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Agenda

* Introduction to Master Plan Reality Check
e Analysis of 1998 Friendship Heights Sector Plan

e Analysis of 1997 Fairland Master Plan
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e Next Steps and Q&A




What is the purpose of the Master Plan Reality Check?

Gauge how master plan goals and

vision have been implemented

Master
Plan

Reality
Check

Evaluate why expected outcomes
were and were not met
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Implementation

Recommend changes to the
development of master plans,
based on indicators




Literature Finding: Why are ‘Reality Checks’ so often omitted in practice
despite the emphasis on its importance in theory?

e Resource constraints in time, staff, and finances- very few planning agencies have
dedicated research divisions.
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e Unsupportive political, organizational culture - an atmosphere to improve and
excel, to tolerate risks, and accept failure is not always present.

e Challenges of the task itself:
- Plans lack clear articulation of anticipated outcomes and impacts.
- Non-planning factors influence outcome and make it difficult to establish
causality.

Source: Journal of the American Planning Association
Monitoring and Evaluation in Municipal Planning: Considering the Realities, Mark Seasons (2003)




Plans selected based on four criteria

Horizon Date
/ Sufficient
Time Elapse

Mix of
Geography

Data
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Master Plan
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 [Introduction to Master Plan Reality Check
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Planning History
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Plan Area Context in 1998: Friendship Heights CBD was already an
established mixed-use district sharing a market with DC.

e Office: Accessible to major roads
and transit with existing office
cluster.

e Retail: Regional shopping
destination known for luxury
boutiques, but also had started
offering discount stores.

e Residential: Strongest multi-family
housing market in the county with
the lowest vacancy rates and
highest rents.
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Plan Highlights: The key concept was to enhance the vitality of the CBD

through infill development and urban open space.

—[ Land Use ]

e Concentrate new growth around
Metro-served area.

e |[ntegrate different parts of the
area by adding mixed land uses.

—[ Transportation }

e Increase use of transit and other
alternative transportation
modes.

e Promote cycling and walking.

—[ Housing }

e Provide more diverse housing

types.
e Protect surrounding single-
family neighborhoods.

—[Open Space ]

e Retain visual openness.
e Provide parks and open spaces.
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Major Parcels: The plan focused primarily on recommendations and
development guidelines for several major parcels.

SECONDARY
PARCELS
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MAJOR PARCELS




Major Parcels: The plan focused primarily on recommendations and
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Indicators: 14 indicators were identified based on the Plan, which is
fewer than identified in the Germantown Reality Check.

1. Non-Residential Development - Building space by use Specific to major parcels/sites.
- FAR utilization

2. Residential Development - Number/type of dwelling units
- Affordable housing

3. Community Facilities - Completion of proposed parks/open Schools were not discussed in
space Plan.

- Completion of proposed public facilities at
recommended locations

4. Urban Design - Quality/characteristic of open space
- Acreage of surface/deck parking

5. Transportation - Traffic Count Plan focused more on alternative
- Mode-share modes than automobile
- Bikeway network transportation.

6. Environment - Stormwater Management Unmeasurable recommendations
- Air Quality

- Noise
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Development Timeline: Most of the recommended development was
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*Development at GEICO site remains unrealized. The project received an extension to keep the approval
valid until 06/2020.
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1. Non-Residential Development — Land Use: More than 90% of the

total projected space has been realized.

NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
MW Retail ® Office Hotel Inst/Comm

* Plan projected 1.1M SF of non- 4,000,000
residential development in
addition to the existing and
approved 2.6 M. 3,000,000

2,500,000

12,000

3,500,000 30,524

ONINNY1d ALNNOD AHIINOOLNOI

e Current non-residential

2,494,734
development totals 3.3M SF. #000,000

2,279,233

1,500,000

e |If GEICO were to be redeveloped as
approved, total development
would be 3.6M SF. 200,000 838,666

0

1,000,000

866,833

Plan Projection 2016 Reality
(3,645,400 SF) (3,301,090 SF)




1. Non-Residential Development — Office: Total amount of office space

=

. . o

meets land use scenario recommendations. =

. TOTAL OFFICE SPACE %

. 2,600,000 E

* Plan projected 0.6M SF of new 2 400,000 Q

office development, in additionto | 2 200,000 %

the 1.85M SF that was already 2,000,000 =

existing or approved. 1,800,000 E

1,600,000 g

. . o 1,400,000 -
O.4M SF has been built, 66% of 200,000
projected new space. 1,000,000
800,000
e Overall office build-out is 91% of 600,000
projected total space. 400,000
200,000

Existing('98) +  Plan Projection Reality (2016)
Approved(Barlow)

Source: Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)




1. Non-Residential Development — Retail: Total amount of retail space
sufficiently meets land use scenario recommendations.

e Plan projected 285K SF of new
retail development, in addition to
the 554K SF that was already
existing or approved.

e 313K SF has been built (110% of
projected new space).

e QOverall retail build-out is 103% of
total projected.

2,600,000
2,400,000
2,200,000
2,000,000
1,800,000
1,600,000
1,400,000
1,200,000
1,000,000
800,000
600,000
400,000
200,000

TOTAL RETAIL SPACE
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Existing('98) + Plan Projection Reality (2016)
Approved(Barlow)

Source: Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)




1. Non-Residential Development — Major Parcels: Retail development

was stronger than office when comparing plan to reality.

SF HECHT'S CHEVY CHASE LAND COMPANY
1,000,000

900,000

800,000
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700,000

600,000

500,000 450,000 483,698

400,000

300,000 105,000 195,000

200,000

100,000 300,000 305,000 307,000 231,350

0

Projected Total Built Total Projected Total Built Total
W Office M Retail Inst/Comm Hotel

Source: Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)




1. Non-Residential Development — Density: Development density of
plan area achieves an average of 88% of maximum commercial FAR.

FAR UTILIZATION RATE
93%

88% 88%

85%

58%

30 ONINNY1d ALNNOD AHIINOODLNOI

Hecht's GEICO CCLC Barlow Plan Area Total

*Germantown’s FAR Utilization Rate was 13% for the Employment Corridor and 30% for the Town

Center.
Source: Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)




2. Residential Development: Implementation of residential goals has

2
produced mixed results. %
HOUSING UNITS & TYPE 2
1 Additional 800 to 1,000 dwelling v 750+ multi-family units built in §
units, including 100 to 300 addition to existing 3,435 units.

townhouses at GEICO site. x Townhouses remain unrealized due

to inactivity on GEICO site.
MODERATELY PRICED DWELLING UNITS

1 Provide affordable housing through v’ 28 MPDUs have been provided at
MPDUs. Wisconsin Place on Hecht’s site.

1 Housing Market Study discouraged x MPDUs at Wisconsin Place are only
use of alternative methods for 6% of total units. An alternative
MPDUs due to lack of affordable payment was made for the

housing in area. remaining at DHCA’s discretion.
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3. Community Facilities — Parks: Parks and open space improvements
relied heavily on private investment.

Major Public Park

Urban Parks/Plazas
2 Hubert Humphrey \

3 Chevy Chase Land site, \

4 Chevy Chase Center \4

5 Barlow property, Parcel 14 v
Small Urban Parks/Plazas/Green Areas

6 Barlow property, Parcel 9B

7 Hecht's site, near Metro

8 Hecht's site, southwest

9 GEICO site

Neighborhood Parks
v

10 Page Park
11 Willard Avenue Park \
12 Brookdale Park v
13 |GEICO-1 X
14 |GEICO-2
15 |Parcel 6 X

Greenways
16 Brookdale/GEICO X

17 Little Falls Stream Valley \
18 Chevy Chase \
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Indicators

				Category		Indicators (measureable units)		Data Source		Type of Data Available for Germantown		Data Update Frequency1		Geography (Plan Area or subset)		Level of Analysis Effort2		Existing Condition		Plan Standard (Goal)		Area Considered

				1. Commercial Development		Commercial land use types (Square feet)		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)		Quantitative		Continuously		Employment corridor / Town center		Light		Y		Y

						FAR utilization (%)		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)		Quantitative		Continuously		Employment corridor / Town center		Heavy

						Building heights (Feet)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		N/A		Employment corridor		Light

						Pipeline (Square feet; Median age of plan; Number of approvals)		Montgomery County Planning Department Pipeline of Approved Development		Quantitative		Triannually		Employment corridor / Town center		Light

						Building Lot Terminations (BLT)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		As issued		Employment corridor / Town center

						Staging status, if applicable (Approximate square feet; CIP completion)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Not Applicable		As issued		Plan Area		Light

						Number of jobs3		Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW)		Quantitative		Annually		Employment corridor		Moderate		8,000 ('95)		+ 2,300		FH MoCo



				2. Residential Development		Residential building type mix		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)		Quantitative		Continuously		Plan Area		Light		high-rise MF		+ 100 to 300 TH		FH Plan Area

						Number of dwelling units		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)		Quantitative		Continuously		Plan Area		Light		3,435 Dus		+ 800 to 1100		FH + SFD'hoods

						MPDU		Department of Housing and Community Affairs (DHCA) Rental Housing Survey		Not Applicable		Annually		Plan Area		Light		0

						Available Transferable Development Rights (TDR) 		Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Moderate

						Number of residents		US Census Bureau		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate

						Pipeline (Square feet; Median age of plan; Number of approvals; Number of dwelling units)		Montgomery County Planning Department Pipeline of Approved Development		Quantitative		Triannually		Employment corridor / Town center		Light		275 (only 100 actually built)

														 

				3a. Community Facilities - Schools		Enrollment (# students)		Montgomery County Public Schools		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate		N/A		N/A

						Capacity (# students)		Montgomery County Public Schools		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate		N/A		N/A

						Number of public school sites (CIP)		Montgomery County Office of Management and Budget (OMB) / Montgomery County Public Schools		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Light		N/A		N/A

						Number of public school sites over capacity		Montgomery County Public Schools		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Light		N/A		N/A

						School cluster adequacy test		Montgomery County Public Schools / Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		Annually		School Cluster Area		Light

				3b. Community Facilities - Parks		Park development (Acreage/# Sites)4		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT) / Montgomery County Parks Department		Quantitative		N/A		Parks and open space		Moderate				sites

						Private open space		Montgomery County Planning Department / Montgomery County Parks Department		 						Heavy

				3c. Community Facilities - Public facilities		Completion of proposed public facilities at recommended locations (CIP)		Montgomery County Office of Management and Budget (OMB)		Qualitative		As issued		Plan Area		Light



				4. Urban Design		Historic preservation (Sites identified)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Qualitative		As issued		Plan Area		Moderate

						Land use and visual quality assessment (built versus guidelines)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Qualitative		As issued		Plan Area		Heavy

				(Friendship Heights add-on)		Surface/Deck parking %												30%



				5. Transportation		Intersection capacity (LOS)		Montgomery County Planning Department Mobility Assessment Report (MAR)		Quantitative		Biannually		Designated areas		Light		Y		Y

						Intersection Counts (Vehicle, Pedestrian, Bicycle)		Montgomery County Planning Department Mobility Assessment Report (MAR) / Phase-monitoring websites 		Quantitative		As issued		Designated areas		Light		                                                                          

						Land use Transportation Balance (Critical Lane Volume (CLV) / Volume-to-Capacity / Travel time)		Montgomery County Planning Department (TPAR / Transit Accessability Test)		Quantitative		As issued		Designated areas		Moderate

						Commute mode share (%)		US Census Bureau		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate

						Metro Ridership

						Bicycle - Miles of bicycle lanes		Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		Continuously		Plan Area		Moderate				Class I, II Mapped

						Pedestrian - Miles of sidewalks		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)		Quantitative		Continuously		Plan Area		Moderate				Promenade recs

						Transit investment (CIP)		Montgomery County Office of Management and Budget (OMB) / Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT)		Quantitative		As issued		Designated areas		Light

						Transit investment (not in CIP)		Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) / Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		As issued		Designated areas		Light

						Transportation investment (CIP)		Montgomery County Office of Management and Budget (OMB)		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Light

						Mobility assessment (Traffic volume, congestion, reliability)		Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) (Congestion Management Report) / Marlyand Department of Transportation (MDOT) (Maryland State Highway Mobility Report)		Quantitative		Annually		Region		Moderate



				6. Environment 		Stormwater management (Variable measures, ie. Impervious cap)		Montgomery County Parks Department / Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Moderate

						Impervious surface cap (Water quality monitoring data; Impervious coverage)		Montgomery County Parks Department / Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) / Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		As issued		Designated areas		Moderate

						Tree Canopy coverage (Acreage)		Montgomery County Parks Department / Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Light

						Forest conservation easements (Acreage)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Not Applicable		As issued		Plan Area		Light



				7. Public Benefits		Using optional method (recommending CR/CRT/LSC/EOF zones)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Qualitative		N/A		Plan Area		Heavy

						Degree of exchange (Additional square feet; Number of additional units; Number of additional stories; TDR; BLT)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		N/A		Plan Area		Heavy



				8. Other Indicators of Plan Implementation5		Commercial vacancy rate (%)		Costar		Quantitative		Continuously		Employment corridor / Town center		Moderate		11%

						Rent burden (% AMI)		US Census Bureau		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate

						Connectivity Index (Pending variables)		Multiple Sources pending		Quantitative		Pending		Plan Area		Heavy

						Land utilization (Developable parcel vacancy rate)		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT) / Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		Continuously		Employment corridor / Town center		Heavy		850,000 sf				commercial area (FH + DC)

						Jobs-housing balance (%)		US Census Bureau		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate

						Live/work ratio (% of residents)		Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD)		Quantitative		Quarterly		Plan Area		Moderate



				1 N/A = Not Available				 

				2 Light - the data are easily available and no data creation or interpretation is required; Moderate - the data are not readily available and/or interpretation or calculations are required; Heavy - expertise and/or significant analysis is required

				3 QCEW data includes wage and salary employment covered by unemployment insurance.  It does not include the self-employed, members of the armed forces, and wage and salary employees not covered by unemployment insurance

				4 Parks refers to park space developed by M-NCPPC and other state and federal agencies.  It excludes privately developed parks.

