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Downtown Bethesda Demographic Change Analysis 

Demographic Change Analysis, 2012 to 2022 

Some bullet points on the characteristics of Bethesda and changes from 2012 to 2022, with 

some comparisons with the wider Bethesda area (“Bethesda CDP”) and Montgomery County: 

• Downtown Bethesda population increased by 24%, which is related to the 26% increase 

in housing units and is a much larger population increase than Bethesda CDP (11%) or 

the county as a whole (8%). 

• The vast majority of new housing in Downtown Bethesda are multifamily buildings with 

20 or more units. Unlike the rest of the county, this area added practically no single-

family detached housing. 

• Downtown Bethesda is aging – the largest gain was among those ages 65+. Compared 

to Bethesda CDP and the county, this area has a smaller share of school-aged children 

and older adults ages 45+ as well as a larger share of young adults ages 18-34. 

• Asians are the largest group among people of color in Downtown Bethesda and 

Bethesda CDP; both areas have less racial diversity than the county as a whole. The 

population has become more diversified over time – people of color increased from 

about a quarter to about a third of the population in both Downtown Bethesda and 

Bethesda CDP. 

• Downtown Bethesda and Bethesda CDP has a much more educated adult population 

than the county that is also increasing – more than 80% have a bachelor’s degree or 

higher in 2012 and 88% in 2022 (compared to the county at 57% and 60% for each 

respective year). 

• Downtown Bethesda’s household income distribution and average household income 

roughly mirrors the county’s figures. Bethesda CDP is much wealthier than both areas, 

and its average household income increased by 38%, at a faster rate than Downtown 

Bethesda (26%) or the county (33%). 

• About one-third of Downtown Bethesda’s households live in owner-occupied housing 

and about two-thirds in renter-occupied housing. These numbers are reversed for 

Bethesda CDP and the county. 

• Nearly half of Downtown Bethesda’s households are one-person households, 

significantly more than Bethesda CDP or the county, which have predominantly family 

households. 
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• In Downtown Bethesda, average monthly housing costs for homeowners with a 

mortgage increased by 33%, and average monthly rent increased by 32%. The increase 

for homeowners was especially significant, given that countywide, the increase was 

only 11%. However, many more renters have become more housing cost burdened than 

homeowners. 

Demographic Change Analysis, 2017 to 2022 

Some bullet points on the characteristics of Bethesda and changes from 2017 to 2022, with 

some comparisons with the wider Bethesda area (“Bethesda CDP”) and Montgomery County: 

• Downtown Bethesda population increased by 17%, which is related to the 20% increase 

in housing units and is a much larger population increase than Bethesda CDP (5%) or 

the county as a whole (2%). 

• The vast majority of new housing in Downtown Bethesda are multifamily buildings with 

20 or more units. Unlike the rest of the county, this area added practically no single-

family detached housing. 

• Downtown Bethesda is aging – the largest gain was among those ages 65+. Compared 

to Bethesda CDP and the county, this area has a smaller share of school-aged children 

and older adults ages 45+ as well as a larger share of young adults ages 18-34. 

• Asians are the largest group among people of color in Downtown Bethesda and 

Bethesda CDP; both areas have less racial diversity than the county as a whole. The 

population has become more diversified over time – people of color increased from 

about a quarter to about a third of the population in both Downtown Bethesda and 

Bethesda CDP. 

• Downtown Bethesda and Bethesda CDP has a much more educated adult population 

than the county that is also increasing – about 83% have a bachelor’s degree or higher 

in 2017 and 88% in 2022 (compared to the county at 58% and 60% for each respective 

year). 

• Downtown Bethesda’s household income distribution and average household income 

roughly mirrors the county’s figures. Bethesda CDP is much wealthier than both areas, 

with an average household income that is higher by about 60%. Average household 

income increased by about the same percentage across all three areas. 

• About one-third of Downtown Bethesda’s households live in owner-occupied housing 

and about two-thirds in renter-occupied housing. These numbers are reversed for 

Bethesda CDP and the county. 
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• Nearly half of Downtown Bethesda’s households are one-person households, 

significantly more than Bethesda CDP or the county, which have predominantly family 

households. 

• In Downtown Bethesda, average monthly housing costs for homeowners with a 

mortgage barely increased, but average monthly rent increased by 23%. This trend may 

be related to the increasing percentage of renters who are housing cost burdened. 



CHARACTERISTIC Estimate % of Area Estimate % of Area Change % Change Estimate % of CDP Estimate % of CDP Change % Change Estimate % of County Estimate % of County Change % Change
POPULATION
Total population (% of Montgomery County population) 14,035            1.4% 17,348            1.6% 3,313 24% 59,591            6.1% 66,316            6.3% 6,725 11% 974,824          100.0% 1,056,910       100.0% 82,086 8%
Age Distribution  

0-4 years 745                  5.3% 894                  5.2% 149 20% 3,320              5.6% 3,239              4.9% -81 -2% 64,073            6.6% 62,299            5.9% -1,774 -3%
5-17 years 1,167              8.3% 1,851              10.7% 684 59% 10,560            17.7% 11,980            18.1% 1,420 13% 168,806          17.3% 179,952          17.0% 11,146 7%
18-34 years 4,909              35.0% 5,264              30.3% 355 7% 10,000            16.8% 11,328            17.1% 1,328 13% 207,064          21.2% 214,010          20.2% 6,946 3%
35-44 years 2,067              14.7% 2,429              14.0% 362 18% 7,965              13.4% 7,905              11.9% -60 -1% 141,478          14.5% 146,573          13.9% 5,095 4%
45-64 years 3,533              25.2% 3,988              23.0% 455 13% 17,514            29.4% 19,454            29.3% 1,940 11% 272,247          27.9% 283,379          26.8% 11,132 4%
65 years and older 1,614              11.5% 2,922              16.8% 1,308 81% 10,232            17.2% 12,410            18.7% 2,178 21% 121,156          12.4% 170,697          16.2% 49,541 41%

Race and Hispanic Origin Combined
Not Hispanic 12,809            91.3% 15,724            90.6% 2,915 23% 54,908            92.1% 60,382            91.1% 5,474 10% 808,700          83.0% 845,424          80.0% 36,724 5%

White 10,112            72.0% 11,588            66.8% 1,476 15% 46,666            78.3% 46,096            69.5% -570 -1% 479,708          49.2% 437,619          41.4% -42,089 -9%
Black 574                  4.1% 1,130              6.5% 556 97% 1,461              2.5% 3,129              4.7% 1,668 114% 162,939          16.7% 191,958          18.2% 29,019 18%
Asian 1,684              12.0% 2,155              12.4% 471 28% 5,312              8.9% 7,672              11.6% 2,360 44% 135,573          13.9% 160,373          15.2% 24,800 18%
Other races 439                  3.1% 851                  4.9% 412 94% 1,469              2.5% 3,485              5.3% 2,016 137% 30,480            3.1% 55,474            5.2% 24,994 82%

Hispanic or Latino 1,226              8.7% 1,624              9.4% 398 32% 4,683              7.9% 5,934              8.9% 1,251 27% 166,124          17.0% 211,486          20.0% 45,362 27%
Language Spoken at Home
Population 5 years and over 13,290           100.0% 16,454           100.0% 3,164 24% 56,271           100.0% 63,077           100.0% 6,806 12% 910,751         100.0% 994,611         100.0% 83,860 9%

Speak language other than English 3,446              25.9% 4,854              29.5% 1,408 41% 14,415            25.6% 18,274            29.0% 3,859 27% 352,070          38.7% 416,755          41.9% 64,685 18%
Speak English less than "very well" 1,030              7.8% 1,120              6.8% 90 9% 3,451              6.1% 3,846              6.1% 395 11% 139,391          15.3% 152,227          15.3% 12,836 9%

Educational Attainment
Persons 25 years and older 10,963           100.0% 13,286           100.0% 2,323 21% 42,062           100.0% 46,621           100.0% 4,559 11% 667,634         100.0% 729,862         100.0% 62,228 9%

Less than high school diploma 381                  3.5% 217                  1.6% -164 -43% 775                  1.8% 1,070              2.3% 295 38% 59,814            9.0% 63,816            8.7% 4,002 7%
High school graduate, some college or associate 1,803              16.4% 1,439              10.8% -364 -20% 6,086              14.5% 4,683              10.0% -1,403 -23% 227,913          34.1% 227,922          31.2% 9 0%
Bachelor's degree 3,198              29.2% 4,456              33.5% 1,258 39% 12,579            29.9% 13,517            29.0% 938 7% 177,612          26.6% 198,924          27.3% 21,312 12%
Graduate or professional degree 5,581              50.9% 7,174              54.0% 1,593 29% 22,622            53.8% 27,351            58.7% 4,729 21% 202,295          30.3% 239,200          32.8% 36,905 18%

LABOR FORCE
Occupation
Civilian employed population 9,289             100.0% 10,359           100.0% 1,070 12% 31,335           100.0% 34,372           100.0% 3,037 10% 522,564         100.0% 560,749         100.0% 38,185 7%

Management, business, science, and arts 6,593              71.0% 8,610              83.1% 2,017 31% 23,599            75.3% 27,929            81.3% 4,330 18% 292,855          56.0% 330,660          59.0% 37,805 13%
Service 884                  9.5% 325                  3.1% -559 -63% 2,439              7.8% 1,968              5.7% -471 -19% 79,642            15.2% 80,144            14.3% 502 1%
Sales and office 1,495              16.1% 1,271              12.3% -224 -15% 4,664              14.9% 3,816              11.1% -848 -18% 98,390            18.8% 85,065            15.2% -13,325 -14%
Natural resources, construction, and maintenance 92                    1.0% 53                    0.5% -39 -42% 215                  0.7% 239                  0.7% 24 11% 30,405            5.8% 33,372            6.0% 2,967 10%
Production, transportation, and material moving 225                  2.4% 100                  1.0% -125 -56% 418                  1.3% 420                  1.2% 2 0% 21,272            4.1% 31,508            5.6% 10,236 48%

HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Household Income Distribution

Households 7,436              100.0% 9,225              100.0% 1,789 24% 24,522            100.0% 27,105            100.0% 2,583 11% 357,579          100.0% 385,284          100.0% 27,705 8%
Under $25,000 775                  10.4% 811                  8.8% 36 5% 1,499              6.1% 1,658              6.1% 159 11% 35,190            9.8% 31,562            8.2% -3,628 -10%
$25,000 to $49,999 724                  9.7% 966                  10.5% 242 33% 2,060              8.4% 1,785              6.6% -275 -13% 49,721            13.9% 39,150            10.2% -10,571 -21%
$50,000 to $74,999 1,426              19.2% 1,163              12.6% -263 -18% 2,802              11.4% 2,144              7.9% -658 -23% 53,933            15.1% 41,755            10.8% -12,178 -23%
$75,000 to $99,999 1,007              13.5% 1,017              11.0% 10 1% 2,196              9.0% 2,001              7.4% -195 -9% 44,451            12.4% 41,798            10.8% -2,653 -6%
$100,000 to $149,999 1,122              15.1% 1,544              16.7% 422 38% 4,288              17.5% 3,457              12.8% -831 -19% 71,288            19.9% 70,577            18.3% -711 -1%
$150,000 to $199,999 860                  11.6% 1,196              13.0% 336 39% 3,251              13.3% 3,498              12.9% 247 8% 42,665            11.9% 50,495            13.1% 7,830 18%
$200,000 and above 1,522              20.5% 2,528              27.4% 1,006 66% 8,426              34.4% 12,562            46.3% 4,136 49% 60,331            16.9% 109,947          28.5% 49,616 82%

Average Household Income

Average Household Income 142,236$        179,648$        $37,411 26% 203,827$        281,586$        $77,760 38% 130,415$        172,866$        $42,451 33%
Poverty

People whose income is below the poverty level 666                  4.8% 885                  5.1% 219 33% 1,480              2.5% 2,604              3.9% 1,124 76% 63,154            6.5% 75,205            7.2% 12,051 19%
HOUSING
Housing Units (% of Montgomery County housing units) 8,126              2.2% 10,247            2.5% 2,121 26% 26,305            7.0% 29,416            7.3% 3,111 12% 375,973          100.0% 403,643          100.0% 27,670 7%
Households (% of Montgomery County households) 7,436              2.1% 9,225              2.4% 1,789 24% 24,522            6.9% 27,105            7.0% 2,583 11% 357,579          100.0% 385,284          100.0% 27,705 8%
Average Household Size 1.88 1.87 2.41 2.43 2.70 2.72
Units in Structure

1-unit, detached 1,379              17.0% 1,359              13.3% -20 -1% 15,386            58.5% 15,817            53.8% 431 3% 182,216          48.5% 189,445          46.9% 7,229 4%
1-unit, attached 572                  7.0% 630                  6.1% 58 10% 1,187              4.5% 1,265              4.3% 78 7% 68,403            18.2% 71,876            17.8% 3,473 5%
2 to 4 units 180                  2.2% 203                  2.0% 23 13% 219                  0.8% 328                  1.1% 109 50% 6,389              1.7% 8,280              2.1% 1,891 30%
5 to 9 units 497                  6.1% 404                  3.9% -93 -19% 634                  2.4% 550                  1.9% -84 -13% 19,043            5.1% 18,994            4.7% -49 0%
10 to 19 units 354                  4.4% 363                  3.5% 9 3% 549                  2.1% 549                  1.9% 0 0% 36,545            9.7% 35,768            8.9% -777 -2%
20 or more units 5,144              63.3% 7,288              71.1% 2,144 42% 8,317              31.6% 10,845            36.9% 2,528 30% 62,722            16.7% 78,537            19.5% 15,815 25%
Mobile home and other -                  0.0% -                  0.0% 0 #DIV/0! 13                    0.0% 62                    0.2% 49 377% 655                  0.2% 743                  0.2% 88 13%

Tenure                          
Owner-occupied 2,546              34.2% 2,967              32.2% 421 17% 17,022            69.4% 17,643            65.1% 621 4% 243,751          68.2% 252,457          65.5% 8,706 4%
Renter-occupied 4,890              65.8% 6,258              67.8% 1,368 28% 7,500              30.6% 9,462              34.9% 1,962 26% 113,828          31.8% 132,827          34.5% 18,999 17%

Montgomery County (2012) Montgomery County (2022)
Montgomery County (2012-

2022)
Bethesda Downtown Study 

Area (2012)
Bethesda Downtown Study 

Area (2022)
Bethesda Downtown Study 

Area (2012-2022) Bethesda CDP (2012) Bethesda CDP (2022) Bethesda CDP (2012-2022)



Households by Type
Family households 2,932              39.4% 3,602              39.0% 670 23% 15,451            63.0% 17,248            63.6% 1,797 12% 244,586          68.4% 266,286          69.1% 21,700 9%

Families with children under 18 1,266              17.0% 1,580              17.1% 314 25% 7,623              31.1% 8,263              30.5% 640 8% 119,085          33.3% 121,957          31.7% 2,872 2%
Nonfamily households 4,504              60.6% 5,623              61.0% 1,119 25% 9,071              37.0% 9,857              36.4% 786 9% 112,993          31.6% 118,998          30.9% 6,005 5%

Householder living alone 3,559              47.9% 4,485              48.6% 926 26% 7,711              31.4% 8,283              30.6% 572 7% 92,197            25.8% 96,515            25.1% 4,318 5%
Owner-Occupied Housing Value
Owner-occupied Households 2,546             100.0% 2,967             100.0% 421 17% 17,022           100.0% 17,643           100.0% 621 4% 243,751         100.0% 252,457         100.0% 8,706 4%

Less than $300,000 206                  8.1% 209                  7.0% 3 1% 1,117              6.6% 1,119              6.3% 2 0% 53,151            21.8% 30,181            12.0% -22,970 -43%
$300,000 to $399,999 204                  8.0% 390                  13.1% 186 91% 736                  4.3% 763                  4.3% 27 4% 46,581            19.1% 29,875            11.8% -16,706 -36%
$400,000 to $499,999 164                  6.4% 307                  10.3% 143 87% 697                  4.1% 652                  3.7% -45 -6% 39,766            16.3% 40,357            16.0% 591 1%
$500,000 to $749,999 855                  33.6% 441                  14.9% -414 -48% 4,893              28.7% 1,438              8.2% -3,455 -71% 58,412            24.0% 72,632            28.8% 14,220 24%
$750,000 to $999,999 634                  24.9% 437                  14.7% -197 -31% 4,803              28.2% 3,728              21.1% -1,075 -22% 25,601            10.5% 39,865            15.8% 14,264 56%
$1,000,000 or more 483                  19.0% 1,183              39.9% 700 145% 4,776              28.1% 9,943              56.4% 5,167 108% 20,240            8.3% 39,547            15.7% 19,307 95%

