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Summary 

 

Staff will present the Public Hearing Draft recommendations and testimony for the Executive 

Boulevard District in the White Flint 2 Sector Plan area. The Draft Plan divides the District into 

two areas: Executive Boulevard North and Executive Boulevard South. As a traditional suburban 

office park, Executive Boulevard is a unique section of the Plan area with 2.1 million square feet 

of development. The Department’s Research and Special Projects Division prepared a financial 

analysis to determine if the Draft Plan’s recommended densities would provide an incentive for a 

property owner to redevelop in the future. (See Attachment 2.)  
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SCHEDULE 

 

The Planning Board held a public hearing on the Draft White Flint 2 Sector Plan on  

January 12, 2017.  The public hearing record was open until the close of business on January 12, 

2017.  The public hearing testimony is summarized in Attachment 1. The Planning Board held 

the first worksession on the Public Hearing Draft on January 27. Staff presented the initial 

transportation analysis and staging recommendations in the Public Hearing Draft. The following 

is the proposed schedule for future worksessions. 

 

 February 23 Worksession No. 3:  Montrose North-Rockville Pike 

 March 9 Worksession No. 4: Parklawn South and Randolph Hills 

 March 23 Worksession No. 5: Public Facilities 

 

 

PURPOSE OF THIS WORKSESSION 

 

The purpose of this worksession is to present an overview of the public hearing testimony 

regarding land use and density recommendations for the Executive Boulevard District as well as 

to discuss the financial analysis for future redevelopment.  

 

Testimony 

 
The property owners’ testimony from Executive Boulevard is varied. Some property owners 

desire significantly more densities, building heights and a different range of uses (residential and 

non-residential). While other property owners wanted minor changes and others were supportive 

of the Draft Plan’s recommendations. Some property owners supported the Employment Office 

(EOF) zone, while others suggested the Commercial Residential Town (CRT) or Commercial 

Residential (CR) zones. 

 

Financial Analysis  

 

The Research & Special Projects Division evaluated the economic feasibility of redevelopment 

concepts proposed by Willco and Eagle Bank, two property owners on Executive Boulevard. The 

purpose of the analysis is to understand the economic implications of the density and building 

height recommendations they are contemplating for these two properties, and to estimate how the 

scale of these developments would impact the surrounding market. 

 

Draft Plan Recommendations 

 

The Executive Boulevard district is west of Pike & Rose and the Metro West District in the 2010 

White Flint Sector Plan area. Portions of this district have the potential to evolve from the 

current single office use into a sustainable and innovative district with mixed-uses. This district 

will benefit from its proximity to new development and infrastructure, including Pike & Rose 

and the White Flint Metrorail Station. 
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This district is divided into two segments-

Executive Boulevard North and Executive 

Boulevard South 

This district, which is approximately 91 

acres, is in the Employment Office (EOF 

0.75 H-100) zone. The 1992 North 

Bethesda/Garrett Park Master Plan made no 

specific recommendations for this district. 

It is envisioned that existing environmental 

and health resources will provide the 

framework for new infill development and 

some redevelopment to create a sustainable 

and innovative district. Several existing 

offices will be retained and complemented 

by new residential and non-residential 

development, especially properties that are 

in proximity to new infrastructure and 

development in the 2010 White Flint Sector 

Plan area. The realignment of Executive 

Boulevard and Old Georgetown Road (MD 

187) and the opening of Towne Road will 

provide greater pedestrian and vehicular 

access to and from this district.  

Some of the important recommendations in 

this District are:   

 
 Mixed-use development on key 

properties 

 Transition development to the 

existing Luxmanor residential 

community  

 Linkages to the Western Workaround 

 An urban school  

 Protected bikeway on Executive Boulevard  

 Protection of existing forested area 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Executive Boulevard North-Key Properties 

 

Executive Boulevard North-Existing Zoning 

 

Executive Boulevard North-Draft Plan recommended 

zoning 
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ATTACHMENTS 

1. Summary of public hearing testimony  

2. Economic feasibility analysis 

3. Correspondence  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Key properties in Executive Boulevard-South 

 

Executive Boulevard South: Existing Zoning Executive Boulevard South: Draft Plan Recommended 

Zoning 
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Summary of White Flint 2 Public Testimony 

Person/Agency/Property Comments Staff Response 
Wendy Calhoun-Walter Johnson 

(WJ) Cluster 

Agreed with the Plan recommendation for an elementary 

school at Wilgus/Willco; opposed to Rocking Horse Road 

Center as a school site; the staging recommendation for 

the elementary school should be sooner than the third 

stage; reserve school sites prior to new development; and a 

third middle school is needed for the WJ Cluster. 

The Plan acknowledges the importance 

of public schools and identifies 

appropriate locations. MCPS will 

participate at a future worksession.   

Casey Cirner-1215 East Jefferson 

Street 

NIH leased portion of the property has expired;  

Requests Commercial Residential (CR)-1.5 or 

Employment Office (EOF) 1.5, if modifications are made 

to permit greater flexibility with uses, such as senior 

housing and more than 30 percent of residential 

development.  

The Planning Board will receive 

alternatives to consider during the 

worksessions. 

Jennifer Russel-1215 East 

Jefferson Street 

No opportunities for optional method with the Draft Plan 

recommendation of 1.0 FAR in the EOF zone; EOF 1.5 

FAR; use of the CR zone or modifications to the EOF 

zone. 

See above regarding future 

worksessions. 

Cindy Bar-Nicholson Court  Industrial properties along the CSX tracks have been 

evolving, including truck access and space needs; 

restriction of IL Zone; Barwood Taxi recently filed for 

bankruptcy; CR 2.0 floating zone requested. 

The Draft Plan recommendation is to 

retain light industrial since the uses 

serve a broader county-wide function 

and contribute to diverse local 

economy. 

Amy Ginsburg-Friends of White 

Flint  

Schools 

Supportive of dedicated sites for an elementary school. 

 

Connections 

No solution to creating a pedestrian-bike path over the 

CSX tracks between White Flint 1 and 2-connection 

should be incorporated into the future MARC station. 

 

Sidewalk along the east side of MD 355 along the bridge 

over Montrose Parkway. 

 

The assessment for a MARC station is 

recommended since MTA’s prior 

recommendation to close the Garrett 

Park Station, if a new station is located 

in the White Flint area.  

 

The 2010 White Flint Plan explored 

extending Old Georgetown Road 

across the CSX but significant impacts 

and costs. 

 

ATTACHMENT 1
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Person/Agency/Property Comments Staff Response 
Enhance pedestrian access, install a crosswalk on the east 

side of Towne Road 

 

Lighted pedestrian path behind offices on Executive Blvd. 

 

Support for reconfiguration of Parklawn Drive and 

Randolph Road; Boiling Brook Parkway and Rocking 

Horse Road. 

 

Signalized intersection at the future Rose Avenue and 

Towne Road. 

 

Provide more clearly define larger illustrations that show 

bikeways and pedestrian paths with White Flint 1 (2010) 

 

Office, Business, Industrial and Residential Space 

 

More innovative office and residential concepts, such as 

micro-units, shared housing and condos and apartments 

for either residential and office buildings. 

 

Include language to encourage new small businesses, such 

as an incubator, and language to encourage the retention of 

locally owned small businesses. 