				5 These indicators may only be applicable in limited cases or may only describe the general health of a district and not be relevant targets for inclusion in plans. 
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						Reality Check

		Major Parcels

		Chevy Chase Land Company

		Hecht's

		GEICO				In Pipeline
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		Parcel 6				x

		Parcel 4

		Barlow





1-NResSF

						Baseline Condition ('98)				Plan Projection				Reality Check

						Existing		Approved		Additional		Total		Built Total		Pipeline (05.16)

		Hecht's		Retail		176,188		29,915		243,897		450,000		483,698

				Office				229,402		70,598		300,000		305,000

				Inst/Comm						12,000		12,000		21,500

				Hotel						150,000		150,000

				Subtotal								912,000		810,198

		GEICO		Retail								- 0

				Office		514,257				295,743		810,000		514,257		295,743

				Inst/Comm								- 0

				Hotel								- 0

				Subtotal								810,000		514,257

		CCLC		Retail		63,791				41,209		105,000		195,000

				Office		34,361				272,639		307,000		231,350

				Inst/Comm								- 0

				Hotel								- 0

				Subtotal								412,000		426,350

		Misc.		Retail		260,021		23,645				283,666		188,135

				Office		851,382		226,352				1,077,734		1,228,626

				Inst/Comm								- 0		9,024

				Hotel		150,000						150,000		124,500

				Subtotal								1,511,400		1,550,285

		Total		Retail		500,000		53,560		285,106		838,666		866,833

				Office		1,400,000		455,754		638,980		2,494,734		2,279,233

				Inst/Comm		- 0		- 0		12,000		12,000		30,524

				Hotel		150,000		- 0		150,000		300,000		124,500

				Subtotal								3,645,400		3,301,090









		Retail		Hecht's						243897		450000		483698

				GEICO

				CCLC						41209		105000		195000

				Plan Area Total								838666		866833

		Office		Hecht's						70598		300000		305000

				GEICO						295743		810000		514257

				CCLC						272639		307000		231350

				Plan Area Total								2494734		2279233



Friendship Heights Reality Check 
Building sf by land use	


Retail Development



Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Plan Recommendation	Hecht's	CCLC	Plan Area Total	450000	105000	838666	Reality	Hecht's	CCLC	Plan Area Total	483698	195000	866833	







Office Development



Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Plan Recommendation	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	300000	810000	307000	2494734	Reality	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	305000	514257	231350	2279233	









1-NResFAR

				Zone		Zoned				Reality Check

						Total area		Buildable SF		Sum_Off		Sum_Ret		Sum_Inst		Sum_Hot		Built SF

		Hecht's		2.75		347,109		954,549		305,000		483,698		21500				810,198		85%

		GEICO		2.00		445,969		891,938		514,257								514,257		58%

				R-60

		CCLC		2.00		155,508		311,017		231,350		195,000						426,350		93%

				0.75		195,058		146,294

		Misc_NR		4.00		74,372		297,487		238,281		6,426						244,707		82%

				2.00		471,463		942,926		847,251		168,433		9024		124500		1,149,208		122%

				1.50		92,400		138,600		97,186								97,186		70%

						1,781,879

		Total						3,682,811										3,241,906		88%

		Barlow		2.00		146,324		292,648		226352		31729						258,081		88%

		Hecht's		85%

		GEICO		58%

		CCLC		93%

		Barlow		88%

		Plan Area Avg.		88%



FAR Utilization





Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Barlow	Plan Area Avg.	0.84877605820674162	0.57656113567134459	0.93229902946440357	0.88	0.88028041210680497	





2-ResDev

				Plan				Reality

				98 base		projection

		SFD		1				1

		SFA				100 to 300		0

		MF		3435		+ 800 to 1000		4198

		Total		3436		4236 to 4436		4199

		MPDU						35





2-IncAff

				Friendship Heights Apartments Affordability at 30% of Income, 65% AMI												Income Needed to Avoid being Cost Burdened (30%)										Affordability/AMI Levels (Based on 100% AMI)										Number of Units

		FacilityName		AVGRENT_0		AVGRENT_1		AVGRENT_2		AVGRENT_3		AVGRENT_4		AVGRENT_Total		AVGRENT_0		AVGRENT_1		AVGRENT_2		AVGRENT_3		AVGRENT_4		AVGRENT_0		AVGRENT_1		AVGRENT_2		AVGRENT_3		AVGRENT_4		BD_0		BD_1		BD_2		BD_3		BD_4		Age		Program

				$   1,217		$   1,339		$   1,443		$   1,746		$   1,823														$   74,900		$   82,390		$   88,810		$   107,440		$   112,160

		Highland House West				$   1,913.40		$   2,759.28		$   3,436.47				$   2,253.97				$   76,536		$   110,371		$   137,459						93%		124%		128%				<Null>		196		97		15		<Null>		42		 

		Archstone Wisconsin Place		$   1,449.82		$   2,444.23		$   3,694.06		$   5,228.43				$   2,903.73		$   57,993		$   97,769		$   147,763		$   209,137				77%		119%		166%		195%				22		241		160		7		<Null>		6		MPDU

		North Park Apartments				$   1,923.81		$   2,909.80		$   4,453.00				$   2,250.00				$   76,952		$   116,392		$   178,120						93%		131%		166%				<Null>		207		99		1		<Null>		44		 

		4701 Willard Apartments		$   1,439.04		$   1,900.18		$   2,646.45		$   3,458.33				$   2,609.24		$   57,562		$   76,007		$   105,858		$   138,333				77%		92%		119%		129%				45		130		173		163		<Null>		47		 

		Highland House		$   1,538.82		$   1,885.10		$   3,147.33						$   1,751.34		$   61,553		$   75,404		$   125,893						82%		92%		142%						194		183		12		<Null>		<Null>		49		 





3-Schools

				Capacity		Enrollment		Utilization		% FARMS

		Somerset ES		515		569		110%		8.4%

		Westland MS		1,097		1,260		115%		10.6%

		Bethesda-Chevy Chase HS		1,683		2,006		119%		12.0%





3-OpenSpace

						Responsibility		 Existing		Planned 

		Major Public Park

		1		Hecht's site		Private				√

		Urban Parks/Plazas

		2		Hubert Humphrey		(existing)		√

		3		Chevy Chase Land site,		Private				√

		4		Chevy Chase Center		Private				√

		5		Barlow property, Parcel 14		Private				√

		Small Urban Parks/Plazas/Green Areas

		6		Barlow property, Parcel 9B		Private				√

		7		Hecht's site, near Metro		Private				√

		8		Hecht's site, southwest		Private				√

		9		GEICO site		Private				X

		Neighborhood Parks

		10		Page Park		(existing)		√

		11		Willard Avenue Park		(existing)		√

		12		Brookdale Park		(existing) -> Dedication to M-NCPPC		√

		13		GEICO-1		Private or Dedication				X

		14		GEICO-2						X

		15		Parcel 6		1. Land exchange/public purchase/private contribution 2. Private optional method amenity				X

		Greenways

		16		Brookdale/GEICO		Dedication to M-NCPPC				X

		17		Little Falls Stream Valley		(existing)		√

		18		Chevy Chase		(expanded) Private - enhance buffer		√





5-Intersection

		IntersectionTrafficCount_FH.xlsx











































IntersectionTrafficCount_FH.xlsx

5-Transit

		Metrorail Average Weekday Passenger Boardings

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008		2009		2010		2011		2012		2013		2014		2015

		Friendship Heights		8,343		8,278		8,346		8,424		8,581		9,089		9,195		9,172		9,321		9,310		9,268		9,771		9,713		10,189		9,696		9,804		9,957		9,671		9,703		9,620		9,466

		Bethesda		7,501		7,406		7,598		7,889		7,885		8,489		8,591		8,717		9,205		9,436		9,946		10,530		10,738		10,988		10,730		10,605		10,785		10,888		10,808		10,875		10,708

		Silver Spring		11,311		10,585		10,354		10,579		10,610		11,492		12,040		12,034		12,374		12,464		13,078		14,032		14,777		15,155		14,077		13,421		13,471		13,621		13,057		13,195		13,008





Friendship Heights	1995	1996	1997	1998	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	8343	8278	8346	8424	8581	9089	9195	9172	9321	9310	9268	9771	9713	10189	9696	9804	9957	9671	9703	9620	9466	Bethesda	1995	1996	1997	1998	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	7501	7406	7598	7889	7885	8489	8591	8717	9205	9436	9946	10530	10738	10988	10730	10605	10785	10888	10808	10875	10708	Silver Spring	1995	1996	1997	1998	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	11311	10585	10354	10579	10610	11492	12040	12034	12374	12464	13078	14032	14777	15155	14077	13421	13471	13621	13057	13195	13008	









5-Bikeway

				Plan Recommendation				Reality Check

				Improvement		Funding

		Class I		GEICO greenway		private		x

				North side of Western Ave		private		x

				Chevy Chase greenway and Montgomery St		public & private or public		x

		Class II or III		Belmont Ave / Grove St		public* 		x

				GEICO streets		private		x

				Friendship Blvd btw Western Ave / Somerset Ter		public		x

				North Park & South Park Aves		public		x

				Willard Ave		public		x

		Bicycle Storage		@ Metro		public		x

				*w/ consent of Chevy Chase Village





5-PedStreetscape

				Plan Recommendation

				Improvement		Funding

		Wisconcin Circle 		mid-block pedestrian crossing		public

				traffic signal

				fence removal

		"		streetscape		private

		Wisconcin Ave		urban boulevard		private

		Willard Ave		Promenade		private

		Western Ave		Promenade		private

		Friendship Blvd		pedestrian crossings		public

		Friendship Heights Village		additional trees		public (special tax district)






3. Community Facilities — Community Center: New center provides various

=

uses, but accessibility and visibility does not fully meet plan vision. %
:
Community center Wisconsin Place Community Recreation Center E
@Hecht’s site - Function and characteristic of interior is as planned. §

3

U

O ‘in a free-standing
building, in the lower
levels of a building next
to the park, or a
combination thereof’

O ‘in or adjacent to the
major public park’

O ‘flexible, accessible space’

Site is detached from the major public park

Location is hard to find and does not provide optimal pedestrian
access.
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3. Community Facilities — Community Center: The location and
accessibility of site does not fully meet plan vision.
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ywhqPHqAIlo

4. Urban Design: The characteristic and functionality of some public
space elements do not fully satisfy the planned vision.

PLAN RECOMMENDATION REALITY (2016)

Major public park @ Hecht’s site

O ‘the focus of activity ... from concerts
and festivals to outdoor dining,
strolling, and people watching.’

 ‘approximately one acre in size.’

aivland-National Gapital Paik ancd Planning Coimmission
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Half-acre size and lack of features is not conducive to
prescribed activities.

Latest amendment for seating/dining areas may
promote more outdoor activities.
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4. Urban Design: Plan recommended replacing surface/deck parking
with higher density land uses.

BEFORE PLAN ADOPTION (1998) REALITY (2016)

 Approximately 30 acres of plan area e 23 acres of plan area remain as surface
was surface or deck parking lot. or deck parking lot after 7 acres of infill.
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5. Transportation — Intersection Analysis: Congestion at a majority of
intersections is lighter than projected.

e Level of Service (LOS) is

better than or as
e O projected at majority of
\ \ y intersections.

f "‘-.“ < * One intersection has a
- ® A 5 higher CLV than
g Wy A ” projected (River/Willard)
A

INNV1d ALNNOD AHIINOODINOI

e County has no data for
@4) P WA, four of 17 intersections
; Y| \ used in traffic modeling.
o (\o
2
/ﬁ

®  Traffic lighter than projected.
() Traffic as projected.

kS O Insufficient traffic data.

Source: Montgomery County Planning Department

aivland-National Gapital Paik ancd Planning Coimmission




5. Transportation — Mode Share: Increase in walk commuting
contributed to decrease in automobile mode share.

* Plan sought to increase share of
alternative modes.

 Walk commuting mode share
more than doubled.

e Public transportation mode share
decreased, but is still higher than
county average.

e Metro ridership increased 12%
between 1998 to 2015, although
at a slower rate than other CBDs.

Friendship Montgomery
Heights CDP County
2000 2014 2000 2014

Means of Transportation to Work

Car, truck, or van 46% 41% 80% 76%
Public transportation 43% 39% 13% 16%
Walked 6% 14% 2% 2%

aivland-National Gapital Paik ancd Planning Coimmission

NV1d ALNNOD AH3INOOLNOW

*Other modes surveyed but not shown include biking and working at home.