Average housing value 650,029$        887,671$        $237,642 37% 889,525$        1,239,452$    $349,927 39% 542,894$        705,564$        $162,670 30%
Selected Monthly Owner Costs
Housing units with a mortgage 1,827             100.0% 2,062             100.0% 235 13% 11,491           100.0% 11,862           100.0% 371 3% 192,382         100.0% 179,846         100.0% -12,536 -7%

Less than $1,500 107                  5.9% 10                    0.5% -97 -91% 613                  5.3% 177                  1.5% -436 -71% 24,861            12.9% 15,132            8.4% -9,729 -39%
$1,500 to $1,999 111                  6.1% 132                  6.4% 21 19% 974                  8.5% 550                  4.6% -424 -44% 32,133            16.7% 25,104            14.0% -7,029 -22%
$2,000 to $2,499 307                  16.8% 486                  23.6% 179 58% 1,137              9.9% 956                  8.1% -181 -16% 34,088            17.7% 29,482            16.4% -4,606 -14%
$2,500 to $2,999 358                  19.6% 280                  13.6% -78 -22% 1,511              13.1% 844                  7.1% -667 -44% 31,568            16.4% 29,486            16.4% -2,082 -7%
$3,000 or more 944                  51.7% 1,154              56.0% 210 22% 7,256              63.1% 9,335              78.7% 2,079 29% 69,732            36.2% 80,642            44.8% 10,910 16%

Average monthly owner costs of mortgaged households 2,502$            3,320$            $818 33% 3,924$            4,951$            $1,026 26% 2,880$            3,205$            $325 11%
Gross Rent (including utilities)
Occupied units paying rent 4,797             100.0% 6,182             100.0% 1,385 29% 7,348             100.0% 9,070             100.0% 1,722 23% 110,399         100.0% 128,965         100.0% 18,566 17%

Less than $1,000 402                  8.4% 224                  3.6% -178 -44% 544                  7.4% 289                  3.2% -255 -47% 14,564            13.2% 8,371              6.5% -6,193 -43%
$1,000 to $1,499 1,435              29.9% 440                  7.1% -995 -69% 1,747              23.8% 742                  8.2% -1,005 -58% 38,983            35.3% 16,234            12.6% -22,749 -58%
$1,500 to $1,999 1,542              32.1% 1,804              29.2% 262 17% 2,085              28.4% 2,201              24.3% 116 6% 32,519            29.5% 43,600            33.8% 11,081 34%
$2,000 or more 1,418              29.6% 3,714              60.1% 2,296 162% 2,972              40.4% 5,838              64.4% 2,866 96% 24,333            22.0% 60,760            47.1% 36,427 150%

Average monthly rent 1,781$            2,355$            $574 32% 2,004$            2,704$            $700 35% 1,606$            2,092$            $486 30%
Households Spending More Than 30% of Income on Housing Costs

Homeowners with a mortgage 536                  29.6% 618                  30.4% 82 15% 3,227              28.2% 2,955              25.1% -272 -8% 69,115            36.0% 47,696            26.6% -21,419 -31%
Renters 1,918              40.2% 2,821              46.0% 903 47% 2,889              39.6% 4,201              46.6% 1,312 45% 56,438            51.7% 64,056            50.4% 7,618 13%

Sources:  2012 and 2022 American Community Survey, 5-year estimates, Research & Strategic Projects (September 2024).



CHARACTERISTIC Estimate % of Area Estimate % of Area Change % Change Estimate % of CDP Estimate % of CDP Change % Change Estimate % of County Estimate % of County Change % Change
POPULATION
Total population (% of Montgomery County population) 14,889            1.4% 17,348            1.6% 2,459 17% 63,168            6.1% 66,316            6.3% 3,148 5% 1,039,198       100.0% 1,056,910       100.0% 17,712 2%
Age Distribution  

0-4 years 776                  5.2% 894                  5.2% 118 15% 3,329              5.3% 3,239              4.9% -90 -3% 66,956            6.4% 62,299            5.9% -4,657 -7%
5-17 years 1,600              10.7% 1,851              10.7% 251 16% 11,073            17.5% 11,980            18.1% 907 8% 176,698          17.0% 179,952          17.0% 3,254 2%
18-34 years 4,665              31.3% 5,264              30.3% 599 13% 10,624            16.8% 11,328            17.1% 704 7% 219,236          21.1% 214,010          20.2% -5,226 -2%
35-44 years 2,435              16.4% 2,429              14.0% -6 0% 8,063              12.8% 7,905              11.9% -158 -2% 144,056          13.9% 146,573          13.9% 2,517 2%
45-64 years 3,334              22.4% 3,988              23.0% 654 20% 18,121            28.7% 19,454            29.3% 1,333 7% 285,540          27.5% 283,379          26.8% -2,161 -1%
65 years and older 2,079              14.0% 2,922              16.8% 843 41% 11,958            18.9% 12,410            18.7% 452 4% 146,712          14.1% 170,697          16.2% 23,985 16%

Race and Hispanic Origin Combined
Not Hispanic 13,518            90.8% 15,724            90.6% 2,206 16% 58,640            92.8% 60,382            91.1% 1,742 3% 841,956          81.0% 845,424          80.0% 3,468 0%

White 10,854            72.9% 11,588            66.8% 734 7% 47,244            74.8% 46,096            69.5% -1,148 -2% 467,734          45.0% 437,619          41.4% -30,115 -6%
Black 865                  5.8% 1,130              6.5% 265 31% 2,296              3.6% 3,129              4.7% 833 36% 182,541          17.6% 191,958          18.2% 9,417 5%
Asian 1,398              9.4% 2,155              12.4% 757 54% 6,968              11.0% 7,672              11.6% 704 10% 152,515          14.7% 160,373          15.2% 7,858 5%
Other races 401                  2.7% 851                  4.9% 450 112% 2,132              3.4% 3,485              5.3% 1,353 63% 39,166            3.8% 55,474            5.2% 16,308 42%

Hispanic or Latino 1,371              9.2% 1,624              9.4% 253 18% 4,528              7.2% 5,934              8.9% 1,406 31% 197,242          19.0% 211,486          20.0% 14,244 7%
Language Spoken at Home
Population 5 years and over 14,113           100.0% 16,454           100.0% 2,341 17% 59,839           100.0% 63,077           100.0% 3,238 5% 972,242         100.0% 994,611         100.0% 22,369 2%

Speak language other than English 3,989              28.3% 4,854              29.5% 865 22% 15,537            26.0% 18,274            29.0% 2,737 18% 393,557          40.5% 416,755          41.9% 23,198 6%
Speak English less than "very well" 975                  6.9% 1,120              6.8% 145 15% 3,780              6.3% 3,846              6.1% 66 2% 137,730          14.2% 152,227          15.3% 14,497 11%

Educational Attainment
Persons 25 years and older 11,502           100.0% 13,286           100.0% 1,784 16% 44,704           100.0% 46,621           100.0% 1,917 4% 713,454         100.0% 729,862         100.0% 16,408 2%

Less than high school diploma 291                  2.5% 217                  1.6% -74 -25% 752                  1.7% 1,070              2.3% 318 42% 63,724            8.9% 63,816            8.7% 92 0%
High school graduate, some college or associate 1,675              14.6% 1,439              10.8% -236 -14% 6,534              14.6% 4,683              10.0% -1,851 -28% 233,542          32.7% 227,922          31.2% -5,620 -2%
Bachelor's degree 3,505              30.5% 4,456              33.5% 951 27% 12,420            27.8% 13,517            29.0% 1,097 9% 190,725          26.7% 198,924          27.3% 8,199 4%
Graduate or professional degree 6,031              52.4% 7,174              54.0% 1,143 19% 24,998            55.9% 27,351            58.7% 2,353 9% 225,463          31.6% 239,200          32.8% 13,737 6%

LABOR FORCE
Occupation
Civilian employed population 9,309             100.0% 10,359           100.0% 1,050 11% 32,807           100.0% 34,372           100.0% 1,565 5% 554,085         100.0% 560,749         100.0% 6,664 1%

Management, business, science, and arts 6,983              75.0% 8,610              83.1% 1,627 23% 25,157            76.7% 27,929            81.3% 2,772 11% 310,808          56.1% 330,660          59.0% 19,852 6%
Service 641                  6.9% 325                  3.1% -316 -49% 2,396              7.3% 1,968              5.7% -428 -18% 85,142            15.4% 80,144            14.3% -4,998 -6%
Sales and office 1,327              14.3% 1,271              12.3% -56 -4% 4,289              13.1% 3,816              11.1% -473 -11% 100,206          18.1% 85,065            15.2% -15,141 -15%
Natural resources, construction, and maintenance 171                  1.8% 53                    0.5% -118 -69% 345                  1.1% 239                  0.7% -106 -31% 31,815            5.7% 33,372            6.0% 1,557 5%
Production, transportation, and material moving 187                  2.0% 100                  1.0% -87 -47% 620                  1.9% 420                  1.2% -200 -32% 26,114            4.7% 31,508            5.6% 5,394 21%

HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Household Income Distribution

Households 7,773              100.0% 9,225              100.0% 1,452 19% 25,273            100.0% 27,105            100.0% 1,832 7% 369,242          100.0% 385,284          100.0% 16,042 4%
Under $25,000 904                  11.6% 811                  8.8% -93 -10% 1,458              5.8% 1,658              6.1% 200 14% 34,708            9.4% 31,562            8.2% -3,146 -9%
$25,000 to $49,999 915                  11.8% 966                  10.5% 51 6% 1,887              7.5% 1,785              6.6% -102 -5% 48,044            13.0% 39,150            10.2% -8,894 -19%
$50,000 to $74,999 1,258              16.2% 1,163              12.6% -95 -8% 2,611              10.3% 2,144              7.9% -467 -18% 51,191            13.9% 41,755            10.8% -9,436 -18%
$75,000 to $99,999 801                  10.3% 1,017              11.0% 216 27% 2,099              8.3% 2,001              7.4% -98 -5% 44,503            12.1% 41,798            10.8% -2,705 -6%
$100,000 to $149,999 1,489              19.2% 1,544              16.7% 55 4% 4,244              16.8% 3,457              12.8% -787 -19% 72,204            19.6% 70,577            18.3% -1,627 -2%
$150,000 to $199,999 865                  11.1% 1,196              13.0% 331 38% 3,237              12.8% 3,498              12.9% 261 8% 45,309            12.3% 50,495            13.1% 5,186 11%
$200,000 and above 1,541              19.8% 2,528              27.4% 987 64% 9,737              38.5% 12,562            46.3% 2,825 29% 73,283            19.8% 109,947          28.5% 36,664 50%

Average Household Income

Average Household Income 141,574$        179,648$        $38,074 27% 222,814$        281,586$        $58,772 26% 140,141$        172,866$        $32,725 23%
Poverty

People whose income is below the poverty level 967                  6.5% 885                  5.1% -82 -8% 1,761              2.8% 2,604              3.9% 843 48% 72,085            7.0% 75,205            7.2% 3,120 4%
HOUSING
Housing Units (% of Montgomery County housing units) 8,532              2.2% 10,247            2.5% 1,715 20% 27,074            7.0% 29,416            7.3% 2,342 9% 386,587          100.0% 403,643          100.0% 17,056 4%
Households (% of Montgomery County households) 7,773              2.1% 9,225              2.4% 1,452 19% 25,273            6.8% 27,105            7.0% 1,832 7% 369,242          100.0% 385,284          100.0% 16,042 4%
Average Household Size 1.90 1.87 2.46 2.43 2.79 2.72
Units in Structure

1-unit, detached 1,346              15.8% 1,359              13.3% 13 1% 15,659            57.8% 15,817            53.8% 158 1% 183,970          47.6% 189,445          46.9% 5,475 3%
1-unit, attached 476                  5.6% 630                  6.1% 154 32% 1,128              4.2% 1,265              4.3% 137 12% 71,925            18.6% 71,876            17.8% -49 0%
2 to 4 units 258                  3.0% 203                  2.0% -55 -21% 362                  1.3% 328                  1.1% -34 -9% 6,970              1.8% 8,280              2.1% 1,310 19%
5 to 9 units 497                  5.8% 404                  3.9% -93 -19% 657                  2.4% 550                  1.9% -107 -16% 20,136            5.2% 18,994            4.7% -1,142 -6%
10 to 19 units 333                  3.9% 363                  3.5% 30 9% 522                  1.9% 549                  1.9% 27 5% 36,347            9.4% 35,768            8.9% -579 -2%
20 or more units 5,602              65.7% 7,288              71.1% 1,686 30% 8,715              32.2% 10,845            36.9% 2,130 24% 66,483            17.2% 78,537            19.5% 12,054 18%
Mobile home and other 20                    0.2% -                  0.0% -20 -100% 31                    0.1% 62                    0.2% 31 100% 756                  0.2% 743                  0.2% -13 -2%

Tenure                          
Owner-occupied 2,465              31.7% 2,967              32.2% 502 20% 17,000            67.3% 17,643            65.1% 643 4% 242,295          65.6% 252,457          65.5% 10,162 4%
Renter-occupied 5,308              68.3% 6,258              67.8% 950 18% 8,273              32.7% 9,462              34.9% 1,189 14% 126,947          34.4% 132,827          34.5% 5,880 5%

Bethesda Downtown Study 
Area (2017)

Bethesda Downtown Study 
Area (2017-2022) Bethesda CDP (2017-2022)

Montgomery County (2017-
2022)Montgomery County (2022)Montgomery County (2017)Bethesda CDP (2022)Bethesda CDP (2017)

Bethesda Downtown Study 
Area (2022)



Households by Type
Family households 3,159              40.6% 3,602              39.0% 443 14% 16,201            64.1% 17,248            63.6% 1,047 6% 257,855          69.8% 266,286          69.1% 8,431 3%

Families with children under 18 1,353              17.4% 1,580              17.1% 227 17% 7,426              29.4% 8,263              30.5% 837 11% 121,880          33.0% 121,957          31.7% 77 0%
Nonfamily households 4,614              59.4% 5,623              61.0% 1,009 22% 9,072              35.9% 9,857              36.4% 785 9% 111,387          30.2% 118,998          30.9% 7,611 7%

Householder living alone 3,783              48.7% 4,485              48.6% 702 19% 7,761              30.7% 8,283              30.6% 522 7% 92,107            24.9% 96,515            25.1% 4,408 5%
Owner-Occupied Housing Value
Owner-occupied Households 2,465             100.0% 2,967             100.0% 502 20% 17,000           100.0% 17,643           100.0% 643 4% 242,295         100.0% 252,457         100.0% 10,162 4%

Less than $300,000 213                  8.6% 209                  7.0% -4 -2% 1,103              6.5% 1,119              6.3% 16 1% 51,300            21.2% 30,181            12.0% -21,119 -41%
$300,000 to $399,999 292                  11.8% 390                  13.1% 98 34% 816                  4.8% 763                  4.3% -53 -6% 43,909            18.1% 29,875            11.8% -14,034 -32%
$400,000 to $499,999 215                  8.7% 307                  10.3% 92 43% 546                  3.2% 652                  3.7% 106 19% 38,428            15.9% 40,357            16.0% 1,929 5%
$500,000 to $749,999 658                  26.7% 441                  14.9% -217 -33% 3,360              19.8% 1,438              8.2% -1,922 -57% 58,308            24.1% 72,632            28.8% 14,324 25%
$750,000 to $999,999 481                  19.5% 437                  14.7% -44 -9% 5,253              30.9% 3,728              21.1% -1,525 -29% 27,659            11.4% 39,865            15.8% 12,206 44%
$1,000,000 or more 606                  24.6% 1,183              39.9% 577 95% 5,922              34.8% 9,943              56.4% 4,021 68% 22,691            9.4% 39,547            15.7% 16,856 74%

