
From: Cathie Cooper
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Written Comments on Pedestrian Master Plan
Date: Monday, March 20, 2023 12:46:48 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

I am a walker, a cyclist, and a driver in Montgomery County, and I have been a resident and
homeowner here for almost 25 years.  I would like to make the following case: instead of
wasting time and money developing a utopian model for a walkable and bikeable community,
the County should first look inward and ask "What do we have now, can we maintain what we
have, and what are the root problems that we need to address with any potential changes, and
will those changes significantly address the problems?"  I don't see that happening here.  I see
this project as generally throwing money randomly at many problem that will not go away
(and perhaps even get worse) if it is not approached in a thoughtful and systematic way.  Let's
address all three issues.

1. Pedestrians

First and foremost, we need pedestrian education, and that means education that actually sticks
and changes bad behavior.  As you well know, many pedestrians are irresponsible, running
into the street without looking, walking in front of cars (without looking), crossing against red
lights (even if in a crosswalk).  Many are blissfully ignorant of basic physics which, in this
case, is the fundamental principle that a 2000 lb car cannot stop on a dime when going 25+
MPH (even when it is traveling at 5 MPH or even it it is made of lightweight fiberglass).
Making cars lighter, so they won't hurt oblivious pedestrians as badly, is simplistic,
unworkable, and suggests that the County is not thinking clearly and realistically about the
problem.  It devalues my confidence in the County being able to make thoughtful assessments
and meaningful improvements for all residents. 

Some attempts to provide pedestrians with safe crossings are ignored or abused by pedestrians,
so making more of them may not be the solution to the problem at all.  For example, the Hawk
system installed on Aspen Hill Road between Giant and Kohls was installed with good
intentions but is largely ignored or misused by walkers, and creates more problems (traffic
snarls) than it prevents (pedestrian vs. car encounters).  They don't press the button but walk
anyway.  OR, they press the button and then cross during the flashing yellow light phase
leaving the crosswalk empty of pedestrians when the light turns red and stops traffic (backing
it up into the intersection at Connecticut, sometimes).  The County needs to consider human
(bad) behavior FIRST.  As long as pedestrians walk in their own little Bubble of Oblivion, all
the enhancements in the world will not prevent many of these problems.

Secondly, the County needs to actually maintain the pedestrian infrastructure they have. Show
that the County can do so effectively before spending money to make more infrastructure that
needs to be maintained (and probably won't be).  Some of the plan points to improvements in
maintenance, and those should be prioritized and fully functional before "upgrades" are
implemented. I like to walk, mostly for exercise, but I try to combine exercise with functional
walking such as errands to local stores and businesses.   A 3-4 mile walk is common for me,
so that gives me access to many of the Aspen Hill businesses from my home. Many public
sidewalks, not in front of a home or business, go uncleaned after a snowstorm, limiting how
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far I and others can go on public streets in the winter.  The plan says that the County will TRY
to improve that.  The County MUST improve that to demonstrate they are willing and capable
of maintaining infrastructure upgrades.  One example of poor maintenance is Georgia Ave at
Hewitt (from Winter 2022 when we actually had snow). I know this is a state road.  I walked
to the intersection of Georgia and the Matthew Henson Trail, which is a great pedestrian
resource.  The sidewalk on the west side of the intersection with Georgia was shaded and a
complete sheet of ice. I was sliding around, just trying to get to the crosswalk button.  So I
figured, on that day, I would just abandon that trip and go home, and I would make it a loop
and walk back home down Georgia Avenue.  However, the entire sidewalk on Georgia
(adjacent to the park property), even though it was in sun, was crusted with frozen and melting
snow and ice.  I could either walk in the busy street or walk in the melting icy snow and end
up in the busy street if I slipped and fell.  There is a heavily used bus stop at Georgia and
Hewitt and so what did the people using public transport do?  Walk in the street?  Slip and
fall?  I've seen both.  Another example of not cleaning sidewalks was Old Georgetown Road
and the sidewalk that runs along the west side of the road behind the back fences of homes
facing an adjacent residential street, above Tuckerman Lane.  I commuted to work on that
street for over 20 years.  That sidewalk was never cleared.  I digress to a concern about the
wackadoodle bike lanes now installed on that road.  How is the County going to effectively
plow that and keep it ice-free?  Remember, it's not only removing the initial snowfall from the
walking or riding surface, it's keeping that surface clear of ice from any remelt that occurs,
which would be a great problem since Plows cannot plow the surface where the little white
dividers sit.  

Installing those bike lanes was clearly a case of Ready, Shoot, Aim in my opinion.

Crosswalk lighting is a recurrent problem throughout the County.  I would say the lighting is
generally sufficient in most cases for pedestrians to see their way, but what about motorists
(and preventing pedestrian vs. motorist incidents)?  Remember:  shared responsibility.  When I
am driving at night, there are crosswalks, even on some major streets, where I can only clearly
see the middle part of the crosswalk that sits in a weak puddle of light in the middle of the
road, and not the sidewalks to either side.  The key to not hitting a pedestrian in a crosswalk, at
night or any at any time, is to be able to see them on the sidewalk before they step into the
street, know that they are possibly coming, and be prepared to stop (again, concerns with the
pedestrian Bubble of Oblivion and basic physics).  The County needs to drive the streets at
night and ask whether the lighting is sufficient for motorists to see the pedestrians CLEARLY
before they step into the street. This is an issue that needs to be addressed since it is proposed
that motorists will be responsible for pedestrians before they step into the street.  That said,
there are often bus stops next to intersections:  a way needs to be provided to clearly define
who is waiting to cross the road vs. who is at the bus stop.

2.  Cyclists

A friend lives near Old Georgetown Road and says that, since the new bike lanes have been
put in, she's seen maybe one or two cyclists use them.  This may not be a case of If You Build
It They Will Come.  When I commuted on that road (for over 20 years), I would see the
occasional cyclist, so there wasn't demand to begin with.  What study of bike traffic was done
before it was determined that special lanes were needed?  There is the Bethesda Trolley Trail
that goes north to south close to Old Georgetown Road, which is bike and pedestrian friendly. 
Why not urge pedestrians and cyclists to use that, especially when it does not share space with
motorists? Where does the County set the bar to making bike-friendly road improvements? 
Does the County have an actual plan to effectively maintain those lanes (see comments about



snow and ice removal above)?  

Also, out in the rural County, particularly on nice spring/summer/fall days, I often come upon
pelotons of cyclists filling the whole road, riding four or five abreast, blocking traffic and
creating a hazard when a motorist is trying to pass them.  This is a particular problem out on
River Road and adjacent roads.  There are even signs saying that bicyclists can use the whole
road.  Why?  Shouldn't they have to share the road equitably with motorists?  Also, many
cyclists are as oblivious as pedestrians, or just plain rude.  For example, I go to Riley's Lock
frequently in the spring/summer/fall, since I am a Canal Steward charged with keeping an eye
on Mile 23.  I remember a recent encounter on Route 112, where a group of cyclists blew
through a stop sign on a side street and flew right onto Rte 112, right in front of me, filling the
whole lane.  They were moving pretty fast (maybe 25 MPH) and the view of the intersecting
road was limited until just before the stop sign. For cars merging from that intersecting road,
this wouldn't be a huge problem since they will (or should) pause at the stop sign where I can
see them and they can see me. In this case, I was able to veer into the opposing traffic lane,
which was empty, luckily.  There are many places where River Road winds enough that I
cannot see a peloton of cyclists until I come around a corner and am right upon them (filling
the road, of course).  Sure, we could reduce the maximum speed limit on those roads to that of
a bicycle, but that would be a fairly bass-ackwards approach to management of the problem,
wouldn't it be?  