 

Encourage traditional and innovative senior housing 

options.  

 

Supportive of keeping light industrial space but supports 

mixed-use and higher density around Randolph Hills 

Shopping Center and Nicholson Court. 

 

Affordable Housing 

 

Alternative pedestrian/bike crossing 

will be explored during the 

worksessions. 

 

Specific operational issues will not be 

within the Plan; it could be within the 

appendix. SHA has approved a 

signalized intersection at Rose Avenue 

and Towne Road. 

  

Revised Plan recommendations will 

include senior housing and other 

innovative housing concepts. And, 

affordable housing will be discussed 

during the worksessions.  

 

Updated maps will illustrate the 

linkages between both White Flint plan 

areas.  

 

A shuttle/circulator could be in the first 

phase of the staging plan. 

 

Future worksessions will discuss 

Randolph Hills Shopping Center and 

Nicholson Court. 

 

The recommended NADMS goals are 

appropriate for an area that is further 

away for existing and future transit and 

will deliver less infrastructure than the 

2010 Plan area. Existing and new 

development must take on several 

initiatives to begin moving the 

NADMS goals forward. 
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Person/Agency/Property Comments Staff Response 
Market rate affordable housing will eventually become 

obsolete. And, units lack any MPDUs, ADA accessibility 

and modern fire code protection. 

 

Public Use Space 

Support’s the Plans goals; however, there is a need for 

innovative public space that meets the needs of residents. 

 

Staging and Implementation 

Eliminate the MDOT study as a staging requirement since 

it does not add density nor provide any concrete 

infrastructure improvement. 

 

A shuttle/circulator system should be implemented at the 

earliest practicable date. It should be undertaken in 2017. 

 

 

The NADMS goals should be analogous with the 2010 

White Flint Sector Plan. Or, the western part of White 

Flint 2 should have the same NADMS goals as the 2010 

White Flint Sector Plan. 

 

Provide greater clarification of how the White Flint 1 

(2010) and the White Flint 2 area will work together for 

the betterment of both. 

 

 

 

Matthew Eakin and Steve Robins, 

Pickford Properties 

Pickford Enterprises, LLC-11711 Parklawn Drive and 

5040 Boiling Brook Parkway  

 

Given the visibility of the property, it is more appropriate 

for mixed uses in the CRT 2.0 C2.0 R2.0 H75. An 

alternative is the IM zone (2.0 FAR) that permits more 

uses than the IL zone.  

 

Light industrial properties will be 

discussed with the Board during the 

worksessions. 
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Person/Agency/Property Comments Staff Response 
A zoning text amendment should be considered, similar to 

the Twinbrook Overlay Zone. A floating zone designation 

(CRT), if the base industrial zone is retained. 

 

Robby Brewer and Miguel Iraola, 

Oxford Square  

Request to rezone the Oxford Square garden apartments 

(R-30 zone) property to the CR or CRT zone (1.0 FAR) to 

facilitate redevelopment. The maximum height would be 

65 feet.  

 

Retaining the R-30 would preclude redevelopment. 

Existing buildings, built in the 1960s, are reaching the end 

of their useful lives. Buildings lack ADA accessibility, 

modern fire code protection and stormwater management 

on the property. 

 

For a future redevelopment, the owner proposes 15% 

MPDUs with a strong component of larger two and three 

bedroom units.  

All existing multifamily residential 

zone properties will be discussed with 

the Board during the worksessions.  

 

The proposed height is appropriate for 

the property. 

Ric Erdheim, Cherington 

Homeowners Association   

Support for the dedication of the entire area that is 

immediately south of the Cherington townhouses as a 

park.  

 

The preservation of the area adjacent to the existing 

Cherington is consistent with several County goals-open 

space, linkages to the Montrose bikeway and creating an 

attractive public space. 

 

Health benefits of nature. 

 

Opposed to commercial development west of Stonehenge 

Place. 

 

Supportive of mixed use east of Stonehenge Place but 

building heights must be lower as they move towards the 

Cherington. 

Supportive of the Draft Plan 

recommendation.  

 

Stonehenge Place bisects a parcel that 

leaves a small portion into a mixed-use 

zone. The larger area that is adjacent to 

the Cherington is primarily residential. 

 

Initial transportation forecast indicated 

that congestion will not be an issue 

along East Jefferson. A new bikeway 

will provide important linkage to the 

City of Rockville and the 2010 Plan 

area. 
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Person/Agency/Property Comments Staff Response 
 

New north-south street may increase cut-through traffic in 

the neighborhood. A light at Montrose Parkway and 

Stonehenge Place. 

 

Removal of travel lanes on East Jefferson will increase 

congestion and make travel more difficult. 

 

Barbara Sears, Willco and Wilgus 

properties  

The Washington Science Center property (Willco), which 

is approximately 20.1 acres should have a higher zone (CR 

3.0 C1.5 R2.5 H-200) since it is walking distance to Metro 

and is adjacent to Pike & Rose.  

 

The proposed zone should be CR-3 for the Wilgus 

property, which is approximately 6.35 acres. The middle 

segment of the property, which is approximately 3.77 

acres, should be CRT 2.5 C1.5 R2.0 H150. The last 

component of the Wilgus property, which is immediately 

adjacent to the Cherington Townhouses should be CRT 

1.25 with no commercial allowed and 50 feet in height. 

This is a poor choice for a park.  

 

A central park located further east would be more 

accessible to surrounding development.  

 

No school site is necessary. Willco has offered to work 

with MCPS on a small site paradigm but MCPS has not 

pursued that model. 

The Draft Plan’s recommendation 

permit the highest FAR for the Willco 

property since it will benefit from the 

Western Workaround, Pike & Rose, 

and the future second Metro entrance. 

A future worksession will review this 

property. 

Scott Wallace, Morgan 

Apartments 

The existing 132 unit Morgan Apartments, built in 1996, 

under the existing R-20 Zone. There is no incentive for 

redevelopment since no additional dwelling units can be 

constructed on the property. Proposal is to change the zone 

to CR 1.25 C0.25 R1.25 H-120. 

See above regarding multifamily 

residential development.  

Justin Jacocks, Walnut Grove 

Condominium 

Need for updated zoning to add incremental residential 

development to preserve and improve existing community. 

See above regarding multifamily 

residential development. 
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Person/Agency/Property Comments Staff Response 
 

Retaining the existing zone would make it difficult to 

address challenges at Walnut Grove-aging buildings and 

site infrastructure. 

 

Extension of Macon for additional vehicular access.  

 

Recommended zone: CR  1.25 C0.25 R.125 H120 

Francoise Carrier, Guardian 

Realty Investors, LLC 

6000 Executive Blvd-the recommended 120 height limit is 

insufficient; rather 200 feet is appropriate. 

 

The grade of the office property is 15 feet below the grade 

of the nearest office building; 28 feet below the grade of 

the Pallas Apartments; and 16 feet below the grade 

directly across Old Georgetown Road. 

 

The density should be 2.5 FAR-2.25 Commercial and 2.25 

Residential. Sector Plan could require buildings to step 

down to 75 feet. Density is justified by its location and is 

diagonally across from Pike & Rose. 

 

Staging proposes extreme limitations to White Flint 2 by 

tying development to improvements that could take years 

to accomplish. 