Average housing value 722,374$        887,671$        $165,297 23% 977,320$        1,239,452$    $262,131 27% 558,509$        705,564$        $147,055 26%
Selected Monthly Owner Costs
Housing units with a mortgage 1,709             100.0% 2,062             100.0% 353 21% 11,502           100.0% 11,862           100.0% 360 3% 181,290         100.0% 179,846         100.0% -1,444 -1%

Less than $1,500 58                    3.4% 10                    0.5% -48 -83% 583                  5.1% 177                  1.5% -406 -70% 24,933            13.8% 15,132            8.4% -9,801 -39%
$1,500 to $1,999 204                  11.9% 132                  6.4% -72 -35% 863                  7.5% 550                  4.6% -313 -36% 33,920            18.7% 25,104            14.0% -8,816 -26%
$2,000 to $2,499 282                  16.5% 486                  23.6% 204 72% 1,178              10.2% 956                  8.1% -222 -19% 34,571            19.1% 29,482            16.4% -5,089 -15%
$2,500 to $2,999 253                  14.8% 280                  13.6% 27 11% 1,484              12.9% 844                  7.1% -640 -43% 28,963            16.0% 29,486            16.4% 523 2%
$3,000 to $3,999 391                  22.9% 336                  16.3% -55 -14% 2,556              22.2% 2,149              18.1% -407 -16% 32,383            17.9% 40,327            22.4% 7,944 25%
$4,000 or more 521                  30.5% 818                  39.7% 297 57% 4,838              42.1% 7,186              60.6% 2,348 49% 26,520            14.6% 40,315            22.4% 13,795 52%

Average monthly owner costs of mortgaged households 3,182$            3,320$            $138 4% 3,899$            4,951$            $1,052 27% 2,754$            3,205$            $451 16%
Gross Rent (including utilities)
Occupied units paying rent 5,281             100.0% 6,182             100.0% 901 17% 8,100             100.0% 9,070             100.0% 970 12% 123,498         100.0% 128,965         100.0% 5,467 4%

Less than $1,000 410                  7.8% 224                  3.6% -186 -45% 480                  5.9% 289                  3.2% -191 -40% 11,484            9.3% 8,371              6.5% -3,113 -27%
$1,000 to $1,499 1,019              19.3% 440                  7.1% -579 -57% 1,403              17.3% 742                  8.2% -661 -47% 33,357            27.0% 16,234            12.6% -17,123 -51%
$1,500 to $1,999 1,832              34.7% 1,804              29.2% -28 -2% 2,476              30.6% 2,201              24.3% -275 -11% 43,786            35.5% 43,600            33.8% -186 0%
$2,000 to $2,499 903                  17.1% 1,611              26.1% 708 78% 1,427              17.6% 2,089              23.0% 662 46% 20,863            16.9% 31,749            24.6% 10,886 52%
$2,500 to $2,999 527                  10.0% 942                  15.2% 415 79% 830                  10.2% 1,202              13.3% 372 45% 7,860              6.4% 14,553            11.3% 6,693 85%
$3,000 or more 590                  11.2% 1,161              18.8% 571 97% 1,484              18.3% 2,547              28.1% 1,063 72% 6,148              5.0% 14,458            11.2% 8,310 135%

Average monthly rent 1,915$            2,355$            $440 23% 2,116$            2,704$            $588 28% 1,735$            2,092$            $357 21%
Households Spending More Than 30% of Income on Housing Costs

Homeowners with a mortgage 453                  26.7% 618                  30.4% 165 36% 2,772              24.2% 2,955              25.1% 183 7% 51,370            28.4% 47,696            26.6% -3,674 -7%
Renters 2,105              40.3% 2,821              46.0% 716 34% 3,371              42.0% 4,201              46.6% 830 25% 62,368            51.1% 64,056            50.4% 1,688 3%

Sources:  2017 and 2022 American Community Survey, 5-year estimates, Research & Strategic Projects (March 2024).
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Master Plan Adequacy Test Inputs and Results 

Staff developed three testing scenarios, corresponding to additional development beyond the 32.4 

million square feet currently included in the Plan: 

 Scenario 1: 11 million square feet 

 Scenario 2: 16 million square feet 

 Scenario 3: 21 million square feet. 

The overall density in each scenario was assigned to commercial or residential development based on 

the existing proportion, modified by growth factors developed by the Research and Strategic Projects 

team.  The model assumed no increase in single-family dwelling units and 1,000 square feet per multi-

family dwelling unit.  The overall density in each scenario was then distributed between the six Traffic 

Analysis Zones (TAZs) covering downtown Bethesda, shown in Figure 1 below.  

The inputs in table 1 below use the following abbreviations: 

HH  Households 

HHPOP  Household Population 

TOTEMP Total Employment 

INDEMP Industrial Employment 

RETEMP Retail Employment 

OFFEMP Office Employment 

OTHEMP Other Employment  
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Figure 1. MMPA Plan Area TAZs 



Bethesda Downtown Plan Minor Master Plan Amendment Public Hearing Draft Attachments Oct 2024 | 7   

 

Table 1. MWCOG Model Inputs 

 

The results of the five-metric analysis of the output from the MWCOG model are in Table 2.  
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Table 2. Master Plan Adequacy Metrics Results 

 

  

Study 
Scenario

Study Area
Auto

Accessibility
Transit

Accessibility
Auto Travel 

Time (minute)
Transit Travel 
Time (minute)

VMT
Per Capita

NADMS
(work trips)

Low Stress 
Bicycling

Montgomery County 1,326,404 119,012 16.21 51.81 13.67 31.67% 10.50%
Bethesda/Chevy Chase Parent Policy Area 2,372,327 370,818 18.14 49.44 13.00 46.00% 24.33%
Plan Area / Bethesda CBD Policy Area 2,410,678 802,820 21.63 51.98 13.03 52.62% 16.03%
Montgomery County 1,329,422 201,120 18.26 51.16 13.90 35.73% 78.71%
Bethesda/Chevy Chase Parent Policy Area 2,389,465 534,126 20.35 48.45 12.77 52.65% 83.61%
Plan Area / Bethesda CBD Policy Area 2,528,537 944,422 23.66 48.67 11.66 60.09% 78.76%
Montgomery County 1,341,065 200,368 18.33 51.20 13.89 35.86% 78.64%
Bethesda/Chevy Chase Parent Policy Area 2,438,358 523,296 20.92 48.97 12.92 52.71% 82.94%
Plan Area / Bethesda CBD Policy Area 2,607,122 955,180 25.41 49.64 12.11 59.56% 76.09%
Montgomery County 1,343,382 205,641 18.39 51.27 13.86 36.21% 78.64%
Bethesda/Chevy Chase Parent Policy Area 2,464,503 549,728 21.23 49.16 12.67 53.35% 82.81%
Plan Area / Bethesda CBD Policy Area 2,626,016 961,754 25.64 49.94 11.75 59.68% 76.37%
Montgomery County 1,354,347 210,927 18.44 51.29 13.84 36.51% 78.63%
Bethesda/Chevy Chase Parent Policy Area 2,499,072 574,558 21.55 49.33 12.50 53.92% 82.64%
Plan Area / Bethesda CBD Policy Area 2,657,092 968,481 25.98 50.21 11.50 59.83% 76.38%

Numerical Difference between Baseline and Scenarios

Study 
Scenario

Study Area
Auto

Accessibility
Transit

Accessibility
Auto Travel 

Time (minute)
Transit Travel 
Time (minute)

VMT
Per Capita

NADMS
(work trips)

Low Stress 
Bicycling

Montgomery County 11,643 -752 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.1% -0.1%
Bethesda/Chevy Chase Parent Policy Area 48,893 -10,831 0.56 0.53 0.15 0.1% -0.7%
Plan Area / Bethesda CBD Policy Area 78,586 10,758 1.74 0.97 0.45 -0.5% -2.7%
Montgomery County 13,960 4,521 0.13 0.11 -0.04 0.5% -0.1%
Bethesda/Chevy Chase Parent Policy Area 75,038 15,602 0.88 0.72 -0.10 0.7% -0.8%
Plan Area / Bethesda CBD Policy Area 97,479 17,332 1.98 1.27 0.08 -0.4% -2.4%
Montgomery County 24,925 9,807 0.18 0.13 -0.05 0.8% -0.1%
Bethesda/Chevy Chase Parent Policy Area 109,607 40,432 1.19 0.88 -0.27 1.3% -1.0%
Plan Area / Bethesda CBD Policy Area 128,555 24,060 2.32 1.55 -0.17 -0.3% -2.4%

Percentage Difference between Baseline and Scenarios

Study 
Scenario

Study Area
Auto

Accessibility
Transit

Accessibility
Auto Travel 

Time (minute)
Transit Travel 
Time (minute)

VMT
Per Capita

NADMS
(work trips)

Low Stress 
Bicycling

Montgomery County 0.9% -0.4% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% -0.1%
Bethesda/Chevy Chase Parent Policy Area 2.0% -2.0% 2.8% 1.1% 1.2% 0.1% -0.8%
Plan Area / Bethesda CBD Policy Area 3.1% 1.1% 7.4% 2.0% 3.8% -0.5% -2.7%
Montgomery County 1.1% 2.2% 0.7% 0.2% -0.3% 0.5% -0.1%
Bethesda/Chevy Chase Parent Policy Area 3.1% 2.9% 4.3% 1.5% -0.8% 1.3% -1.0%
Plan Area / Bethesda CBD Policy Area 3.9% 1.8% 8.4% 2.6% 0.7% -0.4% -2.4%
Montgomery County 1.9% 4.9% 1.0% 0.3% -0.4% 0.8% -0.1%
Bethesda/Chevy Chase Parent Policy Area 4.6% 7.6% 5.9% 1.8% -2.1% 2.4% -1.2%
Plan Area / Bethesda CBD Policy Area 5.1% 2.5% 9.8% 3.2% -1.4% -0.3% -2.4%

2045
Baseline

2015
Existing

2045
Scenario 3

2045
Scenario 1

2045
Scenario 2

2045
Scenario 3

2045
Scenario 1

2045
Scenario 2

Proposed 2045 Scenarios Compared to 2045 Baseline

Proposed 2045 Scenarios Compared to 2045 Baseline

2045
Scenario 1

2045
Scenario 2

2045
Scenario 3
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Climate Assessment 

Signed into law by the Montgomery County Council on July 25, 2022, Bill 3-22, “Climate 

Assessments” requires the Office of Legislative Oversight to conduct climate assessment of 

introduced county bills starting January 1, 2023, and the Planning Board to conduct climate 

assessment of proposed ZTAs, and master plans and master plan amendments (collectively 

called master plans) starting March 1, 2023.  On December 8, 2022, Montgomery County 

Planning Board approved a methodology and a template for Montgomery Planning staff to 

conduct climate assessment of Zoning Text Amendments (ZTAs) and master plans as required 

by Bill 3-22. 

The goal of Bill 3-22 is to enhance the County Council’s understanding of the potential impacts 

of proposed legislation on climate change. Climate assessments for ZTAs and master plans are 

required to be submitted to the County Council at least seven days prior to their hearing. This 

approach will allow planners to develop master plan recommendations to support 

implementation of the county’s Climate Action Plan and Thrive Montgomery 2050, the new 

General Plan for the county adopted in 2022. Policies and strategies in both plans support 

eliminating greenhouse gas emissions and making land use and infrastructure more resilient 

and sustainable. 
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CLIMATE ASSESSMENT FOR 

BETHESDA DOWNTOWN MINOR MASTER PLAN 
AMENDMENT 

WORKING DRAFT 

 

PURPOSE OF CLIMATE ASSESSMENTS 

The Climate Action Plan (CAP) is Montgomery County’s strategic plan to cut greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions 80% by 2027 and 100% by 2035, compared to 2005 levels. To meet this mission, in July 2022, 

the County Council approved the Climate Assessment Bill (3-22) to better understand the anticipated 

impacts of proposed legislation and land-use recommendations on the county’s GHG emissions. This bill 

requires planning staff to assess the GHG/climate impacts of each master and sector plan, as well as of 

zoning text amendments. 

In compliance with the Climate Assessment Bill, this Climate Assessment evaluates the anticipated 

impacts of the Working Draft of the Bethesda Downtown Minor Master Plan Amendment (Amendment) 

on the county’s GHG emissions and reductions. The assessment describes the potential GHG emissions, 

climate impacts, and the implications of three different density scenario increases compared to the 

existing Bethesda Master Plan (2017) at full build out for the projected year, 2045.  The 3-density increase 

proposals are Scenario 1 (11 million additional square feet of development, Scenario 2 (16 million 

additional sq/ft), and Scenario 3 (21 million additional square feet).  

This assessment is focused on the GHG emissions and sequestration effects of the 3 scenarios on land-

use, transportation, and nature-based climate solutions. While the Amendment recommendations offer 

many co-benefits, such as economic development, increased housing and office space, and affordable 

housing, these are not the subjects of this report.  

The Climate Assessment was conducted in accordance with the Climate Assessment Recommendations 

for Master Plans and Zoning Text Amendments in Montgomery County, December 1, 2022, prepared by 

ICF International, Inc. It offers an approach based on national and international available data for 

conducting a Climate Assessment either for a master plan (quantitative) or for a proposed zoning text 

amendment (qualitative). 

SUMMARY 

The Greenhouse Gas Quantification Tool (Quant Tool) used for the assessment is an updated version of a 

prior model used by Montgomery Planning. The original model was developed by King County, 

Washington, in 2007. It was revised in 2023 by ICF, using similar methodology with updated building 
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lifetime assumptions (2020), the inclusion of life cycle/upstream emissions associated with fuel 

combusted production and transportation, and future electric vehicle penetration and fuel mix rates. 

The model assesses emissions from four categories: lifetime embodied building emissions, total lifetime 

building energy emissions, total lifetime building waste emissions, and total lifetime transportation 

emissions. For each category, the assessment uses the proposed number of buildings or units, the types 

of buildings, and the total commercial square footage. Sequestration is not an emissions category, rather, 

it’s based on existing and proposed land cover for forests, non-forest tree cover, wetland/meadow, 

grasslands, and green roofs. The model compares base GHG emissions and sequestration levels for the 

existing master plan at full build-out with the 3 proposed density increases in the Amendment at full-build 

out. 

The Bethesda Downtown Plan (2017) has a building density cap of 32.4 million square feet, about 1.8 

million square feet of which remains. However, some of the objectives of the 2017 Plan for additional 

parks, certain transportation improvements, and a new recreation center have not been realized. To 

accomplish these goals, the Planning Department is proposing an increase in density using these 3 

different density scenarios.  Building density increases will simultaneously require additional developer 

funding to be used to meet the Bethesda Downtown Plan goals outlined above.  

A greenhouse gas carbon assessment has been done for each of the three proposed density increase 

scenarios determine the level of greenhouse gas increases or decreases for each quantifiable emissions 

category. The assessment assumes full build out by 2024 for each scenario (every rezoned property is 

torn down and redeveloped at maximum allowance).  The overall GHG emissions increase for Scenario 1 

(11 million additional sq/ft) will be approximately 34%.GHG emissions increase for Scenario 2 (16 million 

additional sq/ft) will be 53.58%. GHG emissions for Scenario 3 (21 million additional sq/ft) will be 73.50%.     

The overall increases in total GHG emissions increases are linked to the projected population increase 

with each scenario from 16,179 people to 24,839 (11 million additional sq/ft), to 29,169 (16 million 

additional sq/ft), and 33,499 (21 million additional sq/ft).  GHG increases in each of the four emissions 

categories are generated from the following: 

1. Lifetime Embodied Building GHG Emissions: Based on building type, residents/daily occupancy of 

building, square footage, lifespan of building, embodied emissions associated with building 

pavement, and upstream fuel and end-of-life emissions associated with production, 

transportation, and disposal of different types of materials used for construction.   

2. Total Lifetime Building Energy GHG Emissions: Based on building type, projected floorspace, 

carbon coefficient, energy consumption, and lifespan to develop a lifespan estimate of energy-

related emissions per thousand square feet. 

