, 2015) (the "Sector Plan") relating to the Westwood Tower Apartments located at 5401 
Westbard Avenue. A copy of the HOC letter of February 5, 2016 (the "HOC Letter") is attached as 
Attachment "I" to this letter for your convenience. 

In order to facilitate the PHED Committee's review of our comments in the HOC Letter and to 
incorporate our comments into the Sector Plan, we propose the following language relating to the zoning 
designation for Westwood Tower and the stream valley buffers along the Westwood Tower site. 

We propose that the third bullet point on page 62 of the Plan (Attachment "2") be deleted and 
replaced with: 

• 	 Designate the portion of Parcel 4 (i.e., Parcel 238 on page 67 of the Plan) that 
contains the Westwood Tower building as CRT 2.5, C-0.50, R-2.0, H-I80 to 
make the existing building conforming under the Zoning Ordinance. Retain the 
designation of the remainder of Parcel 4 (i.e. Parcels 143, 175, and 240 on page 
67 of the Plan) as CRT 2.5, C-0.50, R-2.0, H-75. (A copy ofpage 67 of the Plan is 
attached as Attachment "3".) 

We also propose that item 4 on the right-hand side of the upper portion of page 63 (Attachment 
"4") under "CRT Commercial Residential Town" be deleted and replaced with: 

• 	 CRT 2.5, C-O~50, R-2.0, H-180 for Parcel 238; CRT 2.5, C-O.50, R-2.0, H -75 
for Parcels 143, 175 and 240. 

We believe that the language above will be consistent with the policy in recent master/sector 
plans, as well as District Map Amendment G-956' (July 15, 2014), of not mapping zones in a way that 
would make existing buildings nonconforming. 



We propose that a new bullet point be added as the third to the last bullet point to Section 3.1.3 on 
page 66 of the Plan (Attachment "5") to provide: 

• 	 Redevelopment of Parcels 2, 3,4 and 5, in accord3.nce with the recommendations 
of this Plan, will require reduction of the 100- to 150-foot stream valley buffers 
along Willett Branch by the Planning Board at the time of development plan 
approval. 

The two new buildings proposed to be located in front of the Westwood Tower building, which 
HOC and Equity One currently intend to construct in partnership on Parcel 4, will each have 30% 
affordable units. The existing Westwood Tower building will at least retain its supply of affordable 
housing units, all well below traditional MPDU income standards (i.e., comprised of 36 units at 50% 
AMI, three (3) units at 35% AMI, and four (4) units at 30% AMI). As noted in our attached February 
5th letter, much of HOC's parcel (Parcel 4) is within the theoretical stream valley buffer, and the strict 
application of the buffer would prevent HOC from constructing its project and providing much needed 
additional affordable housing. It is worthwhile to note that HOCs development plans would reduce the 
amount impervious surface currently within the proposed stream valley buffer. However, there is 
concern that any development, regardless of impact, would be precluded by the existing plan language. 

Finally, any requirement to provide a vehicular connection from River Road to Westbard Avenue 
through the HOC property would significantly impact HOC's ability to develop the Property. We 
therefore request that the following language be added to page 34 ofthe Plan in the third full paragraph: 

"A long-term recommendation of this Plan is either a street connection or 
pedestrian connection between River Road and Westbard Avenue at what is 
currently the American Plant Food Company and Roof Center property. This 
connection road would provide an opportunity for a local connection and 
extending the street or pedestrian grid from the Westwood Shopping Center north 
to River Road. Additionally, the connection street would improve pedestrian and 
bicycle circulation by providing more direct access from the redevelopment area 
on Westbard A venue to River Road as well as to the renovated Willet Branch 
stream." 

Thank you for the opportunity to present the language set forth above. We will attend the 
worksessions on the Plan, and will be available for questions at those times. 

Best regards, 

Stacy L. Spann 
Executive Director 

cc: 	 Council Members 
Marlene Michaelson 



OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

Isiah Leggett Jennifer A. Hughes

County Executive Director 

MEMORANDUM 


February 18, 2016 


TO: Nancy Flore~m, presij(l ~ty Council . 