 

Completion of the Western Workaround should be moved 

into Phase 2.  

 

MCPS assessment and programming of an elementary 

school should be removed.  

 

MARC station assessment by MDOT should be removed 

or applied only to the eastern side. 

 

Alternative language to page 28.  

Property grades will change during 

future development; therefore, it is 

inappropriate to use it as a measure to 

establish a building’s height. 200 feet 

is inappropriate to an established 

residential neighborhood. The adjacent 

2010 White Flint Plan lowered 

building heights to 100 feet and 70 

feet, respectively, east of Old 

Georgetown Road. 

 

The Western Workaround is 

underway. Phase I should be 

completed by 2020. It greatly enhances 

vehicular, bike and pedestrian access 

to Executive Boulevard properties. 

 

The elementary school is an important 

staging trigger that acknowledges 

school capacity issues in the WJ 

cluster.  
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Person/Agency/Property Comments Staff Response 
 

Karen Kirchberg, Cherington 

resident 

Informed that the new road-Montrose Parkway-would 

require a 100 foot tree barrier and preservation of some 

green space. 

 

Keep the forest in place for all (drivers, bikers and 

walkers) to enjoy. A linear park will produce oxygen, 

absorb carbon dioxide and water runoff.  

Plan recommendation retains a portion 

of the property adjacent to the 

Cherington townhouses to create a 

unique linear park and to further 

environmental recommendations. 

Mayor Bridget Newton, City of 

Rockville 

Affordable Housing 

The City encourages the Planning Board to strengthen the 

Plan’s approach to the provision of housing options that 

would offer a broader range and variety of housing types. 

 

Housing is needed for incomes lower than MPDU levels; 

people with disabilities; and millennials. Encourage 

alternative housing types. 

 

Transportation and Impacts Fees 

Support the continued approach to measure transportation 

impacts of development projects. 

 

Continued efforts to share transportation studies. 

 

Encourage that this Plan include a policy that impact fees 

charged for development will be sufficient to fund the 

necessary infrastructure improvements. 

 

Businesses 

Ensure that there will be small independent establishments 

in the Pike corridor. 

 

Schools 

The importance of school construction and land for 

schools. A significant number of City of Rockville 

children attend Walter Johnson Cluster schools. 

The Draft Plan’s housing section will 

be updated.  

 

Initial recommendations regarding the 

funding of infrastructure will be 

discussed during the worksessions. 

 

The Plan recommendations could be 

more specific on support for 

small/independent businesses. 

 

The Plan recommends different 

properties to accommodate an 

elementary school. 
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Person/Agency/Property Comments Staff Response 
Abbe Milstein, Luxmanor 

Citizens Association  

Schools 

 

School situation is dire. Continuing pattern of disregard 

for real school overcrowding and exacerbate insufficient 

school planning and rapid development. 

 

School size impacts on student achievement based on 

Maryland State Department of Education report. School 

sizes should be 700 for elementary; 900 for middle 

schools; and 1,700 for high schools. Many schools in the 

WJ Cluster exceed the State’s guidelines. 

 

Significant enrollment growth is anticipated within the 

next 5-10 years. For example, WJ High is projected to 

have 2,800 or more students by 2021.  

 

Schools and infrastructure must be in place prior to 

additional residential development. Net zero energy 

school. 

 

Sustainability/Infrastructure  

 

Support for retention of existing wooded areas and 

additional tree canopy. Neilwood Creek has significant 

erosion along its banks.  

School sizes are determined by the 

Board of Education. MCPS has 

committed to building schools at least 

LEED Silver or higher standard. 

 

MCPS will discuss school issues at a 

worksession. 

 

The Department of Environmental 

Protection (DEP) is restoring 

approximately 1,600 feet. Construction 

is anticipated for Winter 2017. Future 

development could further contribute 

to enhance the creek. 

 

Jody Kline, Nicholson Plaza 

Shopping Center 

Support for the Plan’s recommendation to reclassify the 

property from the Light Industrial (IL) zone to the 

Neighborhood Retail (NR) Zone. 

Consistent with the Plan 

recommendations.  

White Flint Partnership Coordination and consistency between both plan areas; 

priorities include the funding, design and construction of 

transportation infrastructure. 

 

Apply the same NADMS goals to both plan areas or apply 

the same NADMS goals for properties that are close to 

Rockville Pike and the Metro. 

The proposed NADMS goals are 

appropriate since it requires significant 

investments by public and private 

sector entities to achieve these goals. 
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Person/Agency/Property Comments Staff Response 
Ros Brandon, Cherington 

Townhouse resident 

Retain the wooded area that is adjacent to the Cherington 

townhouses. The wooded area provides tranquility in an 

urban area, including areas for animals. 

 

Significant developments in the vicinity, such as Pike & 

Rose and future development of properties along 

Executive Blvd. will benefit from the retention of the 

wooded area.   

Consistent with the Plan 

recommendations.  

Jay Corbalis, Federal Realty 

Investment Trust-Montrose 

Crossing and Federal Plaza 

The Plan does a good job of integrating White Flint 2 with 

the 2010 White Flint Plan area to create a cohesive area. 

 

Properties in White Flint 2 should be part of the funding 

strategy for the staging plan projects. A sector wide 

transportation tax in lieu of transportation impact tax 

payments. 

 

Supportive of staging targets.  

 

The recommended open spaces are better served when it is 

smaller, a half an acre or less and should be owned and 

managed by the private sector.  

 

Neither property received additional density so it would be 

challenging to redevelopment; the western portion of 

Federal Plaza density has decreased to 2.0.  

 

The proposed zoning favors residential; given the location 

of both properties, a more balance zoning approach would 

permit flexibility. 

Consistent with the Plan 

recommendations; the zoning approach 

for MD 355 properties will be 

reviewed during the worksessions. 

Emily Vaias, Kaiser Permanente-

6111 Executive Blvd. and 2101 

East Jefferson Street  

No immediate plans to expand the Headquarters property 

(East Jefferson and Montrose Parkway). Immediate need 

is to expand and upgrade the laboratory facilities on 

Executive Boulevard. No objection to the retention of the 

EOF zone for both properties, including adjusting the FAR 

Consistent with the Plan 

recommendations. 
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Person/Agency/Property Comments Staff Response 
for the headquarters building to avoid a non-conforming 

building.  

John Carter/Ron Paul-6010 

Executive Boulevard 

Existing building will be retained; significant setbacks to 

existing single-family dwellings; and 180-foot-wide 

forested area will be retained.  

 

The recommended CRT zone is appropriate, including the 

mix for property (CRT 2.0 C1.0 R1.5). 

 

Additional height, up to 150 feet rather than 120 feet will 

provide flexibility to the building design. 

Staff will review the height alternative 

during the Planning Board 

worksession. 

Matthew Tifford, Randolph Civic 

Association  

Lack of vision for pedestrian/bike connectivity across the 

CSX tracks; expanded bike network would greatly 

increase access from the east into White Flint.  

 

Turn the intersection of Putnam Road and Macon Road 

into a park; no connection of Putnam Road to Macon 

Road. 

 

Opportunity to link Parklawn Drive to Macon Road for 

bikes and pedestrians; consider Neighborhood Greenways 

for residential streets, including Macon Road to connect to 

Randolph Hills Local Park and Rock Creek. 