3. Total Lifetime Building Waste: Based on material waste produced, waste management, landfill 

waste generation, combustion of solid waste, and trash generated within the building type. 

Includes waste from deconstruction and disposal of materials, the transportation of waste, 

processing, recycling, and/or disposal of materials. 
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4. Total Lifetime Transportation: Based on transportation according to building type, occupancy in 

the unit or building, square footage, building life, Maryland state vehicle related GHG emissions, 

life cycle/upstream emissions associated with fuel combusted, estimated building residents or 

daily occupants, emissions by transportation mode and vehicle type, EV penetration, and fuel mix 

rates. 

At the same time, its noteworthy that while the model projects an overall increase in GHG emissions for 

each scenario at full build-out, per-capita residential and per-square foot commercial emissions are 

projected to be reduced in the following four categories: Lifetime Embodied Building Emissions per 

residential unit; Lifetime Embodied Building Energy Emissions per residential unit; Lifetime Building Waste 

for Residential Emissions per residential unit; and Lifetime Building Waste for Commercial  Emissions per 

commercial sq/ft.   
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The Quant Tool is limited and many potential factors could reduce the projected GHG emissions, such as 

rapid acceleration in electric vehicle adoption that results in market penetration sooner than the model 

forecasts, expanded use of alternative modes of transportation, less than full redevelopment, building 

requirements for new buildings to meet net zero or net positive standards, use of waste materials on-site, 

improvements in composting, and a reduced waste footprint through waste stream reductions. 

It’s important to outline that all new or changed development leads to additional GHG emissions. 

Providing increased density in an already dense areas may reduce county sprawl into greenfields, 

concentrating development where infrastructure such as metro lines, shops, community centers, and 

schools already exist.  

New stormwater management regulations will require stormwater treatment where there presently is 

none. Cumulatively, will reduce stormwater runoff pollutants and improve water quality. The green cover 

requirements in the 2017 Master Plan will be applied. If development continues, by 2035 there could be 

an increased green roof coverage of 10.2 acres. By 2040, an increase in 15.3 acres of green roofs, and by 

2045, 20.4 acres. Quantifiably, these roofs could draw down carbon (sequester) approximately 1,594 

metric tons of carbon.  
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BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF DENSITY AMENDMENT 

Bethesda’s most recent success was made possible by the innovative 2017 Bethesda Downtown Sector 
Plan.  Following years of community collaboration, the plan defined a 20-year vision for a truly sustainable 
urban community by balancing additional building height and density with a new Park Impact Payment to 
help address the high cost of park development in the downtown, in addition to all the other public 
amenity, transportation, and school infrastructure improvements paid for by private development. 

Beyond the standard measures used all over the county to ensure that public facilities and infrastructure 
will be in place to serve new development, the plan included several measures to track the 
implementation of plan recommendations for development, parks, transportation, and more.  These 
included a cap on total development in downtown Bethesda of 32.4 million square feet, including existing 
and approved new development, based on a transportation analysis conducted at the time the plan was 
being developed.  Once total development came within 2 million square feet (approximately 10 200-unit 
apartment buildings) of the cap, the plan recommended that the Planning Department and Planning 
Board check in with the County Council to see if additional recommendations are needed to help 
implementation of public amenity and infrastructure recommendations like new parks and 
transportation-related improvements.  

In fall 2023, total development in downtown Bethesda reached the 2 million square-foot checkpoint.  
After public engagement and comment, Planning staff and the Planning Board recommended that the 
County Council authorize the development of a Minor Master Plan Amendment (MMPA). The 
amendment includes increasing the density cap. This model measures the greenhouse gas emissions 
associated with the additional square footage of new construction for the three different building 
scenarios: 11 million additional square feet; 16 million additional square feet; and 21 million additional 
square feet. 

VARIABLES THAT COULD AFFECT THE ASSESSMENT 

The following climate-related variables were used or considered in the assessment of the proposed 

increases in density. Climate-related variables include GHG reduction, sequestration, resilience, and 

adaptive capacity activities as outlined in the qualitative checklists (Tables 1 and 8) within the Climate 

Assessment Recommendations for Master Plans and Zoning Text Amendments in Montgomery County. 

Greenhouse Data Entry–Related Variables: 

Transportation: Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), number of trips, non-vehicle modes of 

transportation, public transportation use, electric vehicle infrastructure.  

Building Embodied Emissions: Building certifications, building square footage, building lifespan, 

pavement infrastructure, material waste produced, use of green building materials.  

Energy-related: Electricity usage, stationary fuel usage, electricity efficiency, stationary fuel 

efficiency. 

Land Cover Change & Management: Retention and/or removal of forest, non-forest tree cover, 

and green space; proposed Nature-Based Solutions.  

 



Montgomery Planning Board Climate Assessment for  

Bethesda Downtown Minor Master Plan Amendment Working Draft 

6

Resilience-Related Variables: 

Exposure-Related Factors: Activity in flood areas and Urban Heat Islands 

Sensitivity-Related Factors: Changes to forest and non-tree canopy cover, quality of green cover, 

green roofs, perviousness, stormwater treatments, heat sources (pavements, AC, roofs, etc.), 

reduced urban heat, and improved air and water quality. 

Adaptive Capacity-Related Variables: Changes to accessibility of community and public spaces, 

access to transportation, accessibility to local food sources, change in economic and financial 

resources, and change in community connectivity. 

ANTICIPATED IMPACTS 

The Master Plan (2017) has strong environmental recommendations to improve Bethesda’s climate 

resiliency, energy consumption through high performance buildings, carbon sequestration capacity, water 

and air quality. These are also goals set forth within the Climate Action Plan and Thrive Montgomery 

2050. The increased density proposed within the Beltway will consolidate populations to reduce sprawl 

and protect greenfields. New construction will be required to meet today’s energy efficiency standards, 

as well as provide Nature-Based Climate Solutions such as green roofs and tree plantings on each new 

development project, resulting in an increase in trees, green roofs, and vegetated stormwater 

management. These features can enhance a community’s climate resiliency by reducing runoff and 

building emissions and improve biodiversity by planting native species. Concurrently, building demolition, 

construction, and increased transportation demands will increase GHG emissions in all four categories:  

Lifetime Embodied Building Emissions per residential unit; Lifetime Embodied Building Energy Emissions 

per residential unit; Lifetime Building Waste for Residential Emissions per residential unit; and Lifetime 

Building Waste for Commercial Emissions per commercial sq/ft.   

The following section describes the Plan’s positive or negative impacts for each climate activity variable 

associated with GHG emissions, sequestration, community resilience, and adaptive capacity category.  

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, CARBON SEQUESTRATION/DRAWDOWN 

Transportation Activities Related to Total Lifetime Transportation GHG Emissions 

 Vehicle miles traveled by type (personal vehicles, commercial trucks or vehicles, rideshare, school 

buses, motorcycles). Negative Impact. Transportation Planning staff modeled an overall 

increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) within the transit area due to the projected increase in 

population from 16,179 to 33,499 people. This increase will result in a greater traffic and 

congestion to adjacent neighborhoods, shopping areas, work, and other regional communities 

which will impact VMT throughout the plan area. 

 Number of trips (including single occupancy and carpool trips). Negative Impact. The number 

of trips per person is expected to increase due to population increases. At the same time, 

Bethesda is a walkable city with access to most daily necessities and services such as work, 

shopping centers, schools, healthcare, grocery stores, entertainment, restaurants, and more. The 
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proposed vehicle miles travelled per person decreases while the overall number of miles travelled 

increases due to population increases.  

 Non-vehicle modes of transportation (scooters, bikes, walking). Positive Impact. It is 

anticipated that non-vehicle modes of transportation will increase due to the proximity to the 

Bethesda metro station, bus stops, increased bike-share stations, and improved sidewalks and 

pedestrian network.  

 Public transportation use (public bus and Metrorail). No Impact. It is not anticipated that public 

transit trips will increase with the proposed increases in density.   

 Electric vehicle infrastructure access (i.e., charging stations). Positive Impact. It is anticipated 

that electric vehicle use will increase within the next few decades due to national and local 

incentives, policies, and increased affordability. The number of electric vehicle charging stations is 

based on the number of units within a building. Therefore, increased density will result in 

increased charging stations.  

 

Building Activities Related to Total Lifetime Embodied Building GHG Emissions 

 Building Certifications. Positive Impact. There is a correlation between green building 

certification and lower emissions. While the master plan cannot dictate actual design and 

engineering of a building, the recommendations encourage all development to exceed the 

county's minimum energy standards and strive to meet net zero, net positive, and/or Living 

Building standards. New buildings will also be required to meet the county’s energy standards 

and codes. 

 Building square footage. Negative Impact. It is anticipated that there will be an increase in the 

overall square footage of large buildings. An increase in building square footage will increase 

material use for building construction (embodied energy), construction activities, and additional 

energy use in buildings, all of which will increase emissions. While many green building 

certification standards require materials to be sustainable or sourced within a certain distance, it 

is not possible to know whether this requirement will apply to new construction projects.  

 Building lifespan. Negative Impact. A shorter building lifespan results in greater turnover of 

emissions associated with building demolition and the construction of new buildings. In contrast, 

a longer building lifetime results in lower overall embodied emissions. The increased density will 

increase embodied building GHG emissions by approximately 27.33% for Scenario 1 (11 million 

additional sq/ft), 41.64% for Scenario 2 (16 million additional sq/ft), 55.95% for Scenario 3 (21 

million additional sq/ft). To reduce embodied energy emissions, it is recommended to reuse 

building material during construction.  

 Pavement infrastructure. No Impact. The manufacturing and use of pavements to create 

roadways, walkways, and buildings causes GHG emissions. None of the density scenarios propose 

additional surface area.   

 Use of green building materials. Positive Impact. It is not possible to know what materials will 

be used for future building; however, the Master Plan (2017) provides incentives for high 
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performance buildings. While not required, the county’s green building codes and standards 

provides benefit points for the use of green construction materials.  

 

Energy Activities Related to Total Lifetime Building Energy GHG Emissions 

 Electricity usage. Negative Impact. Due to the density recommendations and the population 

increases, the overall use of electricity is expected to increase even with the construction of 

energy efficient, high performing buildings.  

 Stationary fuel usage. Positive Impact. Stationary fuel usage refers to combustion equipment 

for generating steam or providing useful heat or energy. Stationary fuel usage results in direct 

GHG emissions. Montgomery County has moved from fossil fuel use to alternative energy sources 

thereby reducing stationary fuel usage. Fossil fuel is anticipated to further decline in the future. 

 Electricity efficiency (per square foot). Positive Impact. While there is an average increase in 

energy consumption due to density and population increases, the average embodied energy 

emissions per residential unit declines by 8.38%, for Scenario 1 (11 million additional sq/ft), 

9.43%, for Scenario 2 (16 million additional sq/ft), 10.22% for Scenario 3 (21 million additional 

sq/ft).  

 Stationary fuel efficiency (BTU per square foot). Negative Impacts. Stationary fuel efficiency 

capabilities refers to retrofitting existing buildings to improve fuel efficiencies. The proposed 

density increases will not result in the retrofitting of existing buildings.  

 

Waste Activities Related to Total Lifetime Building Waste GHG Emissions 

 Material waste produced. Negative Impact. Material waste is sent to a combination of 

recycling, landfilling, and waste combusting facilities, which can increase GHG emissions. 

Although the Plan recommends salvaging building materials during demolition (steel, wood, brick, 

glass, asphalt, and concrete), most of the property proposed for redevelopment and zoning 

changes will generate waste material and embodied emissions increasing the overall Building 

Waste GHG Emissions. However, lifetime residential and commercial building waste per unit for 

residential and commercial will decrease.     

 

Land Cover Change & Management Activities Related to Land Cover & Management Ecosystems Carbon 

Stock (Sequestration) 

 Area of forest. No Impact. No forests will be affected.  

 Area of non-forest tree canopy. Positive Impact. It is intended that no trees will be lost due to 

increased density. The Master Plan (2017) proposes an increase in street and open space canopy 

cover.  

 Area of green cover. Positive Impact. Green cover in the form of green roofs, trees, shrubs, 

and/or herbaceous cover can sequester and store carbon as biomass, restore and build soils, and 

provide food and habitat for coevolved species. Green cover is especially important in urbanized 

areas with high levels of impervious surfaces, as it helps reduce the heat island effect and cools 

streetscapes, walkways, roads, and open space. The Master Plan (2017) requires all new 
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development to achieve a minimum of 35% green cover by planting native canopy trees, 

installing a green roof, or doing both. If growth continues at its current rate, it is anticipated that 

there may be as much as 20.4 acres of green roofs at full building out in 2024 (21 million 

additional square feet). 

 Implementation of Nature-Based Climate Solutions. No Impact. Nature-Based Climate Solutions 

are a broad range of actions to restore and mitigate lost natural systems and functions to 

enhance climate adaptation and sequestration capacities, biodiversity, water and air quality, and 

human health. Increasing density will not change the implementation of Nature-Based Climate 

Solutions.	

COMMUNITY RESILIENCE AND ADAPTIVE CAPACITY 

Urban resilience is the inverse of vulnerability. It is the capacity to function so that people who are living 

and working in the area, particularly those who are lower income or otherwise vulnerable, can survive 

and thrive no matter what stresses or shocks they encounter. This section addresses the Plan’s Resiliency 

and Adaptive Capacity for three core vulnerability areas: Exposure (the level of contact that people, 

systems, and assets have with climate hazards); Sensitivity factors (an increase or decrease in the severity 

of impacts to people, systems, and assets from a climate hazard); and Adaptive capacity (factors that 

increase or decrease people or society’s ability to cope with adverse impacts). Each vulnerability area has 

several potential impact factors that increase or decrease resiliency. The worksheet associated with this 

category requires a broad yes-or-no impact and positive-or-negative determination. Positive impacts will 

not happen quickly. They are uncertain and dependent on the rate of redevelopment, transportation 

funding and implementation, and city/county initiatives. 

 

Exposure-Related Factors 

 Activity in flood risk areas. No Impact. There are no flood zones or flood plains within the Plan 

area. 

 Activity in urban heat island. No Impact. Any density changes will not affect urban heat island 

temperatures as its expected buildings will increase in height rather than width.  

 Exposure to other hazards (e.g., storms, wind, drought). No Impact. Severe storms and wind 

can negatively affect public safety and cause damage and disruptions to critical infrastructure 

(e.g., loss of power, damage to buildings). High winds can discourage sustainable forms of 

transportation such as biking and walking. The density recommendations will have no impact on 

exposure to these hazards.  

Sensitivity-Related Factors 

 Change to forest cover. No Impact. There are no forests within the area where density is 

proposed to increase.  

 Area of non-forest tree canopy. No Impact. Non-forest trees, especially in urbanized areas, 

provide multiple ecological and human benefits, including cooling streetscapes, providing 

microclimates, reducing urban heat island temperatures, sequestering GHG, reducing energy 
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demand (3 to 30%1), and providing wildlife habitat, food, and pollinators. Increasing density 

should not change non-forest tree canopy cover.  

 Change to quality or quantity of other green areas (meadows, green roofs, planting beds, etc.). 

Positive Impact. Adding and mitigating green areas, especially where there are impervious 

surfaces, will improve community resilience by aiding in temperature reduction and reducing the 

impacts of extreme heat on human health. Green cover can also add stormwater treatment 

capacity by converting impervious surfaces into green cover with soils and vegetation to filter and 

absorb stormwater. Increasing density will facilitate development which in turn, requires funding 

for the purchasing of additional parks and open space. Green roof construction is anticipated 

with new development.  

 Change impacts of heat (e.g., cool pavements, cool roofs, air conditioning, energy efficiency 

improvements). Positive Impact. Temperatures are expected to increase in Montgomery 

County, posing a growing threat to human and animal health, natural resources, and 

infrastructure. The addition of green roofs and trees will slightly reduce heat island effect from 

impervious surfaces. In turn, this will reduce heat to those directly adjacent to the property.  

 Change in perviousness. No Impact. Increasing density will not affect pervious surfaces.  

 Change in stormwater management system treatments. No Impact. Changes in density will not 

affect stormwater management treatment above what will be anticipated with all new 

development.  