We need cyclist education that will stick, as much as we need pedestrian education, and
creation (if necessary) and enforcement of traffic rules for bicyclists, too.  FYI, I only ride my
bicycle on bike paths or on neighborhood streets (where I am hyperaware but less so than if I
were riding on a heavily traveled road). 

3.  Motorists

Nearly every time I drive, I can't help but think that Maryland sets the bar far too low for
issuing a driver's license.  I've lived in four states (California, New York, Massachusetts, and
Maryland) and Maryland drivers are by and far the worst?  Why?  There are clearly people
who are driving that should not be behind the wheel.  Since there is essentially no enforcement
of traffic laws in the County (a real problem in my opinion, and one that needs to be addressed
by more than the passive enforcement by traffic cameras) this is not going to stop.  I don't
know if people are driving with an impairment (visual, cognitive, or chemical), lacking
minimal basic driving skills, or looking at their phones when they should be looking at the
street. Every time I drive I see people weaving along the street, crossing lane dividers and
center lines, blowing through stop signs, crosswalks with people in them, etc.  On some streets
(some examples are Randolph Road, Nicholson Lane) some drivers can't even negotiate gentle
curves while staying in their lane.  

In addition, traffic patterns need to be negotiable by all motorists with valid driver's licenses
(see concern about low bar, above).  If the pattern is too complex, some motorists will fail to
negotiate it correctly, and only the hyperawareness of the other drivers in the pattern will
prevent an accident from happening.  For example, multiple left turn lanes are a particular
problem (some examples FYI are:  Rockledge connector to NB Old Georgetown, NB Old
Georgetown to 355, Tuckerman to NB 355, Knowles to NB Connecticut, NB Connecticut to
NB Connecticut at University).  Even when lane markers are helpfully put down in the
intersections, there are usually one or two drivers who cannot (or will not) stay in their lane
while making that turn.  A recent example from just last week: I was driving on NB
Connecticut.  I was in the middle left turn lane at University.  The car in front of me



completely changed into the lefthand left turn lane in the middle of the intersection then
crossed back into the middle lane once they were through the intersection.  Fortunately that
lefthand lane was empty at the time.  Driving out of the designated lane is a frequent
occurrence at these kinds of intersections.

How is the County going to protect pedestrians and cyclists in their Bubble of Oblivion when
people are driving at this level of competency/awareness (and in their own Bubble of
Oblivion)?  Unless Montgomery County can effectively manage up and force Maryland to
raise the bar and institute improved driver training (and driver maintenance training), this will
continue to be a problem.  I am rather skeptical that such improvement can be driven by the
County but, please, prove me wrong! Plus, when roads and walkways are incompletely cleared
of snow and ice (and, remember, that involves removing the ice that forms across sidewalks,
bike paths, and roadways when plowed or shoveled snow melts and refreezes), it forces
pedestrians and cyclists into the road with traffic, and that is never a good thing. 

General Thoughts:

I know MoCo has great intentions about making walkable communities within the County.  I
support that.  I support high density housing near transit hubs as opposed to urban sprawl. 
However, when I moved here ~25 years ago, I was struck at how awkwardly the County lays
out its roads and traffic patterns, and how badly they are maintained.  In fact, I often marvel at
how consistently bad road "improvements" can be.  It's almost as if the people doing road
planning in the County hate motorists and are consciously trying to wreak havoc on the roads. 
Or maybe they are generally unqualified for the job they've been hired to do?  I have vacillated
between incompetent vs. malicious for all of these years.  You say "Malicious, oh come on!"
Try looking at some of the so-called traffic improvements through that lens, and you can see
that "sticking it to the motorist" could be one interpretation.  I see the County addressing what
is perceived to be a series of specific problems without thinking one step further, asking first
whether those solutions will create more problems (as it often does) or even actually solve the
problems that they are trying to address.  

In Summary:

1.  Use money to address the real, root problems and resist the urge to make quick, cosmetic
changes will not address or resolve root problems and that, in fact, may create a new set of
problems.

2. Do a meaningful study before the County throws a solution at a perceived problem.  Ask
first:  what is the root problem there (and which category of road user is most responsible for
causing the problem)? Then ask:  is there a solution that would benefit all users, and not one
type of user at the detriment of other users?  Then ask:  does that solution create more
problems? Then ask:  can we effectively implement this change?  Otherwise, it's just a case of
pretty words.

3.  Show that the County can maintain the infrastructure we have, before building more, and
that, when the County builds the new infrastructure, make sure there is a workable plan to
maintain it to a level that makes it consistently useful for everyone. Baby steps; Rome wasn't
built in a day, etc. etc. 

4. The Arrogance of Right-of-Way needs to be addressed.  Just because a Pedestrian or Cyclist
or Motorist has the Right-of-Way in a particular situation doesn't mean that they are absolved



of all responsibility to watch out for others who are sharing the same travel space. In addition
to obliviousness, mistakes can be made by everyone. Pedestrians, cyclists, and motorists have
a shared responsibility when they share travel spaces, and each needs to be considerate of (and
aware of) the others.

5.  The County has equal responsibility for enhancing and maintaining the experience of all
users -- Pedestrian, Cyclist, Motorist -- and a plan heavily weighted toward pedestrians that
negatively impacts motorists is just plain wrong.

If you got this far, thank you for reading.  I won't come to a public meeting because there are
so many people talking that the people who should be listening just tune out after a while.  I
would be happy to discuss further, in a quiet forum, but I suspect that you've gotten plenty of
feedback, just like this, from other concerned residents.  Still, my contact information follows.

Sincerely,

Cathie Cooper

3703 May Street

Silver Spring, MD  20906



From: M Schoenbaum
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Pedestrian Master Plan (March 23, 2023)
Date: Monday, March 20, 2023 12:31:31 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

Dear Planning Board,

I am submitting this testimony on behalf of the Action Committee for Transit (ACT).

We are very happy that the Pedestrian Master Plan has advanced to the Planning
Board public hearing stage. We believe there are twin crises for walking and rolling in
Montgomery County.  One crisis is safety. The other crisis is access. Crash
prevention is very important - but not enough. It must be, not just safe, but also
comfortable and convenient for people to travel by foot or mobility device in the
county. The absence of comfortable, convenient walking/rolling infrastructure leads to
excessive driving, limits access to transit, degrades public health, exacerbates the
social isolation of people who are unable to drive (especially young people and old
people), and weakens the sense of community. 

Therefore, we ask you to please adopt the public hearing draft of the Pedestrian
Master Plan and immediately transmit it to the Montgomery County Council for
approval. The sooner the Pedestrian Master Plan is adopted, the sooner everyone
can start using it to make Montgomery County safer, more comfortable, and more
convenient for everyone who is walking and rolling here. 