FROM: Jennifer A. Hughes, ~r, Office ofManagement and Budget 

SUBffiCT: Westhard Sector Plan Fiscal and Economic Impact Statement 

We are informing you that transmittal of the fiscal and economic impact statements 
for the above-referenced Sector Plan will be delayed because more time is needed to coordinate with 
the affected departments, collect infonnation, and complete our analysis. We will transmit the 
statements no later than March 10, 2016. 

JAH:nm 

c: 	 Bonnie Kirkland, Assistant Chief Administrative Officer 
Lisa Austin, Offices of the County Executive 
Joy Nurmi, Special Assistant to the County Executive 
Patrick Lacefield, Director, Public Information Office 
Joseph F. Beach, Director, Department of Finance 
Robert Hagedoorn, Department of Finance 
Alison Dollar, Department ofFinance 
Greg Ossont, Department of General Services 
Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Administrator 
Naeem Mia, Office ofManagement and Budget 
Felicia Zhang, Office of Management and Budget 

Office of the Director 

101 Monroe Street, 14th Floor· Rockville, Maryland 20850 • 240-777-2800 
www.montgomerycountymd.gov 

monlgomeryc:ountymd.gov/311 24CJ..n3-3556 TTY 

http:monlgomeryc:ountymd.gov
http:www.montgomerycountymd.gov


OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

Isiah Leggcu 	 Jennifer A. Hughes 

County Executive Director 

MEMORANDUM 

Marc:h 10,2016 

TO: Nancy Floreen~ident County Council 

FROM: Jennifer A. H~Director, Office ofManagement and Budget 

SUBJECT: Fiscallmpact Statement - Westbard Sector Plan 

Please find attached the fiscal impact statement for the above-referenced sector 
plan. 

JAH:nm 

c: 	 Bonnie Kirkland, Assistant Chief Administrative Officer 
Lisa Austin, Offices of the County Executive 
Ramona Bell-Pearson, Special Assistant to the County Executive 
Josepb F. Beach, Director, Department ofFinance 
Robert Hagedoom, Department of Finance 
Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Administrator 
Naeem Mia, Office ofManagement and Budget 
Felicia Zhang., Office ofManagement and Budget 

Office of the Director._-----
\OJ Monroe Street. 14th Floor' Rockville, Maryland 20850 • 240--777-2800 

www.montgomerycountymd.gov 

montgomerycountymd.gov/311 240-773-3556 TTY 

http:montgomerycountymd.gov
http:www.montgomerycountymd.gov


Capital and Cost Estimates 
Assumed to be Incurred as a Resalt of the 

Westbanl Sector Plan 
311012016 

Road Construction and 

Improvements 


Environmental Protection 

items and costs represent the County's share of costs see 

3 for other costs of capital improvements not funded by the County 


assumed by DOT to be developer-funded: 

River Road with median and cycle track [$10.0M - full cost of 


to be shared with developers] 

• Realignfreconfigure Westbard Avenue and Ridgefield Road [$6.0M - full 
cost of $10.0M to be shared with developers] 
• Construct a new connector road from Westbard Avenue to River Road 

22,000,000an on-road bicycle lane [$3.0M - full cost of $20.0M to be shared 
developers] 

Construct a shared-use path on Westbard Avenue from Westbard Circle 
to Massachusetts Avenue [$2.0M] 
• Construct a new connedion to the Capital Crescent Trail from the new 
connector road [$1.0M] 
• Landy Lane Sidewalk [$1.0M - full cost of $2.0M to be shared with 
developers] 

The following environmental-related items are recommended in the Scope unknown 
Plan but expenditures may not necessarily be borne by the County 
Department of Environmental Protection. 

• Provide new storm water treatment systems and improve existing 
systems [Scope of work is currently unknown. However, replacing 
stonnwater treatment systems could cost millions of dollars 
depending on the age, sunroundlng development, and other issues. 
Unit costs for Environmental Site Design range from $200K - $300K 
per acre] 

• Naturalize WiRett as a stream amenity and provide a pedestrian 
trail connector within Westbard [$6.0M • cost may range from $4.0M to 
$6.0M - DEP likely to provide assistance but cost estimates are 
currently unknown and dlfflcult to estimate • see Note 4] 
• Central Civic Green at the Westwood Shopping Centre [$1.6M] 
• Neighborhood green urban park at the intersection of re-atigned 