 Change to water quality or quantity. No Impact. Changes in density will not affect stormwater 

management treatment above what will be anticipated with all new development.  

 Change to air quality. Negative Impact. Increases in density will increase overall GHG 

emissions which reduce air quality. While alternative energy and the burning of fossil fuels are 

not sourced within the county, increased density and its construction impacts adds to overall 

emissions.  

 Infrastructure design decisions. Unknown Impacts. Infrastructure design can have a bearing 

on climate resiliency. Increased density does may affect infrastructure design decisions such as 

culverts or drainage sizing. This is in the purview of other county agencies.  

 

Adaptive Capacity Factors 

 Change to accessibility or prevalence of community and public spaces (e.g., libraries, air-

conditioned cooling centers). Positive Impact. The proposed density increases are anticipated 

to aid in the funding of additional parks and open space resulting in an increase in community 

and public open spaces. 

 Change to emergency response and recovery capabilities. No Impact. Expanding emergency 

response and recovery capabilities is generally associated with increased community resilience 

and adaptive capacity. For example, if there are more emergency responders available during a 

 
1 Climate Assessment Recommendations for Zoning Text Amendments and Master Plans in Montgomery County 
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flood event or storm, more people can be dispatched to check on vulnerable residents and 

residents will be more likely to receive the help they need. The Plan does not address this factor. 

 Change in access to transportation. No Impact. The increase in density will have no impact on 

the transportation network, bicycle or pedestrian ways, bus shelters, etc.  

 Change to accessibility or prevalence of local food sources and other goods. Positive Impact. 

Expanding the accessibility and prevalence of local food sources enhances community resilience 

by reducing reliance on distant travel. It is possible that new development will result in additional 

food stores and restaurants reducing travel demand for these necessities.  

 Change in availability or distribution of economic and financial resources (i.e., to what extent the 

master plan will influence the accessibility or distribution of economic and financial resources). 

Potential Impact. Added density could encourages mixed uses which could increase the local 

labor force, creating jobs and increasing income. This effect is not guaranteed, as mixed use is 

optional in the master plan and does not guarantee an increase in local jobs. 

 Change to community connectivity (e.g., social connections, sense of place, belonging). Positive 

Impact. Studies show that social cohesion and community connectivity are directly linked with 

resilience and often help strengthen a community, especially in post-disaster recovery situations. 

Community connectivity can also reduce mental health challenges and post-traumatic stress for 

individuals who are impacted by natural disasters. The proposed density increases may improve 

community connectivity by enhancing public gathering spaces and parks, which provide 

opportunities to make social connections.  

 Change in distribution of resources and support (influencing the equitable distribution of 

resources and providing policies, institutional knowledge, training, and resources). No Impact. 

The density changes does not directly make recommendations to provide additional resources 

and support in this category. 

RELATIONSHIP TO GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION AND SEQUESTRATION ACTIONS 

CONTAINED IN THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY CLIMATE ACTION PLAN (CAP) 

The CAP details the effects of a changing climate on Montgomery County and includes interagency 

strategies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and climate-related risks to the county’s residents, 

businesses, and the built and natural environment. 

 

The CAP includes 86 climate actions as a pathway to meet the county’s ambitious climate goals while 

building a healthy, equitable, and resilient community. Each county department has responsibilities for 

specific climate actions that are relevant to the work of that department. The following section provides a 

list of the CAP action items relevant to Montgomery Planning Department. While it is not possible to 

know the rate or type of development, each action item was rated high, medium, or low for its potential 

to reduce GHG gasses or sequester carbon. 
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Clean Energy Actions 

 E-3: Promote Private Solar Photovoltaic Systems. Medium. It’s possible that developers will 

incorporate photovoltaics into their development projects, but it is not absolute.  

Building Actions 

 B-7: Net Zero Energy Building Code for New Construction. Medium. All new construction is 

encouraged to exceed the county’s energy standard and reach net zero, net positive, and/or 

Living Building standards. However, it is not possible to know if these techniques will be applied.  

Transportation Actions 

 T-1: Expand Public Transit. Low. There are no transportation recommendations associated with 

the density increases proposed. 

 T-2: Expand Active Transportation and Micro-mobility Network. No. There are no 

recommendations to construct bicycle lanes, improve sidewalks, and increase access, stations, 

and frequency of public transit. 

 T-4: Constrain Cars in Urban Areas, Limit Major New Road Construction. Low. There are no 

recommendations to address car constraints. 

 T-7: Expand the Electric Vehicle Charging Network. High. The number of charging stations is 

dependent on the number of units per building. Increased density will result in increased charging 

stations.  

 T-8: Transportation Demand Management. Low. There are no recommendations to address 

transportation demand management.  

Carbon Sequestration Actions 

 S-1: Retain and Increase Forests. Low (for forest retention), Low (for increase in forest). 

There are no forests within the properties proposed for increased density.   

 S-2: Retain and Increase Tree Canopy. Low. There are no recommendations for tree canopy 

changes with the proposed density increases. 

 S-5: Restore Soil Fertility, Microbial Activity, and Moisture-Holding Capacity. Low. There are no 

recommendations for in this category with the proposed density increases. 

Climate Adaptation Actions. 

 A-18: Expanded Community Gardens. Low. There are no recommendations for in this category 

with the proposed density increases. 

 A-7: Green Public Spaces. High. As noted, the proposed increases in density will increase 

developer funding to be used for purchasing parks and open space.  

 A-10: Green Infrastructure. Medium. Green infrastructure is not directly recommended but 

there will be an increase in parks and green roofs with development.  

 A-13: Ban Stormwater Management Requirement Waivers. Low. There are no recommendations 

for in this category with the proposed density increases. 
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SOURCES OF INFORMATION, ASSUMPTIONS, AND METHODOLOGIES USED 

The climate assessment for the for the proposed 3 density scenarios was prepared using the 

methodology for master plans contained within the Climate Assessment Recommendations for Master 

Plans and Zoning Text Amendments in Montgomery County, December 1, 2022. 

The approach for modeling greenhouse gas emissions from existing and future (2045) land use and 

transportation growth was done using a GHG quantification spreadsheet (Quant Tool). The spreadsheet 

provides totals emissions by type, including lifetime embodied building GHG emissions, lifetime building 

energy GHG emissions, lifetime building waste GHG emissions, lifetime transportation GHG emissions, 

and sequestration rates for land cover and management. The original model was developed in 2007 by 

King County, Washington, using national averages for transportation, and estimates emissions factors for 

the lifetime of buildings associated with the master plan’s development. The model was revised in 2022 

by ICF consultants, using similar methodology with updated building lifetime assumptions (2020), the 

inclusion of life cycle/upstream emissions associated with fossil fuel production and transportation, and 

future electric vehicle penetration and fuel mix rates. 

Sources of Information 

 Climate Assessment Recommendations for Master Plans and Zoning Text Amendments in 

Montgomery County, December 2022 

 Montgomery County Climate Action Plan, June 2021 

 Thrive Montgomery 2050, October 2022  

 GHG Quant Tool inputs: 

o Land Use—Master Plan Parcel GIS (land use attributes from county parcel layer); 

residential units and commercial floor area values adjusted for the Existing Policy and 

Master Plan scenarios (based on theoretical maximum possible build-out for each 

scenario’s zoning allowances) 

o Pavement/Impervious Surfaces—Montgomery County Planimetric GIS, 2020 (coverage 

values adjusted for projected Master Plan build-out) 

o Transportation (VMT)—Montgomery County Planning transportation staff modeling 

program, March 2023 

o Land Cover—Montgomery County Tree, non-forest, turf, and soil cover (Montgomery 

County GIS, 2015) 

 GHG Quant Tool Assumptions 

 The model calculates the GHG emissions for the maximum build-out by 2045 of land-use 

development (i.e., residential units and commercial building area) and resulting vehicle miles 

traveled consistent with the existing allowable development potential for current zoning districts. 

The model was run for all 3 density increase scenarios.  

 The assessment calculates GHG emissions for a theoretical maximum possible build-out by 2045 

of land use development (i.e., residential units and commercial building area) and resulting 

vehicle miles traveled consistent with the theoretical maximum build-out for zoning districts as 

recommended by the Master Plan. 
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 The Quant tool assumes an electric vehicle market penetration rate in the GHG Quant Tool of 

90% by the year 2035. This estimate is consistent with Montgomery County’s goal for 

transitioning vehicles to 100% electric by 2035, adjusted down by 10% to allow for a possible 

slower market uptake. However, electric vehicle use could increase at a faster rate than the 

penetration rate projects. 

 The model was run assuming a 35% increase in green cover for all new development based on 

the proposed requirement. Green cover can be tree canopy cover, green roofs, or both. 



Community Resilience and Adaptive Capacity Checklist 

The first step in a community resilience and adaptive capacity assessment for a ZTA or master plan 
involves an initial applicability review and directional impact assessment. This includes considering 
whether the ZTA or master plan will influence activities that may result in changes in community 
resilience and adaptive capacity. It also includes an evaluation to qualify whether these activities that 
may be influenced may have a positive or negative impact on community resilience and adaptive 
capacity. If the impact for an activity is indeterminate, then note this on the checklist and provide an 
explanation in the assessment narrative. If the impact for an activity can be either positive or 
negative, then check both the positive and negative impact boxes and provide an explanation in the 
assessment narrative. While the checklist provides a starting point, it is not a comprehensive list of 
all potential community resilience and adaptive capacity-related activities for a specific ZTA or master 
plan. Planning staff should supplement climate assessments with additional data and information as 
appropriate. The checklist also does not cover how much of an impact may be involved and how it 
might relate to other impacts, which should be part of the qualitative narrative of the climate 
assessment. As noted in this checklist, some of the factors overlap with factors in the GHG Emissions 
and Sequestration checklist. For more information regarding this checklist, definitions of terms and 
factors, and guidance in preparing a narrative assessment, see Table 8 and associated text in the Final 
Report: Climate Assessment Recommendations for Master Plans and Zoning Text Amendments in 
Montgomery County, ICF, December 1, 2022.  

Does the ZTA/Master Plan concern any of the following 
factors: 

If yes, are changes to that factor expected to 
have a positive or negative impact on 
community resilience? 

Exposure-Related Factors 
No 

Impact Yes 

Positive Impact 
(change reduces 

people or 
infrastructure 
experiencing a 

hazard) 

Negative Impact 
(change increases 

people or 
infrastructure 
experiencing a 

hazard) 
Activity in flood risk areas 

Activity in urban heat island 

Exposure to other hazards (e.g., storms, 
wind, drought) 
Other: ______________ 

Sensitivity-Related Factors No Yes 

Positive Impact 
(change reduces 
impact severity) 

Negative Impact  
(change increases 
impact severity) 

Change to forest cover* 

Change to non-forest tree canopy* 

Page 1 of 2 -- Community Resilience and Adaptive Capacity Checklist 



Change to quality or quantity of other 
green areas (e.g., wetlands, meadows, 
turf)* 
Change to impacts of heat (e.g., cool 
pavements, cool roofs, air conditioning, 
energy efficiency improvements)* 
Change in perviousness* 

Change in stormwater management 
system treatments 
Change to water quality or quantity 

Change to air quality 

Infrastructure design decisions (e.g., 
sizing, materials)* 
Other: ____________________ 

Adaptive Capacity Factors No Yes 

Positive Impact 
(change increases 

ability to respond and 
bounce back) 

Negative Impact  
(change reduces 

ability to respond 
and bounce back) 

Change to accessibility or prevalence of 
community and public spaces (e.g., 
libraries, air-conditioned cooling centers) 
Change to emergency response and 
recovery capabilities 
Change in access to transportation 

Change to accessibility or prevalence of 
local food sources and other goods 
Change in availability or distribution of 
economic and financial resources (e.g., 
employment, income equality, business 
size and diversity) 
Change to community connectivity (e.g., 
social connections, sense of place and 
belonging) 
Change in distribution of resources and 
support 
Other: ____________________ 

*Overlaps with a greenhouse gas emissions sector or activity

Page 2 of 2 -- Community Resilience and Adaptive Capacity Checklist 



GHG Emissions and Sequestration Checklist 

The first step in a GHG emissions and sequestration assessment for a ZTA or master plan involves 
an initial applicability review and directional impact assessment. This includes considering whether 
the ZTA or master plan will influence activities that may result in changes in GHG emissions or 
sequestration. It also includes an evaluation to qualify whether these activities that may be 
influenced may have a positive or negative impact on GHG emissions or sequestration. While the 
checklist provides a starting point, it is not a comprehensive list of all potential GHG and 
sequestration related activities for a specific ZTA or master plan.  Planning staff should supplement 
climate assessments with additional data and information as appropriate. The checklist also does 
not cover how much of an impact may be involved and how it might relate to other impacts, 
which should be part of the qualitative narrative of the climate assessment, or quantitative 
analysis if applicable. As noted in this checklist, some of the factors overlap with factors in the 
Community Resilience and Adaptive Capacity checklist.  For more information regarding this 
checklist, definitions of terms and factors, and guidance in preparing a narrative assessment, see 
Table 1 and associated text in the Final Report: Climate Assessment Recommendations for Master 
Plans and Zoning Text Amendments in Montgomery County, ICF, December 1, 2022.  This 
document also provides guidance for quantitative assessments, if applicable. 

Does the ZTA/master plan effect any of the following activities 
If yes, is the activity likely to have a positive 
or negative impact on GHG emissions and 
sequestration? 

Transportation No Impact Yes Positive Impact Negative Impact 

Vehicle miles traveled by type (personal vehicles, 
commercial trucks or vehicles, rideshare, school 
buses, motorcycles) 
Number of trips (including considering single 
occupancy or carpool trips) 

Non-vehicle modes of transportation (scooter, 
bikes, walking) 
Public transportation use (public bus and 
Metrorail)* 
Electric vehicle infrastructure access (i.e., charging 
stations) 

Building Embodied Emissions No Impact Yes Positive Impact Negative Impact 

Building certifications (e.g., LEED)* 

Building square footage 

Building life span 

Pavement infrastructure* 

Material waste produced 

Use of green building materials 



 
Energy No Impact Yes Positive Impact Negative Impact 

Electricity usage (including distributed and 
renewable energy) 

    

Stationary fuel usage (natural gas, fuel oil, or LPG)     

Electricity efficiency (kilowatt-hour per square 
foot)* 

    

Stationary fuel efficiency (BTU per square foot)*     

Land Cover Change & Management No Impact Yes Positive Impact Negative Impact 

Area of forest*     

Area of non-forest tree canopy (i.e., number of 
trees on the ground, or percent of tree canopy 
cover per acre)* 

    

Area of green cover (i.e., meadow, grassland, turf, 
wetland, etc.)* 

    

Implementation of nature-based solutions1* 
If available, please list the relevant solutions 
implemented: 

    

1 Nature-Based Solutions – sustainable planning, design, environmental management, and engineering practices that weave natural features or 
processes into the built environment to promote adaptation and resilience. Examples include green roofs and bioretention. 

 
* Overlaps with a Community Resilience factor. 
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Downtown Bethesda Fiscal Impact Analysis 
 
The Downtown Bethesda Master Plan adopted in 2017 established a vision for downtown as 
“a model for sustainability, accessibility, equity and innovation.”  One of the key tools for 
achieving that vision is the Bethesda Overlay Zone, which allocates approved density (not 
to exceed 32.4 million square feet) across properties in ways to “protect existing residential 
neighborhoods, provide additional opportunities for parks and open space, expand the 
County’s affordable housing inventory and ensure high quality design through the use of a 
Design Advisory Panel.”  
 
Since the Master Plan adoption, Downtown Bethesda has experienced expansive 
development with 13 completed buildings adding: 
 

• 1,652 residential units, including 249 Moderately Priced Dwelling Units (MPDUs); 
• 1,793,000 square feet of office space; 
• 465 hotel rooms; and 
• 51,000 square feet of retail space. 

 
Another four major residential buildings are under construction with 1,041 new units 
(1,137,000 square feet) being delivered in 2024 and 2025. 
 
This development activity has grown Downtown’s population by 2,446 residents, an 
increase of roughly 24 percent since 2017.  Though the new offices have been slow to lease 
up, they now house an estimated 4,464 workers.  The net increase of 4,226 jobs after 
deducting jobs in demolished office buildings represents a 12-percent increase from the 
2017 level.   
 