CHANGE IN METRO RIDERSHIP AT CBDs

15,000 —

10,000 /\ —

5,000
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014

—Friendship Heights ——Bethesda Silver Spring

Source: 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates




Indicators

				Category		Indicators (measureable units)		Data Source		Type of Data Available for Germantown		Data Update Frequency1		Geography (Plan Area or subset)		Level of Analysis Effort2		Existing Condition		Plan Standard (Goal)		Area Considered

				1. Commercial Development		Commercial land use types (Square feet)		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)		Quantitative		Continuously		Employment corridor / Town center		Light		Y		Y

						FAR utilization (%)		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)		Quantitative		Continuously		Employment corridor / Town center		Heavy

						Building heights (Feet)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		N/A		Employment corridor		Light

						Pipeline (Square feet; Median age of plan; Number of approvals)		Montgomery County Planning Department Pipeline of Approved Development		Quantitative		Triannually		Employment corridor / Town center		Light

						Building Lot Terminations (BLT)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		As issued		Employment corridor / Town center

						Staging status, if applicable (Approximate square feet; CIP completion)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Not Applicable		As issued		Plan Area		Light

						Number of jobs3		Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW)		Quantitative		Annually		Employment corridor		Moderate		8,000 ('95)		+ 2,300		FH MoCo



				2. Residential Development		Residential building type mix		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)		Quantitative		Continuously		Plan Area		Light		high-rise MF		+ 100 to 300 TH		FH Plan Area

						Number of dwelling units		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)		Quantitative		Continuously		Plan Area		Light		3,435 Dus		+ 800 to 1100		FH + SFD'hoods

						MPDU		Department of Housing and Community Affairs (DHCA) Rental Housing Survey		Not Applicable		Annually		Plan Area		Light		0

						Available Transferable Development Rights (TDR) 		Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Moderate

						Number of residents		US Census Bureau		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate

						Pipeline (Square feet; Median age of plan; Number of approvals; Number of dwelling units)		Montgomery County Planning Department Pipeline of Approved Development		Quantitative		Triannually		Employment corridor / Town center		Light		275 (only 100 actually built)

														 

				3a. Community Facilities - Schools		Enrollment (# students)		Montgomery County Public Schools		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate		N/A		N/A

						Capacity (# students)		Montgomery County Public Schools		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate		N/A		N/A

						Number of public school sites (CIP)		Montgomery County Office of Management and Budget (OMB) / Montgomery County Public Schools		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Light		N/A		N/A

						Number of public school sites over capacity		Montgomery County Public Schools		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Light		N/A		N/A

						School cluster adequacy test		Montgomery County Public Schools / Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		Annually		School Cluster Area		Light

				3b. Community Facilities - Parks		Park development (Acreage/# Sites)4		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT) / Montgomery County Parks Department		Quantitative		N/A		Parks and open space		Moderate				sites

						Private open space		Montgomery County Planning Department / Montgomery County Parks Department		 						Heavy

				3c. Community Facilities - Public facilities		Completion of proposed public facilities at recommended locations (CIP)		Montgomery County Office of Management and Budget (OMB)		Qualitative		As issued		Plan Area		Light



				4. Urban Design		Historic preservation (Sites identified)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Qualitative		As issued		Plan Area		Moderate

						Land use and visual quality assessment (built versus guidelines)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Qualitative		As issued		Plan Area		Heavy

				(Friendship Heights add-on)		Surface/Deck parking %												30%



				5. Transportation		Intersection capacity (LOS)		Montgomery County Planning Department Mobility Assessment Report (MAR)		Quantitative		Biannually		Designated areas		Light		Y		Y

						Intersection Counts (Vehicle, Pedestrian, Bicycle)		Montgomery County Planning Department Mobility Assessment Report (MAR) / Phase-monitoring websites 		Quantitative		As issued		Designated areas		Light		                                                                          

						Land use Transportation Balance (Critical Lane Volume (CLV) / Volume-to-Capacity / Travel time)		Montgomery County Planning Department (TPAR / Transit Accessability Test)		Quantitative		As issued		Designated areas		Moderate

						Commute mode share (%)		US Census Bureau		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate

						Metro Ridership

						Bicycle - Miles of bicycle lanes		Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		Continuously		Plan Area		Moderate				Class I, II Mapped

						Pedestrian - Miles of sidewalks		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)		Quantitative		Continuously		Plan Area		Moderate				Promenade recs

						Transit investment (CIP)		Montgomery County Office of Management and Budget (OMB) / Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT)		Quantitative		As issued		Designated areas		Light

						Transit investment (not in CIP)		Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) / Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		As issued		Designated areas		Light

						Transportation investment (CIP)		Montgomery County Office of Management and Budget (OMB)		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Light

						Mobility assessment (Traffic volume, congestion, reliability)		Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) (Congestion Management Report) / Marlyand Department of Transportation (MDOT) (Maryland State Highway Mobility Report)		Quantitative		Annually		Region		Moderate



				6. Environment 		Stormwater management (Variable measures, ie. Impervious cap)		Montgomery County Parks Department / Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Moderate

						Impervious surface cap (Water quality monitoring data; Impervious coverage)		Montgomery County Parks Department / Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) / Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		As issued		Designated areas		Moderate

						Tree Canopy coverage (Acreage)		Montgomery County Parks Department / Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Light

						Forest conservation easements (Acreage)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Not Applicable		As issued		Plan Area		Light



				7. Public Benefits		Using optional method (recommending CR/CRT/LSC/EOF zones)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Qualitative		N/A		Plan Area		Heavy

						Degree of exchange (Additional square feet; Number of additional units; Number of additional stories; TDR; BLT)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		N/A		Plan Area		Heavy



				8. Other Indicators of Plan Implementation5		Commercial vacancy rate (%)		Costar		Quantitative		Continuously		Employment corridor / Town center		Moderate		11%

						Rent burden (% AMI)		US Census Bureau		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate

						Connectivity Index (Pending variables)		Multiple Sources pending		Quantitative		Pending		Plan Area		Heavy

						Land utilization (Developable parcel vacancy rate)		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT) / Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		Continuously		Employment corridor / Town center		Heavy		850,000 sf				commercial area (FH + DC)

						Jobs-housing balance (%)		US Census Bureau		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate

						Live/work ratio (% of residents)		Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD)		Quantitative		Quarterly		Plan Area		Moderate



				1 N/A = Not Available				 

				2 Light - the data are easily available and no data creation or interpretation is required; Moderate - the data are not readily available and/or interpretation or calculations are required; Heavy - expertise and/or significant analysis is required

				3 QCEW data includes wage and salary employment covered by unemployment insurance.  It does not include the self-employed, members of the armed forces, and wage and salary employees not covered by unemployment insurance

				4 Parks refers to park space developed by M-NCPPC and other state and federal agencies.  It excludes privately developed parks.

				5 These indicators may only be applicable in limited cases or may only describe the general health of a district and not be relevant targets for inclusion in plans. 





MajorParcels

						Reality Check

		Major Parcels

		Chevy Chase Land Company

		Hecht's

		GEICO				In Pipeline

		Miscellaneous

		Parcel 6				x

		Parcel 4

		Barlow





1-NResSF

						Baseline Condition ('98)				Plan Projection				Reality Check

						Existing		Approved		Additional		Total		Built Total		Pipeline (05.16)

		Hecht's		Retail		176,188		29,915		243,897		450,000		483,698

				Office				229,402		70,598		300,000		305,000

				Inst/Comm						12,000		12,000		21,500

				Hotel						150,000		150,000

				Subtotal								912,000		810,198

		GEICO		Retail								- 0

				Office		514,257				295,743		810,000		514,257		295,743

				Inst/Comm								- 0

				Hotel								- 0

				Subtotal								810,000		514,257

		CCLC		Retail		63,791				41,209		105,000		195,000

				Office		34,361				272,639		307,000		231,350

				Inst/Comm								- 0

				Hotel								- 0

				Subtotal								412,000		426,350

		Misc.		Retail		260,021		23,645				283,666		188,135

				Office		851,382		226,352				1,077,734		1,228,626

				Inst/Comm								- 0		9,024

				Hotel		150,000						150,000		124,500

				Subtotal								1,511,400		1,550,285

		Total		Retail		500,000		53,560		285,106		838,666		866,833

				Office		1,400,000		455,754		638,980		2,494,734		2,279,233

				Inst/Comm		- 0		- 0		12,000		12,000		30,524

				Hotel		150,000		- 0		150,000		300,000		124,500

				Subtotal								3,645,400		3,301,090









		Retail		Hecht's						243897		450000		483698

				GEICO

				CCLC						41209		105000		195000

				Plan Area Total								838666		866833

		Office		Hecht's						70598		300000		305000

				GEICO						295743		810000		514257

				CCLC						272639		307000		231350

				Plan Area Total								2494734		2279233



Friendship Heights Reality Check 
Building sf by land use	


Retail Development



Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Plan Recommendation	Hecht's	CCLC	Plan Area Total	450000	105000	838666	Reality	Hecht's	CCLC	Plan Area Total	483698	195000	866833	







Office Development



Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Plan Recommendation	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	300000	810000	307000	2494734	Reality	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	305000	514257	231350	2279233	









1-NResFAR

				Zone		Zoned				Reality Check

						Total area		Buildable SF		Sum_Off		Sum_Ret		Sum_Inst		Sum_Hot		Built SF

		Hecht's		2.75		347,109		954,549		305,000		483,698		21500				810,198		85%

		GEICO		2.00		445,969		891,938		514,257								514,257		58%

				R-60

		CCLC		2.00		155,508		311,017		231,350		195,000						426,350		93%

				0.75		195,058		146,294

		Misc_NR		4.00		74,372		297,487		238,281		6,426						244,707		82%

				2.00		471,463		942,926		847,251		168,433		9024		124500		1,149,208		122%

				1.50		92,400		138,600		97,186								97,186		70%

						1,781,879

		Total						3,682,811										3,241,906		88%

		Barlow		2.00		146,324		292,648		226352		31729						258,081		88%

		Hecht's		85%

		GEICO		58%

		CCLC		93%

		Barlow		88%

		Plan Area Avg.		88%



FAR Utilization





Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Barlow	Plan Area Avg.	0.84877605820674162	0.57656113567134459	0.93229902946440357	0.88	0.88028041210680497	





2-ResDev

				Plan				Reality

				98 base		projection

		SFD		1				1

		SFA				100 to 300		0

		MF		3435		+ 800 to 1000		4198

		Total		3436		4236 to 4436		4199

		MPDU						35





2-IncAff

				Friendship Heights Apartments Affordability at 30% of Income, 65% AMI												Income Needed to Avoid being Cost Burdened (30%)										Affordability/AMI Levels (Based on 100% AMI)										Number of Units

		FacilityName		AVGRENT_0		AVGRENT_1		AVGRENT_2		AVGRENT_3		AVGRENT_4		AVGRENT_Total		AVGRENT_0		AVGRENT_1		AVGRENT_2		AVGRENT_3		AVGRENT_4		AVGRENT_0		AVGRENT_1		AVGRENT_2		AVGRENT_3		AVGRENT_4		BD_0		BD_1		BD_2		BD_3		BD_4		Age		Program

				$   1,217		$   1,339		$   1,443		$   1,746		$   1,823														$   74,900		$   82,390		$   88,810		$   107,440		$   112,160

		Highland House West				$   1,913.40		$   2,759.28		$   3,436.47				$   2,253.97				$   76,536		$   110,371		$   137,459						93%		124%		128%				<Null>		196		97		15		<Null>		42		 

		Archstone Wisconsin Place		$   1,449.82		$   2,444.23		$   3,694.06		$   5,228.43				$   2,903.73		$   57,993		$   97,769		$   147,763		$   209,137				77%		119%		166%		195%				22		241		160		7		<Null>		6		MPDU

		North Park Apartments				$   1,923.81		$   2,909.80		$   4,453.00				$   2,250.00				$   76,952		$   116,392		$   178,120						93%		131%		166%				<Null>		207		99		1		<Null>		44		 

		4701 Willard Apartments		$   1,439.04		$   1,900.18		$   2,646.45		$   3,458.33				$   2,609.24		$   57,562		$   76,007		$   105,858		$   138,333				77%		92%		119%		129%				45		130		173		163		<Null>		47		 

		Highland House		$   1,538.82		$   1,885.10		$   3,147.33						$   1,751.34		$   61,553		$   75,404		$   125,893						82%		92%		142%						194		183		12		<Null>		<Null>		49		 





3-Schools

				Capacity		Enrollment		Utilization		% FARMS

		Somerset ES		515		569		110%		8.4%

		Westland MS		1,097		1,260		115%		10.6%

		Bethesda-Chevy Chase HS		1,683		2,006		119%		12.0%





3-OpenSpace

						Responsibility		 Existing		Planned 		Un-realized 

		Major Public Park

		1		Hecht's site		Private				√

		Urban Parks/Plazas

		2		Hubert Humphrey		(existing)		√

		3		Chevy Chase Land site,		Private				√

		4		Chevy Chase Center		Private				√

		5		Barlow property, Parcel 14		Private				√

		Small Urban Parks/Plazas/Green Areas

		6		Barlow property, Parcel 9B		Private				√

		7		Hecht's site, near Metro		Private				√

		8		Hecht's site, southwest		Private				√

		9		GEICO site		Private						√

		Neighborhood Parks

		10		Page Park		(existing)		√

		11		Willard Avenue Park		(existing)		√

		12		Brookdale Park		(existing) -> Dedication to M-NCPPC		√

		13		GEICO-1		Private or Dedication						√

		14		GEICO-2								√

		15		Parcel 6		1. Land exchange/public purchase/private contribution 2. Private optional method amenity						√

		Greenways

		16		Brookdale/GEICO		Dedication to M-NCPPC						√

		17		Little Falls Stream Valley		(existing)		√

		18		Chevy Chase		(expanded) Private - enhance buffer		√





5-Intersection

		IntersectionTrafficCount_FH.xlsx











































IntersectionTrafficCount_FH.xlsx

5-ModeShare (2)

		P030: MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION TO WORK FOR WORKERS 16 YEARS AND OVER [16] - Universe: Workers 16 years and over



				Friendship Heights CDP								Montgomery County

				2000				2014				2000				2014

		Means of Transportation to Work

		Total:		2,371		100%		2,588		100%		455,331		100%		525,752		100%

		  Car, truck, or van		1,085		46%		1,059		41%		363,737		80%		397,483		76%

		  Public transportation		1,016		43%		1,004		39%		57,528		13%		81,495		16%

		    Bus or trolley bus		55		2%		101		4%		18,413		4%		28,475		5%

		    Streetcar or trolley car (publico in Puerto Rico)		0		0%		- 0		0%		252		0%		285		0%