Avenue and Ridgefield Road [$1.6M) 
• Provide a Countywide Uriban Recreational Park adjacent to the Capital 
Crescent Trail that could include a skate park, a pump track and a dog Parks 
park [$10.6M - cost may range from $9.OM to $12.0M] 
• Extend a hard surface trail from the Capital Crescent Trail to the Whole 
Foods site [$20,000) 

Provide a park or open space at the Whole Foods site if it redevelops 
[$600,000] 
• Establish a new entrance to the Capital Crescent Trail between Whole 
Foods and Washington Episcopal School [$600,000] 

19,720,000 

41,720,000 

(tj) 




Fire and Rescue 

Environmental Protection 

Housing 

MCPS 

and Allllunm,tl(J,nll: 

costs associated with providing additional services to the residents of 
Westbard area. 

The following environmental-related items are recommended In the 
Plan but expenditures may not necessarily be bome by the County 
Department of Environmental Protection. 

Provide plantings to complete Westbard's Greenway network along the 
Crescent Trail and Littie Fans Parkway [Scope of work Is 

unlmown; unit cost estimates for plantings preViousty done by DEP 
$500 per tree depending on size, variety, and planting 

recluilreml8n1ts and after-care] 
• Enhance the existing park system and improve environmental 
stewardship through educational partnerships with local schools and 
community groups [previous DEP efforts focused on educational 
partnerships range from $0 • $100,00 depending on the scope of the 
effort] 
• Reduce and col1trol invasive plant species in the area [Scope of work is 
currently unmown. Previous DEP efforts focused on control of 
Invaslw plants Include cost estimates of $3,7601acre for herbicide 
application and $4,60OIacre for mechanical removal] 
• Promote green roofs on buildings [Scope of work and cost estimates 
are unknown] 
• Meet forest mitigation requirements generated within Westbard as a 
priority where applicable. through retention, native plantings and invasive 
removal [Scope of work is currently unknown. Unit coats based on 
previous work done by DEP associated with natiVe plantings and 
Invasive removal are In the range of 100 trees/acre for a 1.6-2' caliper 

• Seek a 50 percent canopy cover goal for all roads and at-grade parking 
lots [ Scope of work is currently unknown. Unit costs based on 
previous DEP work In this area are In the range of $160 - $600 per tree 
depending on size, variety and planting requirenll8nts] 

One time costs: 

Ongoing Costs: 
(year one and 

beyond) 

Scope 

One time costs: See Note 6 

5,504,430 

The following departments reported no fiscal Impacts associated with the Westbard Sector Plan: Permitting Services (OPS), Recreation (REC), Economic 
Development (OED), Libraries (MCPL), Police (POL) 

2. Transportation fiscal impacts do not include cunrently programmedlfunded County CIP projects, State Highway Administration (SHA) projects that are funded 
or identified in the Master Plan, and developer contributions/projects that are either assumed or Identifed in the Master Plan. 

3. The following transportation items are assumed to be 100% developer-funded: instaUation of new bike-sharing stations; establishing a bus service from 
Westbard to Bethesda and Friendship Heights Metro Stations; construction of a new transit hub as part of the Westbard shopping center redevelopment; the 
widening of Clipper Lane; and a cycle track on Westbard Avenue. 

4. The Westbard Sector Plan anticipates DEP would support M·NCPPC in the restoration of Willett Branch. DEP advised M-NCPPC that providing stormwater 
management during the redevelopment process is top priOrity before initiating channel daylighting and naturarlZ8tion. Currently, the stream flows underground 
through private property and enters a concrete trapezoidal channel. To property naturalize the channel, the watershed would require significarrt. stonmwater 
management and establishing proper stream buffers to aUow the stream to function more naturally. This effort is very expensive and is Iong-teon vision for this 
area. DEP is not able to project a financial impact at this time. M-NCPPC would need to acquire the property or place conditions on development to acquire the 
stream buffer and establish 100-year floodplain boundaries. This process would take years and likely require significant utility relocetion. This is a significant 
effort and the fiscal impact is dependent upon the redevelopment process. 

5. Projections for additional affordable and workforce housing are difficult to estimate at this time and are dependent on developers' plans for residential 
development. 

6. StUdent enrollment projections based on the Sector Plan; per-student costs based on FY15 MCPS operating budget data. Estimates do not assume any 
additional capital improvements beyond what is currently programmed in the most recent approved CIP. 