Thank you,

Miriam Schoenbaum
Vice president, Action Committee for Transit
15004 Clopper Rd
Boyds MD 20841
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From: Public Testimony
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: FW: Submit Written, Audio or Video Testimony [#2838]
Date: Monday, March 20, 2023 11:39:18 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

 
From: Wufoo <no-reply@wufoo.com> 
Sent: Sunday, March 19, 2023 6:44 PM
To: Public Testimony <Public.Testimony@montgomerycountymd.gov>; #CCL.Councilmembers
(Private) <#CCL.CouncilmembersPrivate@montgomerycountymd.gov>; #CCL.Councilmembers
(Public) <#CCL.CouncilmembersPublic@montgomerycountymd.gov>
Subject: Submit Written, Audio or Video Testimony [#2838]
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

First name * Warren

Last name * Chan

Address
7710 Woodmont Ave 
Bethesda, MD Bethesda 
United States

Phone Number (301) 246-0816

Email * goodstuffnow@gmail.com

Date of Public Hearing * Thursday, March 23, 2023

Hearing Topic (e.g. Bill 16-20,
Operating Budget, Capital
Improvements, etc.) *

Pedestrian Master Plan

Type of testimony * Document

Attach a document file in .pdf or .docx
format. Limit 25 MB. * to_the_montgomery_county_planning_board.pdf.pdf

24.47 KB · PDF

For more helpful Cybersecurity Resources, visit:
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/cybersecurity
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To the Montgomery County Planning Board:

I am writing to support the recommendations in the Pedestrian Master Plan draft.  Taken together 
with the approved Bicycle Master Plan, significant progress can be made in progressing the 
Counties stated equity, climate and vision zero goals.

We need to change the norm that humans can be sacrificed ti vehicular violence as a justifiable 
result of convenience and the need of vehicular kevel of service.

We continue to excuse excess injuries and death to additional vehicular miles driven.  Even in the 
Counties report in Vision Zero, a 20% increase (from 202 to 241) in injuries is normalized/excused 
by additional miles drive.  See below for the highlighted quote from the Vision Zero FY2022 Annual 
Report:

“Serious and fatal crashes increased from 202 in 2020 to 241 in 2021,1 but was 15% below the 
2015-2019 average. Much of the year-over-year increase, particularly for serious injury crashes, 
was due to a 9% increase in vehicle miles traveled as people returned to the road after COVID- 19 
related shutdowns. (from the Vision Zero FY2022 Annual Report).

We need to do better.  

We remember Jake Cassells 17, Dr Ned Gaylin 81, Jennifer DiMauro 31, Eric Frank Grosse Jr. 71, 
Enzo Marcel Alvarenga 18, and recently Sarah Langenkamp 41. 

Best regards,

Warren Chan

March 19, 2023



From: Elizabeth Wehr
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: RE: County"s Proposed Pedestrian Master Plan -- comments
Date: Monday, March 20, 2023 10:49:05 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding.

As a resident of Kenwood Park, I am writing to urge the county to overhaul its deeply flawed “sidewalks” program
that, as it seems, enabled the county to propose very disruptive plans (original and revised) to retrofit sidewalks to
several neighborhood streets -- with no showing of actual need or general support within my neighborhood.  Indeed,
there is considerable opposition to these plans, which we hope the county will recognize and desist from moving
forward with sidewalks.  I was shocked to learn, on reading online county information about the sidewalks and
“traffic calming" programs, that a sidewalks retrofit can be triggered by a simple request — either by a
neighborhood association or just a few residents — and a showing of feasibility (e.g. available right of way).  There
is no requirement that a sidewalk’s planned safety benefit be supported by actual data, specific to the affected
neighborhood, on traffic and safety issues that would make imposition of sidewalks the best solution to traffic safety
problems. Nor does there seem to be any requirement to consider environmental impact, and among other problems,
the Kenwood Park sidewalk plans seem to threaten losses of the established tree canopy and imposition of more
paving.  In my view, sidewalks should not be addressed in a separate program but be one of multiple options for
“traffic calming” interventions by the county, and such interventions should include meaningful input from affected
neighborhoods, from early in a planning process.

Elizabeth Wehr
5900 Plainview Road
Bethesda, MD  20817
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From: Glazier, Eli
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: FW: Montgomery Co. wants to hear from residents about long tern pedestrian plan, Kate Ryan, WTOP,

03,17,2023.
Date: Monday, March 20, 2023 9:44:30 AM
Attachments: GOVERNORS HIGHWAY SAFETY ASSOCIATION BTSCRP SUBMISSION FOR 2022 Dec 2021.docx

 
 

From: Trevor Frith <leftfootbraking2014@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, March 18, 2023 4:37 PM
To: kryan@wtop.com; Glazier, Eli <eli.glazier@montgomeryplanning.org>
Subject: Montgomery Co. wants to hear from residents about long tern pedestrian plan, Kate Ryan,
WTOP, 03,17,2023.
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

 

To: Kate Ryan, WTOP, Eli Glazier, Montgomery Co

From: Trevor W. Frith, leftfootbraking.org. Was it driver error OR the way WE
taught them to brake?

Subject: Montgomery Co. wants to hear from residents about long term
pedestrian plan, Kate Ryan, WTOP, 03,17,2023.

Kate, we have an idea to save drivers, pedestrians and cyclist’s lives which you
might be interested in. The idea is to get rid of the right foot braking method
we are all forced to use when braking an electric or automatic car.

Even though it is claimed to be the ‘gold standard’ by state and federal officials,
the right foot braking method is directly or indirectly responsible for the deaths
of 19 pedestrians and cyclists each DAY! It has ZERO scientific justification other
than ‘That’s the way it’s always been taught’ (Taught or BRAINWASHED?) The
‘boys’ like it just fine because, ‘Real men brake with their right foot’. (9 years of
hate mail from the ‘boys’).

What is the alternative? We proposed that a scientific study be used to
compare the right foot braking method with the Left Foot Braking Method
which has the following advantages:

1.    Allows the driver to apply the brakes ¾ of a second sooner, thus
stopping the car in a shorter distance of from 30 – 60 feet depending on
the speed of the car. Simply put, it allows the driver to stop the car in a
shorter distance from 30 mph than from 20 mph! Applying the brakes
sooner would prevent many right turn on Red crashes. (KATE, NO NEED
FOR WHAT EVIRONMENT SUPPORTERS AND DRIVERS FEEL IS AN

mailto:Eli.Glazier@montgomeryplanning.org
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fleftfootbraking.org%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cmcp-chair%40mncppc-mc.org%7Cdca67539f52c480f92f408db294930ae%7Ca9061e0c24ca4c1cbeff039bb8c05816%7C0%7C0%7C638149166697946102%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=PmhbQfxVNBPHkTY5kemOKlg0CcqSJd82mkMuPVXJPio%3D&reserved=0







                                    Governors Highway Safety Association  

Behavioral Traffic Safety Cooperative Research Program 

 

I. PERSON DEVELOPING THE PROBLEM STATEMENT December 13, 2021 Trevor W. Frith B.S.M.E., P.Eng. (R)                     leftfootbraking.org              leftfootbraking2014@gmail.com 

 

II. Problem Title   

 

An estimated 19 pedestrians and cyclists die each day due to right foot pedal errors. 

 

This highlights the necessity of this request for a scientific research study comparing the traditional right foot braking method used on automatic transmission vehicles with the Left Foot Braking Method (LFBM). The LFBM is believed to be easier to learn and retain with age, has shorter stopping distances and is immune from pedal misapplication thus making it potentially the safer braking method. It should be understood that casual braking using the left foot is not the Left Foot Braking Method.  See leftfootbraking.org for a complete description.  