		    Subway or elevated		952		40%		887		34%		36,454		8%		49,170		9%

		    Railroad		0		0%		16		1%		1,763		0%		3,555		1%

		    Ferryboat		0		0%		- 0		0%		27		0%		10		0%

		    Taxicab		9		0%		- 0		0%		619		0%		528		0%

		  Motorcycle		0		0%		- 0		0%		258		0%		516		0%

		  Walked		143		6%		368		14%		8,806		2%		10,747		2%

		  Other means		0		0%		- 0		0%		1,835		0%		2,668		1%

		  Worked at home		119		5%		157		6%		21,936		5%		29,715		6%









5-ModeShare

		P030: MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION TO WORK FOR WORKERS 16 YEARS AND OVER [16] - Universe: Workers 16 years and over

		Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data

				Before (2000)								2009								Reality (2014)

				Montgomery County				Friendship Village CDP				Montgomery County, Maryland				Friendship Village CDP, Maryland				Montgomery County				Friendship Village CDP

		Means of Transportation to Work

		Total:		455,331		100%		2,371		100%		494,381		100%		3,308		100%		525,752		100%		2,588		100%

		  Car, truck, or van		363,737		80%		1,085		46%		377,792		76%		1,547		47%		397,483		76%		1,059		41%

		    Drove alone		313,935		69%		915		39%		328,200		66%		1,392		42%		344,467		66%		1,059		41%

		    Carpooled		49,802		11%		170		7%		49,592		10%		155		5%		53,016		10%		- 0		0%

		  Public transportation		57,528		13%		1,016		43%		74,397		15%		1,435		43%		81,495		16%		1,004		39%

		    Bus or trolley bus		18,413		4%		55		2%		27,690		6%		113		3%		28,475		5%		101		4%

		    Streetcar or trolley car (publico in Puerto Rico)		252		0%		0		0%		426		0%		- 0		0%		285		0%		- 0		0%

		    Subway or elevated		36,454		8%		952		40%		43,207		9%		1,322		40%		49,170		9%		887		34%

		    Railroad		1,763		0%		0		0%		3,074		1%		- 0		0%		3,555		1%		16		1%

		    Ferryboat		27		0%		0		0%		- 0		0%		- 0		0%		10		0%		- 0		0%

		    Taxicab		619		0%		9		0%		506		0%		- 0		0%		528		0%		- 0		0%

		  Motorcycle		258		0%		0		0%		542		0%		- 0		0%		516		0%		- 0		0%

		  Bicycle		1,231		0%		8		0%		1,971		0%		44		1%		2,600		0%		- 0		0%

		  Walked		8,806		2%		143		6%		10,741		2%		102		3%		10,747		2%		368		14%

		  Other means		1,835		0%		0		0%		2,593		1%		46		1%		2,668		1%		- 0		0%

		  Worked at home		21,936		5%		119		5%		25,839		5%		134		4%		29,715		6%		157		6%

		NOTE: Data based on a sample except in P3, P4, H3, and H4. For information on confidentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error, definitions, and count corrections see http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2000/doc/sf3.pdf







5-MetroRidership

		Metrorail Average Weekday Passenger Boardings

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008		2009		2010		2011		2012		2013		2014		2015

		Friendship Heights		8,343		8,278		8,346		8,424		8,581		9,089		9,195		9,172		9,321		9,310		9,268		9,771		9,713		10,189		9,696		9,804		9,957		9,671		9,703		9,620		9,466

		Bethesda		7,501		7,406		7,598		7,889		7,885		8,489		8,591		8,717		9,205		9,436		9,946		10,530		10,738		10,988		10,730		10,605		10,785		10,888		10,808		10,875		10,708

		Silver Spring		11,311		10,585		10,354		10,579		10,610		11,492		12,040		12,034		12,374		12,464		13,078		14,032		14,777		15,155		14,077		13,421		13,471		13,621		13,057		13,195		13,008



Metro Ridership



Friendship Heights	1998	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	8424	8581	9089	9195	9172	9321	9310	9268	9771	9713	10189	9696	9804	9957	9671	9703	9620	9466	Bethesda	1998	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	7889	7885	8489	8591	8717	9205	9436	9946	10530	10738	10988	10730	10605	10785	10888	10808	10875	10708	Silver Spring	1998	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	10579	10610	11492	12040	12034	12374	12464	13078	14032	14777	15155	14077	13421	13471	13621	13057	13195	13008	









5-Bikeway

				Plan Recommendation				Reality Check

				Improvement		Funding

		Class I		GEICO greenway		private		x

				North side of Western Ave		private		x

				Chevy Chase greenway and Montgomery St		public & private or public		x

		Class II or III		Belmont Ave / Grove St		public* 		x

				GEICO streets		private		x

				Friendship Blvd btw Western Ave / Somerset Ter		public		x

				North Park & South Park Aves		public		x

				Willard Ave		public		x

		Bicycle Storage		@ Metro		public		x

				*w/ consent of Chevy Chase Village





5-PedStreetscape

				Plan Recommendation

				Improvement		Funding

		Wisconcin Circle 		mid-block pedestrian crossing		public

				traffic signal

				fence removal

		"		streetscape		private

		Wisconcin Ave		urban boulevard		private

		Willard Ave		Promenade		private

		Western Ave		Promenade		private

		Friendship Blvd		pedestrian crossings		public

		Friendship Heights Village		additional trees		public (special tax district)






5. Transportation — Bicycling: 2 of 9 recommendations have been

=
. . o
partially fulfilled. =
o
Plan Recommendation Reality E
* Plan sought to encourage cyclin Improvement Funding Check E
8 ] g i Y g Responsibilit o
for local trips and recreation. :
Class | GEICO greenway private X =
: e North side of Western |private =
* Bikeway network has seen limited Chevy Chase greenway | public & g
improvements. and Montgomery St |private X =
Class Il or Il |Belmont Ave / Grove St |public X
GEICO streets private X
* Plan proposal has been Friendship Blvd btw ol
incorporated into Bicycle Master Western Ave / Somerset """ X
Plan North Park & South public X
) Willard Ave public X
Bicycle Storage| @ Metro public

indicates partial implementation.

Source: 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

aivland-National Gapital Paik ancd Planning Coimmission




Indicators

				Category		Indicators (measureable units)		Data Source		Type of Data Available for Germantown		Data Update Frequency1		Geography (Plan Area or subset)		Level of Analysis Effort2		Existing Condition		Plan Standard (Goal)		Area Considered

				1. Commercial Development		Commercial land use types (Square feet)		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)		Quantitative		Continuously		Employment corridor / Town center		Light		Y		Y

						FAR utilization (%)		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)		Quantitative		Continuously		Employment corridor / Town center		Heavy

						Building heights (Feet)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		N/A		Employment corridor		Light

						Pipeline (Square feet; Median age of plan; Number of approvals)		Montgomery County Planning Department Pipeline of Approved Development		Quantitative		Triannually		Employment corridor / Town center		Light

						Building Lot Terminations (BLT)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		As issued		Employment corridor / Town center

						Staging status, if applicable (Approximate square feet; CIP completion)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Not Applicable		As issued		Plan Area		Light

						Number of jobs3		Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW)		Quantitative		Annually		Employment corridor		Moderate		8,000 ('95)		+ 2,300		FH MoCo



				2. Residential Development		Residential building type mix		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)		Quantitative		Continuously		Plan Area		Light		high-rise MF		+ 100 to 300 TH		FH Plan Area

						Number of dwelling units		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)		Quantitative		Continuously		Plan Area		Light		3,435 Dus		+ 800 to 1100		FH + SFD'hoods

						MPDU		Department of Housing and Community Affairs (DHCA) Rental Housing Survey		Not Applicable		Annually		Plan Area		Light		0

						Available Transferable Development Rights (TDR) 		Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Moderate

						Number of residents		US Census Bureau		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate

						Pipeline (Square feet; Median age of plan; Number of approvals; Number of dwelling units)		Montgomery County Planning Department Pipeline of Approved Development		Quantitative		Triannually		Employment corridor / Town center		Light		275 (only 100 actually built)

														 

				3a. Community Facilities - Schools		Enrollment (# students)		Montgomery County Public Schools		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate		N/A		N/A

						Capacity (# students)		Montgomery County Public Schools		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate		N/A		N/A

						Number of public school sites (CIP)		Montgomery County Office of Management and Budget (OMB) / Montgomery County Public Schools		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Light		N/A		N/A

						Number of public school sites over capacity		Montgomery County Public Schools		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Light		N/A		N/A

						School cluster adequacy test		Montgomery County Public Schools / Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		Annually		School Cluster Area		Light

				3b. Community Facilities - Parks		Park development (Acreage/# Sites)4		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT) / Montgomery County Parks Department		Quantitative		N/A		Parks and open space		Moderate				sites

						Private open space		Montgomery County Planning Department / Montgomery County Parks Department		 						Heavy

				3c. Community Facilities - Public facilities		Completion of proposed public facilities at recommended locations (CIP)		Montgomery County Office of Management and Budget (OMB)		Qualitative		As issued		Plan Area		Light



				4. Urban Design		Historic preservation (Sites identified)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Qualitative		As issued		Plan Area		Moderate

						Land use and visual quality assessment (built versus guidelines)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Qualitative		As issued		Plan Area		Heavy

				(Friendship Heights add-on)		Surface/Deck parking %												30%



				5. Transportation		Intersection capacity (LOS)		Montgomery County Planning Department Mobility Assessment Report (MAR)		Quantitative		Biannually		Designated areas		Light		Y		Y

						Intersection Counts (Vehicle, Pedestrian, Bicycle)		Montgomery County Planning Department Mobility Assessment Report (MAR) / Phase-monitoring websites 		Quantitative		As issued		Designated areas		Light		                                                                          

						Land use Transportation Balance (Critical Lane Volume (CLV) / Volume-to-Capacity / Travel time)		Montgomery County Planning Department (TPAR / Transit Accessability Test)		Quantitative		As issued		Designated areas		Moderate

						Commute mode share (%)		US Census Bureau		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate

						Metro Ridership

						Bicycle - Miles of bicycle lanes		Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		Continuously		Plan Area		Moderate				Class I, II Mapped

						Pedestrian - Miles of sidewalks		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)		Quantitative		Continuously		Plan Area		Moderate				Promenade recs

						Transit investment (CIP)		Montgomery County Office of Management and Budget (OMB) / Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT)		Quantitative		As issued		Designated areas		Light

						Transit investment (not in CIP)		Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) / Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		As issued		Designated areas		Light

						Transportation investment (CIP)		Montgomery County Office of Management and Budget (OMB)		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Light

						Mobility assessment (Traffic volume, congestion, reliability)		Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) (Congestion Management Report) / Marlyand Department of Transportation (MDOT) (Maryland State Highway Mobility Report)		Quantitative		Annually		Region		Moderate



				6. Environment 		Stormwater management (Variable measures, ie. Impervious cap)		Montgomery County Parks Department / Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Moderate

						Impervious surface cap (Water quality monitoring data; Impervious coverage)		Montgomery County Parks Department / Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) / Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		As issued		Designated areas		Moderate

						Tree Canopy coverage (Acreage)		Montgomery County Parks Department / Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)		Quantitative		As issued		Plan Area		Light

						Forest conservation easements (Acreage)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Not Applicable		As issued		Plan Area		Light



				7. Public Benefits		Using optional method (recommending CR/CRT/LSC/EOF zones)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Qualitative		N/A		Plan Area		Heavy

						Degree of exchange (Additional square feet; Number of additional units; Number of additional stories; TDR; BLT)		Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		N/A		Plan Area		Heavy



				8. Other Indicators of Plan Implementation5		Commercial vacancy rate (%)		Costar		Quantitative		Continuously		Employment corridor / Town center		Moderate		11%

						Rent burden (% AMI)		US Census Bureau		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate

						Connectivity Index (Pending variables)		Multiple Sources pending		Quantitative		Pending		Plan Area		Heavy

						Land utilization (Developable parcel vacancy rate)		Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT) / Montgomery County Planning Department		Quantitative		Continuously		Employment corridor / Town center		Heavy		850,000 sf				commercial area (FH + DC)

						Jobs-housing balance (%)		US Census Bureau		Quantitative		Annually		Plan Area		Moderate

						Live/work ratio (% of residents)		Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD)		Quantitative		Quarterly		Plan Area		Moderate



				1 N/A = Not Available				 

				2 Light - the data are easily available and no data creation or interpretation is required; Moderate - the data are not readily available and/or interpretation or calculations are required; Heavy - expertise and/or significant analysis is required

				3 QCEW data includes wage and salary employment covered by unemployment insurance.  It does not include the self-employed, members of the armed forces, and wage and salary employees not covered by unemployment insurance

				4 Parks refers to park space developed by M-NCPPC and other state and federal agencies.  It excludes privately developed parks.

				5 These indicators may only be applicable in limited cases or may only describe the general health of a district and not be relevant targets for inclusion in plans. 