This fiscal impact analysis provides a high-level review of the revenues and expenditures 
attributable to this new Downtown Bethesda development opened since 2017.  Partners for 
Economic Solutions has developed a fiscal impact model that estimates the development’s 
net new fiscal contributions and costs to Montgomery County.  
 
Revenue estimates are focused on the key generators of tax-supported revenues to 
Montgomery County.  These estimates exclude revenues and costs associated with 
enterprise funds (e.g., water, sewer) where the fees are set so as to cover the costs.    
 
Expenditures are attributed to a mix of residents, workers employed by Downtown 
Bethesda businesses, students in Montgomery County Public Schools and visitors staying 
in Bethesda hotels.  Allocations vary by department and function, reflecting the different 
nature of their operations and who they serve.  Factors are calculated by category as 
average costs per resident, employee, MCPS student and visitor.  
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Findings 
 
The 13 new developments in Downtown Bethesda completed since the adoption of the 2017 
Sector Plan generate an estimated $31.1 million in new annual tax revenues for 
Montgomery County1.  With the completion of four additional developments currently 
under construction (as of September 2024), that estimated total will increase by $8.0 
million to $39.1 million annually.  The estimated average annual cost of providing local 
government services to the residents and tenants of these buildings, including the cost of 
public education, total $16.2 million today for completed buildings.  This figure is expected 
to increase to $21.8 million with the completion of four additional buildings. 
 
In summary, the 13 new buildings in Downtown Bethesda contribute an estimated $15.0 
million annually in net new revenues to the Montgomery County General Fund after 
accounting for related expenditures for local government services.  Net new revenue will 
increase to $17.3 million with the completion of the buildings currently under construction, 
assuming current tax rates.   
 

 
 
For every $10 in taxes paid by Downtown Bethesda developments and their residents and 
tenants, $4.80 goes to the General Fund to support the cost of providing services to other 
parts of the county. 
 
The residential buildings under construction require a higher expenditure level due to the 
high cost of educating new MCPS students relative to the mix of completed buildings, which 
include commercial buildings that do not generate school costs.  In spite of that extra cost, 
the future buildings will contribute $2.89 of every $10 paid in taxes to cover County costs 
unrelated to activity based in Downtown Bethesda. 
 
When corporate income taxes paid by Downtown businesses are considered, the net fiscal 
benefit is actually higher than these estimates suggest.  The use of average costs may 
overestimate the expenditures required by Downtown Bethesda residents for social services 
and other services targeted to lower-income households.  
 
Downtown Bethesda also has benefited from the investments made in public spaces 
associated with these new developments, including new gathering places, new streetscape 

 
1 Estimates developed based on market and tax assumptions from 2023 and 2024. 
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improvements and other unique improvements such as the burying of electrical 
transformers.   
 
The Bethesda Urban District collects an estimated $900,000 in annual property taxes from 
properties valued at $7.0 billion in 2023, up 37.6 percent since January 1, 2018.  The 
$230,000 in estimated new revenues to the Urban District from buildings completed since 
2017 help to support the Urban District’s focused maintenance and marketing services to 
keep the Downtown clean, beautified and activated. 
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• Totals exclude a 34,950 square-foot expansion of 7500 Old Georgetown Road. 
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• New resident counts are based on the average household size of multi-family 
housing in Downtown Bethesda as reported by the American Community Survey 
2018-2022. 

• Student estimates reflect generation rates for high-rise residential developments as 
reported by the Montgomery County Planning Department. 

• Employees are estimated based on occupied square feet of space, as reported by 
CoStar, Inc. 

• Visitors represent only overnight visitors housed in Bethesda hotels.  The visitor 
count reflects the 67.2-percent occupancy rate for June 2023 to May 2024 for 
Downtown Bethesda hotels (reported by CoStar, Inc.) and an estimated 1.5 guests 
per room.   

• It should be noted that Bethesda’s role as a major regional center also brings daily 
visitors from other jurisdictions to spend their dollars in Montgomery County.  This 
analysis does not estimate those significant expenditures. 
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• The assessed values of buildings not yet complete are estimated based on the 

average value of completed residential buildings per square foot and then split 
between land and improvement assessed values based on the average split for 
completed buildings. 

 

 
 

• Property tax revenues are based on the value of improvements, excluding the value 
of the land so as to estimate net revenues, excluding the value prior to the new 
development.  This is a conservative assumption as land values often increase 
significantly with higher density and new development.  Also excluded are the 
improvement values for buildings demolished to make way for redevelopment. 

• Property taxes are estimated based on January 1, 2023 assessed values and 2024 
property tax rates. 

• Income tax revenues reflect the median household income for Downtown Bethesda 
households. 

• Excluded are corporate income taxes paid by businesses located in Downtown 
Bethesda due to the lack of adequate information on which to base estimates. 

• Increased fee revenues are excluded on the assumption that they are offset by 
increased operating costs.   

• Transfer and recordation taxes assume that properties transfer every 10 years on 
average. 
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• Annual costs are allocated among residents, workers (as a proxy for businesses), 

MCPS students and visitors based on major General Fund expenditure categories.  
Where split between residents and workers (e.g., general government or public 
safety expenditures), each resident is assumed to require the same level of services 
as each worker. 

• Expenditures reflect the Montgomery County Approved Operating Budget, FY 2025 
and the M-NCPPC Adopted Annual Budget, Fiscal Year 2025. 
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Downtown Bethesda Financial Analysis 

The Montgomery County Planning Department is currently preparing a Minor Master Plan 
Amendment to the Downtown Bethesda Master Plan adopted in 2017.  One of the policy 
considerations relates to funding the major park improvements envisioned in the plan.   The 
Bethesda Overlay Zone (BOZ) imposed Park Impact Payments (PIPs) on new development 
seeking to exceed the previous by-right zoning and height limits.   BOZ density is calculated 
for each development and purchased with a PIP based on then prevailing rates.   The PIP 
rate started at $10.00 per square foot and now stands at $12.49 per square foot. 

In evaluating an increase in development fees, it is appropriate to test whether the new 
development can absorb that additional cost or whether a higher fee might render new 
developments infeasible.   Partners for Economic Solutions has prepared four pro forma 
analyses – residential apartments, residential condominiums, office and hotel – to test the 
financial feasibility of development in Downtown Bethesda. 

Development Context 

For each of the four land uses tested, this is a difficult time to be initiating development.   
Following a decade on unprecedented low interest rates, ready availability of funding and 
strong demand, we are now facing much different circumstances that undermine 
development feasibility.   The Covid pandemic accelerated and exacerbated real estate 
trends.  Most obvious were the impacts on hotels and office space.  Travel largely shut down 
for more than a year and has only recently regained much of its pre-pandemic momentum.   
Zoom and other tele-conferencing tools have reduced the need for face-to-face meetings and 
collaborations, reducing the demand for business and conference travel. 

Working from home became the only option for many office-based businesses, and the 
pandemic proved to many employers that working in the office was not the only productive 
option.   Workers benefited from greater flexibility working from home and were able to cut 
the money and time costs of daily commuting.  Now office occupancy varies significantly by 
the day of the week with most offices adopting a hybrid schedule with employees in the 
office two to four days per week.   The level of in-office work now stands at roughly 60 
percent of the number of employees who worked in the office pre-Covid.   Working from 
home and other locations was already a growing trend that, coupled with open office floor 
plans, had led to significant decreases in the amount of office space per employee.   Office 
vacancy rates were rising, and the pandemic hastened the emptying of older office buildings 
and slowed the lease-up of new office space.   The result is a significant over-hang of vacant 
space (14 percent of all Downtown Bethesda office space) with competition driving down 
rents in existing office buildings.   Modern, well-located office space is available in large 
supply at rents well below the rents needed to justify new construction. 
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Construction costs were increasing rapidly – from 2015 through 2019, Engineering News-
Record reported that construction costs in the Washington region were increasing an 
average of 4.98 percent annually in response to high demand for labor and materials both 
nationally and internationally. This compared with 1.8-percent annual inflation during the 
same period. The pandemic disrupted supply chains, stretching out construction schedules 
and increasing construction costs even more rapidly.  Though most of the supply chain 
issues have been resolved, construction costs are now estimated to be 40 percent above 
those in 2019.  

Inflationary pressures exacerbated by the pandemic and the Federal Reserve’s tightening of 
the money supply in response have resulted in high interest rates not seen in more than a 
decade.   Loans that had been pricing at 3 to 5 percent are now pricing at 7 to 8 percent if 
they are available at all. Rising delinquency and foreclosure rates in commercial real 
estate have left banks with less money to lend and a much lower tolerance for risk.   
Construction loans that had been available for 65 to 70 percent of costs are now limited to 
50 to 55 percent of costs, requiring much greater equity from developers and investors.   
Capitalization rates, which relate the value of a real estate property to the net revenue it 
generates, increased from as low as 4.5 percent to 5.75 percent or higher depending on the 
use and the local market.1 Higher capitalization rates reduced real estate values.   With 
high interest rates, borrowing costs have risen sharply, further impacting the cost of 
development. The recent Federal Reserve decision to reduce its benchmark interest rate by 
half a percentage point (50 basis points) has set the stage for borrowing costs that are lower 
than prevailing rates before September, but still higher than those that prevailed before the 
pandemic. 

Land costs in Downtown Bethesda had reached $100 to $110 per FAR square foot, that is, 
$100 to $110 for every square foot of new above-ground development.   Economic theory and 
logic both suggest that land prices should adjust to reflect these changes in the underlying 
economics.   Land is only worth what the developer can pay and still make the rate of return 
required to attract investors and compensate for the risks of development.   When costs go 
up without a commensurate increase in revenues, land prices should fall.   In reality, real 
estate markets and land prices can be much stickier.   As with individual homeowners, if 
you are not compelled to sell and current market conditions would require you to lower your 
price, many homeowners will simply hold on to their property until the market recovers 
and the high price is once more available.   Of course, those high prices may not come again, 
but it can take a long time for owners to become more realistic and adjust their 
expectations.   In that interim period, land may not change hands at any price. Most 
developers interviewed for this analysis opined that residential land is worth $60 to $65 per 
FAR square foot. 

Complicating that process of land price adjustments in Downtown Bethesda is the fact that 
development typically requires demolition of existing buildings to create new sites.   Those 

1 Value is calculated by dividing the net operating income by the capitalization rate. 
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existing buildings are likely occupied with an on-going stream of rental income, which 
allows the owners to hold on longer even as it becomes clear that the buildings have out-
lived their economic viability.  For those who lose their buildings to bankruptcy, their 
lenders are typically more willing to sell at a market price in order the get the properties off 
their books. 

On the residential side, average Downtown Bethesda apartment rents have escalated – 
growing 5.0 percent from 2019 to 2024 to a current average effective rent of $3,506 per unit 
according to CoStar – much slower than the 40-percent increase in construction costs. 
There are likely limits on the market’s ability to continue to pushing up rents.   Due to the 
high development costs, new Bethesda apartments are geared to the high-end market, a 
market that is not unlimited in size. 

In this context, few developments now “pencil out.”  Many developers are now sitting on the 
sidelines hoping for cuts in interest rates and an increase in the availability of financing.   
Until the four residential buildings currently under construction are completed and well 
along the way to full lease-up, residential developers and investors will be reluctant to 
enter the market.   It may be three years or more before Downtown Bethesda sees major 
new residential projects.   No one anticipates new office development at least until vacancy 
rates fall below 8 to 10 percent. 

None of the following pro formas for rental housing, condominium or office development 
show the financial ability to support higher construction costs, land costs, development 
impact fees or Park Impact Payments. Each shows a continuing financial gap between the 
costs of development and the private investment justified by the project’s future revenues. 
The hotel pro forma indicates financial feasibility with the ability to absorb a higher Park 
Impact Payment. 

Structure of Financial Pro Formas 

The financial feasibility of development is measured by comparing the costs of development 
to the value of the development once complete and fully leased (or the sales price). 
Investors and developers have target rates of return that guide whether they invest or not. 
To account for the Federal Reserve’s recent move, the analysis assumes improved financing 
conditions, including lower financing costs (in the soft costs) and required returns. 

The pro forma starts with defining the site size and the development program.   The 
supportable building program is a function of the site size, building height, building Floor 
Area Ratio (FAR) and the parking ratio.  The gross building area is then reduced to the 
rentable building area, which excludes common areas, stairways, elevator shafts and 
entrances to the underground parking garage.   For residential buildings, the rentable area 
is divided into units with a mix of sizes and configurations and may include first-floor 
commercial spaces.   The amount of parking is largely a function of the market and the 
developer’s expectations about the marketability of units or office space without associated 
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parking spaces.   The number of floors of parking depends on the efficiency of the building 
footprint and how well parking spaces can be laid out in that footprint.  The building’s 
parking depth is impacted by how deeply one can excavate without hitting rock with much 
higher excavation costs. 

Development costs are broken into: 

• land acquisition;
• “hard costs” (e.g., brick and mortar costs) of site preparation, underground parking

and the above-ground structure;
• “soft costs” such as architectural and engineering fees, legal and accounting fees,

insurance, permits, financing, taxes, development impact fees and developer fees;
• tenant improvement costs for finishing out commercial tenant spaces; and
• Park Impact Payments.

Operating income is estimated based on achievable rents that reflect current lease rates in 
buildings of comparable location, quality and age. The BOZ requires that residential 
buildings include 15 percent Moderately Priced Dwelling Units (MPDUs).  The rents (and 
condominium sales prices) are set to be affordable by households with incomes up to 70 
percent of Area Median Income (AMI).   Gross rents (including utilities) and payments are 
limited to 25 percent of household income. 

Gross rental income is reduced by 5.0 percent for vacancies between tenants and/or 
collection losses.   Also deducted are operating costs paid by the landlord and real estate 
taxes and payments to the replacement reserve to get to Net Operating Income (NOI).  

The NOI is divided by the capitalization rate to estimate the Value of the development 
upon completion.   That value is compared to the sum of the Total Development Costs and 
the Required Return (calculated by multiplying development costs by the target rate of 
return for rental projects or by multiplying gross sales price by the target rate of return for 
condominiums).  If the Value is greater than the development costs plus required return, 
the project has a Financial Surplus and is considered to be a feasible project.   A Value less 
than the development costs plus required return has a Financial Deficit and is not feasible 
without higher revenues and/or lower costs. 

Each pro forma is based on a recent or proposed development in Downtown Bethesda to 
ensure that the examples are appropriate to the market. 

Rental Apartment Analysis 

As shown in Table 1, the prototypical residential apartment development has 276 units on 
22 floors with the following characteristics: 

• Site size: 0.59 acres 
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• Average unit size: 903 square feet including multiple penthouse units 
• Average rent: $4,400 per market-rate unit 
• Average MPDU rent: $1,414 
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Characteristics of Project 
Site Size (Acres) 0.59 
Height (Feet)/Stories 230/22 0.82 
Site Coverage Ratio 74% 225 
Future FAR 12.9 210,354 
BOZ Density (Square Feet) 162,012 6,000 
Base Project Size (Units) 276 113,646 
Market-Rate Units 234 330,000 
Affordable Units 42 903 

Unit Mix Sq. Ft. Mix Units Rent 
Market-Rate Units 

Efficiency 516 7% 18 $2,750 
1 BR 701 50% 117 $3,440 
2 BR 1,076 32% 74 $4,750 
3 BR 1,577 11% 25 $9,030 

Average Market-Rate Monthly Rent $4,398 
Affordable Units 

Efficiency 516 7% 2 $1,215 
1 BR 701 50% 21 $1,292 
2 BR 1,076 32% 14 $1,523 
3 BR 1,577 11% 5 $1,702 
Average Affordable Monthly Rent $1,414 

Average Monthly Rent $3,944 
Monthly Parking Rate $250 
First-Floor Commercial Rent $50 
Operating Expense per Rentable Square Foot $13.56 

Development Costs 
Land Acquisition, Assuming Vacant Land $21,450,000 
Construction Costs $123,750,000 
Site Improvement/Infrastructure Costs $3,824,000 

Parking Construction Costs $22,500,000 
Soft Costs $42,021,000 
Park Impact Payment $2,024,000 
Commercial Tenant Improv. Costs $120,000 
Total Development Costs $215,689,000 
Total Development Costs/Unit $781,500 

Development Feasibility 
Gross Rent (100% Occupancy) $14,038,500 
Vacancy and Collection Loss 5.0% 
Gross Scheduled Rent $13,336,600 
Operating Expenses $2,852,000 
Replacement Reserves $97,000 
Net Operating Income $10,387,600 
Capitalized Value $207,750,000 
Required Return on Investment $12,400,000 
Financial Surplus/(Deficit) -$20,339,000 

Common Area 
Total Gross Square Feet 
Average Unit Size (Square Feet) 

Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2024. 