 

Randolph Hills Shopping Center 

Rezone the Randolph Hills Shopping Center to the CRT 

zone; support of the property owner’s vision of the 

property; Boiling Brook Parkway and Rocking Horse 

Road should be improved before or when the Shopping 

Center redevelops. 

 

Supportive of Loehmann’s Plaza’s recommendation and 

reconfiguration of Parklawn Drive and Randolph Road. 

The Draft Plan recommends a series on 

new bikeways within the Randolph 

Hills neighborhood.  

 

Additional linkages and potential 

crossing the CSX tracks will be 

reviewed during the worksessions. 
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Person/Agency/Property Comments Staff Response 
Alison Dewey, Randolph 

Farms/Randolph Civic  

Lack of connection from east of the CSX tracks to White 

Flint Metro area. A new bike/pedestrian connection over 

the CSX tracks. 

See above regarding bikeway 

connective within Randolph Hills and 

across the CSX tracks. 

Steve Robins/Chris Roulen, 6006 

Executive Boulevard 

CRT 3.0 C2.5 R3.0 H150 would inspire greater mixed use 

development with appropriate transition to the stream 

valley buffer.  

This and other Executive Boulevard 

properties will be discussed during the 

worksessions.  

Stacy Silber, 6120-6130 

Executive Blvd. 

Two vacant office buildings need zoning tools from the 

sector plan for improvement; rather than EOF, CR 1.0 

within 100 feet. Provide additional connections within and 

to Green Acres property. 

This and other Executive Boulevard 

properties will be discussed during the 

worksessions. 

Liz King, Walter Johnson Cluster 

representative 

There is not sufficient capacity in current or planned 

school facilities to keep pace with new development and 

residential turnover. 

 

The need for one more middle school and two elementary 

schools. The County does not have suitable land reserved 

for three new schools.  

 

Need for a secondary school athletic field within White 

Flint 2 or Rock Spring Plan areas. 

 

Postpone the approval of the Rock Spring, White Flint 2 

and WMAL development until sufficient land is reserved. 

MCPS will discuss schools at a 

worksession. An assessment and future 

programming for an elementary school 

is recommended in the phasing plan. 

Joshua Sloan and Alan Kronstadt, 

Randolph Hills Shopping Center 

MARC station on the west side of the CSX tracks, at 

Nicholson Court, would provide a connection to the east 

side with the residential community. 

 

Redevelopment of the property would provide a town 

green; 4-story townhouses and modest apartment at 1.75 

FAR.  

All industrial zone properties will be 

addressed during the worksessions.  

Brian Hooker, Randolph Civic 

Association 

Better connection for bikes and pedestrians across the 

CSX tracks; more direct connection behind Old 

Georgetown Road and Nebel Street area. 

 

Provide MARC station at Nicholson Court. 

See above regarding Randolph Hills 

connections and industrial zoning.  
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Person/Agency/Property Comments Staff Response 
 

Utilize the informal pathway (adjacent to the Walnut 

Grove Condominium) as part of the bikeway network. 

 

Consider residential streets as neighborhood greenways 

that connect the development in White Flint 2 to Rock 

Creek Park. 

 

Support for the redevelopment of the Randolph Hills 

Shopping Center via the CRT zone; Loehmann’s Plaza 

and the reconfiguration of Parklawn Drive and Randolph 

Road. 

The MARC station and industrial 

zoning will be discussed during 

worksessions.  

Neal Brown and Michael Gaba, 

Green Acres School 

Green acres share over 650 feet of common boundary with 

Executive Boulevard properties. 

 

Pedestrian path should have multiple linkages and design 

for safety. 

 

Explore the feasibility for a second connection to Executive 

Boulevard from 6120-6130 Executive Boulevard.  

 

Support for rezoning of 6120-6130 to a commercial 

residential zone.  

All Executive Boulevard properties 

will be discussed during the 

worksessions. A connection between 

Green Acres and Executive Boulevard 

would be a private agreement between 

the two property owners.  

Beth DeLucenay, Charles E. 

Smith Life Communities 

Support for the floating CRT Zone; cannot tolerate the 

mobility plan recommendations, including the two streets 

through the property. The elimination of travel lanes on 

East Jefferson would negatively impact the use of the 

property and the Jewish Day School property. 

Roadway and bikeways will be 

discussed during the worksessions. 

Ms. Anderson, public health 

nutritionist 

Concerned about the crosswalk on Randolph Road and 

Hunters Lane intersection. Add a traffic light to this area.  

Operational issues will be noted within 

the appendix for future consideration 

with the implementing agencies. 

Soo Lee Cho, Loehmann’s Plaza The Draft Plan recommendation is appropriate for the 

property. 

Consistent with Plan 

recommendations. 

Public Agencies  Public agency comments will be 

reviewed at a worksession. 



1 

 

EXECUTIVE BOULEVARD FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS

 

Executive Summary 

The Research & Special Projects (R&SP) Division evaluated the economic feasibility of 

redevelopment concepts proposed by Willco and Eagle Bank, two property owners in the White 

Flint II Sector Plan. The Area 2 team chiefly wanted to understand the economic implications of 

the density and building height limits they are contemplating for these two properties, and 

secondly to estimate how the scale of these developments would impact the surrounding market. 

 

R&SP performed economic analysis on two sets of zoning parameters for each of the properties: 

one requested by the property owners through their concept plans, and a scaled-down version 

preferred by the Area 2 team. The zoning parameters are listed in the following table. 
 

Requested and Preferred Zoning – Willco and Eagle Bank Properties 

 Willco Eagle Bank 

 Zoning Designation FAR Bldg 

Height 

Zoning Designation FAR Bldg 

Height 

Requested by 

Property Owner  

Commercial – 

Residential (CR) 

3.0 200’ Commercial – 

Residential (CR) 

2.0 150’ 

Public Hearing 

Recommendation 

by Planning 

Department 

Commercial – 

Residential (CR) 

2.51 200’ Commercial – 

Residential (CR) 

2.0 120’ 

 
The analysis discovered that redevelopment is economically feasible under both the more modest 

zoning regulations preferred by Area 2, as well as those requested by the property owners. This 

is aided by the fact that each property plans to demolish few, if any, or their existing 

improvements on-site. Thus, the economic value each owner would lose is relatively 

insignificant compared to the value they could create through additional development. Finally, 

population and growth forecasts suggest market demand is adequate to support the proposed 

development on these properties, as well as future development desired in the surrounding area 

(based on approved density in White Flint 1).  

 

 

                                                           
1 The initial staff analysis examined the development potential at 2.0 FAR. The FAR was increased to 2.5 FAR, 

prior to the public hearing draft.  

ATTACHMENT 2
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PURPOSE 

The Research & Special Projects (R&SP) Division has evaluated the economic feasibility of 

redevelopment concepts proposed by Willco and Eagle Bank, two property owners in the White 

Flint II Sector Plan. As part of the analysis, the Planning Department wants to understand how 

the density and building height limits they are contemplating for these two properties will affect 

the viability of their redevelopment.    