MajorParcels

						Reality Check

		Major Parcels

		Chevy Chase Land Company

		Hecht's

		GEICO				In Pipeline

		Miscellaneous

		Parcel 6				x

		Parcel 4

		Barlow





1-NResSF

						Baseline Condition ('98)				Plan Projection				Reality Check

						Existing		Approved		Additional		Total		Built Total		Pipeline (05.16)

		Hecht's		Retail		176,188		29,915		243,897		450,000		483,698

				Office				229,402		70,598		300,000		305,000

				Inst/Comm						12,000		12,000		21,500

				Hotel						150,000		150,000

				Subtotal								912,000		810,198

		GEICO		Retail								- 0

				Office		514,257				295,743		810,000		514,257		295,743

				Inst/Comm								- 0

				Hotel								- 0

				Subtotal								810,000		514,257

		CCLC		Retail		63,791				41,209		105,000		195,000

				Office		34,361				272,639		307,000		231,350

				Inst/Comm								- 0

				Hotel								- 0

				Subtotal								412,000		426,350

		Misc.		Retail		260,021		23,645				283,666		188,135

				Office		851,382		226,352				1,077,734		1,228,626

				Inst/Comm								- 0		9,024

				Hotel		150,000						150,000		124,500

				Subtotal								1,511,400		1,550,285

		Total		Retail		500,000		53,560		285,106		838,666		866,833

				Office		1,400,000		455,754		638,980		2,494,734		2,279,233

				Inst/Comm		- 0		- 0		12,000		12,000		30,524

				Hotel		150,000		- 0		150,000		300,000		124,500

				Subtotal								3,645,400		3,301,090









		Retail		Hecht's						243897		450000		483698

				GEICO

				CCLC						41209		105000		195000

				Plan Area Total								838666		866833

		Office		Hecht's						70598		300000		305000

				GEICO						295743		810000		514257

				CCLC						272639		307000		231350

				Plan Area Total								2494734		2279233



Friendship Heights Reality Check 
Building sf by land use	


Retail Development



Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Plan Recommendation	Hecht's	CCLC	Plan Area Total	450000	105000	838666	Reality	Hecht's	CCLC	Plan Area Total	483698	195000	866833	







Office Development



Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	Plan Recommendation	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	300000	810000	307000	2494734	Reality	Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Plan Area Total	305000	514257	231350	2279233	









1-NResFAR

				Zone		Zoned				Reality Check

						Total area		Buildable SF		Sum_Off		Sum_Ret		Sum_Inst		Sum_Hot		Built SF

		Hecht's		2.75		347,109		954,549		305,000		483,698		21500				810,198		85%

		GEICO		2.00		445,969		891,938		514,257								514,257		58%

				R-60

		CCLC		2.00		155,508		311,017		231,350		195,000						426,350		93%

				0.75		195,058		146,294

		Misc_NR		4.00		74,372		297,487		238,281		6,426						244,707		82%

				2.00		471,463		942,926		847,251		168,433		9024		124500		1,149,208		122%

				1.50		92,400		138,600		97,186								97,186		70%

						1,781,879

		Total						3,682,811										3,241,906		88%

		Barlow		2.00		146,324		292,648		226352		31729						258,081		88%

		Hecht's		85%

		GEICO		58%

		CCLC		93%

		Barlow		88%

		Plan Area Avg.		88%



FAR Utilization





Hecht's	GEICO	CCLC	Barlow	Plan Area Avg.	0.84877605820674162	0.57656113567134459	0.93229902946440357	0.88	0.88028041210680497	





2-ResDev

				Plan				Reality

				98 base		projection

		SFD		1				1

		SFA				100 to 300		0

		MF		3435		+ 800 to 1000		4198

		Total		3436		4236 to 4436		4199

		MPDU						35





2-IncAff

				Friendship Heights Apartments Affordability at 30% of Income, 65% AMI												Income Needed to Avoid being Cost Burdened (30%)										Affordability/AMI Levels (Based on 100% AMI)										Number of Units

		FacilityName		AVGRENT_0		AVGRENT_1		AVGRENT_2		AVGRENT_3		AVGRENT_4		AVGRENT_Total		AVGRENT_0		AVGRENT_1		AVGRENT_2		AVGRENT_3		AVGRENT_4		AVGRENT_0		AVGRENT_1		AVGRENT_2		AVGRENT_3		AVGRENT_4		BD_0		BD_1		BD_2		BD_3		BD_4		Age		Program

				$   1,217		$   1,339		$   1,443		$   1,746		$   1,823														$   74,900		$   82,390		$   88,810		$   107,440		$   112,160

		Highland House West				$   1,913.40		$   2,759.28		$   3,436.47				$   2,253.97				$   76,536		$   110,371		$   137,459						93%		124%		128%				<Null>		196		97		15		<Null>		42		 

		Archstone Wisconsin Place		$   1,449.82		$   2,444.23		$   3,694.06		$   5,228.43				$   2,903.73		$   57,993		$   97,769		$   147,763		$   209,137				77%		119%		166%		195%				22		241		160		7		<Null>		6		MPDU

		North Park Apartments				$   1,923.81		$   2,909.80		$   4,453.00				$   2,250.00				$   76,952		$   116,392		$   178,120						93%		131%		166%				<Null>		207		99		1		<Null>		44		 

		4701 Willard Apartments		$   1,439.04		$   1,900.18		$   2,646.45		$   3,458.33				$   2,609.24		$   57,562		$   76,007		$   105,858		$   138,333				77%		92%		119%		129%				45		130		173		163		<Null>		47		 

		Highland House		$   1,538.82		$   1,885.10		$   3,147.33						$   1,751.34		$   61,553		$   75,404		$   125,893						82%		92%		142%						194		183		12		<Null>		<Null>		49		 





3-Schools

				Capacity		Enrollment		Utilization		% FARMS

		Somerset ES		515		569		110%		8.4%

		Westland MS		1,097		1,260		115%		10.6%

		Bethesda-Chevy Chase HS		1,683		2,006		119%		12.0%





3-OpenSpace

						Responsibility		 Existing		Planned 		Un-realized 

		Major Public Park

		1		Hecht's site		Private				√

		Urban Parks/Plazas

		2		Hubert Humphrey		(existing)		√

		3		Chevy Chase Land site,		Private				√

		4		Chevy Chase Center		Private				√

		5		Barlow property, Parcel 14		Private				√

		Small Urban Parks/Plazas/Green Areas

		6		Barlow property, Parcel 9B		Private				√

		7		Hecht's site, near Metro		Private				√

		8		Hecht's site, southwest		Private				√

		9		GEICO site		Private						√

		Neighborhood Parks

		10		Page Park		(existing)		√

		11		Willard Avenue Park		(existing)		√

		12		Brookdale Park		(existing) -> Dedication to M-NCPPC		√

		13		GEICO-1		Private or Dedication						√

		14		GEICO-2								√

		15		Parcel 6		1. Land exchange/public purchase/private contribution 2. Private optional method amenity						√

		Greenways

		16		Brookdale/GEICO		Dedication to M-NCPPC						√

		17		Little Falls Stream Valley		(existing)		√

		18		Chevy Chase		(expanded) Private - enhance buffer		√





5-Intersection

		IntersectionTrafficCount_FH.xlsx











































IntersectionTrafficCount_FH.xlsx

5-ModeShare (2)

		P030: MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION TO WORK FOR WORKERS 16 YEARS AND OVER [16] - Universe: Workers 16 years and over



				Friendship Heights CDP								Montgomery County

				Before (2000)				Reality (2014)				Before (2000)				Reality (2014)

		Means of Transportation to Work

		Total:		2,371		100%		2,588		100%		455,331		100%		525,752		100%

		  Car, truck, or van		1,085		46%		1,059		41%		363,737		80%		397,483		76%

		    Drove alone		915		39%		1,059		41%		313,935		69%		344,467		66%

		    Carpooled		170		7%		- 0		0%		49,802		11%		53,016		10%

		  Public transportation		1,016		43%		1,004		39%		57,528		13%		81,495		16%

		    Bus or trolley bus		55		2%		101		4%		18,413		4%		28,475		5%

		    Streetcar or trolley car (publico in Puerto Rico)		0		0%		- 0		0%		252		0%		285		0%

		    Subway or elevated		952		40%		887		34%		36,454		8%		49,170		9%

		    Railroad		0		0%		16		1%		1,763		0%		3,555		1%

		    Ferryboat		0		0%		- 0		0%		27		0%		10		0%

		    Taxicab		9		0%		- 0		0%		619		0%		528		0%

		  Motorcycle		0		0%		- 0		0%		258		0%		516		0%

		  Bicycle		8		0%		- 0		0%		1,231		0%		2,600		0%

		  Walked		143		6%		368		14%		8,806		2%		10,747		2%

		  Other means		0		0%		- 0		0%		1,835		0%		2,668		1%

		  Worked at home		119		5%		157		6%		21,936		5%		29,715		6%









5-ModeShare

		P030: MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION TO WORK FOR WORKERS 16 YEARS AND OVER [16] - Universe: Workers 16 years and over

		Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - Sample Data

				Before (2000)								2009								Reality (2014)

				Montgomery County				Friendship Village CDP				Montgomery County, Maryland				Friendship Village CDP, Maryland				Montgomery County				Friendship Village CDP

		Means of Transportation to Work

		Total:		455,331		100%		2,371		100%		494,381		100%		3,308		100%		525,752		100%		2,588		100%

		  Car, truck, or van		363,737		80%		1,085		46%		377,792		76%		1,547		47%		397,483		76%		1,059		41%

		    Drove alone		313,935		69%		915		39%		328,200		66%		1,392		42%		344,467		66%		1,059		41%

		    Carpooled		49,802		11%		170		7%		49,592		10%		155		5%		53,016		10%		- 0		0%

		  Public transportation		57,528		13%		1,016		43%		74,397		15%		1,435		43%		81,495		16%		1,004		39%

		    Bus or trolley bus		18,413		4%		55		2%		27,690		6%		113		3%		28,475		5%		101		4%

		    Streetcar or trolley car (publico in Puerto Rico)		252		0%		0		0%		426		0%		- 0		0%		285		0%		- 0		0%

		    Subway or elevated		36,454		8%		952		40%		43,207		9%		1,322		40%		49,170		9%		887		34%

		    Railroad		1,763		0%		0		0%		3,074		1%		- 0		0%		3,555		1%		16		1%

		    Ferryboat		27		0%		0		0%		- 0		0%		- 0		0%		10		0%		- 0		0%

		    Taxicab		619		0%		9		0%		506		0%		- 0		0%		528		0%		- 0		0%

		  Motorcycle		258		0%		0		0%		542		0%		- 0		0%		516		0%		- 0		0%

		  Bicycle		1,231		0%		8		0%		1,971		0%		44		1%		2,600		0%		- 0		0%

		  Walked		8,806		2%		143		6%		10,741		2%		102		3%		10,747		2%		368		14%

		  Other means		1,835		0%		0		0%		2,593		1%		46		1%		2,668		1%		- 0		0%

		  Worked at home		21,936		5%		119		5%		25,839		5%		134		4%		29,715		6%		157		6%

		NOTE: Data based on a sample except in P3, P4, H3, and H4. For information on confidentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error, definitions, and count corrections see http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2000/doc/sf3.pdf







5-MetroRidership

		Metrorail Average Weekday Passenger Boardings

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008		2009		2010		2011		2012		2013		2014		2015

		Friendship Heights		8,343		8,278		8,346		8,424		8,581		9,089		9,195		9,172		9,321		9,310		9,268		9,771		9,713		10,189		9,696		9,804		9,957		9,671		9,703		9,620		9,466

		Bethesda		7,501		7,406		7,598		7,889		7,885		8,489		8,591		8,717		9,205		9,436		9,946		10,530		10,738		10,988		10,730		10,605		10,785		10,888		10,808		10,875		10,708

		Silver Spring		11,311		10,585		10,354		10,579		10,610		11,492		12,040		12,034		12,374		12,464		13,078		14,032		14,777		15,155		14,077		13,421		13,471		13,621		13,057		13,195		13,008



Metro Ridership



Friendship Heights	1998	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	8424	8581	9089	9195	9172	9321	9310	9268	9771	9713	10189	9696	9804	9957	9671	9703	9620	9466	Bethesda	1998	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	7889	7885	8489	8591	8717	9205	9436	9946	10530	10738	10988	10730	10605	10785	10888	10808	10875	10708	Silver Spring	1998	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	10579	10610	11492	12040	12034	12374	12464	13078	14032	14777	15155	14077	13421	13471	13621	13057	13195	13008	









5-Bikeway

				Plan Recommendation				Reality Check

				Improvement		Funding Responsibility

		Bicycle Network Recommendations

		Class I		GEICO greenway		private		x

				North side of Western Ave		private		o

				Chevy Chase greenway and Montgomery St		public & private		x

		Class II or III		Belmont Ave / Grove St		public		x

				GEICO streets		private		x

				Friendship Blvd btw Western Ave / Somerset Ter		public		x

				North Park & South Park Aves		public		x

				Willard Ave		public		x

		Bicycle Storage		@ Metro		public		o

		 'o' indicates partial implementation.







5-PedStreetscape

				Plan Recommendation

				Improvement		Funding

		Wisconcin Circle 		mid-block pedestrian crossing		public

				traffic signal

				fence removal

		"		streetscape		private

		Wisconcin Ave		urban boulevard		private

		Willard Ave		Promenade		private

		Western Ave		Promenade		private

		Friendship Blvd		pedestrian crossings		public

		Friendship Heights Village		additional trees		public (special tax district)






6. Environmental: Recommendations are vague, reiterative of other
guidelines or offer no definitive measure.

* Impervious Surface/Water Quality: no quantitative measure to
implement or check against.
- ‘minimize impervious surface... maximize landscape plantings’

Y1d ALNNOD AHIINOOLNOWN

Air Quality: recommendations reiterate other guidelines.
- ‘... mixed land uses near transit stops’
- ‘encourage the use of alternatives to single-occupant vehicle
travel’

Noise: vague guideline
- ‘support noise-compatible design’

Stormwater Management: DPS has regulatory authority.
- ‘... Where site conditions permit’




Key Takeaways from Friendship Heights Sector Plan Reality Check

 The Plan successfully facilitated some infill development, supporting
residential and retail uses close to the Metro station.

e The Community Center was built as envisioned through a public-private
partnership, but it did not meet the design goals set in the plan. How can
plans balance design standards with flexibility for changing conditions?
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e Affordable housing development did not achieve the plan goals since an
alternative payment was permitted.