 

III. Research Area 

 Cyclists and Pedestrian Safety 

 

IV. Research Problem Statement 

 

It has been estimated that each day approximately 19 cyclists/pedestrians will die and hundreds will receive life changing injuries. (These deaths are specific to the issue of braking and no other causes such as driver distraction, effects of alcohol or drugs etc.) These cyclists/pedestrians will be killed sitting in their favorite coffee shop or wherever (a car building/parking lot crash) or walking on a cross walk or cycling on a roadway, etc. (a car-pedestrian/cyclist crash). They will die because they were crushed to death by an automatic transmission vehicle which did not stop in time. 

The crash will typically be reported in the media using one of the following phrases: 

(1) ‘Driver hit the gas instead of the brake’.  (2) ‘Driver could not stop in time’. 

 

(1) ‘Driver hit the gas instead of the brake’, is a right foot pedal error also known as pedal misapplication and  can be tied directly to the right foot braking method which is highly susceptible to this braking error. This braking error in our view, can be classified in one of two types: 

TYPE ONE: Driver needs to stop or slow down. Driver attempts to move the right foot from the gas pedal to the brake pedal. Right foot ends up on the gas pedal. Driver becomes aware of the error and attempts again to move the right foot to the brake. Driver may be able to avoid or minimize the crash. 

TYPE TWO: Driver needs to stop or slow down. Driver attempts to move the right foot from the gas pedal to the brake pedal. Right foot ends up on the gas pedal. Driver is convinced that the right foot is on the brake pedal and pushes harder on what is actually the gas pedal. This error may occur over many, many seconds and is usually only terminated with the crash. In many cases the driver has little or no understanding of what went wrong and will tend to believe it to be a mechanical malfunction, a temporary medical condition, right foot stuck between the gas and brake pedal etc. 

We believe that the Left Foot Braking Method is immune to this type of pedal error and believe that the proposed research study will prove that. 

 

(2) ‘Driver could not stop in time’. Even if the driver makes good contact between the right foot and the brake pedal the right foot braking method, stopping distances will be much greater than those of the Left Foot Braking Method. This is because the right foot braking method requires at least ¾ of a second longer to initiate and 30-40 more feet to stop even at slow school yard speeds. 

We believe that the Left Foot Braking Method has superior stopping distances and that the proposed research study will prove that. 

The proposed scientific research study objective would achieve at least two results: 

(1) If it is found that the Left Foot Braking Method is safer and superior to the traditional right foot braking method, we would expect for the sake of a reduction or elimination of pedestrian and cyclist deaths and injuries, that the teaching of the right foot braking method would be banned and replaced with the Left Foot Braking Method which would be taught by all driving schools and as a requirement for obtaining a driver’s license. 

 

(2) If it is found that the right foot braking method is superior to the Left Foot Braking Method, then at least for the first time in history, this method would have some scientific justification, other than, ’That’s the way it’s always been taught’. The only scientific research that has so far been carried out concerning this subject has been by NHTSA. See references: DOT HS 811 597i, 812 058ii and 812 431iii and the work of Professor Richard A. Schmidt, UCLAiv.  These reports concluded that pedal braking errors were the fault of the drivers. There was never any suggestion or conclusion to the effect that, “is it possible we are teaching student drivers the wrong way to brake an automatic transmission vehicle?’’ 

 

V. Research Objective 

 

To carry out a research program comparing the traditional right foot braking method used on automatic transmission vehicles with the Left Foot Braking Method. The objective is to determine which braking method is superior in terms of: 

 

1. The elimination of pedal misapplication. 

2. The shortest reaction and stopping distances. 

3. Is easiest to learn and retain with age. 

 

 

 

 

Methodology 

While it would be the final responsibility of the BTSCRP contractors to provide an outline of the proposed study we hope that it would look somewhat as follows: 

 

1. Select a number of young people who are seeking driver training to obtain their driver licenses. Perhaps 50 to 100 in total. Driver training would be offered free. 

 

2. The students would be advised that the objective of the study would be to attempt to determine whether the right foot braking method or the Left Foot Braking Method is the best way to brake a car equipped with an automatic transmission. 

 

3. The students would then be divided into two groups. Both groups being 50% male and 50% female and an equal ratio of shapes and sizes etc. to represent the demographics of the population and would be assured that retraining would be given to the group that represented the losing braking method. 

 

4. Both groups would be exposed to the typical classroom driver training     with adjustments made if failures occurred so that the remaining candidates were equal in both groups. 

 

5. The successful classroom graduates would then be exposed to two     phases of hands on training: 

 

Phase One 

The use of the latest generation of driving simulators. After the students mastered the simulator they would then be exposed to a number of braking tests, maneuvers to test driver stability within the driver compartment, ability of the driver to function under unstable and panic induced situations. An example might be to offer cash rewards to the driver for successfully answering skill testing questions via a hands free phone just prior to a roadway panic situation etc. 

Examples of data that would be recorded include time to make contact with the brake pedal, stopping distance from a specified speed, instances of right foot pedal errors etc. 

 

Phase Two 

The use of driver training cars completely computer wired with all appropriate sensors to record similar data to what was recorded from the simulators. Again after the student had mastered the driver training cars they would be exposed to real life tests especially all aspects of parking lot driving and general roadway braking under severe panic situations. Panic tests would be carried out with extreme footwear, (high heels, construction boots, snowmobile boots, no footwear, flip flops etc.). 

 

6. During all of the above tests data would be collected by the scientists (hopefully being 50% female) which would allow a final decision on which type of braking was superior when braking a car equipped with an automatic transmission. 

 

It is of interest to note that one of the largest barriers to executing a fair and neutral study will probably be the selection of driver instructors. The scientists involved will have to select these instructors carefully to ensure that they will not carry their traditional right foot braking prejudice into the study. Perhaps just female instructors (e.g.: recent college/driving school graduates with good teaching skills), who have not been exposed to the “Real men brake with their right foot “lobby. 

Why use student drivers? Simply put they have not been taught              either braking method and therefore have no reason to favor one braking method over the other. Four years of interaction with male drivers has clearly shown us that the average male driver has been so indoctrinated into the so called superiority of the right foot braking method that no amount of science will change their minds. Therefore they would certainly not be impartial participants in the project. 

 

 

Supplementary braking tests:  

Right foot braking method vs the Left Foot Braking Method 

 

A final portion of the research project should involve the teaching and testing of a number of senior drivers. Again a ratio of male and female drivers 50% using the existing right foot braking method and 50% being trained and using the Left Foot Braking Method. It is felt that this exercise would show that the braking advantage of the Left Foot Braking Method increases with age, a further reason to explore retraining senior drivers. 

 

 

 

WHAT WOULD BE THE ACTION PLAN IF THE LEFT FOOT BRAKING METHOD IS FOUND TO BE SUPERIOR. 

 

1. At the very least the report would be required reading by all driving school instructors and it would be made illegal for driving instructors to threaten students with failing grades for using the Left Foot  Braking Method.  

 

2. At best it would be required by driving schools to teach only the safer Left Foot Braking Method to students seeking to obtain a license to drive a car equipped with an automatic transmission. (As a point of interest, different licenses could be offered to students who want to drive clutch type cars in the same way as different licenses are issued for motorcycles, large trucks etc. A license to drive a car equipped with an automatic transmission would still require a passing grade using the Left Foot Braking Method).  

 

IF THE LEFT FOOT BRAKING METHOD IS FOUND TO BE SUPERIOR, WHAT DO WE DO ABOUT EXISTING DRIVERS? 

Another similar study would presumably have to be carried out to determine if existing drivers could successfully be retrained. If the study was successful, driver training schools (for a fee) could be taught how to teach existing drivers and those drivers could (for a fee) be retrained in the Left Foot Braking Method. 