@ 




PHED COMMITTEE #1A 
March 14,2016 
Addendum 

MEMORANDUM 

March 14,2016 

TO: Planning, Housing, and Economic Development (PHED) Committee 
(<if) 

FROM: Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Administrator 

SUBJECT: Addendum-Westbard Sector Plan--economic impact statement 

Earlier this afternoon the Council received the Department of Finance's Economic Impact 
Statement for the Westbard Sector Plan (attached). 

Rob Hagedoorn and Alison Dollar-Sibal of the Department of Finance will be available to 
answer questions about this document. 

f:\orlin\fy 16\phed\westbard sp\160314phcdadd,doc 



DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 
Isiah Leggett Joseph F. Beach 

County Executive Director 

MEMORANDUM 

March 14,2016 

TO: Nancy Floreen, presi~ty Council 

FROM: Joseph F. Beach, Direy 

SUBJECT: Economic Impact Analysis for the Westbard Sector Plan 

Attached is the Economic Impact Analysis for the Westbard Sector Plan. 

If you have any questions, please contact Alison Dollar, Department ofFinance, 
at 240-777-8864. 

JFB:ad 

Attachment 

cc: Ramona Bell-Pearson, Assistant Chief Administrative Officer 
Bonnie A. Kirkland, Assistant Chief Administrative Officer 
Patrick Lacefield, Director, Public Information Office 
Naeem Mia, Senior Management and Budget Specialist, Office of Management and Budget 
Robert Hagedoom, Chief, Division ofFiscal Management, Department ofFinance 
Alison Dollar, Redevelopment Financing Coordinator, Department ofFinance 

Offtce of the Director 
to1 Momoe Street, 15th Floor • Rockville, Maryland 20850 • 240-777-8860 • 240-777-8857 FAX 

www.montgomerycountymd.gov 

_....-........_"".zoo-m-3556 TTY 


http:www.montgomerycountymd.gov


Westbard Sector Plan 

Montgomery County, Maryland 


Executive Summary 

Fiscal Impact Projections 


Existing and Projected Development 


PREPARED By: 

MUNICAP, INC 


MARCH 9, 2016 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this report is to estimate the fiscal impacts to Montgomery County resulting from 
the proposed Westbard Sector Plan development. This report provides an estimate of the 
additional tax revenues and expenses that Montgomery County will receive or incur as a result of 
this development and contrasts the projected costs with projected revenue. These projections 
also include estimates of population and employment impacts resulting from the Westbard Sector 
Plan development. Impacts are projected on a gross basis and a portion of the project represents 
redevelopment of existing property. Impacts are shown for both existing and planned 
development. 

Project Description 

The proposed Westbard Sector Plan covers approximately 181 acres and lies in the southwestern 
part of Montgomery County, approximately one mile from the D.C. boundary line, and less than 
two miles from commercial areas of Friendship Heights and Bethesda. The plan area is 
generally bounded by Massachusetts Avenue to the south, Little Falls Parkway to the east, 
Dorsett Avenue to the north, and residential neighborhood of Springfield to the west. The plan 
area is comprised of five districts, including Westbard Avenue, River Road, North River, South 
River, and South Westbard. 

The current Westbard Sector Plan area includes approximately 1,104 homes and over one million 
square feet of commercial development. According to Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission, on average 75% of housing units included in master and sector plans are 
ultimately built out during the life of such plans in Montgomery County. Accordingly, impacts 
from two development scenarios are included herein; a scenario assuming 75% of development 
is built as planned, including residential and commercial, and a scenario assuming 100% 
development is built as planned. A portion of existing retail and industrial uses are anticipated to 
be redeveloped during build-out of the sector plan. New development is anticipated to include 
retail and office uses. New development impacts shown throughout represent the net new 
impacts after redevelopment. Table A on the following page outlines the existing development, 
new development at 75% build-out, and new development at 100% build-out for the West bard 
Sector Plan. 
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Table A 

Project Description 


New Devel0l!ment {Excluding Existing) 
Development Type l Existing 

75% Build-Outl 100% Build-Outl 

Residential (Units) (Units) (Units) 
Apartments 994 1,811 2,415 
Single family detached 4 0 0 
Single family attached 106 49 65 

Sub-total residential 1,104 1,860 2,480 

Commercial (SF) (SF) (SF) 
Existing retail to be redeveloped 0 (185,867) (247,822) 
Retail 247,822 408,750 545,000 
Office 142,415 25,039 33,385 
Industrial 667,573 0 0 
Industrial (Displaced) 0 (154,180) (205.573) 

Sub-total commercial 1,057,810 93,742 124,990 
IBased on development assumptions provided by Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission. 