Key Takeaways from Friendship Heights Sector Plan Reality Check

 Environmental goals were vague, which made them hard to evaluate. How
can plans provide more specific targets for hard-to-quantify issues?

 Transportation results were mixed. Traffic congestion at most intersections
was lighter than projected, but only a few of the bikeway improvements were
made.
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Agenda

 [Introduction to Master Plan Reality Check
e Analysis of 1998 Friendship Heights Sector Plan

* Analysis of 1997 Fairland Master Plan

0 ONINNY1d ALNNOD AYIINOODLNOW

e Next Steps and Q&A
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Plan Area Context

_~ Howard County

~[ Regional Context }

e US 29 bisects the entire north-south length |
of the plan area A / .

* Area directly affected by traffic generatedin | ? / e\ /
Prince George’s and Howard counties. /™ ' 99,78,
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~[ Historical Context }

 Development moratorium was imposed in
Fairland/White Oak Policy Area between
1986 to 2002 due to lack of road capacity.

..- Fairland/White Oak

Policy Area




Plan Highlights: Fairland was envisioned as a “livable suburban

=
. . el . . =)
communlty,” where communlty COﬂﬂECtIVIty IS empha5|zed. :.-E'>
o
: : o : : =
[Re5|dentlal Communities ] [Nelghborhood Retail ] 2
o
o
e Emphasize suburban densities and e |mprove circulation, access, and =
single-family detached housing appearance .
=
>
[Community Accessibility ] [ Employment Centers ]
e |nterconnect local streets, bikeways, e Diversify uses to develop self-sufficient,
sidewalks and paths modern centers.
[Open Space ]

e Surround and interlace communities
with open spaces and greenways




Plan Concept: The Plan identifies Fairland as a primarily residential area
served by neighborhood retail and employment centers.

Fairland Master Plan Area

Retail Centers
¢ 1% Burtonsville Retail Area

NINNVY1d ALNNOD AHIINOOLNON

$2% Briggs Chaney Retail Area

Employment Centers
'3 Burtonsville Employment Area
¢4 US 29/Cherry Hill Rd Employment Area




Indicators: The study conducted an in-depth analysis of 19 indicators in
SiX categories.

1. Residential Development - Number of dwelling units

- Housing type mix

- Approved but unbuilt projects

- Moderately Priced Dwelling Units
2. Non-residential Development - Building space by use

- FAR utilization

- Approved but unbuilt projects

- Number of jobs
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3a. Community Facilities - Schools - Number of public school sites
- Public school enrollment and capacity
3b. Community Facilities - Parks - Park development acreage

- Recreational facilities
4. Urban Design - Historic resources

aivland-National Gapital Paik ancd Planning Coimmission




Indicators: The study conducted an in-depth analysis of 19 indicators in
SiX categories.

- Transportation investment (US 29)
- Traffic capacity

- Bikeway network

- Sidewalk network

- Impervious surfaces
- Water quality
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1. Residential Development: Approximately two-thirds of expected
new housing units have been built.

HOUSING MIX BREAKDOWN
* Plan proposed approximately 1,850 SED - SEA m MF

new housing units in addition to the
existing 14,113 units.

e 1,254 additional units have been built
or are under construction.
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HOUSING UNITS

1% 35% 37%

Housing Type Percentage Share

34%

95%
31% 34% 32%

. Plan
Plan Projection Reality 1997 Condition Recommendation

Total DU:  (=16,000) (15,367 Built or Approved) Total DU:  (14,113) (=16,000) (15,367)
Source: Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)

Reality




1. Residential Development — Affordability: Rental apartments are all
naturally affordable (80% AMI), and MPDUs are mostly for ownership.

e 82% of rental units are affordable to
households with income eligible for
rental MPDUs (65% AMI).

NV1d ALNNOD AH3INOOLNOW

 Only one apartment facility was built
within the past 25 years — Arbor Crest
currently offers 24 rental MPDUs out
of 80 units.

e Most MPDUs are owner-occupied. 28
for sale units have been approved
between time of Plan adoption and §
2014.

MPDU Rental Units

MPDU Sale Units - New
MPDU Sale Units - Existing

/
Source: Rental Housing Survey, Department of Housing and Community Affairs (DHCA)




2. Non-Residential Development — Land Use: Total development by

land use meets projection.

e Some structures categorized as
industrial space are occupied by
office or retail.

e Plan did not project amount of
Institutional/Community space to
be developed.

e Religious facilities comprise a
considerable amount of
Institutional/Community
development.

NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT(SF)

H Office
7,000,000

6,000,000

5,000,000

4,000,000

3,000,000

2,000,000

1,000,000

M Industrial M Retail

1,100,000

810,000

2,800,000

Plan Projection
(4,710,000 SF)

M Institutional/Community

1,221,140
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1,549,983

1,718,394

2,093,546

Reality
(6,583,063 SF)



2. Non-Residential Development — Jobs: The number of jobs in the Plan
area has increased slightly.

NUMBER OF JOBS

e The Plan projected the area would
have 31,900 jobs.

e Approximately 1,300 jobs have
been added since 1995, for a total
of 17,106.

NV1d ALNNOD AH3INOOLNOW

* Predominance of industrial, retail,
and religious uses generates fewer
jobs PSF than office uses.

* Projection source is not
documented, and may have
derived from outside data.

1995 Condition Plan Projection Reality




2. Non-Residential Development — Land Use: Goal to diversify uses in

Community

and other compatible retail uses.

e Burtonsville employment area is still
predominantly office or industrial
use. Vacant, developable parcels
offer potential for improvement.

=

. . . o

employment areas has achieved qualifying success. =
Industrial 2

e US 29/Cherry Hill Rd employment DRics 3
area is self-supported by restaurants Institutional/ Q

c

3

")

>

P4
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2. Non-Residential Development — Density: Development density is less

=

. . .« . =)

than permitted by zoning standards, but similar to Germantown. =

o

FAR UTILIZATION RATE =

)

35% 33% ;

31% o

30% %

=

25% 24% g

z

20% 2

15% 2

15% .

11% T
10%
5%
0%

Burtonsville Retail Area Briggs Chaney Retail Burtonsville US 29/Cherry Hill Rd Average of
Area Employment Area Employment Area Retail/Employment
Centers

*Germantown’s FAR Utilization Rate was 13% for the Employment Corridor and 30% for the Town Center

respectively.
Source: Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)




3a. Community Facilities — Schools: Future elementary school site
designated as recommended. |

e A 14 acre school site is identified in
development plans but not yet
reflected in Public Schools’ Capital
Program. £

/ ES Site

e All elementary schools within Plan
area are operating under the Class
Size Reduction(CSR) program.
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e Fairland ES and Galway ES expanded
capacity in the past 10 years.

Source: Montgomery County Public Schools




3b. Community Facilities — Parkland: County followed through on
planned investment in parks and open space.

e All parks proposed in the Plan
have been successfully acquired
by or dedicated to M-NCPPC.

e Additional sites not identified
by Plan have also been added to
parkland.

e Total area of parkland has
increased from 1,586 to 3,700
acres since Plan adoption.
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3c. Community Facilities — Recreational Facilities: County followed

through on needs for recreational facilities identified in Plan.

o

Playgrounds
Athletic Fields
Baseball/Softball
Soccer
Cricket
Basketball/Multi-use Courts
Tennis Courts

Anticipated
Needs

13
19

9.5
13

Reality

16
22

11
20

Recreational Facilities

13

Recreational Facilities
ie Playgrounds

Inline Hockey
Baseball / Softbhall

O

Soccer
Cricket
Basketball / Multi-use

ON N J

Tennis

Source: Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation (SDAT)
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Indicators

				Master Plan Reality Check Overview of Indicators

				The following table is intended to provide a menu of potential indicators for monitoring progress on Master Plan implementation.  Some indicators may not be universally applicable to all plans. 

				Category		Indicators (measureable units)		Existing (+Approved)		Proposed Total

				1. Commercial Development		Commercial land use types (Square feet)		Office: 2.8M sf		additional n'hood retail/employment unnecessary

								Retail: 1.1M sf		redevelopment may be desirable

								Industrial: 810K sf		develop diversity of uses(restaurants, banks) in existing employment areas

						FAR utilization (%)

						Building heights (Feet)

						Pipeline (Square feet; Median age of plan; Number of approvals)

						Building Lot Terminations (BLT)

						Staging status, if applicable (Approximate square feet; CIP completion)

						Number of jobs3		15,800



				2. Residential Development		Residential building type mix		4376 SFD/4777 SFA/4960 MF		5517 SFD/5547 SFA/4960 MF

						Number of dwelling units

						MPDU				Encourage dispersal/provide sufficient amenities

						Available Transferable Development Rights (TDR) 

						Number of residents

						Pipeline (Square feet; Median age of plan; Number of approvals; Number of dwelling units)

										senior housing



				3a. Community Facilities - Schools		Enrollment (# students)

						Capacity (# students)

						Number of public school sites (CIP)		 		+1 ES

						Number of public school sites over capacity

						School cluster adequacy test

				3b. Community Facilities - Parks		Park development (Acreage/# Sites)4		1586.3 Acres		Park, Recreation and Open Space Master Plan Update 1993

						Recreational Facilities				Table XI

						Private open space

				3c. Community Facilities - Public facilities		Completion of proposed public facilities at recommended locations (CIP)				Recommended Additions to CIP (Table XVI)



				4. Urban Design		Historic preservation (Sites identified)				Fig. 49 Resources under consideration for master plan designation

						Land use and visual quality assessment (built versus guidelines)

						 

				5. Transportation		Intersection capacity (LOS)

						Transit investment (CIP)				encourage carpool/transit

						Transit investment (not in CIP)				Transportation Demand Management Program(TDM)

						Commute mode share (%)

						Bicycle - Miles of bicycle lanes				bikeway proposal (Fig.40, Table IX)

						Pedestrian - Miles of sidewalks				sidewalk proposal (Fig.41, Table X)

						Transportation investment (CIP)				physical alterations to US29

						APFO		Fairland-White Oak Policy Area - housing(1984) & job(1988) moratorium



				6. Environment 		Stormwater management (Variable measures, ie. Impervious cap)

						Impervious surface cap (Water quality monitoring data; Impervious coverage)				limit impervious surfaces 

						Tree Canopy coverage (Acreage)

						Forest conservation easements (Acreage)				Protect remaining, and expand, forest cover



				7. Public Benefits		Using optional method (recommending CR/CRT/LSC/EOF zones)

						Degree of exchange (Additional square feet; Number of additional units; Number of additional stories; TDR; BLT)



				8. Other Indicators of Plan Implementation5		Commercial vacancy rate (%)

						Rent burden (% AMI)

						Connectivity Index (Pending variables)

						Land utilization (Developable parcel vacancy rate)

						Jobs-housing balance (%)

						Live/work ratio (% of residents)



				1 N/A = Not Available

				2 Light - the data are easily available and no data creation or interpretation is required; Moderate - the data are not readily available and/or interpretation or calculations are required; Heavy - expertise and/or significant analysis is required

				3 QCEW data includes wage and salary employment covered by unemployment insurance.  It does not include the self-employed, members of the armed forces, and wage and salary employees not covered by unemployment insurance

				4 Parks refers to park space developed by M-NCPPC and other state and federal agencies.  It excludes privately developed parks.

				5 These indicators may only be applicable in limited cases or may only describe the general health of a district and not be relevant targets for inclusion in plans. 





NonResDev

				Plan Projection		Reality

		Office		2,800,000		2,093,546

		Industrial		810,000		1,718,394

		Retail		1,100,000		1,549,983

		Other				1,221,140

				4,710,000		6,583,063



NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT



Office	[VALUE]
[VALUE]

Plan Projection	Reality	2800000	2093546	Industrial	
Plan Projection	Reality	810000	1718394	Retail	
Plan Projection	Reality	1100000	1549983	Other	
Plan Projection	Reality	1221140	





FAR

				Total Gr Fl sf		Total Area		C-FAR		Max sf		FAR Util		Vacant

		US 29/Cherry Hill Rd Emp Area		3,304,660		14,436,868		0.75		10,827,651		31%

		Burtonsville Industrial Area		450,938		1,260,428		0.75		777,813		33%		223,344

						242,839		2.5		607,097

		Briggs Chaney Retail		466,037		38,951		0.5		19,475		11%

						138,045		0.75		103,534

						2,259,104		1.5		3,388,656

						257,599		2.5		643,998

		Burtonsville Retail		609,408		2,688,837		1.5		4,033,255		15%

						3,133,419

						(18,203)

						(421,380)												1143815.952809		722436.011891		421379.940918

						(5,000)





Jobs

				1995		Projected		Reality (2014)

		Commercial/Retail		2900		4700

		Office/Industrial		12900		35200

		Total		15,800		39,900		17,106





Housing

				Existing (1997)				Projection				Reality (2015)

		Housing Units																% of Projected +

		Total Count		14,113				16,024				15,367						66%

		Housing Mix										Built		Unbuilt

		Single Family Detached		4,376		31%		5,517		34%		4,797		174		32%

		Single Family Attached		4,777		34%		5,547		35%		5,703		14		37%

		Multi-Family		4,960		35%		4,960		31%		4,679		-		30%

												15,179		188		100%

								1,911				95%		1%











IncAff

																		Germantown Apartments Affordability at 30% of Income, 65% AMI												Income Needed to Avoid being Cost Burdened (30%)										Affordability/AMI Levels (Based on 100% AMI)

		FacilityName		BD_0		BD_1		BD_2		BD_3		BD_4		Affd Units		Total Units		AVGRENT_0		AVGRENT_1		AVGRENT_2		AVGRENT_3		AVGRENT_4		AVGRENT_Total		AVGRENT_0		AVGRENT_1		AVGRENT_2		AVGRENT_3		AVGRENT_4		AVGRENT_0		AVGRENT_1		AVGRENT_2		AVGRENT_3		AVGRENT_4

