
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

On September 4, 2013, the Planning Board approved the Applicant’s reconsideration petition re-evaluate 
Preliminary Plan Condition #18b, Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR) mitigation.  The Applicant 
initiated this request to revise the manner in which the PAMR trip credit was calculated for the approved 
redevelopment as a result of a reduction in on-site retail. The Applicant stated that the future site will 
have fewer peak hour retail trips than are currently present and should not be penalized for reducing site 
generated retail trips. This reconsideration is unique and specific to the calculation completed for the 
subject project’s PAMR mitigation requirement.  All findings and evaluation of the case previously 
approved by the Planning Board remain in full force and effect except as modified by Condition #18b. 
For administrative clarity, this reconsideration is based upon the original approval even though an  
amendment to the plan occurred after that approval.

 

Summary 
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� Located between Woodmont Avenue and 

Wisconsin Avenue south of Norfolk Avenue. 

� 2.14 acres of CBD-2 Zoned land in the Bethesda 

CBD Sector Plan area. 
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� Applicant: The Bethesda Center, LLC, 
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BACKGROUND 
On December 15, 2011, the Planning Board approved a combined Project Plan (920120010, Resolution 
No. 11-137) and Preliminary Plan (120120070, Resolution No. 11-138) application for 466,470 square 
feet of development, including 256,672 square feet of office uses, 193,999 square feet of hotel use (203 
rooms) and 15,799 square feet of retail use on 2.14 gross acres of land in the CBD-2 Zone in downtown 
Bethesda. The buildings were approved for a maximum height of 143 feet. On April 4, 2013, the Planning 
Board approved a Preliminary Plan Amendment (12012007A, Resolution No. 13-50) to increase the 
number of hotel rooms by 19 and reallocate 2,885 square feet of office use to restaurant/retail and hotel 
use. Since the Bethesda Center Preliminary Plan Amendment fell within the originally approved 
Adequate Public Facilities (APF) finding, the subject Reconsideration is based on APF calculations 
completed for the original Preliminary Plan. 
 

The reconsideration petition (Attachment A), submitted by the Applicant on June 26, 2013, requests that 
the Planning Board reconsider the manner in which existing site generated peak hour trips were credited 
to the project’s PAMR mitigation requirement. On September 4, 2013, the Planning Board agreed to 
waive Rules of Procedure requirement 4.12.1 so that the Applicant could petition for reconsideration 
outside of the normal ten-day appeal window. If the Planning Board approves Staff’s revised PAMR 
calculation, the Project’s PAMR mitigation requirement will be reduced from $725,400 (62 trips) to 
$339,300 (29 trips).  
 
 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

Vicinity 
The subject Property is zoned CBD-2 and is located between Woodmont Avenue and Wisconsin Avenue 

just south of Norfolk Avenue in the Bethesda CBD.  The adjacent uses include the Montgomery County 

parking garage #11 directly across Woodmont Avenue, the Tastee Diner located to the north on Norfolk 

Avenue and Bethesda Place, a 14-story commercial building located directly on the southern property 

line. The site is within walking distance of the Bethesda Metro station.  The zones surrounding the site to 

the south, east and west are primarily CBD-2 with the exception of a property further south, on the west 

side of Woodmont Avenue zoned CBD-R2.  The property directly north of Norfolk Avenue is zoned 

CBD-1.  
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Vicinity Map 

 
PROPOSED RECONSIDERATION and STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
After approving the Applicant’s reconsideration petition, the Board directed staff to re-evaluate the 
manner in which site generated peak hour retail trips were credited to the PAMR mitigation requirement. 
The Applicant believes this Reconsideration should be granted because the original calculation 
inadvertently reduced the available vehicular trip credit by adding the decrease in retail trips as a negative 
number.  
 
After re-evaluating the trip credit calculation, the decrease in retail trips should have been evaluated as a 
zero value, rather than a negative value, to reflect the fact that a decrease in site generated retail trips will 
have no impact on the proposed redevelopment. The decrease in retail trips should not further reduce the 
PAMR mitigation requirement, as proposed by the Applicant, because the reduction in site generated 
retail trips will not remove vehicular trips from the transportation network. Traffic that is removed from 
the network, through transportation demand management (TDM) or trip reduction measures, incentivize 
Non-Automobile Driver Mode Share (NADMS) or otherwise manage roadway congestion over the life of 
a project. The reduction in site-generated retail trips provides neither TDM nor trip reduction measures, 
and is therefore not expected to have any long-term trip reduction impacts. As a result of the re-
evaluation, staff proposes the following revision to Condition #18b: 
 
The approved Condition #18b of the preliminary plan amendment stated: 
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“The Applicant, prior to the release of any building permit for the proposed development, must pay 
$725,400 to MCDOT to satisfy the Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR) requirement of the APF test (to 
mitigate sixty-two (62) net “new” weekday site-generated peak-hour trips at $11,700 per peak hour trip). 
 