2Pursuant to Appendix E (page Ill), in Montgomery County on average about 75 percent ofhousing units included in master plans 

and sector plans build-out during the life of the plan. Accordingly, fiscal impacts to Montgomery County have been estimated 

assuming both 75% and 100% build-out. 


Projection of Impacts 

MuniCap, Inc. estimated future impacts on Montgomery County using a combination ofaccepted 
approaches for projecting fiscal impacts. 

To calculate employment impacts, MuniCap, Inc. used IMPLAN Pro ("IMPLAN") software 
developed by IMPLAN Group, LLC. IMPLAN is an industry-accepted economic impact 
assessment software system with which trained users can create local area Social Accounting 
Matrices and develop Multiplier Models that can be used to estimate detailed economic impacts 
of new firms moving into an area, special events such as conventions or professional sports 
games, recreation and tourism, military base closures, and many more activities. For the inputs 
used in developing the models, such as square footage and sales revenue, MuniCap, Inc. relied 
on a variety of sources, which are noted in the accompanying fiscal impacts to this report. The 
commuting trends among employees in Montgomery County provided in the Westbard Sector 
Plan to estimate the percentage of projected new employees likely to be non-residents (thus 
representing an additional cost to the county for services above those provided to the current 
service population). 

In 'estimating the population increase, including new students, MuniCap, Inc. applied the current 
number of residents and students per household to the proposed housing units, using information 
from the Montgomery County Division of Long-Range Planning, Montgomery County Maryland 
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for Fiscal Year 2015, and Montgomery County Public 
School System to establish baseline residents and students. 
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For the calculation of economic benefits, primarily in the form of increased tax revenue, 
MuniCap, Inc. applied the actual taxing methodology by multiplying the applicable tax rate by 
the estimated taxable item in question whenever possible. For instance, real property taxes were 
estimated by multiplying estimated assessed value by the current applicable real property tax 
rate. Other revenues calculated in this manner include personal property taxes, special service 
area taxes, income taxes, transfer taxes, recordation taxes, and energy taxes. In some instances, 
revenues were estimated on a per capita basis, typically when the revenue source was not in the 
form ofa tax. In still other cases, revenues that will likely increase as a result from the Westbard 
Sector Plan were dismissed altogether, as they represent charges for services that will likely be 
offset by the cost of providing said services. 

To calculate fiscal impacts in the form of additional costs to Montgomery County, MuniCap, Inc. 
estimated costs on a per capita basis using residents, employees, or students, while in other cases, 
another pro rata basis was used, such as road miles. In cases when a charge for services was 
eliminated from the estimation of revenues, the corresponding costs for services were also 
eliminated from the estimation of expenses. 

While estimating impacts in future years, MuniCap, Inc. assumed a uniform net annual increase 
in both revenues and expenses of three percent per year. Tax rates are expressed at their level as 
of the date of this report. 

Results of the Study 

A. Existing Impacts 

1. Demographics 

Table B below outlines the existing demographics from the Westbard Sector Plan. The existing 
demographics were provided by Maryland-National Park and Planning Commission and 
Montgomery County Division of Long-Range Planning. 

TableD 

Existing Demographics 


Demographic Data Existing Demo2raphics 
Households l 

Population1 

School students2 

Total permanent employeesl 

Percent of employees assumed to reside in Countyl 
Employee residents3 

1,104 
1,967 
254 

1,800 
36% 
648 

lprovided by Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission. Represents full and part time positions. 
2Estimated based on existing development provided by Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission 
and student generation factors provided by Montgomery County Division ofLong-Range Planning. 
3Represents the total employees multiplied by the percent ofemployees assumed to live in Montgomery County 
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2. Fiscal Impacts 

Table C outlines the projected fiscal impacts to Montgomery County both annually and for a 
period of 30 years, ending in fiscal year 2046. Annual revenues and expenditures are shown at 
full build-out in current dollars. The 30 year cumulative revenues and expenditures reflect 
projected absorption, and inflation. 