																		$   1,217		$   1,339		$   1,443		$   1,746		$   1,823														$   74,900		$   82,390		$   88,810		$   107,440		$   112,160

		Country Place Apartments I				48		120		24				192		192				$   1,233.81		$   1,442.84		$   1,667.96				$   1,418.72				$   49,353		$   57,714		$   66,718						60%		65%		62%

		Windsor Court/Windsor Towers		1		187		229		25				442		442		$   850.00		$   1,016.94		$   1,262.23		$   1,396.88				$   1,165.14		$   34,000		$   40,678		$   50,489		$   55,875				45%		49%		57%		52%

		Knights Bridge I				47		188		15				235		250				$   1,191.57		$   1,350.74		$   2,039.33				$   1,362.14				$   47,663		$   54,030		$   81,573						58%		61%		76%

		Knights Bridge I I				40		154		11				205		205				$   1,076.45		$   1,355.81		$   1,431.18				$   1,305.34				$   43,058		$   54,232		$   57,247						52%		61%		53%

		Snowdens Ridge				12		21		54				87		87				$   1,092.00		$   1,124.76		$   1,292.26				$   1,224.21				$   43,680		$   44,990		$   51,690						53%		51%		48%

		Montclair Apartments L P				88		165						253		253				$   1,207.76		$   1,369.78						$   1,313.42				$   48,310		$   54,791								59%		62%

		Woodvale Apartments				110		216		46				372		372				$   1,074.35		$   1,216.38		$   1,308.30				$   1,185.75				$   42,974		$   48,655		$   52,332						52%		55%		49%

		Paint Branch Park		1		7				7				15		15		$   - 0		$   939.14				$   1,131.43				$   966.27				$   37,566				$   45,257						46%				42%

		Ashford At Woodlake				167		289		76				532		532				$   1,097.96		$   1,315.70		$   1,567.26				$   1,283.29				$   43,918		$   52,628		$   62,691						53%		59%		58%

		Hampton Hollow				161		76						161		237				$   1,211.88		$   1,505.67						$   1,306.09				$   48,475		$   60,227								59%		68%

		Arbor Crest Of Silver Spring				24		56						24		80				$   1,067.54		$   1,531.16						$   1,392.08				$   42,702		$   61,246								52%		69%

		Country Place Apartments I I				30		74		16				46		120				$   1,176.77		$   1,457.89		$   1,599.13				$   1,406.44				$   47,071		$   58,316		$   63,965						57%		66%		60%

		Hampton Point				219		130						219		349				$   1,260.14		$   1,578.85						$   1,378.86				$   50,406		$   63,154								61%		71%

		Aston Woods				130		129						130		259				$   1,260.20		$   1,454.21						$   1,356.83				$   50,408		$   58,168								61%		65%

		Aventine Silver Spring				183		187		55				183		425				$   1,215.28		$   1,496.51		$   1,809.85				$   1,415.97				$   48,611		$   59,860		$   72,394						59%		67%		67%

		Drings Reach				28		72		4				104		104				$   1,116.50		$   1,320.14		$   1,474.50				$   1,271.25				$   44,660		$   52,806		$   58,980						54%		59%		55%

		Spring Parc Apartments				119		231		46				396		396				$   1,199.71		$   1,387.65		$   1,559.52				$   1,351.13				$   47,988		$   55,506		$   62,381						58%		62%		58%

		Waterford Tower				40		89		12				52		141				$   1,261.13		$   1,457.47		$   1,650.25				$   1,418.18				$   50,445		$   58,299		$   66,010						61%		66%		61%



		Non-Affordable (>30%, 65% AMI) Units						741		70						811

		% Non-Affordable						31%		18%						18%

		Affordable Units		2		1640		1685		321				3648		3648

		% Affordable		100%		100%		69%		82%				100%		82%

		Total		2		1640		2426		391		0		3648		4459





Schools

						Capacity								Enrollment

						02/03		05/06		10/11		15/16

		ES		Galway		630		436		722		777		807		104%		CSR

				Greencastle		718		572		562		604		759		126%		CSR

				Fairland		473		354		345		640		643		100%		CSR

				Burtonsville		707		640		593		485		613		126%		CSR

		(OB)		William T. Page		466		348		353		389		421		108%		  

		MS		Banneker								803		863		107%

		(OB)		Briggs Chaney								969		866		89%

		HS		Paint Branch								2,025		1,996		99%

		(OB)		Blake								1,734		1,579		91%





Parks

				Existing Acreage (1997)

		Burtonsville Local Park		29.2		33.3

		Calverton Conservation Area		1.2		1.3

		Calverton/Fairland Local Park		52.1		61.0

		Galway Drive Local Park		9

		Columbia Local Park		25.2		25.0

		Countryside Neighborhood Park		21.2		20.8

		Edgewood Neighborhood Park		9.6		9.4

		Fairland Recreational Park		319.2		374.1

		McKnew Neighborhood Park		22.5		22.7

		Paint Branch Stream Valley Park		459.7		392.7

		Stonecrest Conservation Area		19.7		19.7

		Tanglewood Neighborhood Park		18.7		22.3

		West Fairland Local Park		19		18.4

		WSSC Reservoir/Patuxent Watershed		580

		Cross Creek Club Local Park						p

		Duvall Rd Neighborhood Conservation Area

		Fairdale Rd Neighborhood Conservation Area

		McKnew Conservation Park						p

		Miles Rd Neighborhood Conservation Area

		Santini Rd Local Park

		Stonehedge Local Park						p





RecFac

				Play Grounds		Athletic Fields				Basketball/ Multi-Use Courts

		Total		4		5				4

		Burtonsville Local Park				3

		Stonehedge Local Park		1		1				1

		Local Park (Brigss Chaney - ICC)		2		2				2

		Paint Branch HS		1		2				1

		Additional Needs 2010				1				2

				Existing + Planned (1997)		Additional Needs		Anticipated Needs		Reality

		Recreational Facilities

		Playgrounds		12		1		13		16

		Athletic Fields		13		6		19		22

		    Baseball/Softball								13

		    Soccer								8

		    Cricket								1

		Basketball/Multi-use Courts		6.5		3		9.5		11

		Tennis Courts		13		0		13		20





Historic

				Existing		Proposed		Additional

		Master Plan for Historic Preservation Sites

		1.    Spencer/Oursler House		●

		2.    Duvall/Kruhm House		●

		3.    Water's Gift		●

		4.    Maiden's Fancy		●

		5.    Liberty Grove Church		●

		6.    Julius Marlowe House		●

		7.    Conley House		●

		8.    Bennett-Allnut House				●

		9.    Burton Family Cemetery				●

		10.  Burton Log House						●





US29

		Grade Separated Interchange Priority List		Reality

		MD 198/Dustin Rd		Completed (2004)

		Briggs Chaney Rd		Completed (2007)

		Randolph Rd		Completed (2005)

		Tech Rd/Industrial Parkway		Not Funded

		Stewart Lane		Not Funded

		Musgrove Rd/Fairland Rd		Funded for Design

		Blackburn Rd/Greencastle Rd		Not Funded





Traffic

				1996 Report				Reality

				Congested in 1996		Expected to be Congested		Actual Traffic		Data Year

		Intersection Traffic Conditions

		Columbia Pike @ Spencerville Rd		●		-		-		n/a

		Columbia Pike @ Briggs Chaney Rd		●		-		●		2014

		Briggs Chaney Rd @ Old Columbia Pike		●		●		●		"

		Briggs Chaney Rd @ Castle Blvd		●		-		●		"

		Columbia Pike @ Fairland Rd		●		-		●		"

		Columbia Pike @ Musgrove Rd		●		-		●		2015

		Columbia Pike @ Cherry Hill Rd		●		-		●		"

		Cherry Hill Rd @ Calverton Blvd		●		-		●		"

		Old Columbia Pike @ Randolph Rd		-		●		●		2013

		Old Columbia Pike @ Musgrove Rd		-		●		-		n/a

		Columbia Pike @ Tech Rd		-		●		●		2014

		Sandy Spring Rd @ McKnew Rd		-		-		●		2009

		Columbia Pike @ Greencastle Rd		-		-		●		2014





Bikeway

						Existing 		Planned Class		Reality

		EB-10		Briggs Chaney Rd		●

		EB-12		Cherry Hill Rd		●

		EB-6		Fairland Rd		●

		EB-13		Old Columbia Pike		●				no upgrade

		EB-8		Paint Branch Trail		●

		PB-43		Briggs Chaney Rd				I 		I

		PB-45		Calverton Blvd				III		-

		PB-46		Cedar Tree Dr				III		-

		PB-47		Cedar Tree Dr Connector				I		-

		PB-43		Deer Park Connector				II/III		-

		PB-20		East Randolph Rd				II		I

		PB-49		Fairdale Rd				III		-

		PB-50		Fairland Rd				I		I

		PB-59		Galway Dr				III		-		not in plan

		PB-52		Greencastle Rd				I		-

		PB-54		Proposed ICC				I		partial

		PB-56		Marlow Rd				III		-

		PB-58		Paint Branch Connector				I/II		-

		PB-21		Paint Branch Trail						-		not in plan

		PB-22		Paint Branch Trail				I		-		not in plan

		PB-41		Patuxent Trail				unpaved		-

		PB-60		Prosperity Dr				II		-

		PB-61		Riding Stable Rd				III		-

		PB-62		Robey Rd				I		I

		PB-64		Serpentine Way				III		-

		PB-34		Spencerville Rd				I/II		-

		PB-65		Tech Rd				II		-

		PB-66		Local US 29				I		partial





Sidewalk

		Friendlywood/Fairdale Rds		partial

		Old Columbia Pike		Y

		Blackburn Rd		Y

		McKnew Rd		X

		Saddle Creek Dr extension				site under construction

		Sheffield Manor Dr		partial

		Loma Linda Dr extension		?

		Briggs Chaney Rd		partial

		Fairland Rd		disconnect at US 29

		East Randolph Rd		Y

		Greencastle Rd		near complete





Environ

										Impervious				Forest Cover

						SW sf		SW Acres		1990		Current		1990				% Point Increase

		Impervious Surface of Watersheds/Subwatersheds

		Little Paint Branch

				Silverwood		56,367,438		1,294		19.5%		20.8%		40.5				1.3%

				Greencastle		39,001,112		895		29.7%		46.2%		20.1				16.5%

				Tanglewood		28,041,993		644		23.5%		53.2%		31.5				29.7%

				Galway		29,628,219		680		24.5%		41.6%		15.8				17.1%

		Paint Branch

				Right Fork		40,286,693		925		9.6%		14.0%						4.4%

				Fairland Farms & Mainstem						20.5%		30.8%						10.2%

				Upper Mainstem		33,399,988		767				19%						18.7%

				Snowden Farms		18,810,658		432				37%						36.6%

				Middle Mainstem		43,279,549		994				28%						28.3%

				Lower Mainstem		81,379,307		1,868				36%						35.7%

				West Farm				- 0		17.9%		47.5%						29.6%

				West Farm		26,423,627		607				50%						49.8%

				Paint Branch		2,050,152		47				17%						17.0%

		Patuxent								7.0%		9.3%						2.2%

				RockyGorge, MainEast, DustinRd, BelleCoteDr, MainWest, BurtonsvillePk						7.0		9.3%

				Rocky Gorge		58,155,432		1,335				7%

				Dustin Road		26,190,835		601				14%

				Kruhm Road		25,732,891		591				13%

				Oursler Road		19,185,067		440				6%






4. Urban Design: Private sector development has not addressed
connectivity goals as effectively.

* Plan lacks guidelines for urban
design.

e Retail centers have been
developed as auto-oriented
strip malls inadequate to foster
pedestrian access from nearby
communities.
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e The 2012 Burtonsville
Crossroads Neighborhood Plan
aims to further address this
issue.
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4. Urban Design — Historic Resources: Preservation of historic sites
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Source: Montgomery County Planning Department




Indicators

				Master Plan Reality Check Overview of Indicators

				The following table is intended to provide a menu of potential indicators for monitoring progress on Master Plan implementation.  Some indicators may not be universally applicable to all plans. 