Staff recommends that this condition be revised to state: 
“The Applicant, prior to the release of any building permit for the proposed development, must pay 
$725,400 $339,300 to MCDOT to satisfy the Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR) requirement of the 
APF test (to mitigate sixty-two twenty-nine (62 29) net “new” weekday site-generated peak-hour trips at 
$11,700 per peak hour trip). 
 

 

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
The intent of PAMR mitigation is to reduce traffic impacts of new development on the transportation 
network. This mitigation is determined through a mathematical formula that isolates the difference 
between existing site-generated trips and proposed site-generated trips (net new trips), and recognizes the 
availability of transit within the (CBD) by determining the difference between Countywide and CBD trip 
generation rates. The rationale behind this formula is that a new development’s transportation impact is 
the difference between the existing and proposed development, rather than the entire impact of a new 
development on a vacant site.  Since this calculation is intended to identify traffic impacts resulting from 
increased development densities, the formula is not calibrated to calculate a reduction in site-generated 
peak hour trips. As a result, the decrease in site-generated retail trips identifies a mathematical irregularity 
within the PAMR calculation that subtracts the decrease in site-generated trips from the total available 
trip credit. 
 
In order to fully evaluate the PAMR calculation, staff considered two alternative applications of the trip 
credit formula: one as though the subject property was a vacant site (as requested by the Applicant in the 
Reconsideration petition) and one as though the reduction in site generated retail trips was treated as a 
zero, or no net impact to total future site generated trips. In addition to the proposed revision to the trip 
credit calculation, staff is also correcting a rounding error included in the previously approved table that 
increases the Morning Peak-Hour by one trip and decreases the Evening Peak-Hour by one trip. 
 
Scenario One: Vacant Lot  
The Applicant’s proposed “vacant lot” scenario disregards all existing density from the Site and claims 
credit for the entire scope of development approved through the Preliminary Plan. This methodology 
would result in no PAMR mitigation payment. The Applicant suggests that if all existing density on the 
site were removed and a vacant lot left in its place, the proposed development could be approved and 
constructed without any PAMR mitigation payment. This scenario is analyzed in Table 1 of this report 
and summarized below. 
 
In this scenario, the proposed development generates the same trip generation values for Countywide and 
CBD land use densities; however, the existing on-site density does not reduce the proposed development. 
The following summarizes the difference between the approved 62 trips and Applicant proposed 0 trip 
mitigation requirement: 
 

Approved: (Office CBD Trip Credit) + (Hotel CBD Trip Credit) + (Retail Trip Credit) = Total Credit 
Approved: 5 + 61 + 

- 
34 = 32 

 

 Vacant Lot: (Office CBD Trip Credit) + (Hotel CBD Trip Credit) + (Retail Trip Credit) = Total Credit 
Vacant Lot: 5 + 97 + 32 = 134 

 
After determining the total trip credit, the credit is applied to the PAMR Mitigation Requirement: 
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Approved: (Proposed CBD Density) – (Existing CBD Density) = Net New CBD Trips 
Approved: 471 – 91 = 380 

Approved: Net New CBD Trips x 25% = PAMR Mitigation Requirement 
Approved: 380 x .25 = 95 

Approved: PAMR Mitigation Requirement – Total Credit = Adjusted PAMR Mitigation Requirement 
Approved: 95 – 32 = 63* 

* Revised to correct a rounding error in the original calculation (approved as 62) 

 

 

Vacant Lot: = (Proposed CBD Density) – (Existing CBD Density) = Net New CBD Trips 
Vacant Lot: 471 – 0 = 471 

Vacant Lot: Net New CBD Trips x 25% = PAMR Mitigation Requirement 
Vacant Lot: 471 x .25 = 118 

Vacant Lot: PAMR Mitigation Requirement – Total Credit = Adjusted PAMR Mitigation Requirement 
Approved: 118 – 134 = - 16* 

* A negative adjusted PAMR mitigation value equates to no mitigation payment. 

 
Staff does not support the Applicant’s vacant lot proposal because it is inconsistent with past applications 
of the PAMR calculation and goes beyond correcting the irregularity that decreased the total available trip 
credit.  Additionally, this proposed methodology is in conflict with existing trip generation credit granted 
to the redevelopment as part of the project’s Local Area Transportation Review (LATR). 
 