First-Floor Retail Space 

 Table 1. Downtown Bethesda Prototypical Apartment Development 

Parking Ratio (Spaces per Unit) 
Below-Ground Parking Spaces 
Total Residential Rentable Sq. Ft. 



8 

• Total Development Costs: $216 million or $781,500 per unit 
• Total Value at Completion: $208 million or $752,700 per unit 
• Financial Surplus/(Deficit): ($20 million) 

Table 2 summarizes the model inputs based on projections of improved conditions following 
the cutting of the Federal Reserve’s benchmark interest rate. 

Residential Condominium Analysis 

Table 3 analyzes a small prototypical residential condominium development with 49 units 
on seven floors with the following characteristics: 

• Site size: 0.41 acres 
• 
• 

Average unit size: 1,373 square feet 
Average sales price: $1,199,000 per market-rate unit 

• Alternative MPDU Payment: $1,763,000 

Developer Targeted Return 5.75%  of total costs 
Vacancy and Collection Loss 5% % of revenues 
Building Efficiency (Leaseable/Gross S.F.) 77% percent 
Residential Parking Spaces 0.8 per unit 
Monthly Parking Fees $250 per space 
Percent MPDUs 15% of total units 
Development Cost Assumptions 
Infrastructure & Site Improvements $6,500,000  per acre 
Land Cost $65 per building g.s.f. 
Hard Costs (Including General Conditions) 

7+ Stories $375  per g.s.f. 
 Below-Grade Parking Costs $100,000  per space 
Soft Costs (Incl. Const. Fin.) 28%  of hard costs 
Park Impact Payment $12.49  per BOZ Density s.f. 
Tenant Improvements 

Retail $20  per square foot 
Replacement Reserves $350  per unit 

 Residential Operating Costs (Excluding Utilities 
and Taxes) $9.00  per r.s.f. 

Real Estate Taxes $4.56 per g.s.f. 
Capitalization Rate 5.00% 

Property Tax Rate 0.011155 

Source: Kramer Consulting Services, PC, 2024; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2024. 

Table 2.   Rental Apartment Financial Model Input Assumptions 
Projected Improved 

Conditions 
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• Total Development Costs: $62 million or $1,260,000 per unit 
• Total Net Sales Proceeds: $58 million or $1,191,500 per unit 
• Financial Surplus/(Deficit): ($9 million) 

Under Section 25A-5A of the Montgomery County Code, the Director of the Department of 
Housing and Community Affairs may authorize an Alternative Payment to the Housing 
Initiative Fund rather than requiring that the MPDUs be developed on site if “an 
indivisible package of services and facilities available to all residents of the proposed 
subdivision would cost MPDU buyers so much that it is likely to make the MPDUs 
effectively unaffordable by eligible buyers.”   Given typical condominium fees in the 
Bethesda market, this is a likely situation.   The Alternative Payment is calculated at 3.0 
percent of the sale price of each market-rate unit if no MPDUs are provided on site.  Based 
on the anticipated prices, this Alternative Payment would total $1,763,000. 
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Table 4 shows key assumptions under projected improved conditions, including a reduction 
in mortgage interest rates to 5.75 percent. 

Site Size (Acres) 0.41 
Height (Feet)/Stories 70/7 1.10 
Site Coverage Ratio 67% 54 
Future FAR 4.6 67,154 
Future Project Density (DU/AC) 668 14,846 
BOZ Density (Square Feet) 50,913 82,000 
Base Project Size (Units) 49 1,373 
Market-Rate Units 49 
Affordable Units - 
Unit Mix Sq. Ft. Mix Units Price 
Market-Rate Units 

1 BR 803 14% 7 $550,000 
2 BR 1,252 45% 22 $1,041,000 
3 BR 1,700 41% 20 $1,599,000 

Average Price $1,199,000 
Parking Sales Price $75,000 

Land Acquisition $6,232,000 
Construction Costs $35,506,000 
Site Improvement/Infrastructure Costs $2,271,000 

Parking Construction Costs $5,400,000 
Soft Costs $9,931,000 
Alternative Payment for Off-Site MPDUs $1,763,000 
Park Impact Payment $636,000 
Total Development Costs $61,739,000 
Total Development Costs/Unit $1,260,000 

Gross Sales $62,782,000 
Cost of Sales, Including Transfer Tax $4,400,000 
Net Proceeds $58,382,000 
Required Return on Investment $5,960,000 
Financial Surplus/(Deficit) -$9,317,000 

Total Gross Square Feet 
Average Unit Size (Square Feet) 

Development Costs 

Development Feasibility 

Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2024. 

Common Area 

Table 3. Downtown Bethesda Prototypical Condominium Development 

Parking Ratio (Spaces per Unit) 
Below-Ground Parking Spaces 
Total Residential Rentable Sq. Ft. 

Characteristics of Project 
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To cover the development costs and provide an adequate return on investment under these 
optimistic assumptions, the sales prices would need a 20-percent premium over market 
prices to reach $1,250,000 for a two-bedroom unit and $1,918,000 for a three-bedroom unit 
even under improved financial and real estate market conditions.   

Office Financial Analysis 

The prototypical office development includes 340,000 square feet of office and retail space 
on 17 floors with the following characteristics: 

• Site size: 0.7 acres 
• Assumed rent: $60 full service, per rentable square foot 
• Total Development Costs: $213 million or $697 per gross square foot 
• Total Value at Completion: $190 million or $560 per gross square foot 
• Financial Surplus/(Deficit): ($42 million) 

This analysis, however, is a hypothetical effort given the state of the office market, as 
discussed above.   There is very little leasing activity in the market, so the $60 rent per 
square foot is largely speculative.   Also lacking are lenders and investors willing to support 
new office development.   Development of a new office building in Downtown Bethesda in 
the foreseeable future is highly unlikely. 

Projected Improved 

Conditions 
Developer Targeted Return 9.5%  of total costs 
Site Coverage Ratio 67% of land sq. ft. 
Building Efficiency (Leaseable/Gross S.F.) 80% percent 
Residential Parking Spaces 1.1 per unit 
 Parking Price $75,000 per space 
Cost of Sale, Including Transfer Tax 7% of sale price 
Mortgage Interest Rate 5.75% 
Development Cost Assumptions 
Infrastructure & Site Improvements $5,500,000  per acre 
Land Cost $76 per g.s.f. 
Hard Costs (Including General Conditions) 

7+ Stories $433  per g.s.f. 
 Below-Grade Parking Costs $100,000  per space 
Soft Costs (Incl. Const. Fin.) 23%  of hard costs 
Alternative Payment for Off-Site MPDUs 3%  of total sales prices 
Park Impact Payment $12.49  per BOZ Density s.f. 

Source: Kramer Consulting Services, PC, 2024; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2024. 

Table 4.   Residential Condominium Financial Model Input Assumptions 
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Table 6 summarizes the model inputs. 

Site Size (Acres) 0.70 
Height (Feet) 175 
Site Coverage 95% 
Future FAR 11.2 
BOZ Density 86,706 
Gross Square Feet 340,000 
Parking Ratio (Spaces per 1,000 Gross Sq. Ft.) 0.91 
Below-Ground Parking Spaces 310 
Total Rentable Square Feet 306,000 

Office 296,000 
Retail 10,000 

Office Rent (FS) $60.00 
Retail Rent (NNN) $50.00 
Monthly Parking Rate $200 
Office Operating Expense per Sq. Ft. $16.00 

Land Acquisition $34,000,000 
Construction Costs $86,360,000 
Site Improvement/Infrastructure Costs $4,060,000 

Parking Construction Costs $31,000,000 
Soft Costs $33,998,000 
Park Impact Payment $1,083,000 
Tenant Improvement Costs $22,700,000 
Total Development Costs $213,201,000 
Total Development Costs/Rentable Sq. Ft. $697 

Gross Rent (100% Occupancy) $19,004,000 
Vacancy and Collection Loss 5.0% 
Gross Scheduled Rent $18,053,800 
Operating Expenses $4,736,000 
Net Operating Income $13,317,800 
Capitalized Value $190,254,000 
Required Return on Investment $18,655,000 
Financial Surplus/(Deficit) -$41,602,000 

 Table 5. Downtown Bethesda Prototypical Office Development 

Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2024. 

Development Feasibility 

Development Costs 

Operating Inputs 

Characteristics of Project 
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Hotel Financial Analysis 

The prototypical hotel analysis involves a 225-room hotel on 18 floors with the following 
characteristics: 

• Site size: 0.52 acres 
• Average Daily Rate: $250 per night 
• Total Development Costs: $94 million or $418,000 per room 
• Total Value at Completion: $102 million or $452,900 per room 
• Financial Surplus/(Deficit): $1 million 

The pro forma shows a financially feasible development. 

Developer Targeted Return 8.75%  of total costs 
Vacancy and Collection Loss 5% % of revenues 
Building Efficiency (Leaseable/Gross S.F.) 90% percent 
Residential Parking Spaces (Minimum) NA per unit 
Commercial Parking Spaces 0.94 per 1,000 g.s.f. 
Monthly Parking Fees $200 per space 
Development Cost Assumptions 
Land Acquisition Cost $100  per g.s.f. 
Infrastructure & Site Improvements $5,800,000  per acre 
Hard Costs (Including General Conditions) 

7+ Stories $254  per g.s.f. 
 Below-Grade Parking Costs $100,000  per space 
Soft Costs (Incl. Const. Fin.) 28%  of hard costs 
Park Impact Payment $12.49  per BOZ density s.f. 
Tenant Improvements 

Office $75 
Retail $50 

Replacement Reserves NA  per unit 
 Operating Costs $16.00  per r.s.f. 

Operating $9.00 
Taxes   $7.00 

Capitalization Rate 7.0% 
Property Tax Rate 0.011155 

Table 6. Office Financial Model Input Assumptions 

Source: Kramer Consulting Services, PC: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2024. 

Projected Improved 

Conditions 
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Table 8 lists key model assumptions. 

Site Size (Acres) 0.52 

Height (Stories) 18 

Future FAR 4.3 

Gross Square Feet 98,072 

Hotel Keys 225 

On-Site Parking Ratio (Spaces per Room) 0.3 

Below-Ground Parking Spaces 75 

Hotel Occupancy 67% 

Average Daily Rate $250 

Hotel Operating Exp. % of Gross Sales 45% 

Retail Rent (NNN) - 
Monthly Parking Rate $40 

Land Acquisition $9,807,000 

Construction Costs $50,409,000 

Site Improvement/Infrastructure Costs $3,099,000 

Parking Construction Costs $7,500,000 

Soft Costs $17,082,000 

Furniture, Fixtures & Equipment $5,625,000 

Parks Impact Payment $517,000 

Total Development Costs $94,039,000 

Total Development Costs/Room $417,951 

Annual Gross Room Revenue $13,756,000 

Annual Parking Revenue $1,095,000 

Hotel Operating Expenses $6,190,000 

Net Hotel Operating Income $8,661,000 

Return on Investment (Cash-on-Cash) 9.2% 

Capitalized Value $101,894,000 

Required Return on Investment $6,820,000 
Financial Surplus/(Deficit) $1,035,000 

Source: Partners for Economic Solutions, 2024. 

 Table 7. Downtown Bethesda Prototypical Hotel Development 
Characteristics of Project 

Operating Inputs 

Development Costs 

Development Feasibility 
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Projected Improved 

Conditions 
Developer Return 7.25%  of total costs 
Building Efficiency (Leaseable/Gross S.F.) 90% of rentable building area 
BOZ Density 41,368 square feet 
Size of Below-Ground Parking Space 420 square feet 
Commercial Parking Spaces 0.3 per room 

Daily Parking Fees $40 per space 

Development Cost Assumptions 

Land Acquisition $100  per FAR s.f. 
Site Improvement/Infrastructure $5,960,000  per land s.f. 
Hard Costs (Including General Conditions) 

7+ Stories $514  per g.s.f. 
Furniture, Fixtures & Equipment $25,000  per room 

Below-Ground Parking Costs $100,000  per space 

Soft Costs (Including Const. Financing) 28%  of hard costs 
Park Impact Payment $12.49  per BOZ square foot 
 Operating Costs 45%  percent of revenues 

Property Tax Rate 0.011155 

Capitalization Rate 7.75% 

Table 8. Hotel Input Assumptions 

Source: Kramer Consulting Services, PC, 2024; Partners for Economic Solutions, 2024. 



| 
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Schools Enrollment Impact Estimate 

The Bethesda Plan Area is classified as an Infill Impact Area by the 2020 Growth and Infrastructure 

Policy. Based on the FY 2024-2025 student generation rates for an Infill Impact Area, the estimated 

enrollment impact from each of this Plan’s build-out scenario is as listed below: 

  ES MS HS 
Scenario 1 147 60 68 
Scenario 2 214 88 99 
Scenario 3 281 115 130 

 

This estimated enrollment impact should not be translated as an immediate demand for additional 

school capacity.  

According to MCPS’s FY2025 CIP projections, the Bethesda-Chevy Chase cluster is expected to have 

approximately 580 surplus seats available collectively at the elementary school level in the 2029 school 

year. The middle schools and high school are also expected to have approximately 375 and 130 surplus 

seats respectively, but these projections and the school service area boundaries are subject to change 

in the near future as MCPS undergoes a boundary change process within the Bethesda-Chevy Chase, 

Downcounty Consortium, Walter Johnson, and Whitman clusters.  

Furthermore, the enrollment trend of surrounding single family residential neighborhoods will likely 

change throughout the coming years depending on the amount of turnover activity, and the surplus 

capacity available at existing school facilities when the housing visions are being realized may look 

different from what is currently projected. Therefore, adequacy evaluations of new residential 

development occur by each project individually at the time of their approval.  
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Engagement and Outreach Materials 
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Bethesda Minor Master Plan Amendment
How the Master Plan Vision is Built

Montgomery Planning Downcounty Planning
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Agenda
• Plans are a Public/Private Partnership

• Checks and Balance: Master Plan Adequacy

• Building the Vision

• Focus on…

• Coming up next
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Plans are a Public/Private Partnership
• Master Plans are the result of an extensive public process

• A 20-year Vision

• Private and public participation in creation 

• Private and public participation in implementation

• Balance growth, infrastructure, & amenities
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Checks and Balance:
Master Plan Adequacy
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Master Plan Adequacy
• Master plan process includes an assessment of how the 

transportation network supporting the Plan area will 
accommodate anticipated new development

• Five metrics: Improvement in how people can and do get to 
work, shop, and play in their community and beyond: walking, 
biking, car, transit
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Building the Vision
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Building the Vision
• Private development and public investment

• Overall economic health, real estate development market 
and capital budget determine pace

• Tools for building

• Indirect

• Direct
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Indirect Tools
• Development Impact taxes for 

transportation and school 
improvements

• Property, business, income, sales, & 
other taxes that fund capital 
improvements more generally
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Direct Tools
• Project-specific

• Private development

• Public Capital Budget & 
Capital Improvement 
Program
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Private Development
• Adequate Public Facilities 

assessment (APF)
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Private Development
• Adequate Public Facilities 

assessment (APF)

• Improvements recommended 
in master/sector plan
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Private Development
• Adequate Public Facilities 

assessment (APF)

• Improvements recommended 
in master/sector plan

• Affordable Housing
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Private Development
• Adequate Public Facilities 

assessment (APF)

• Improvements recommended in 
master/sector plan

• Affordable Housing

• Public/Private Partnerships (P3)
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Public Investment
• Capital Budget + Capital 

Improvements Program (CIP)

• Public schools, street 
maintenance, parks, etc

• 6-year program; updated every 2 
years
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Focus on: Parks
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How are parks created?
• Recommended in a master plan

• Private: As part of a new 
development, the developer 

• Designs park with Parks, and/or

• Builds park, and/or

• Dedicates park land to Parks for 
public access



Bethesda Minor Master Plan Amendment 17Summer 2024

How are parks created?
• Public: Parks Department uses 

capital budget (or other funding 
sources) to purchase and develop 
property into a park 
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• Additional tools: 

• Park Impact Payment (PIP) in 
Bethesda

• In Bethesda and Silver Spring, 
Open Space fee-in-lieu 
payment 

How are parks created?
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Focus on: Transportation
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What are transportation improvements?
• New or wider sidewalks
• Street trees
• Bicycle lanes
• Bus shelters
• Crosswalks
• Curb extensions
• Signals and flashing beacons
• ADA ramps
• Through-block connections
• New streets
• In Bethesda:

• Purple Line Station
• Bethesda Metro Station South
• Capital Crescent Trail Tunnel



Bethesda Minor Master Plan Amendment 21Summer 2024

Who makes transportation improvements
• Private: 

• Developers construct new 
sidewalks, bike lanes, etc. 
along the site edges 
(frontages)

• Includes street trees, street 
lights, utility undergrounding 
and more
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Who makes transportation improvements
• Private: 

• Local Area Transportation Review 
(LATR)

• Off-site construction projects

• Fee-in-lieu of construction
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Who makes transportation improvements
• Public Sector: 

• Capital Improvement Program (CIP)

• Specific master plan improvements: bike, transit, bridge, 
etc. 