				Category		Indicators (measureable units)		Existing (+Approved)		Proposed Total

				1. Commercial Development		Commercial land use types (Square feet)		Office: 2.8M sf		additional n'hood retail/employment unnecessary

								Retail: 1.1M sf		redevelopment may be desirable

								Industrial: 810K sf		develop diversity of uses(restaurants, banks) in existing employment areas

						FAR utilization (%)

						Building heights (Feet)

						Pipeline (Square feet; Median age of plan; Number of approvals)

						Building Lot Terminations (BLT)

						Staging status, if applicable (Approximate square feet; CIP completion)

						Number of jobs3		15,800



				2. Residential Development		Residential building type mix		4376 SFD/4777 SFA/4960 MF		5517 SFD/5547 SFA/4960 MF

						Number of dwelling units

						MPDU				Encourage dispersal/provide sufficient amenities

						Available Transferable Development Rights (TDR) 

						Number of residents

						Pipeline (Square feet; Median age of plan; Number of approvals; Number of dwelling units)

										senior housing



				3a. Community Facilities - Schools		Enrollment (# students)

						Capacity (# students)

						Number of public school sites (CIP)		 		+1 ES

						Number of public school sites over capacity

						School cluster adequacy test

				3b. Community Facilities - Parks		Park development (Acreage/# Sites)4		1586.3 Acres		Park, Recreation and Open Space Master Plan Update 1993

						Recreational Facilities				Table XI

						Private open space

				3c. Community Facilities - Public facilities		Completion of proposed public facilities at recommended locations (CIP)				Recommended Additions to CIP (Table XVI)



				4. Urban Design		Historic preservation (Sites identified)				Fig. 49 Resources under consideration for master plan designation

						Land use and visual quality assessment (built versus guidelines)

						 

				5. Transportation		Intersection capacity (LOS)

						Transit investment (CIP)				encourage carpool/transit

						Transit investment (not in CIP)				Transportation Demand Management Program(TDM)

						Commute mode share (%)

						Bicycle - Miles of bicycle lanes				bikeway proposal (Fig.40, Table IX)

						Pedestrian - Miles of sidewalks				sidewalk proposal (Fig.41, Table X)

						Transportation investment (CIP)				physical alterations to US29

						APFO		Fairland-White Oak Policy Area - housing(1984) & job(1988) moratorium



				6. Environment 		Stormwater management (Variable measures, ie. Impervious cap)

						Impervious surface cap (Water quality monitoring data; Impervious coverage)				limit impervious surfaces 

						Tree Canopy coverage (Acreage)

						Forest conservation easements (Acreage)				Protect remaining, and expand, forest cover



				7. Public Benefits		Using optional method (recommending CR/CRT/LSC/EOF zones)

						Degree of exchange (Additional square feet; Number of additional units; Number of additional stories; TDR; BLT)



				8. Other Indicators of Plan Implementation5		Commercial vacancy rate (%)

						Rent burden (% AMI)

						Connectivity Index (Pending variables)

						Land utilization (Developable parcel vacancy rate)

						Jobs-housing balance (%)

						Live/work ratio (% of residents)



				1 N/A = Not Available

				2 Light - the data are easily available and no data creation or interpretation is required; Moderate - the data are not readily available and/or interpretation or calculations are required; Heavy - expertise and/or significant analysis is required

				3 QCEW data includes wage and salary employment covered by unemployment insurance.  It does not include the self-employed, members of the armed forces, and wage and salary employees not covered by unemployment insurance

				4 Parks refers to park space developed by M-NCPPC and other state and federal agencies.  It excludes privately developed parks.

				5 These indicators may only be applicable in limited cases or may only describe the general health of a district and not be relevant targets for inclusion in plans. 





NonResDev

						Reality

		Office		2,800,000		2,093,546

		Industrial		810,000		1,718,394

		Retail		1,100,000		1,549,983

		Other				1,221,140

				4,710,000		6,583,063





FAR

				Total Gr Fl sf		Total Area		C-FAR		Max sf		FAR Util		Vacant

		US 29/Cherry Hill Rd Emp Area		3,304,660		14,436,868		0.75		10,827,651		31%

		Burtonsville Industrial Area		450,938		1,260,428		0.75		777,813		33%		223,344

						242,839		2.5		607,097

		Briggs Chaney Retail		466,037		38,951		0.5		19,475		11%

						138,045		0.75		103,534

						2,259,104		1.5		3,388,656

						257,599		2.5		643,998

		Burtonsville Retail		609,408		2,688,837		1.5		4,033,255		15%

						3,133,419

						(18,203)

						(421,380)												1143815.952809		722436.011891		421379.940918

						(5,000)





Jobs

				1995		Projected		Reality (2014)

		Commercial/Retail		2900		4700

		Office/Industrial		12900		35200

		Total		15,800		39,900		17,106





Housing

				Existing (1987)				Projection				Reality (2015)

		Housing Units																% of Projected +

		Total Count		14,113				16,024				15,367						66%

		Housing Mix										Built		Unbuilt

		Single Family Detached		4,376		31%		5,517		34%		4,797		174		31%

		Single Family Attached		4,777		34%		5,547		35%		5,703		14		37%

		Multi-Family		4,960		35%		4,960		31%		4,679		-		30%















Affordability





MPDU





Schools

						Capacty		Enrollment

		ES		Galway		777		807		104%		CSR

				Greencastle		604		759		126%		CSR

				Fairland		640		643		100%		CSR

				Burtonsville		485		613		126%		CSR

		(OB)		William T. Page		389		421		108%		CSR

		MS		Banneker		803		863		107%

		(OB)		Briggs Chaney		969		866		89%

		HS		Paint Branch		2,025		1,996		99%

		(OB)		Blake		1,734		1,579		91%





Parks

				Play Grounds		Athletic Fields		Basketball/ Multi-Use Courts

		Total		4		5		4

		Burtonsville Local Park				3

		Stonehedge Local Park		1		1		1

		Local Park (Brigss Chaney - ICC)		2		2		2

		Paint Branch HS		1		2		1

		Additional Needs 2010				1		2





Historic

				Existing		Proposed		Additional

		Master Plan for Historic Preservation Sites

		1.    Spencer/Oursler House		●

		2.    Duvall/Kruhm House		●

		3.    Water's Gift		●

		4.    Maiden's Fancy		●

		5.    Liberty Grove Church		●

		6.    Julius Marlowe House		●

		7.    Conley House		●

		8.    Bennett-Allnut House				●

		9.    Burton Family Cemetery				●

		10.  Burton Log House						●





US29

		Grade Separated Interchange Priority List		Reality

		MD 198/Dustin Rd		Completed (2004)

		Briggs Chaney Rd		Completed (2007)

		Randolph Rd		Completed (2005)

		Tech Rd/Industrial Parkway		Not Funded

		Stewart Lane		Not Funded

		Musgrove Rd/Fairland Rd		Funded for Design

		Blackburn Rd/Greencastle Rd		Not Funded





Traffic

				1996 Report				Reality

		Intersection		Existing Congestion		Expected Congestion		Actual Traffic		Data Year

		Columbia Pike @ Spencerville Rd		●				-		n/a

		Columbia Pike @ Briggs Chaney Rd		●				●		2014

		Briggs Chaney Rd @ Old Columbia Pike		●		●		●		"

		Briggs Chaney Rd @ Castle Blvd		●				●		"

		Columbia Pike @ Fairland Rd		●				●		"

		Columbia Pike @ Musgrove Rd		●				●		2015

		Columbia Pike @ Cherry Hill Rd		●				●		"

		Cherry Hill Rd @ Calverton Blvd		●				●		"

		Old Columbia Pike @ Randolph Rd				●		●		2013

		Old Columbia Pike @ Musgrove Rd				●		-		n/a

		Columbia Pike @ Tech Rd				●		●		2014

		Sandy Spring Rd @ McKnew Rd						●		2009

		Columbia Pike @ Greencastle Rd						●		2014





Bikeway

						Existing 		Planned Class		Reality

		EB-10		Briggs Chaney Rd		●

		EB-12		Cherry Hill Rd		●

		EB-6		Fairland Rd		●

		EB-13		Old Columbia Pike		●				no upgrade

		EB-8		Paint Branch Trail		●

		PB-43		Briggs Chaney Rd				I 		I

		PB-45		Calverton Blvd				III		-

		PB-46		Cedar Tree Dr				III		-

		PB-47		Cedar Tree Dr Connector				I		-

		PB-43		Deer Park Connector				II/III		-

		PB-20		East Randolph Rd				II		I

		PB-49		Fairdale Rd				III		-

		PB-50		Fairland Rd				I		I

		PB-59		Galway Dr				III		-		not in plan

		PB-52		Greencastle Rd				I		-

		PB-54		Proposed ICC				I		partial

		PB-56		Marlow Rd				III		-

		PB-58		Paint Branch Connector				I/II		-

		PB-21		Paint Branch Trail						-		not in plan

		PB-22		Paint Branch Trail				I		-		not in plan

		PB-41		Patuxent Trail				unpaved		-

		PB-60		Prosperity Dr				II		-

		PB-61		Riding Stable Rd				III		-

		PB-62		Robey Rd				I		I

		PB-64		Serpentine Way				III		-

		PB-34		Spencerville Rd				I/II		-

		PB-65		Tech Rd				II		-

		PB-66		Local US 29				I		partial





Sidewalk

		Friendlywood/Fairdale Rds		partial

		Old Columbia Pike		Y

		Blackburn Rd		Y

		McKnew Rd		X

		Saddle Creek Dr extension				site under construction

		Sheffield Manor Dr		partial

		Loma Linda Dr extension		?

		Briggs Chaney Rd		partial

		Fairland Rd		disconnect at US 29

		East Randolph Rd		Y

		Greencastle Rd		near complete





Environ

										Impervious				Forest Cover

				Subwatershed		SW sf		SW Acres		1990		Current		1990

		Little Paint Branch

				Silverwood		56,367,438		1,294		19.5		20.8%		40.5

				Greencastle		39,001,112		895		29.7		46.2%		20.1

				Tanglewood		28,041,993		644		23.5		53.2%		31.5

				Galway		29,628,219		680		24.5		41.6%		15.8

		Paint Branch

				Right Fork		40,286,693		925		9.6		14.0%

				Fairland Farms & Mainstem						20.5		30.8%

				Upper Mainstem		33,399,988		767				19%

				Snowden Farms		18,810,658		432				37%

				Middle Mainstem		43,279,549		994				28%

				Lower Mainstem		81,379,307		1,868				36%

				West Farm				- 0		17.9		47.5%

				West Farm		26,423,627		607				50%

				Paint Branch		2,050,152		47				17%

		Patuxent

				RockyGorge, MainEast, DustinRd, BelleCoteDr, MainWest, BurtonsvillePk						7.0		9.3%

				Rocky Gorge		58,155,432		1,335				7%

				Dustin Road		26,190,835		601				14%

				Kruhm Road		25,732,891		591				13%

				Oursler Road		19,185,067		440				6%






5. Transportation — Road Network

e 4 of 10 Plan-recommended US 29
grade-separated interchanges have
been completed.

e Intercounty Connector has been
completed, with an additional
grade-separated interchange at US
29.
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 Next phase of grade-separated
interchange construction has been
funded for design.

Completed ()

_ Funded for Design
v L ,___..._.- Not Funded (’

Source: Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT)




5. Transportation — Intersection Analysis -

e Traffic projection focused on
intersections with existing
congestion or expected to be
congested.

e Congestion is as projected or better
at most intersections.

e Congestion persists at 2 of 11
intersections despite projection of
improvement.
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Source: Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT)




5. Transportation — Bikeway: Connection between communities and
commercial destinations has improved, but is not complete.

e 6 of 23 Plan-recommended bikeway
segments have been completed or
partially connected.
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 Most of the remaining bikeways
proposed by Plan have been
incorporated into the Master Plan of
Bikeways.

Connected Bikeway —

Proposed Bikeway =--

Source: Montgomery County Planning Department




5. Transportation — Sidewalks: Pedestrian connection between

communities and commercial destinations has increased.

e A total of approximately 140 miles of
sidewalk currently exist between and
within communities.

e Whether pedestrian accessibility has
actually improved is debatable due
to the auto-oriented design of many
developments.
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Completed
Existing
Partially Completed
Not Completed

Source: Montgomery County Planning Department




6. Environmental — Water Quality: Impervious surface limit was
imposed in two environmentally sensitive areas.
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* Patuxent River PMA —10% Y

impervious limit {1 A ivie, % %, SRERRY 2

- Monitoring station captures a | ¥

major commercial development ~ 24

that was NOT subject to |
impervious limit.
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_\ (Upper Paint Branoh SPA)~\ / -/
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e Upper Paint Branch SPA — 8%
impervious limit
- Monitoring station captures
major residential subdivision
development subject to
impervious limit.

// Monitoring Station

\\Major Development Site

Source: Montgomery County Planning Department
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6. Environmental — Water Quality

. Lower Patuxent Kruhm Road Trib {LPRG202)
e Patuxent River PMA (Kruhm Road) BENTHIC CONDITION TREND

- Construction occurred mostly ", Excellent
between 2009-2011.

- Water quality continues to decline
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from good to fair following 2
construction period. T i
* Upper Paint Branch SPA (Right Fork) Paint Branch Right Fork (PBRF117)
- Construction occurred mostly _ EENTHIC CONDITION TREND
between 2000-2005. o

- There are noticeable impacts from
land development, but water
quality appears to be partly 1
recovering over time.

PERCEMT BIBI

Source: Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection




6. Environmental — Impervious Surface

e Plan calls to ‘limit impervious
surfaces as much as possible’ in
subwatersheds not designated as
environmentally sensitive.

 No quantitative target was suggested
for actual implementation of the
recommendation.
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INCREASE IN IMPERVIOUS

* Imperviousness of areas has SURFACE COVERAGE

increased overall, especially in areas (1995 - 2015)
with significant development )
activities. =

~ Source: Montgomery County Planning Department




Key Takeaways from the Fairland Master Plan Reality Check

 The County followed through on public investment for parkland, recreational
facilities, and schools.
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e Retail and industrial space met plan expectations, but employment was
significantly lower than projections.

- The inconsistent measures of development (SF/FAR) vs. employment may
be due to the Plan’s use of different data sources to estimate holding
capacities.

- Without better documentation of methodologies and assumptions, data
comparison is challenging. How can plans include more documentation
to facilitate follow up assessments?




Key Takeaways from the Fairland Master Plan Reality Check

e Community connectivity was a key goal of the Plan, but the results were
mixed. While some investments in sidewalks and bikeways were made, retail
uses did not appear as connected as envisioned in the Plan.

71d ALNNOD AHYIINOOLNOIN

e Many of the investments in the road network have been made and
congestion is less than or as projected at many intersections.

 Environmental recommendations that lack specific goals have little impact on
the outcome of reality.




Agenda

 [Introduction to Master Plan Reality Check
e Analysis of 1998 Friendship Heights Sector Plan

e Analysis of 1997 Fairland Master Plan
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 Next Steps and Q&A




Next Steps

 Refine analysis to look at conclusions and recommendations across all
three plans studied

e Develop template for master plan monitoring
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e Present consolidated set of findings
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