 

INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT 
 

Willco and Eagle Bank are two large property owners in the Executive Boulevard Office Park, 

which is near the intersection of Old Georgetown Road and Executive Boulevard. Each of their 

properties are improved with office buildings and surface parking: Willco owns a 21.9 acre 

property that includes office buildings 6001, 6003, and 6011 Executive Boulevard, while Eagle 

Bank owns a 5.4 acre property which includes 6010 Executive Boulevard (see Figure 1). The 

Executive Boulevard Office Park is located in White Flint, a mature retail and employment 

center that is expected to undergo large-scale redevelopment in the near-future. The properties 

are about one-half mile from Rockville Pike/MD 355, less than a mile from the White Flint 

Metro station, and adjacent to Pike & Rose, one of the first mixed-use centers expected to 

transform White Flint.  
 

 As part of the White 

Flint II Sector Plan – 

which both properties 

are located in – 

Willco and Eagle 

Bank have each 

requested zoning 

changes which they 

claim will help enable 

infill development2 

and redevelopment in 

accordance with their 

proposed vision. 

Their properties are 

currently zoned 

primarily for office 

use, with a floor-area 

ratio (FAR)3 of 0.75 

and a building height 

limit of 100 feet 

(zoning designation is 

                                                           
2 Infill development is the process of further developing under-used properties, without removing the existing improvements 

on the site. 
3 FAR, or Floor-Area Ratio, is a measure of density. It is the ratio of a building’s total floor area to the size of the piece of land 
upon which it is built.  

Figure 1: Willco and Eagle Bank Properties - Map 
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represented as EOF-0.75, H-100’ T). They are each requesting their zoning be changed to 

Commercial-Residential (CR) designations – which allow greater flexibility of uses –  as well as 

greater density and building heights. Willco and Eagle Bank met with the Area 2 Planning Team 

and shared their development concepts for their sites. Although the Area 2 Planning Team shares 

their view for CR zoning, they believe a slightly scaled-down density and height than requested 

would better alleviate concerns about the developments’ impact on public infrastructure, 

neighborhood compatibility, and future development of nearby properties. Figure 2 shows the 

zoning restrictions that are 1.) existing, 2.) requested by the property owners, and 3.) being 

considered by the Area 2 Team. 
 

Figure 2: Existing and Proposed Zoning – Willco and Eagle Bank Properties 

 Willco Eagle Bank 

 Zoning Designation FAR Bldg 

Height 

Zoning Designation FAR Bldg 

Height 

Existing Employment-Office 

(EOF) 

0.75 100’ Employment-Office 

(EOF) 

0.75 100’ 

Requested (by 

Property Owner) 

Commercial – 

Residential (CR) 

3.0 200’ Commercial – 

Residential (CRT) 

2.0 150’ 

Public Hearing 

Draft 

Recommendation 

Commercial – 

Residential (CR) 

2.5 200’ Commercial – 

Residential (CRT) 

2.0 120’ 

 

The Area 2 Team principally wishes to understand whether the zoning designation, FAR, and 

building height that they are considering for these two properties could be onerous to the 

property owner’s development visions and render them economically infeasible, and to 

understand the economic value created from this rezoning. The Area 2 Team also wishes to 

understand its market impact to surrounding properties, primarily related to its residential 

element. Thus, R&SP conducted an analysis to estimate the economic value of these properties 

under the proposed regulatory conditions, and secondly, reviewed population and growth 

forecasts which would provide future market support.   
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ECONOMIC ANALYSIS - METHODOLOGY AND APPROACH 

 

Static Development Pro Forma 

 

A “static development pro forma” process was used to evaluate the economic feasibility of a 

project at stabilized occupancy. This point-in-time evaluation estimates the remaining value, if 

any, after accounting for land value, development costs, profits, and standard public exactions.4 

The development feasibility analysis methodology builds an understanding of the relationships 

between site constraints, land use regulations, and the real estate market. The approach is 

intended to generate order-of-magnitude estimates that can provide general insight into whether a 

typical project with certain characteristics is economically feasible. In reality however, no 

economic model can capture the full range of variables that differ from owner to owner - such as 

one’s investment objectives, financial situations, and appetite for risk – to accurately determine 

feasibility on any individual project.  

 

The residual value of a development can generally be calculated using the following formula: 

 

Residual Value =                 

 

                  Market value of the building improvements 

            -    Cost of the building improvements (including development, construction, soft costs, 

and profit) 

            -    Cost of public exactions (such as impact fees, affordable housing and open space)              

            -    Cost of land (if not yet acquired) or Change in value of land5 (if owned) 

             

Essentially, the residual value in this analysis represents the additional value remaining after the 

full range of costs and required returns on investment are accounted for. For NEW development 

(i.e. vacant property), a positive residual value is normally added to the developer’s targeted 

return and suggests the project is feasible. A negative residual value – especially by a large order 

of magnitude – normally suggests a property owner is less likely to develop/redevelop without 

some form of economic assistance. Residual value is affected by physical factors that impact a 

development’s revenue and costs, such as location, permitted land uses, lot coverage, building 

heights and density. Typically, residual value is greatest when development potential on a 

property can be maximized.  

 

However, the economics of redevelopment are more complicated because there are existing 

improvements which produce streams of income. The costs of both the existing improvements 

and land are generally “sunk”, meaning the owner of the property usually does not need to invest 

much capital to receive that income stream. If redevelopment requires replacement of existing 

buildings, the owner must decide which is more valuable: the existing improvements (receiving 

the income stream with little to no attendant capital cost), or the new improvements net of the 

                                                           
4 The “static development pro forma” accounts for and deducts the cost of land from its residual value. This is different from a 

traditional Residual Land Value analysis, which represents the maximum amount a developer would be willing to pay for land.  
5 Change in value is the difference between the cost basis (what the land was originally purchased for) and the current market 
value. This value can be affected by rezoning, capital appreciation (or depreciation), or investment/ disinvestment into the 
surrounding environs. This change in land value is factored into decisions on whether or not to redevelop, as an increase or 
decrease can affect the developer’s rate of return.  
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capital cost of building those improvements (including the costs of demolition, relocating 

tenants, business interruption costs, etc.). Essentially, in order for redevelopment to be feasible, 

the RESIDUAL value of the redevelopment should be greater than the TOTAL value of the 

existing improvements that are lost as a result of the redevelopment. The owner would not need 

to incur additional land costs for redevelopment, unless the project involves acquisition of 

adjacent land. 

 

Proposed Development Programs 

 

Willco and Eagle Bank met with the Area 2 Team to propose a development program6 and vision 

for their properties as a basis for a zoning change. Proposals included a mix of new retail, 

residential apartments, and new hotel and/or office space. Their proposals are largely 

characterized as infill development rather than redevelopment: with a small exception of one of 

Willco’s two options, all of the existing office buildings were preserved.7  

 

As previously mentioned, the Area 2 team is contemplating zoning that is slightly lower in the 

densities and heights than requested by the owners. Figure 3 shows the development programs 

proposed by the owners, as well as modified development programs that conform to densities 

and heights contemplated by Area 2. These modified programs will be tested in the static 

development pro forma and used as the basis to determine whether the densities and heights 

under consideration by Area 2 enable economically feasible development opportunities. As the 

development programs in Figure 3 represent maximum development capacity, program elements 

can also be removed or curtailed in the pro forma should they generate a higher residual 

economic value. 
 