Scenario Two: No Retail Impact  
For reasons previously discussed in this report, the decrease in site-generated retail trips should be 
“zeroed out,” to reflect no additional impact to the transportation system. This methodology ensures that 
the Applicant adequately mitigates the net new peak hour trips generated by the approved development 
without having the total available trip credit reduced by the negative number associated with reduction in 
on-site retail. If the Board accepts staff’s revised calculation, the new PAMR mitigation requirement will 
be 29 peak hour trips for a total PAMR payment of $339,300. A revised PAMR calculation table, Table 2, 
is included in this report to illustrate staff’s proposed revisions to the original PAMR calculation. 
Additionally, the revised trip credit calculation, broken down by land use, is provided below to 
summarize the difference between the approved 62 trips and proposed 29 trip mitigation requirements (all 
values are for PM Peak-Hour Period): 
 

Approved: (Office CBD Trip Credit) + (Hotel CBD Trip Credit) + (Retail Trip Credit) = Total Credit 
Approved: 5 + 61 + 

- 
34 = 32 

 

  Proposed: (Office CBD Trip Credit) + (Hotel CBD Trip Credit) + (Retail Trip Credit: “Zeroed Out”) = Total Credit 
Proposed: 5 + 61 + 0 = 66 

 
After determining the total trip credit, the credit is applied to the PAMR Mitigation Requirement of 95 
trips (25% of the 380 “Net New Trips” generated for the Site). Both the revised and proposed “Adjusted 
PAMR Mitigation Requirements” are summarized below: 
 
Approved: (PAMR Mitigation Requirement) – (Trip Credit) = Adjusted PAMR Mitigation Requirement 

95 – 32 = 63* 
* Revised to correct a rounding error in the original calculation (approved as 62) 

 

Proposed: (PAMR Mitigation Requirement) – (Trip Credit) = Adjusted PAMR Mitigation Requirement 
95 – 66 = 29 

 
The revised PAMR calculation, from 66 peak hour trips to 29 peak hour trips, is reasonable and 
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acceptable to mitigate transportation impacts associated with this redevelopment. As a result, this 
reconsideration would comply with the Adequate Public Facilities requirement, would not result in 
adverse impacts to the surrounding transportation network, and would remain in conformance with the 
findings, standards and intent of the approved plan. The Application also remains in conformance with 
the master plan and other conditions of approval, except as modified by Condition #18b. Table 1, 
provided below, illustrates changes between the previously approved Preliminary Plan PAMR calculation 
and the proposed staff revision that is the subject of this Reconsideration. 
 
 

CONCLUSION 
Staff recommends that the Planning Board reconsider its decision on the PAMR mitigation requirements 
and revise Condition #18b of Preliminary Plan 120120070 to reflect staff’s reevaluation of the existing 
site generated peak hour trip credit within the Bethesda CBD.  Staff further recommends that the Planning 
Board adopt the original staff report for Preliminary Plan 120120070 (Appendix B) except as modified 
herein. The attached draft resolution (Appendix C) has been modified to reflect the change to condition 
#18b and necessary language for the discussion related the PAMR mitigation requirement. The resolution 
associated with the Amended Preliminary Plan is also attached (Attachment D) for reference. 
 

 

APPENDICES 
 

A. Applicant’s Reconsideration Petition, submitted June 26, 2013 
B. Staff Report 120120070, dated December 15, 2011 
C. Original Resolution 120120070 (11-138) 
D. Amendment Resolution 12012007A (13-50) 
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TABLE 1 

REVISED PAMR CREDIT CALCULATIONS: Vacant Lot Scenario 

PROPOSED BETHESDA CENTER DEVELOPMENT 

 Morning Peak-Hour Evening Peak-Hour 

A. Existing Density – (Countywide Rates)   

Existing “Primary” Trips (A1) 0 0 

   
B. Proposed Density – (Countywide Rates)   

11,570 SF Restaurant(s) – Total Trips 20 82 
4,229 SF Retail – Total Trips 8 29 

Pass-by (34% of Restaurant/Retail) n/a -38 
Restaurant(s) / Retail – Primary Trips 28 73 
256,672 SF Office – Primary Trips 428 390 
203-room Hotel – Primary Trips 136 142 
Proposed “Primary” Trips (B1) 591 592 605 

   