 

 

Estimated funding requirements for the proposed research project: 

 

[bookmark: _GoBack]In our rough estimates of the cost of the project we assumed that a driving school would be selected that could accommodate 100 students and would have sufficient simulators, extended time requirements for the simulators, special instructors and a special course  to handle that number of students. Based on standard average industry estimates and increased due to the special nature of the project this could result in an estimated project cost of $400,000 plus.  

 

 

 

 

      VI. Urgency and Potential Benefits 

Unfortunately specific data on right foot braking errors has never been collected by those in charge of driver legislation and training. However our organization has spent the past 4 years observing crash reports by the media, some official data, and feedback to our website. Therefore, we believe the information we have gathered underlines the urgency and potential benefits of the proposed scientific study: 

1. From a scientific point of view, it can be noted that of the 40,000 estimated yearly automotive deaths, 7,000 of those deaths can be attributed to either the direct cause (pedal misapplication) and/or to the inefficiencies of the right foot braking method. 

 

2. From a social point of view it can also be noted that since the introduction of the automatic transmission, it is estimated that right foot pedal errors have accounted for the deaths of over 150,000 pedestrians/cyclist, many of whom have been children, as well as life changing injuries to millions and costs in the billions. 

 

3. Right foot pedal errors occur 40,000 times each day. This results in 60 car-building/parking lot crashes and over 100 pedestrian/cyclist crashes that very day. Driver error is almost always listed as the cause. 

 

4. The right foot braking method is particularly difficult to learn and retain by young and old drivers. According to the late Professor, Richard A. Schmidt, of UCLA, when it comes to right foot braking, old may be defined as the age when one cannot successfully complete several basketball free throws, one after the other! 

 

5. A large number of right foot pedal errors are committed by young and old female drivers. Never has there been any thought by those in charge as to why? Implied of course is the age old male assumption that women drivers are inferior. Never thoughts like can we make the braking method easier to learn and retain with age as well as more 

efficient and safer. ‘ME TOO’ may not be the only victim of a male systemic belief! 

 

6. The obvious potential impacts of failure to fund this research project is the continuation of unnecessary deaths due to right foot pedal errors. 

 

Miscellaneous comment: 

It might be argued as to whether this is  an important enough issue on which to spend money, given that we are soon to be all riding in a driverless vehicle? In the writers view this issue is extremely urgent and worthwhile. We are turning out millions of new drivers each year and when it comes to safe braking, they have all been set up to fail. We will be graduating these drivers for many years to come as it will be sometime before the average male driver will be convinced or forced to accept driverless vehicles, perhaps 2040. 

On what bases do we make such predictions? We make them based on 4                  years of male driver feedback (Some would call it hate mail!) to our website. These people not only feel they are the world’s greatest drivers but they can also vote! From the feedback then, here are some generalized predictions, comments, etc. that we remember. We won’t list their comments regarding the Left Foot Braking Method. We think you already know what they were: 

1. Most women drivers and all old drivers should not be allowed to drive. 

2. If we were allowed to vote, there would be no seat belts, ADAS, etc. and Vision Zero would not be allowed to ruin the roads. 

3. Driverless vehicles? “I will give my gun and my pickup when you pry them from my cold dead hand.” 

4. Politicians will never allow our drive vehicles to be outlawed. Driverless vehicles will only take over when the insurance costs become prohibitive and the cops will catch us for ‘no insurance’. The rich will still drive their cars on the open road. 

5. Real men don’t drive vehicles with automatic transmissions anyway. 

6. Adaptive cruise control (Doesn’t get back up to speed fast enough or get close enough to the vehicle I am following, people can cut in). 

7. Lane wandering and departure alarm (Bugs the hell out of me, I don’t need to be between the lines all the time anyway (The cyclists have nightmares about these guys). 

8. Back up camera (I liked the original version which just warned you and you decided the need to brake. The new one stops the car so I have turned it off). 

9. Automatic emergency braking (Scares the hell out of me. I can stop faster myself because I am the best driver in the world). Emergency crash avoidance with adaptive steering. (A dog runs out on the road and my car decides to save the dog and do front end contact with a semi!). 

10. Google will tell you how to disconnect all these ADAS. 

 

VII. Implementation Planning 

 

1. The appropriate target audience for the research results would be those in charge of driver legislation and training at the state level.  

2. The key decision makers who could approve, influence or champion the research results would we hope be the GHSA and NHTSA. 

3. Organizations with likely responsibility for adoption of the results would again be those in charge of state legislation and driver training who via the appropriate legislation, would champion the safety and efficiencies of the Left Foot Braking Method. 

4. Early adopters would hopefully be the premier driving schools who could put aside their past prejudices to any braking method other than the right foot braking method. 

5. The barriers to implementation are mainly the average male driver as described in section VI. Some politicians will be reluctant to take on the right foot braking lobby but hopefully like the issue of seat belts, the lifesaving benefits will be too great to ignore. 

 

Concerning the testing and evaluation of the research findings – leftfootbraking.org is a grassroots organization interested only in reducing the deaths and injuries of pedestrians and cyclists by proposing what we feel is a safer and more efficient braking method for automatic transmission vehicles. As such we would not be capable of testing or evaluating the research results. 

 

 

VIII. Person developing the problem statement: 

Trevor W. Frith B.S.M.E., P.Eng. (R)  	 	 	 leftfootbraking.org 	 	leftfootbraking2014@gmail.com 

 

IX. Submitted by 

 Trevor W. Frith B.S.M.E., P.Eng. (R)     leftfootbraking.org  leftfootbraking2014@gmail.com 
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UNNECESSARY LAW).
2.    Makes ‘Hit the gas pedal instead of the brake pedal’, IMPOSSIBLE! (It
would not be necessary to spend billions on those ugly bollards!). EVEN A
HIGH SCHOOL CLASS, WITHOUT ANY TESTING, WOULD CONCLUDE THAT
IF ALL DRIVERS USED THE LEFT FOOT BRAKING METHOD, THERE WOULD
BE NO ‘HIT THE GAS INSTEAD OF THE BRAKE’! AND WITH THE
INSTANTANEOUS HIGH TORQUE OF THE EVs, IT IS GOING TO BE 10
TIMES WORSE!
3.    Not only safer but easier to learn, retain with age and is more friendly
to female drivers.
4.    The cost to ban the teaching of the right foot braking method and
replace it with the Left Foot Braking Method would be minimal.

Note: The simple use of the left foot to brake is NOT, repeat NOT the Left Foot
Braking Method.

Kate, there is a method to determine if the right foot braking method is really
the, ‘gold standard’, of braking methods. It is called the Behavioral Traffic
Safety Cooperative Research Program (BTSCRP). It is a forum supposedly
committed to saving lives and is supported by the Governors Highway Safety
Association (GHSA) (ghsa.org), the National Highway Traffic Administration
(NHTSA) (nhtsa.gov) and the Transportation Research Board (TRB) (trb.org).
The BTSCRP program calls for ideas to save the lives of pedestrians and cyclists.
We submitted an idea in 2018 calling for a scientific study comparing the right
foot braking method with the Left Foot Braking Method. It was rejected. We
have submitted a revised proposal which is attached. All the State
representatives of GHSA have a copy of the proposal. (Status Unknown). We
know our proposal is not popular. Tucker Carlson would go crazy with a
headline that read, ‘After study, state and federal governments ban the
teaching of the right foot braking method used to brake electric and automatic
vehicles.’