Figure 3: Proposed Development Programs (Square Feet) 

 Willco Eagle Bank 

 Proposed (A) Proposed (B) Area 2 Proposed Area 2 

FAR 2.54 2.54 2.0 2.0 2.0 

Building Height 200’ 200’ 200’ 150’ 120’ 

Demolition 140,000 - 140,000 - - 

Retail - New Development 150,500 129,000 109,961 25,213 25,213 

Retail – Existing Renovation 20,500 28,500 19,284 - - 

Residential Rental 1,875,000 1,750,000 1,426,146 117,394 117,394 

                                                           
6 “Development Program” is defined as a development consisting of specific quantities of retail, office, and/or residential space. 
7 Willco submitted two development options: Option A kept two of the three existing office buildings, and Option B maintained 
all three buildings. 
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Office – New Development - - - 226,913 226,913 

Office – Existing Renovation 302,000 442,000 292,704 100,126 100,126 

Hotel 75,000 75,000 59,013 - - 

TOTAL 2,423,150 2,424,650 1,907,220 469,646 469,646 

- “Proposed” programs are those submitted by the property owner/developer. Willco submitted two concepts, which are 

represented as Proposed (A) and Proposed (B). “Area 2” represents adjusted programs based on Area 2 planning team 

recommendations; adjustments were made to FAR (Willco) and height (Eagle Bank).  

- To arrive at the Area 2 Team’s modified version of Willco’s development program, each land use component was averaged 

between Willco’s two proposed programs, then scaled down 21.31% in size (% difference between 2.54 and 2.0 FAR).  

- Willco assumed the demolition of one of their office buildings in Proposed (A) – the modified development program 

accounted for the demolition costs in efforts to arrive at a more conservative estimate. 

 
 
 
 

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS - FINDINGS 

 

R&SP conducted economic analysis of the Willco and Eagle Bank properties using current, 

localized market and construction data for revenue and cost assumptions. The residual value that 

each of the modified development programs need to exceed for redevelopment to occur is shown 

in Figure 4.  
 

Figure 4: Required Threshold for Redevelopment 

 Willco Eagle Bank 

Threshold for Redevelopment (estimated value of forgone 

existing improvements*) 

$57,931,034 $0 

*Based on the capitalized value of the existing income stream. Average annual rents were currently estimated at $30 and 

office capitalization rate was estimated at 7.25%. CoStar, CBRE. 

 

The figure above represents the total value of the existing improvements that would be lost 

through redevelopment. Willco has plans to demolish one of their three office buildings, and 

Eagle Bank has no plans for demolition. As a result, redevelopment would be feasible on 

Willco’s property only if residual value is over $58 million, and infill development would be 

feasible on Eagle Bank’s property with any positive residual value.  

 

Figure 5 is a summary table expressing the key figures and calculations in the pro forma for each 

of the proposed development programs. More detailed tables as well as sources and references 

for key assumptions can be found in the Appendix.   
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Development Assumptions Willco Eagle Bank

 Eagle Bank 

(w/o new office 

development)* 

Development Revenues

A Square Feet 1,907,810               469,646                  242,733               

B Net Operating Income (NOI) 47,854,230$           12,157,195$          6,423,094$          

C Blended Capitalization Rate1 5.16% 6.29% 5.63%

D Stabilized Value of Property [B/C] 926,663,198$         193,126,909$        114,035,855$     

Development Costs

E Demolition 980,000$                -$                        -$                     

F Hard Costs (Building)
2

207,605,873$         76,212,069$          35,803,330$       

G Hard Costs (Parking)3 82,620,821$           34,811,508$          14,843,135$       

H

Soft Costs (Including Leasing, Financing, and 

Contingency) 92,555,107$           35,406,113$          16,151,474$       

I Total Hard and Soft Costs 383,761,801$         146,429,689$        66,797,939$       

J

Public Exaction Costs (Standard 

Development Method)
4

78,382,483$           9,449,648$             6,962,597$          

K Total Hard, Soft, and Public Exaction Costs 462,144,283$         155,879,338$        73,760,536$       

Change in Land Value

L Current Land Value Assessment 12,819,500$           3,456,000$             3,456,000$          

M Estimated Future Land Value
5

31,003,830$           7,616,466$             7,616,466$          

N Land Value Increase from Rezoning [M-L] 18,184,330$           4,160,466$             4,160,466$          

Profit and Residual Value

O

Blended Developer Required Rate of 

Return
1
 (as % of NOI) 6.83% 8.20% 7.45%

P NOI capitalized at Developer Return [B/O] 700,254,503$         148,193,072$        86,202,787$       

Q Developer "Profit" [D-P] 226,408,695$         44,933,836$          27,833,068$       

R Residual Value of Improvements [P-K] 238,110,220$         (7,686,265)$           12,442,251$       

S

Total Residual Value (Improvements + Land 

Value Increase) [R+N] 256,294,550$        (3,525,799)$          16,602,717$      

Leftover Acreage 11.15                       0.64                         3.02                      
1 Capitalization rates and developer rates of return are blended and weighted across each market segment (retail, residential, office, hotel) within 

the project for one consolidated rate. Discussions with developers and industry knowledge assume developer rates of return at approximately 1.5% -

2.5% above the prevailing capitalization rate, depending on land use and market conditions. 
2 Hard costs include site preparation, construction, and tenant improvements as needed.
3 Parking arrangements assumed one-third would be structured parking, and two-thirds would be underground parking.
4 Public exaction costs are public benefits required under the standard development method, which comprise of public infrastructure 

improvements, transportation impact fees, school fees, moderately-priced dwelling units (MPDUs), and open space.
5The owners are expected to realize an increase in land value from the rezoning of EOF to CR, given its greater development potential based on 

increased flexibil ity of land uses and higher densities.

*An additional development program  that removed new office development as a program element was tested for Eagle Bank to demonstrate that a 

positive residual value could be attained. This was because new office development was estimated to be economically unfeasible at this time, 

which fully accounted for the negative residual value of Eagle Bank's full  buildout scenario. 

Figure 5: Modified Pro Forma, Willco and Eagle Bank Properties
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Because the development programs did not propose large-scale demolition and replacement of 

existing buildings, the threshold for redevelopment is relatively low compared to their 

development potential. Owners can receive proceeds from new development without generally 

sacrificing their current income stream, and are also aided from an increase in their land values 

through the rezoning. Both Willco and Eagle Bank should be able to realize economically 

feasible development opportunities under the zoning, density and height regulations 

considered by Area 2. Although the initial Eagle Bank development program generated a 

negative residual value (-$3.5M), this is because new Class A office construction is currently 

economically prohibitive in this location based on projected rents.8 However, a revised program 

without new office development resulted in a positive residual value of $16.6M, demonstrating 

its feasibility. This value could be even higher if office development is replaced with market-

supported uses, such as a hotel or in-line retail, or delayed until stronger office market conditions 

emerge in the future. 

 
 

MARKET DEMAND – IMPACT ON SURROUNDING AREA 

 
The Willco and Eagle Bank properties, at full build-out under the Area 2 zoning 

recommendations, will create approximately 1,544 new dwelling units.9 This is in addition to the 

approximately 9,800 dwelling units that can potentially be built in the White Flint I Sector Plan 

(see Figure 1), the vast majority of which has yet to be developed. Because properties in White 

Flint I are closer to the Metro stations, MD 355, and key to funding many of the area’s capital 

improvements, the County wishes to understand whether the development potential for these 

properties will inhibit or delay anticipated development in White Flint 1. 