Table C 

Existing Fiscal Impacts 


Montgomery County Existing Fiscal Impacts Annual (Current Dollars 
at Full Build-Out) 

30 Year Cumulative 
Total (With Inflation) 

Revenues: 
Property taxes: 

Real property tax revenues $3,033,058 $151,661,017 
Personal property tax revenues $168,436 $5,221,513 

Sub-total property taxes $3,201,494 $156,882,530 
Special fund property taxes: 

Real property tax revenues - special service area $1,158,897 $57,947,958 
Personal property tax revenues - special service area $64,357 $1,995,081 

Sub-total special fund property taxes $1,223,255 $59,943,039 
Income tax revenues $3,675,021 $183,760,913 
Transfer tax $85,089 $4,254,688 
Recordation tax $35,899 $1,795,059 
Admissions tax $6,263 $313,176 
Miscellaneous revenues $1,008,779 $50,441,645 

Total projected revenues to Montgomery County $9,235,800 $457,391,049 

Expenditures: 
Non-educational operating expenditures ($4,225,0 I 0) ($21 1.261,805) 
Educational operatin~ expenditures ($2.629,037) ($131,458.879) 
Total projected expenditures to Montgomery County ($6,854,047) ($342,720,685) 

I Pr .net fiscal benefit to Montgomery County $2,381,754 $114,670,364 
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B. New Development Impacts 

I. Demographics 

Table D outlines the projected net new demographics reSUlting from the Westbard Sector Plan. 

Table D 

Net New Demographics 


New Demographics 
Demographic Data 75% Build-Out 100% Build-Out 

Households 1,860 2,480 
Population I 3,205 4,273 
School students! 394 525 
Total permanent employees 867 1,157 
Full time equivalent employees2 742 990 

Percent of employees assumed to reside in County! 36% 36% 
Employee residents3 267 356 

Estimated based on net new development and resident per household factors provided by Maryland-National Capital Park 
& Planning Commission and student generation factors provided by Montgomery County Division ofLong-Range 
Planning. 
1'otaljobs include all full-year employees, including part-time and full-time employees. A factor, provided by IMPLAN 
Group, LLC, converts total jobs into total full-time equivalent employees ("FTE's "). 
3Represents the full time equivalent employees multiplied by the percent ofemployees assumed to live in Montgomery 
County. 

2. Employment Impacts 

Table E outlines the projected employment impacts resulting from the Westbard Sector Plan. 
Direct impacts are jobs within the plan area; indirect impacts are jobs created within 
Montgomery County, but not within the plan area. 
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Table E 

Employment Impacts 


75% Build-Out 100% Build-Out 
Permanent Jobs: Jobs Compensation Jobs Compensation 
Retail to be redeveloped 

Direct impacts (284) ($8.745,441) (379) ($11.660,588) 
Indirect impacts (60) ($3,967,547) (80) ($5,290,063 ) 

New Retail 
Direct impacts 1,157 $35,625,972 1,543 $47,501,296 
Indirect impacts 244 $16,162,446 325 $21,549,928 

Office 
Direct impacts 69 $5,132,037 93 $6,808,371 
Indirect impacts 33 $1,980,583 43 $2,627,163 

Industrial (Displaced) 
Direct impacts (75) ($1.270,271) (100) ($ 1.693,695) 
Indirect impacts (20) ($1,171.281) (27) ($1,561.708) 

Total direct impacts 867 $30,742,297 1,157 $40,955,384 
Total indirect impacts 196 $13,004,201 261 $17,325,320 

Total permanent impacts 1,064 $43,746,498 1,418 $58,280,704 

3. Population Impacts 

Tables F and G outline the projected population and student increases resulting from the 
Westbard Sector Plan. Student increases are based on student generation factors provided by 
Montgomery County Division of Long-Range Planning. 