If you get them young enough (student driver), tell them a lie, big enough (the
right foot braking method is the only braking method that should be used on
automatic or electric vehicles), and often enough (plus telling them that if they
want their license they will brake with their right foot), they will believe it for
life and will systemically pass it on to their children!

Hope you will care enough to investigate, expose and pass on this information
to others who want to take some immediate low cost action to prevent deaths
and injuries of pedestrians and cyclists. Kate, if you do nothing else, please feel
free to send this email to the Maryland representative of GHSA and ask for
comment. That person is Christine Nizer, cnizer@mva.maryland.gov   Please
ask them why they are not supporting a scientific study comparing the two
braking methods. All a big misunderstanding or the biggest cover up in
automotive history and worthy of a Pulitzer? Please make sure you ask them to

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fghsa.org%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cmcp-chair%40mncppc-mc.org%7Cdca67539f52c480f92f408db294930ae%7Ca9061e0c24ca4c1cbeff039bb8c05816%7C0%7C0%7C638149166698102327%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=amRV4aD61cvY3pu2IYZ%2FhOTmgMzWMRw50Tff1yTqE5E%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fnhtsa.gov%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cmcp-chair%40mncppc-mc.org%7Cdca67539f52c480f92f408db294930ae%7Ca9061e0c24ca4c1cbeff039bb8c05816%7C0%7C0%7C638149166698102327%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=01Y3nWWq2LaohF3beFR8HovxhfCwEm%2BMEli4BugjEJs%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Ftrb.org%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cmcp-chair%40mncppc-mc.org%7Cdca67539f52c480f92f408db294930ae%7Ca9061e0c24ca4c1cbeff039bb8c05816%7C0%7C0%7C638149166698102327%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=LyjOWQ416UD%2BJFFgohCsOzlUldtsWJk9tuoRSKVDaP8%3D&reserved=0
mailto:cnizer@mva.maryland.gov


give you SCIENTIFIC JUSTIFICATION for their support of the right foot braking
method.

Thank you for caring about these needless deaths and life changing injuries.

Trevor W. Frith, leftfootbraking.org. leftfootbraking2014@gmail.com

All we are asking for is a scientific study.
leftfootbraking.org
 

 

 
 

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fleftfootbraking.org%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cmcp-chair%40mncppc-mc.org%7Cdca67539f52c480f92f408db294930ae%7Ca9061e0c24ca4c1cbeff039bb8c05816%7C0%7C0%7C638149166698102327%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=LfRRKMBeL6QVxOgkBFr%2BoN%2FCdNZzGOl42JRdj3J1SSU%3D&reserved=0
mailto:leftfootbraking2014@gmail.com
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fleftfootbraking.org%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cmcp-chair%40mncppc-mc.org%7Cdca67539f52c480f92f408db294930ae%7Ca9061e0c24ca4c1cbeff039bb8c05816%7C0%7C0%7C638149166698102327%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=LfRRKMBeL6QVxOgkBFr%2BoN%2FCdNZzGOl42JRdj3J1SSU%3D&reserved=0
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                                    Governors Highway Safety Association   

Behavioral Traffic Safety Cooperative Research Program  
  

I. PERSON DEVELOPING THE PROBLEM STATEMENT December 13, 2021 

Trevor W. Frith B.S.M.E., P.Eng. (R)                     leftfootbraking.org              

leftfootbraking2014@gmail.com  

  

II. Problem Title    
  
An estimated 19 pedestrians and cyclists die each day due to right foot 
pedal errors.  
  
This highlights the necessity of this request for a scientific research study 
comparing the traditional right foot braking method used on automatic 
transmission vehicles with the Left Foot Braking Method (LFBM). The 
LFBM is believed to be easier to learn and retain with age, has shorter 
stopping distances and is immune from pedal misapplication thus making 
it potentially the safer braking method. It should be understood that 
casual braking using the left foot is not the Left Foot Braking Method.  
See leftfootbraking.org for a complete description.   

  

III. Research Area  

 Cyclists and Pedestrian Safety  
  

IV. Research Problem Statement  
  

It has been estimated that each day approximately 19 cyclists/pedestrians 
will die and hundreds will receive life changing injuries. (These deaths are 
specific to the issue of braking and no other causes such as driver 
distraction, effects of alcohol or drugs etc.) These cyclists/pedestrians will 
be killed sitting in their favorite coffee shop or wherever (a car 
building/parking lot crash) or walking on a cross walk or cycling on a 

about:blank
about:blank
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roadway, etc. (a car-pedestrian/cyclist crash). They will die because they 
were crushed to death by an automatic transmission vehicle which did not 
stop in time.  
The crash will typically be reported in the media using one of the following 
phrases:  

(1) ‘Driver hit the gas instead of the brake’.  
(2) ‘Driver could not stop in time’.  

  
(1) ‘Driver hit the gas instead of the brake’, is a right foot pedal error also 

known as pedal misapplication and  can be tied directly to the right foot 
braking method which is highly susceptible to this braking error. This 
braking error in our view, can be classified in one of two types:  

TYPE ONE: Driver needs to stop or slow down. Driver attempts to move 
the right foot from the gas pedal to the brake pedal. Right foot ends up 
on the gas pedal. Driver becomes aware of the error and attempts again 
to move the right foot to the brake. Driver may be able to avoid or 
minimize the crash.  

TYPE TWO: Driver needs to stop or slow down. Driver attempts to move 
the right foot from the gas pedal to the brake pedal. Right foot ends up 
on the gas pedal. Driver is convinced that the right foot is on the brake 
pedal and pushes harder on what is actually the gas pedal. This error 
may occur over many, many seconds and is usually only terminated with 
the crash. In many cases the driver has little or no understanding of 
what went wrong and will tend to believe it to be a mechanical 
malfunction, a temporary medical condition, right foot stuck between 
the gas and brake pedal etc.  

We believe that the Left Foot Braking Method is immune to this type of 
pedal error and believe that the proposed research study will prove that.  

  

(2) ‘Driver could not stop in time’. Even if the driver makes good contact 
between the right foot and the brake pedal the right foot braking 
method, stopping distances will be much greater than those of the Left 
Foot Braking Method. This is because the right foot braking method 
requires at least ¾ of a second longer to initiate and 30-40 more feet to 
stop even at slow school yard speeds.  
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We believe that the Left Foot Braking Method has superior stopping 
distances and that the proposed research study will prove that.  
The proposed scientific research study objective would achieve at least two 
results:  

(1) If it is found that the Left Foot Braking Method is safer and superior to 
the traditional right foot braking method, we would expect for the sake 
of a reduction or elimination of pedestrian and cyclist deaths and 
injuries, that the teaching of the right foot braking method would be 
banned and replaced with the Left Foot Braking Method which would be 
taught by all driving schools and as a requirement for obtaining a 
driver’s license.  
  

(2) If it is found that the right foot braking method is superior to the Left 
Foot Braking Method, then at least for the first time in history, this 
method would have some scientific justification, other than, ’That’s the 
way it’s always been taught’. The only scientific research that has so far 
been carried out concerning this subject has been by NHTSA. See 
references: DOT HS 811 597i, 812 058ii and 812 431iii and the work of 
Professor Richard A. Schmidt, UCLAiv.  These reports concluded that 
pedal braking errors were the fault of the drivers. There was never any 
suggestion or conclusion to the effect that, “is it possible we are 
teaching student drivers the wrong way to brake an automatic 
transmission vehicle?’’  