 

While there is no method to ensure that development in White Flint I progresses before these 

properties aside from staging mechanisms, R&SP believes that residential market demand should 

be strong in this area over the next 30 years. R&SP analyzed the total development potential 

within the White Flint I Sector Plan (measured as unfulfilled capacity of CR zoned properties)10 

as a share of the County, and found that there is still sufficient market and population demand 

(see Figure 6).  
 

Figure 6: Population Growth and Development Forecast 

Undeveloped CR Zoning Capacity (White Flint I) 39,600,877 SF (21% of County) 

County Population Growth (2015-2045)  208,000 

County Household Growth (2015-2045) 87,100 

Source: Metropolitan Washington Council of Government Regional Cooperative Forecast - Round 9.0, Maryland Department 

of Assessments and Taxation 

                                                           
8 Market rents for new office in Executive Boulevard projected at $35 per square foot annually (CoStar). Additional assumptions in Appendix. 
9 Assumes an average of 1,000 gross SF per dwelling unit, which is in line with current market conditions and Willco/Eagle Bank’s assumptions. 
10 This metric was used since CR zoning (as well as CRT and CRN) is usually the Planning Department’s primary means to stimulate 

redevelopment with greater flexibility in uses, form, and design regulations. CR properties are the primary properties expected to redevelop. 
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White Flint I’s development capacity represents 21 percent of the County’s share (39.6M SF). As 

the County is already largely built out, most population growth will occur in areas targeted for 

infill development or redevelopment such as White Flint; areas without targeted investment or 

CR zoning are generally assumed to remain stable. Thus, if White Flint were to obtain its “fair 

share” of County household growth – a corresponding 21 percent – it should benefit from market 

demand for 18,291 new households, nearly 8,500 more dwelling units than what is currently 

proposed in the White Flint I Sector Plan. This will also provide market support for additional 

dwelling units contemplated in White Flint II, and such zoning would bring a better balance 

between population growth and development Countywide. 

 
CONCLUSIONS 

 

R&SP’s preliminary analysis indicates the density and building heights contemplated by Area 2 

for Willco and Eagle Bank’s properties are reasonable. Since the development concepts do not 

propose to remove many (or any) of the existing office buildings, the redevelopment threshold to 

realize these concepts is somewhat insignificant. Furthermore, there appears to be sufficient 

market demand over time to support the residential component of these projects, as well as 

expected development in the White Flint I Sector Plan.  

 

Another common concern in these economic analyses is whether the development will be able to 

support structured or underground parking, as a way to promote compact development and a 

more walkable environment. This analysis suggests that a mix of structured and underground 

parking to serve the proposed uses is economically feasible on both properties.  

 

However, the analysis revealed some key areas in Area 2’s recommendations that warrant 

additional consideration. As mentioned earlier, “ground up” office construction in Executive 

Boulevard is likely to be economically prohibitive at the current time, given its lower rates and 

overall leasing challenges in suburban office parks. If the Planning Department designates 

nonresidential uses for a large part of Eagle Bank’s property, the property could experience 

delayed development until market conditions change (i.e. office), or underdevelopment (one-

story retail, small hotel, other) that may be in conflict with Area 2’s vision for the area. Greater 

provision for residential uses should be considered assuming that adequate infrastructure – such 

as school capacity – can be reliably provided.  

 

Secondly, the preliminary analysis indicates that a full buildout on Eagle Bank’s property would 

leave less than three-quarters of an acre remaining on their 5.4 acre property. Since Eagle Bank’s 

official development application will undoubtedly be subject to the Optional Development 

Method,11 there will be less bargaining power to negotiate additional parks and open space, 

alternative building configurations, or better site designs due to space constraints. Area 2 may 

want to consider increasing its building height limit of 120’ to the developer requested 150’, in 

order to free up additional acreage. This would also have the effect of making the office 

                                                           
11 Optional Development Method is a process used by the Planning Department where a development approval is contingent 

on the developer providing a set of agreed upon public benefits. This method applies to CR properties when development 
applications request any floor-area ratio that is larger than 1.  
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properties more marketable, as greater floor-to-floor ceiling heights are a key feature desired by 

new office tenants. 

 

Lastly, the analysis revealed that Willco’s entire development program could fit well within its 

site, leaving about 11 acres remaining on its 21.9 acre property, after all structured/underground 

parking and open space requirements are accounted for.12 Area 2 has discussed the need for 

additional school capacity in this area to relieve potential overcrowding in the future, most 

notably for a new elementary school. As new elementary schools in the County typically require 

a minimum of four-five acres of land, the Willco site presents a good opportunity to fit an 

elementary school and thus should be considered when negotiating for public benefits. 

                                                           
12 Internal roads, streets, and sidewalks are not accounted for and would be represented in a final site design. 
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APPENDIX 

 

 

Development Assumptions

 Retail - New 

Development 

 Retail - Existing 

Renovation  

 Residential 

Rental 

 Office - Existing 

Renovation  Hotel Total

Development Revenues

A Square Feet 110,004             19,284                    1,426,691            292,796              59,035                      1,907,810             

B Net Operating Income (NOI) 4,284,666$        751,102$                33,784,047$       7,398,951$        1,635,464$              47,854,230$         

C Capitalization Rate 5.50% 5.50% 4.75% 7.25% 7.50% 5.16%

D Stabilized Value of Property [B/C] 77,903,012$      13,656,400$          711,243,093$     102,054,502$    21,806,190$            926,663,198$       

Development Costs

E Demolition 980,000$              

F Hard Costs (Building) 17,979,507$      1,157,025$             147,582,269$     33,215,861$      7,671,211$              207,605,873$       

G Hard Costs (Parking) 11,293,759$      1,979,796$             41,849,566$       25,766,013$      1,731,688$              82,620,821$         

H

Soft Costs (Including Leasing, 

Financing, and Contingency) 9,335,427$        1,000,352$             60,410,996$       18,809,688$      2,998,643$              92,555,107$         

I Total Hard and Soft Costs 38,608,692$      4,137,173$             249,842,831$     77,791,561$      12,401,542$            383,761,801$       

J

Public Exaction Costs (Standard 

Development Method) 618,125.03$     89,088.82$            75,860,937.48$  1,352,685.11$   461,646.23$           78,382,483$         

K

Total Hard, Soft, and Public 

Exaction Costs 39,226,818$      4,226,262$             325,703,769$     79,144,246$      12,863,189$            462,144,283$       

Profit and Residual Value

L

Developer Required Rate of 

Return (as % of NOI) 8.00% 8.00% 6.25% 9.25% 9.75% 6.83%

M

NOI capitalized at Developer 

Return [B/L] 53,558,321$      9,388,775$             540,544,751$     79,988,664$      16,773,993$            700,254,503$       

N Developer "Profit" [D-M] 24,344,691$      4,267,625$             170,698,342$     22,065,838$      5,032,198$              226,408,695$       

O

Residual Value before Land Costs 

[M-K] 14,331,503$      5,162,513$             214,840,982$     844,418$            3,910,804$              238,110,220$       

P Total Land Cost 31,003,830$         

Q Residual Land Value 207,106,390$       

Figure A1 - Willco Property Pro Forma - By Market Component
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Development Assumptions