C. Existing Density – (CBD Rates)   

Existing “Primary” Trips (C1) 0 0 

   
D. Proposed Density – (CBD Rates)   

11,570 SF Restaurant(s) – Total Trips 8 30 
4,229 SF Retail – Total Trips 3 11 

Pass-by (0% of CBD Restaurant/Retail) 0 0 
Restaurant(s) / Retail – Primary Trips 11 41 
256,672 SF Office – Primary Trips 385 385 
203-room Hotel – Primary Trips  45     45    
Proposed “Primary” Trips (D1) 441 471 

   

E. CBD Trip Credit (Countywide – CBD)   

Office (428-385); (390-385) 
Hotel (136-45); (142-45) 
Restaurant/ Retail* (28-11);  

Sum of Trip Credit (E1) 

43 
95 
17 

155 

5 
97 
32 

134 

F. PAMR Mitigation Requirement   

PAMR (F1 = D1 x 0.25) 
 

110 118 

G. Adjusted PAMR Mitigation Requirement   

(G1 = F1 – E1) - 45 - 16 
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TABLE 2 

REVISED PAMR CREDIT CALCULATIONS: No Retail Impact Scenario 

PROPOSED BETHESDA CENTER DEVELOPMENT 

 Morning Peak-Hour Evening Peak-Hour 

A. Existing Density – (Countywide Rates)   

4,340 SF Restaurant(s) – Total Trips 8 32 
24,600 SF Retail – Total Trips 46 182 

Pass-by (34% of Restaurant/Retail) n/a -73 
Restaurant(s) / Retail – Primary Trips 54 141 
74-room Hotel – Primary Trips 50 52 
Existing “Primary” Trips (A1) 104 193 

   
B. Proposed Density – (Countywide Rates)   

11,570 SF Restaurant(s) – Total Trips 20 82 
4,229 SF Retail – Total Trips 8 29 

Pass-by (34% of Restaurant/Retail) n/a -38 
Restaurant(s) / Retail – Primary Trips 28 73 
256,672 SF Office – Primary Trips 428 390 
203-room Hotel – Primary Trips 136 142 
Proposed “Primary” Trips (B1) 591 592 605 

   

C.                  Sum of Net “New” Countywide Trips (C1) 487 488 413 412 
   

Net “New” Trips – Countywide (C1 = B1 – A1)   

Office (428-0=428); (390-0=390) 
Hotel (136-50=86); (142-52=90) 
Restaurant/ Retail(28-54=-26); (73-141=-68) 

428 
86 

(-26) 0* 

390 
90 

(-68) 0*  

D. Existing Density – (CBD Rates)   

4,340 SF Restaurant(s) – Total Trips 3 11 
24,600 SF Retail – Total Trips 

Pass-by (0% of CBD Restaurant/Retail) 
16 
0 

64 
0 

Restaurant(s) / Retail – Primary Trips 19 75 
74-room Hotel – Primary Trips 16 16 
Existing “Primary” Trips (D1) 35 91 

   
E. Proposed Density – (CBD Rates)   

11,570 SF Restaurant(s) – Total Trips 8 30 
4,229 SF Retail – Total Trips 3 11 

Pass-by (0% of CBD Restaurant/Retail) 0 0 
Restaurant(s) / Retail – Primary Trips 11 41 
256,672 SF Office – Primary Trips 385 385 
203-room Hotel – Primary Trips  45     45    
Proposed “Primary” Trips (E1) 441 471 

   

F.                                  Sum of Net “New” CBD Trips (F1) 406 380 

   
Net “New” Trips  - CBD (F1 = E1 – D1) 

Office (385-0=385); (385-0=385) 
Hotel (45-16=29); (45-16=29) 
Restaurant/ Retail (11-19=-8); (41-75=-34) 

 

385 
29 

(-8) 0* 

 

385 
29 

(-34) 0* 

G. CBD Trip Credit (Countywide – CBD)   

Office (428-385=43); (390-385=5) 
Hotel (86-29=57); (90-29=61) 
Restaurant/ Retail* (-26 – -8); -68 – -34) 

Sum of Trip Credit (G1) 

43 
57 

(-18) 0* 
100 

5 
61 

(-34) 0* 

66 

H. PAMR Mitigation Requirement   
PAMR (GH1 = F1 x 0.25) 
 

102 95 

I. Adjusted PAMR Mitigation Requirement   

(I1 = H1 – G1) -21 2 -62 29 

   

 

 

* Negative Values treated as “zero” to reflect no impact to the transportation system. 



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment A



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment B



Attachment C



Attachment C



Attachment C



Attachment C



Attachment C



Attachment C



Attachment C



Attachment C



Attachment C



Attachment C



Attachment C



Attachment D



Attachment D



Attachment D



Attachment D