  

V. Research Objective  
  
To carry out a research program comparing the traditional right foot 
braking method used on automatic transmission vehicles with the Left Foot 
Braking Method. The objective is to determine which braking method is 
superior in terms of:  
  

1. The elimination of pedal misapplication.  
2. The shortest reaction and stopping distances.  
3. Is easiest to learn and retain with age.  

  

  



Page 4 of 11 
 

  
  
Methodology  
While it would be the final responsibility of the BTSCRP contractors to 
provide an outline of the proposed study we hope that it would look 
somewhat as follows:  

  
1. Select a number of young people who are seeking driver 

training to obtain their driver licenses. Perhaps 50 to 100 in 
total. Driver training would be offered free.  

  
2. The students would be advised that the objective of the study 

would be to attempt to determine whether the right foot 
braking method or the Left Foot Braking Method is the best 
way to brake a car equipped with an automatic transmission.  

  
3. The students would then be divided into two groups. Both 

groups being 50% male and 50% female and an equal ratio of 
shapes and sizes etc. to represent the demographics of the 
population and would be assured that retraining would be 
given to the group that represented the losing braking 
method.  

  
4. Both groups would be exposed to the typical classroom driver 

training     with adjustments made if failures occurred so that 
the remaining candidates were equal in both groups.  

  
5. The successful classroom graduates would then be exposed to 

two     phases of hands on training:  
  
Phase One  
The use of the latest generation of driving simulators. After the 
students mastered the simulator they would then be exposed to a 
number of braking tests, maneuvers to test driver stability within the 
driver compartment, ability of the driver to function under unstable 
and panic induced situations. An example might be to offer cash 
rewards to the driver for successfully answering skill testing 
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questions via a hands free phone just prior to a roadway panic 
situation etc.  
Examples of data that would be recorded include time to make 
contact with the brake pedal, stopping distance from a specified 
speed, instances of right foot pedal errors etc.  

  
Phase Two  
The use of driver training cars completely computer wired with all 
appropriate sensors to record similar data to what was recorded 
from the simulators. Again after the student had mastered the driver 
training cars they would be exposed to real life tests especially all 
aspects of parking lot driving and general roadway braking under 
severe panic situations. Panic tests would be carried out with 
extreme footwear, (high heels, construction boots, snowmobile 
boots, no footwear, flip flops etc.).  
  

6. During all of the above tests data would be collected by the scientists 
(hopefully being 50% female) which would allow a final decision on 
which type of braking was superior when braking a car equipped with 
an automatic transmission.  

  
It is of interest to note that one of the largest barriers to executing a 
fair and neutral study will probably be the selection of driver 
instructors. The scientists involved will have to select these 
instructors carefully to ensure that they will not carry their 
traditional right foot braking prejudice into the study. Perhaps just 
female instructors (e.g.: recent college/driving school graduates with 
good teaching skills), who have not been exposed to the “Real men 
brake with their right foot “lobby.  
Why use student drivers? Simply put they have not been taught              
either braking method and therefore have no reason to favor one 
braking method over the other. Four years of interaction with male 
drivers has clearly shown us that the average male driver has been so 
indoctrinated into the so called superiority of the right foot braking 
method that no amount of science will change their minds. Therefore 
they would certainly not be impartial participants in the project.  
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Supplementary braking tests:   
Right foot braking method vs the Left Foot Braking Method  
  
A final portion of the research project should involve the teaching 
and testing of a number of senior drivers. Again a ratio of male and 
female drivers 50% using the existing right foot braking method and 
50% being trained and using the Left Foot Braking Method. It is felt 
that this exercise would show that the braking advantage of the Left 
Foot Braking Method increases with age, a further reason to explore 
retraining senior drivers.  

  
  
  
WHAT WOULD BE THE ACTION PLAN IF THE LEFT FOOT BRAKING 
METHOD IS FOUND TO BE SUPERIOR.  

  
1. At the very least the report would be required reading by all driving 

school instructors and it would be made illegal for driving instructors to 
threaten students with failing grades for using the Left Foot  Braking 
Method.   

  
2. At best it would be required by driving schools to teach only the safer 

Left Foot Braking Method to students seeking to obtain a license to drive 
a car equipped with an automatic transmission. (As a point of interest, 
different licenses could be offered to students who want to drive clutch 
type cars in the same way as different licenses are issued for 
motorcycles, large trucks etc. A license to drive a car equipped with an 
automatic transmission would still require a passing grade using the Left 
Foot Braking Method).   

  
IF THE LEFT FOOT BRAKING METHOD IS FOUND TO BE SUPERIOR, WHAT 
DO WE DO ABOUT EXISTING DRIVERS?  
Another similar study would presumably have to be carried out to 
determine if existing drivers could successfully be retrained. If the study 
was successful, driver training schools (for a fee) could be taught how to 
teach existing drivers and those drivers could (for a fee) be retrained in the 
Left Foot Braking Method.  
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Estimated funding requirements for the proposed research project:  
  
In our rough estimates of the cost of the project we assumed that a driving 
school would be selected that could accommodate 100 students and would 
have sufficient simulators, extended time requirements for the simulators, 
special instructors and a special course  to handle that number of students. 
Based on standard average industry estimates and increased due to the 
special nature of the project this could result in an estimated project cost of 
$400,000 plus.   
  
  
  

  

      VI. Urgency and Potential Benefits  

Unfortunately specific data on right foot braking errors has never been 
collected by those in charge of driver legislation and training. However our 
organization has spent the past 4 years observing crash reports by the 
media, some official data, and feedback to our website. Therefore, we 
believe the information we have gathered underlines the urgency and 
potential benefits of the proposed scientific study:  

1. From a scientific point of view, it can be noted that of the 40,000 
estimated yearly automotive deaths, 7,000 of those deaths can be 
attributed to either the direct cause (pedal misapplication) and/or to the 
inefficiencies of the right foot braking method.  
  

2. From a social point of view it can also be noted that since the 
introduction of the automatic transmission, it is estimated that right foot 
pedal errors have accounted for the deaths of over 150,000 
pedestrians/cyclist, many of whom have been children, as well as life 
changing injuries to millions and costs in the billions.  
  

3. Right foot pedal errors occur 40,000 times each day. This results in 60 
car-building/parking lot crashes and over 100 pedestrian/cyclist crashes 
that very day. Driver error is almost always listed as the cause.  
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4. The right foot braking method is particularly difficult to learn and retain 
by young and old drivers. According to the late Professor, Richard A. 
Schmidt, of UCLA, when it comes to right foot braking, old may be 
defined as the age when one cannot successfully complete several 
basketball free throws, one after the other!  
  

5. A large number of right foot pedal errors are committed by young and 
old female drivers. Never has there been any thought by those in charge 
as to why? Implied of course is the age old male assumption that women 
drivers are inferior. Never thoughts like can we make the braking 
method easier to learn and retain with age as well as more  
efficient and safer. ‘ME TOO’ may not be the only victim of a male 
systemic belief!  

  
6. The obvious potential impacts of failure to fund this research project is 

the continuation of unnecessary deaths due to right foot pedal errors.  

  

Miscellaneous comment:  

It might be argued as to whether this is  an important enough issue on 
which to spend money, given that we are soon to be all riding in a driverless 
vehicle? In the writers view this issue is extremely urgent and worthwhile. 
We are turning out millions of new drivers each year and when it comes to 
safe braking, they have all been set up to fail. We will be graduating these 
drivers for many years to come as it will be sometime before the average 
male driver will be convinced or forced to accept driverless vehicles, 
perhaps 2040.  