• General countywide improvements: lighting, crosswalks, 
ADA, etc.
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Focus on: Schools
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How are schools built & improved?
• Private: 

• School Impact Tax: Developers pay per new residential unit

• Utilization Premium Payment (UPP): Developers make 
additional payment for residential projects in overutilized 
school service areas

• Dedicate land/funding for schools: If master plan 
recommends new school site on private land, as part of overall 
redevelopment
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How are schools built & improved?
• Public: 

• MCPS Capital Budget & CIP

• Impact Taxes and UPPs pay for school capital projects that 
add capacity (new schools, additions, modernization to 
add classrooms)

• UPP must be used for capital projects that add capacity in 
order to alleviate overutilization in the school service area
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Focus on: Affordable Housing
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Who builds affordable housing
• Private: 

• County law requires at least 12.5% 
(15% in Bethesda/SS) of new 
residential units to be Moderately 
Priced Dwelling Units (MPDUs)

• Additional density and height for 
providing affordable housing beyond 
the requirement 
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Who builds affordable housing
• Private: 

• Partner with Affordable 
Housing Providers like Housing 
Opportunities Commission or 
MHP
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Who builds affordable housing
• Public: 

• Public/Private Partnerships 
leverage County-owned land 
for projects that will deliver 
high % of affordable units

• Department of Housing and 
Community Affairs regulates 
affordable units; does not 
build.
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Focus on: Recreation Center
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Recreation Center
• Private:

• Public/Private Partnership with 
County Department of General 
Services (DGS), Department of 
Recreation
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Recreation Center
• Private:

• Public/Private Partnership with 
County Department of General 
Services (DGS), Department of 
Recreation

• Include as an amenity in new 
development and dedicate to 
County
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Recreation Center
• Public: County uses capital 

budget (or other funding sources) 
to purchase and develop 
property into a recreation center 
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Takeaways
• Master Plans address many interconnected pieces of the built 

environment

• Implementation requires many partners, many tools

• Plan visions are for 20 years, but built project by project

• Markets guide the pace of development and public investment

• The MMPA is looking at ways to make the tools work better for 
downtown Bethesda
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Coming up next

June 2024 Scope of Work at Planning Board
Summer 2024 Public workshops on tools to implement recommendations
September 2024 Preliminary Recommendations
October 2024 Draft MMPA
November 2024 Planning Board Public Hearing
December 2024-
January 2025

Planning Board Worksessions & Planning Board Draft to 
County Council

Winter 2025 County Council Public Hearing, County Executive review & 
County Council review and approval
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Staying Connected and Involved
• https://montgomeryplanning.org/bethesda-mmpa

• E-Letter

• Lead Planner

Elza Hisel-McCoy, Chief, Downcounty Planning

Elza.Hisel-McCoy@montgomeryplanning.org

301.495.2115

https://montgomeryplanning.org/bethesda-mmpa
mailto:Elza.Hisel-McCoy@montgomeryplanning.org
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Bethesda Minor Master Plan Amendment
Preliminary Recommendations

Montgomery Planning Downcounty Planning
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Agenda
• Introduction and Background

• What is the BMMPA?

• Implementation Questions

• What We’ve Heard

• Preliminary Recommendations

• Next Steps
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Introduction and Background
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Bethesda !
• Thriving urban center 

• Economic engine for the county

• One of MoCo’s most desirable 
communities

17,000 residents

33,000 jobs

Parks, shops, the arts, 
movies and more

Excellent transit, 
pedestrian and bike 

networks
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• 4-year collaboration between residents, property owners, staff, 

Planning Board, and County Council

• 20-year vision of sustainability, accessibility, equity and innovation: 

• Affordable housing near jobs, shopping, and recreation

• Safe tree-lined sidewalks, bikeways, & streets

• New parks and open spaces 

2017 Bethesda Downtown Plan
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• Planning Board approved over 7M sf of 
development, over 3M sf built

• Office: 1.25M sf 

• Retail: 320,000 sf

• 2,800 residential units 

• Over 400 MPDUs

Implementation progress
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• Parks progress: Civic Greens, 
Eastern Greenway, Montgomery 
Avenue

• New bikeways and pedestrian 
improvements

• Traffic and schools operating within 
standards

Implementation progress
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So, where are we now?
• Plan capped total development at 32.4M sf, based on 2016 

assessment of transportation infrastructure capacity

• Plan recommends check-in at 30.4 million sf

• Since 2017, completed many new buildings, but not as many new 
public amenities

• $15M in PIP payments; no new parks complete

 Bethesda Minor Master Plan Amendment  (BMMPA)
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What is the BMMPA?
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Scope of Work
• Same Plan Area as Bethesda 

Downtown Plan

• Focus solely on implementing 
current recommendations

• No changes to specific zoning, park, 
or other recommendations

• Follows Master Plan Process
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Master Plan Process
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Implementation areas to explore
• Economic development

• Park development

• Transportation improvement

• Schools

• Affordable housing

• Community recreation center
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Implementation Questions
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BMMPA: Questions considered
• Is a development cap necessary in downtown Bethesda?

o If so, does it need to be raised?  

o Are there alternative approaches that would work better?

• How do we ensure that public infrastructure can support 
future growth?

• What are the top-priority public improvements 
recommended in the Plan, and does the MMPA need to provide 
additional incentives to realize them?
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• Is the park implementation strategy in the 2017 plan still 
the right one?

• Could any of the current implementation 
recommendations be modified to better achieve the 
goals of the plan?

BMMPA: Questions considered
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What we’ve heard
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Engagement
• On-going since May

• Farmers Market

• In-person and virtual meetings

• Introduction & Invitation

• How Plan Visions are Built

• Preliminary Recommendations

• Talks with IAC, residents, developers
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Top community priorities
• New parks

• New recreation center

• Improvements to existing 
pedestrian network

• Preserving naturally occurring 
affordable housing

• Expanding tree canopy
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Resident comments
Bethesda is a growing urban 

center, but some are 
concerned development has 

been coming too fast.

The development cap 
should be tied to 
achieving public 

infrastructure and 
amenities

Construction-related 
interruptions to the 

pedestrian network need 
to be better managed.

Religious & non-profit 
properties should be 

exempt from any 
development cap for 

modest improvements



Bethesda MMPA Preliminary Recommendations 21Summer 2024

Resident comments

Loading and delivery 
management remains an 

issue.

Bethesda needs more 
affordable housing at all 

income levels.

Driving in Bethesda can 
be a challenge.



Bethesda MMPA Preliminary Recommendations 22Summer 2024

Development community comments
New development brings many benefits to Bethesda

Real estate market not expected to pick up in near future & 
development cap creates significant uncertainty 

Front-loaded Park Impact Payment is a financing challenge

Implementation of new Civic Greens delayed not by lack of park 
funding but by Purple Line construction, multi-party contract 
negotiations, and property owners uninterested in selling
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Preliminary 
Recommendations
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Is a development cap 
necessary in downtown 

Bethesda?
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Building the Master Plan vision
• Master Plans address many interconnected pieces of the built 

environment

• Implementation requires many partners, many tools

• Plan visions are for 20 years, but built project by project

• Markets guide the pace of development and public investment

• The MMPA is looking at ways to make the tools work better for 
downtown Bethesda, including density levels
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Why and how Plans set density levels
• Master Plans use building height and density to shape a vision 

for the built future of a community

• Master Plans set density levels typically based on the 
recommended zoning “mapped” to each site

• Building height and densities allowed in downtown Bethesda 
balance high-rises on Wisconsin Avenue transitioning to lower 
buildings at the single-family-scale communities at the edges
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Why and how Plans set density levels
• Master Plans also set density levels to make sure the 

transportation and other support networks can 
accommodate the recommended growth over the next 30 years

• Plans include recommendations to enhance and expand those 
networks, including transportation, schools, and other 
improvements
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Density levels in Bethesda
• In 2017, the Plan capped development at a level based on 

projection of how long it would take car drivers to get through 
particular intersections in 2045

• Beginning in 2020, the measurement changed to evaluate 
growth’s larger impact on the surrounding areas broadly, 
increasing focus on non-motorized modes of travel and access to 
desired destinations

• MMPA development level will be based on new measurement
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Master Plan transportation impact: 5 metrics
• Projected impacts from Plan-recommended development are 

now reviewed against 5 metrics:

• Auto and transit job accessibility within 45 minutes

• Auto and transit travel times for any purpose

• Vehicle miles traveled per capita

• Percentage of trips not taken by single-occupant vehicle (“NADMS”)

• Access to low-stress bicycle infrastructure
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Measuring MMPA transportation impact
• Every master plan has a measurable density limit, typically 

based on the recommended zoning “mapped” to each site

• In downtown Bethesda, developers may purchase density above 

mapped zoning 

• This makes it difficult to predict the likely new development in 

Bethesda over the 20-yr life of the Plan 
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Density levels in Bethesda: MMPA
• Measure transportation impact based on density absorption: 

amount of density approved by Planning Board since 2017

• Conservative estimate very unlikely to be sustained over Plan life

• Staff is testing development scenarios for the life of the Plan 

(2035-2045)

• Will include and address potential schools impact



Bethesda MMPA Preliminary Recommendations 32Summer 2024

How do we ensure public 
infrastructure can support 

future growth?
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Existing transportation implementation
• Development is tied to achieving public infrastructure

• Existing tools that achieve plan recommendations include:

• Frontage improvements 

• Local Area Transportation Review (LATR) 

• Capital Improvement Projects (CIP)



Bethesda MMPA Preliminary Recommendations 34Summer 2024

Transportation improvements
• Continue LATR per Growth and Infrastructure Policy (GIP) 

to improve pedestrian, bike, and transit-related 
alternatives to driving

• Support implementation of Loading Management Districts 
recommended in Urban Loading Study

• Support Planning/DOT Curbside Management Study
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Transportation improvements
• Support DPS/DOT management of construction-related 

sidewalk closures

• Support DOT study of enhanced transit service connecting 
downtown Bethesda to nearby centers

• Update priorities for CIP project completion
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Incentivizing top-priority 
public improvements
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New parks & park improvements
• Parks Department will:

•  Continue to work to implement the BDP parks 
recommendations

• Refine implementation strategies as necessary to adapt to 
changing conditions

• Continue to seek advice from the Bethesda IAC

• Update the PIP?
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What a PIP! (the Park Impact Payment)
• In downtown Bethesda, developers can request density above the 

zoning mapped to their site: BOZ density 

• At building permit, developers make Park Impact Payments to the 
Parks Department based on the amount of BOZ density they are 
approved for

• Parks department uses PIP funds to buy new land for a park 
recommended in the Plan or to build the new park
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What a PIP! (the Park Impact Payment)
• In 2017, BOZ set the PIP rate at $10/sf of BOZ density, with 

inflationary adjustment every 2 years; in 2023 to $12.49/sf

• Consultant analyzing overall development costs in downtown 
Bethesda, including PIPs, and quantifying benefits locally and 
countywide

• Based on that analysis, the MMPA will consider updating 
implementation of the PIP
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PIP update?
• Is the current PIP rate right?  Would the benefits of a higher rate 

outweigh the cost?

• Are there other changes to the PIP that would make development 
more market-responsive and therefore more likely to happen and 
generate more PIPs?

• Changes to the structure and timing of the PIP could be coupled 
with increases to the PIP rate
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New recreation center
• Incentivize public/private 

partnerships or developer amenity

• Provide PIP credit for area dedicated

• Designate as a “major public facility” 
for CR priority Public Benefit

• Allow additional building height to 
accommodate
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Supporting more affordable housing
• Incentivize family-size units, deeper affordability

• Strive for no net loss of Naturally Occurring Affordable Housing 
(NOAH)

• Support codified standards for NOAH



Bethesda MMPA Preliminary Recommendations 43Summer 2024

Update the Bethesda 
Overlay Zone (BOZ) to better 
achieve the goals of the Plan
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What is an “overlay zone”?
• Overlay zones are master plan-specific sections in the Zoning 

Ordinance that override the requirements of the underlying 
zone(s) of a given area

• They provide specific requirements and standards necessary to 
achieve the planning goals and objectives in a master plan

• Many recommendations of the Bethesda Downtown Plan are 
implemented via the Bethesda Overlay Zone (BOZ).
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What does the BOZ say?
• BOZ density

• Development Cap

• Park Impact Payment (PIP)

• 15% MPDUs

• Public Benefit Points

• Public Open Space Fee-in-Lieu

• BOZ density: Use or Lose
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Improving the BOZ: buying BOZ density
• CR zones set total maximum density and maximum proportion 

of commercial uses and residential uses

• e.g., CR-5.0 C-4.0 R-4.75 H-175

• BOZ now requires using “all” mapped density before buying 

BOZ density

• Some CR-zoned properties are not able to be single-use (e.g., 

solely residential) and purchase BOZ density
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Improving the BOZ: buying BOZ density
• To promote flexibility to meet market conditions, allow 

purchase of BOZ density for projects using all mapped 

commercial or residential FAR

• Results in higher Park Impact Payment
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Improving the BOZ: “Use or Lose”
• To prevent hoarding of BOZ density, zone requires building 

permits within 4 years of approval or approval is revoked 

• This reduces flexibility to respond to market conditions

• Subdivision Ordinance Adequate Public Facilities finding 

requires building permit in 5 years
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Improving the BOZ: “Use or Lose”
• To promote flexibility to meet market conditions, remove 

duplicative “use-or-lose” provision
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Improving the BOZ: Public Benefits?
• CR zone requires specific categories of Public Benefits

• 2017 Plan effort had significant discussion on Public Benefits

• BOZ has very specific language and requirements

• Planning Department is working on county-wide re-examination 

of Public Benefits: Incentive Zoning Update

• Address relationship between BOZ & Incentive Zoning Update
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MMPA Schedule

June 2024 Scope of Work at Planning Board
Summer 2024 Public workshops on tools to implement recommendations
September 2024 Preliminary Recommendations
October 2024 Draft MMPA
November 2024 Planning Board Public Hearing
December 2024-
January 2025

Planning Board Worksessions & Planning Board Draft to 
County Council

Winter 2025 County Council Public Hearing, County Executive review & 
County Council review and approval

Testify!

Testify!

Submit Comments!



Bethesda MMPA Preliminary Recommendations 52Summer 2024

Staying Connected and Involved
• https://montgomeryplanning.org/bethesda-mmpa

• Sign up for e-Letter

• Lead Planner:

Elza Hisel-McCoy, Chief, Downcounty Planning

Elza.Hisel-McCoy@montgomeryplanning.org

301.495.2115

https://montgomeryplanning.org/bethesda-mmpa
mailto:Elza.Hisel-McCoy@montgomeryplanning.org
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