 Retail - New 

Development  Residential Rental 

 Office - New 

Development 

 Office - Existing 

Renovation  Total 

Development Revenues

A Square Feet 25,213                117,394                  226,913               100,126              469,646                   

B Net Operating Income (NOI) 982,031$           2,910,879$             5,734,101$          2,530,184$        12,157,195$            

C Capitalization Rate 5.50% 4.75% 7.25% 7.25% 6.29%

D Stabilized Value of Property [B/C] 17,855,105$      61,281,661$          79,091,054$       34,899,089$      193,126,909$         

Development Costs

E Demolition -$                          

F Hard Costs (Building) 4,120,662$        20,360,420$          40,408,738$       11,322,248$      76,212,069$            

G Hard Costs (Parking) 2,588,493$        3,443,556$             19,968,374$       8,811,085$        34,811,508$            

H

Soft Costs (Including Leasing, 

Financing, and Contingency) 2,139,592$        7,591,237$             19,254,638$       6,420,646$        35,406,113$            

I Total Hard and Soft Costs 8,848,747$        31,395,213$          79,631,750$       26,553,979$      146,429,689$         

J

Public Exaction Costs (Standard 

Development Method) 259,951$           6,241,030$             2,487,051$          461,616$            9,449,648$              

K

Total Hard, Soft, and Public 

Exaction Costs 9,108,698$        37,636,243$          82,118,802$       27,015,596$      155,879,338$         

Profit and Residual Value

L

Developer Required Rate of 

Return (as % of NOI) 8.00% 6.25% 9.25% 9.25% 8.20%

M

NOI capitalized at Developer 

Return [B/L] 12,275,385$      46,574,063$          61,990,285$       27,353,340$      148,193,072$         

N Developer "Profit" [D-M] 5,579,720$        14,707,599$          17,100,768$       7,545,749$        44,933,836$            

O

Residual Value before Land Costs 

[M-K] 3,166,687$        8,937,820$             (20,128,516)$      337,744$            (7,686,265)$             

P Total Land Cost 7,616,466$              

Q Residual Value (15,302,731)$          

Figure A2 - Eagle Bank Property - By Market Component
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Development Assumptions

 Retail - New 

Development  Residential Rental 

 Office - New 

Development 

 Office - Existing 

Renovation  Total 

Development Revenues

A Square Feet 25,213                      117,394                     -                        100,126                 242,733                

B Net Operating Income (NOI) 982,031$                  2,910,879$               -$                      2,530,184$            6,423,094$           

C Capitalization Rate 5.50% 4.75% 7.25% 7.25% 5.63%

D Stabilized Value of Property [B/C] 17,855,105$            61,281,661$             -$                      34,899,089$         114,035,855$      

Development Costs

E Demolition -$                       

F Hard Costs (Building) 4,120,747$               20,360,815$             -$                      11,322,248$         35,803,811$         

G Hard Costs (Parking) 2,588,493$               3,443,556$               -$                      8,811,085$            14,843,135$         

H

Soft Costs (Including Leasing, 

Financing, and Contingency) 2,139,619$               7,591,363$               -$                      6,420,646$            16,151,627$         

I Total Hard and Soft Costs 8,848,859$               31,395,735$             -$                      26,553,979$         66,798,573$         

J

Public Exaction Costs (Standard 

Development Method) 368,614$                  6,746,985$               893,149$               8,008,748$           

K

Total Hard, Soft, and Public 

Exaction Costs 9,217,473$               38,142,720$             -$                      27,447,128$         74,807,321$         

Profit and Residual Value

L

Developer Required Rate of 

Return (as % of NOI) 8.00% 6.25% 9.25% 9.25% 7.45%

M

NOI capitalized at Developer 

Return [B/L] 12,275,385$            46,574,063$             -$                      27,353,340$         86,202,787$         

N Developer "Profit" [D-M] 5,579,720$               14,707,599$             -$                      7,545,749$            27,833,068$         

O

Residual Value before Land Costs 

[M-K] 3,057,911$               8,431,343$               -$                      (93,788)$                11,395,466$         

P Total Land Cost 7,616,466$           

Q Residual Value 3,779,000$           

Figure A3 - Eagle Bank Property w/o New Office Development - By Market Component
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Development Assumptions Values Sources and Assumptions

Development Revenues

Net Operating Income (NOI)

• $41/PSF Retail

• $35.40 Residential

• $35/PSF Office

• $86.36/PSF Hotel (Room)

• $25.91/PSF Hotel (Other)

Retail, Residential, Office

5% vacancy

30% operating costs

Hotel

30% vacancy

 Deparmental Expenses (40%), Undistributed 

Operating Expenses (24%) Fixed Charges (15%)

 • CoStar (area comparables)

• Dollars and Cents of Multifamily Housing 2001, plus CPI

• Smith Travel Research Report 2014  

Capitalization Rate
See Figure A1

• Integra Realty Report 2015

• CBRE 2015 2nd Half - Capitalization Rates

Development Costs

Demolition
$7/PSF

  • Adaptive Reuse/Conversions: Executive Boulevard & 

Rock Spring Office Markets (2016) 

Hard Costs (Building)

Retail

$100/PSF Construction

$60/PSF Tenant Allowance

Residential

$170/PSF Construction

New Office

$125/PSF Construction 

$50/PSF Tenant Allowance

Office Renovation

$60/PSF Construction

$50/PSF Tenant Allowance

Hotel

$126.50/PSF

• RS Means

• Colliers International - The Cost of an Office Buildout

• White Flint Sector Plan: Financial Analysis, Economic 

Benefits & Infrastructure Financing (2009)

 • Economic Feasibility of the DC Height Master Plan: 

Construction Costs (2013)

 • Adaptive Reuse/Conversions: Executive Boulevard & 

Rock Spring Office Markets (2016)

Hard Costs (Parking)
Structured (Above grade): $18,000/space

Underground (Below grade): $35,000/space

• RS Means

• The High Cost of Minimum Parking Requirements (2014)

• Carl Walker Parking Solutions, Parking Structure Cost 

Outlook 2015

• White Flint Sector Plan: Financial Analysis, Economic 

Benefits & Infrastructure Financing, (2009)

Soft Costs (Including Leasing, 

Financing, and Contingency)

Hard Cost Contingency 5%

Soft Costs: 20%

Financing: 7.75% @ 70% LTV

• Urban Land Institute

Public Exaction Costs (Standard 

Development Method)

On-Site Transportation Infrastructure

$250,000/acre

Transportation Impact Fees

Retail: $5.70/PSF

Residential: $3,174/DU

Office: $6.35/PSF

Hotel: $3.20/PSF

School Fees

$5,412/DU

MPDU Subsidy

$10.26/PSF (calculated)

Open Space (10% Requirement)

$35/PSF of Land Area

• Montgomery County Planning Department

• Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services

• Montgomery County Department of Housing and 

Community Affairs

• Montgomery County Public Schools

Change in Land Value

Current Land Value Assessment • Maryland Department of Assessments and Taxation

Estimated Land Cost

$32.50/PSF 

• Maryland Department of Assessments and Taxation - 

Estimated cost for CR properties in North Bethesda with 

similar density and height restrictions

Figure A4 - Sources and Assumptions

Figure per square foot are based on total improvement SF, unless otherwise noted.
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