Table F 

Residential Impacts 


75% Build-Out 100% Build-Out 
Residents 

Single family attached units 49 65 
Person per owner occupied household I 1.76 1.76 

Residents from single family attached units 86 114 

Multi-family apartment units 1,811 2,415 
Person per owner occupied household I 1.83 1.83 
Vacancy rate 5.9% 5.9% 

Residents from multi-family apartment units 3,119 4,159 
Total resident increase 3,205 4,273 

~ 1<"llll)' "vu~,,"old size for Westbard. Source: Westbard Sector Plan, Appendix G, 
II Table G.1 on page 126. 
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Table G 

Student Impacts 


75% Build-Out 100% Build-Out 
Students 

Total new single family attached units 49 65 
Elementary students per household' 0.144 0.144 
Middle students per household' 0.064 0.064 
High students per household' 0.073 0.073 

Sub-total single family attached students 
Elementary students per household 7 9 
Middle students per household 3 4 
High students per household 4 5 

Sub-total single family attached units 14 18 

Total new occupied multi-family units 1,704 2,273 
Elementary students per household' 0.112 0.112 
Middle students per household! 0.049 0.049 
High students per household' 0.062 0.062 

Sub-total multi-family students 
Elementary students per household 191 255 
Middle students per household 84 111 
High students per household 106 141 

Sub-total multi-family units 380 507 
Total studeut increase 394 525 

lRepresents the Southwest Region Montgomery County generation student rates for single family attached and 
multi-family low to mid rise units as provided by the Montgomery County Division ofLong-Range Planning. 

4. Fiscal Impacts 

Table H below outlines the projected fiscal impact to Montgomery County for a 30 year period, 
ending in fiscal year 2046. The 30 year cumulative revenues and expenditures reflect projected 
absorption, and inflation. 
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TableH 

Fiscal Impacts 


Fiscal Impacts to Montgomery County 

750/0 Build-Out 
Net New Development Impacts 

(Thirty Year Cumulative 
Estimate) 

100% Full Build-Out 
Net New Development Impacts 

(Thirty Year Cumulative 
Estimate) 

Real property tax revenues 
Personal property tax revenues 
Special service area tax revenues: 

Real property 
Personal property 

Income tax revenues: 
Personal 
Personal from employees 

$219,363,911 
$336,025 

$84,120,077 
$128,368 

$114,033,313 
$8,016,500 

$252,136,502 
$325,334 

$96,722,585 
$124,284 

$130,409,667 
$7,738,671 

Transfer tax revenues 
Recordation tax revenues 
County energy tax revenues 
Additional county revenues 

$14,143,381 
$3,946,105 
$6,014,343 
$8,885,437 

$20,320,659 
$5,309,758 
$5,848,321 

$10,270,804 
Total projected revenues to Montgomery County 
Total projected operating expenditures to Montgomery County 

$458,987,460 
($260,308.751) 

$529,206,585 
($298.695,953) 

Projected net surplus/deficit to Montgomery County $198,678,709 $230,510,632 

Page 8 



C. Total Impacts 

1. Demographics 

Tables I and J below outline the total combined demographic impacts resulting from the 
Westbard Sector Plan. Combined impacts result from both existing and net new projected 
development. Results are shown separately for both the 75% and] 00% build-out scenarios. 

Table I 

75% Build-Out Demographics Following Redevelopment 


Demo!raphics Followin! Redevelopment 
Demographic Data Existin! 750/0 Build-One Total Impacts 

Households 1,104 1,860 2,964 
Population 1,967 3,205 5,172 
School students I 254 394 648 
Total permanent employees2 1,800 867 2,667 
lEstimated based on new development provided by Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission and student 
generation factors provided by Montgomery County Division of Long-Range Planning. 
2Existing permanent employees provided by Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission. Planned permanent 
employees estimated by IMPLAN Group, LLC. Represents total jobs including both full and part time positions. 
3Pursuant to Appendix E (page Ill), in Montgomery County on average about 75 percent of housing units included in master 
plans and sector plans build-out during the life of the plan. Accordingly, fiscal impacts to Montgomery County have been 
estimated assuming both 75% and 100% build-out. 

Table J 

100% Build-Out Demographics Following Redevelopment 


Demo ra hic Data 
Households 
Population 
School students I 
Total ermanent em 10 ees2 

Existin 
1,104 
1,967 
254 

1,800 
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2. Fiscal Impacts 

Tables K and L below outline the total projected fiscal impact to Montgomery County for a 30 year period ending in fiscal year 2046. The 30 year 
cumulative revenues and expenditures reflect projected absorption, and inflation. Table K shows the combined fiscal impacts from existing and 
planned development assuming 75% build-out. Table L shows the combined fiscal impact from existing and planned development assuming 100% 
build-out. 

TableK 

Fiscal Impacts to Montgomery County - 75% Build-Out 


~- -~ 

Fiscal Impacts to Montgomery County Assuming 75%, Build-Out 

Thirty Year Cumulative Estimate 
New Development - Total Development 

---
Existin2 Development 75% Impacts 

Real property tax revenues $151,661,017 $219,363,911 $371,024,928 
Personal property tax revenues $5,221,513 $336,025 $5,557,537 
Special service area tax revenues: $0 $0 

Real property $57,947,958 $84,120,077 $142,068,035 
Personal property $1,995,081 $128,368 $2,123,449 

Income tax revenues: $183,760,913 $0 $183,760,913 
Personal $0 $114,033,313 $114,033,313 
Personal from employees $0 $8,016,500 $8,016,500 

Transfer tax revenues $4,254,688 $14,143,381 $18,398,069 
Recordation tax revenues $1,795,059 $3,946,105 $5,741,163 
County energy tax revenues $0 $6,014,343 $6,014,343 
Additional county revenues $50,754,820 $8,885,437 $59,640,258 

Total projected revenues to Montgomery County $457,391,049 $458,987,460 $916,378,508 
Totalproiected operating expenditures to Montgomery County ($342,720.685) ($260,308.751) ($603,029,436) 

Projected net surplus/deficit to Montgomery County $114,670,364 $198,678,709 $313,349,073 
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Table L 

Fiscal Impacts to Montgomery County - 100% Build-Out 


Real property tax revenues 
Personal property tax revenues 
Special service area tax revenues: 

Real property 
Personal property 

income tax revenues: 
Personal 
Personal from employees 

Transfer tax revenues 
Recordation tax revenues 
County energy tax revenues 
Additional county revenues 

Total projected revenues to Montgomery County 
Total projected operating expenditures to Montgome!y County 

Projected net surplus/deficit to Mont~omery Cou~ .~ 

Fiscal Im~acts to Montgomery County Assuming 100% Build-Out 
Thirty Year Cumulative Estimate 

Existing New Development  Total Development 
Development 100% Impacts 
$151,661,017 $252,136,502 $403,797,519 

$5,221,513 $325,334 $5,546,847 
$0 $0 

$57,947,958 $96,722,585 $154,670,543 
$1,995,081 $124,284 $2,119,365 

$183,760,913 $0 $183,760,913 
$0 $130,409,667 $130,409,667 
$0 $7,738,671 $7,738,671 

$4,254,688 $20,320,659 $24,575,347 
$1,795,059 $5,309,758 $7,104,817 

$0 $5,848,321 $5,848,321 
$50,754,820 $10,270,804 $61,025,624 

$457,391,049 $529,206,585 $986,597,634 
($342.720,685) ($298,695,953) ($641,4\6,638) 
$!l4,§70,~64 .~ $230,510,632 $345,180,996 
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Sources 

Employment impacts for the Westbard Sector Plan were calculated using IMPLAN Pro software 
developed by IMP LAN Group, LLC. The software calculates labor income and the number of 
jobs based on industry multipliers derived from national income and product accounts data 
published by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. This data is then indexed to local industry 
data compiled in the U.S. Economic Census. Development data was provided by the Westbard 
Sector Plan dated December 2015. Assessed values for tax increment projections were 
estimated by MuniCap, Inc. based on data from the Maryland State Department of Assessments 
and Taxation. The following Montgomery County offices were contacted to estimate the 
revenues and costs resulting from the Westbard Sector Plan: Finance Department, Treasury 
Division, Department of General Services, Montgomery County Public School System, and the 
Department of Finance, Division of Fiscal Management. Additionally, the State Department of 
Assessment and Taxation office for Montgomery County was contacted to discuss existing base 
parcels and assessed values. 

Limitations 

Projecting fiscal and employment impacts is not a precise science. Furthermore, there are 
different methods of projecting fiscal and employment impacts and different analysts will arrive 
at different conclusions. The conclusions in this study are not intended to be precise results, but 
rather, reasonable estimates that provide a general indication of the fiscal and employment 
impacts to Montgomery County from the proposed Westbard Sector Plan. 
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