On what bases do we make such predictions? We make them based on 4                  
years of male driver feedback (Some would call it hate mail!) to our 
website. These people not only feel they are the world’s greatest drivers 
but they can also vote! From the feedback then, here are some generalized 
predictions, comments, etc. that we remember. We won’t list their 
comments regarding the Left Foot Braking Method. We think you already 
know what they were:  

1. Most women drivers and all old drivers should not be allowed to drive.  
2. If we were allowed to vote, there would be no seat belts, ADAS, etc. and 

Vision Zero would not be allowed to ruin the roads.  
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3. Driverless vehicles? “I will give my gun and my pickup when you pry 
them from my cold dead hand.”  

4. Politicians will never allow our drive vehicles to be outlawed. Driverless 
vehicles will only take over when the insurance costs become 
prohibitive and the cops will catch us for ‘no insurance’. The rich will 
still drive their cars on the open road.  

5. Real men don’t drive vehicles with automatic transmissions anyway.  
6. Adaptive cruise control (Doesn’t get back up to speed fast enough or 

get close enough to the vehicle I am following, people can cut in).  
7. Lane wandering and departure alarm (Bugs the hell out of me, I don’t 

need to be between the lines all the time anyway (The cyclists have 
nightmares about these guys).  

8. Back up camera (I liked the original version which just warned you and 
you decided the need to brake. The new one stops the car so I have 
turned it off).  

9. Automatic emergency braking (Scares the hell out of me. I can stop 
faster myself because I am the best driver in the world). Emergency 
crash avoidance with adaptive steering. (A dog runs out on the road and 
my car decides to save the dog and do front end contact with a semi!).  

10. Google will tell you how to disconnect all these ADAS.  

  

VII. Implementation Planning  
  
1. The appropriate target audience for the research results would be those 

in charge of driver legislation and training at the state level.   
2. The key decision makers who could approve, influence or champion the 

research results would we hope be the GHSA and NHTSA.  
3. Organizations with likely responsibility for adoption of the results would 

again be those in charge of state legislation and driver training who via 
the appropriate legislation, would champion the safety and efficiencies 
of the Left Foot Braking Method.  

4. Early adopters would hopefully be the premier driving schools who 
could put aside their past prejudices to any braking method other than 
the right foot braking method.  

5. The barriers to implementation are mainly the average male driver as 
described in section VI. Some politicians will be reluctant to take on the 
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right foot braking lobby but hopefully like the issue of seat belts, the 
lifesaving benefits will be too great to ignore.  

  
Concerning the testing and evaluation of the research findings – 
leftfootbraking.org is a grassroots organization interested only in reducing 
the deaths and injuries of pedestrians and cyclists by proposing what we 
feel is a safer and more efficient braking method for automatic 
transmission vehicles. As such we would not be capable of testing or 
evaluating the research results.  
  
  

VIII. Person developing the problem statement:  

Trevor W. Frith B.S.M.E., P.Eng. (R)        
leftfootbraking.org    leftfootbraking2014@gmail.com  

  

IX. Submitted by  

 Trevor W. Frith B.S.M.E., P.Eng. (R)     leftfootbraking.org  

leftfootbraking2014@gmail.com  
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From: Alexander Edwards
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Re: Thank you for your message
Date: Sunday, March 19, 2023 3:23:54 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

My address is:

8455 Fenton St Apt 622
Silver Sping, MD 20910

My written testimony is:

Hello,

Just a quick comment:

It is not possible to go outside in downtown Silver Spring without being subjected to high
levels of noise, pollution, and danger imposed by drivers. There has to be a better way. Please
plan for people, not cars.

Thank you,

Alexander

On Sat, Mar 18, 2023, 9:26 AM MCP-Chair <mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org> wrote:

Thank you for this message. If you have submitted written testimony for a Planning Board
item, please be sure to include your mailing address to satisfy proper noticing requirements.
You may provide this to MCP-Chair@mncppc-mc.org

 

For all other e-mails, Chair’s Office staff will respond as soon as possible. If you need
immediate assistance, please call our office at (301) 495-4605.

 

mailto:alexander.b.edwards@gmail.com
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org
mailto:MCP-Chair@mncppc-mc.org


From: John Devine
To: MCP-Chair
Cc: bdevine
Subject: Comments on Proposed Sidewalk Plan - Kenwood Park
Date: Saturday, March 18, 2023 5:28:35 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

We're writing to voice our strong objection to the proposed plan to construct sidewalks in the Kenwood Park
neighborhood. Our family has resided on Millwood Rd for over ten years - the first year as renters, and the past nine
years as homeowners. We selected this neighborhood, in large part, for its character - idyllic streets lined with
mature trees, many of them large, flowering cherry and other varietals. These are slow growing trees that have
taken many decades to achieve their current state. It would be a travesty to lose any of them. Our house is slated to
lose three.
 
Before we bought here, we inquired of many neighbors if there had ever been proposals for sidewalks. Although
most people were opposed, two neighbors told us they had petitioned several times, but were repeatedly informed
by the county that traffic on Millwood Rd didn’t create conditions that would justify sidewalks. Rather, speed-bumps
were installed to control traffic speed.
 
Some specific concerns:
 

Cost/benefit analysis - How much has already been spent in the planning for this effort in
Kenwood Park? What is the estimated total cost of the proposed project in Kenwood Park?
Can you quantify the actual benefit of this expenditure? If safety is an issue, constructing
more/higher speed bumps would be dramatically more cost efficient.

 
Timing - how long has this project been planned, and why are residents just now being
notified? Some residents have recently spent thousands of dollars on landscaping and trees
that are now at risk of being removed.

 
Climate - In the FAQ’s, climate change is listed as a primary motivation for the sidewalk plan,
by promoting walking rather than driving. But most of this neighborhood is located much too
far from shopping, entertainment, daycare centers, parks, playgrounds, etc. for people to
walk to those destinations. Further, pedestrians would have to cross Goldsboro, and/or
Bradley Blvd to access any of the above destinations, How many cars do you predict will be
removed as a result of these sidewalks? How do you quantify that? Were any surveys taken
to determine how many people would actually walk rather than drive to the above
destinations?

Safety - As noted above, over the years, occasional requests for sidewalks have been denied
on the grounds that the lack of sidewalks wasn’t a safety issue. Instead, speed bumps were
installed. Why not install more speed bumps, and at a height that would significantly slow
traffic? Current speed bumps on Millwood are not high enough. What is the data on vehicle-
pedestrian collisions over time in Kenwood Park?

 
Drainage/damage - If construction of the sidewalks results in eventual drainage issues and/or
damage to the property or homes, what is the liability of the county to remediate?

mailto:johnpdevine1@msn.com
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org
mailto:bkdevine@yahoo.com


 
Data driven decisions - We support the recommendation (B-1a) to pivot from a reactive,
request-driven process to an equitable, data driven process, but that data should include the
input and interest of the community that knows the neighborhood and where sidewalks
are needed. We reject the recommendation (B-1b) that public engagement should be limited
to how sidewalks should be constructed, not whether. Community notice and involvement
must be incorporated earlier in the process. Earlier notice and involvement also helps people
to make landscaping and other decisions while a sidewalk plan is being developed to reduce
conflict.

Thank you for your consideration.
 

 
Sincerely,
 
John and Beni Devine
6608 Millwood Rd
Bethesda, MD 20817 
johnpdevine1@msn.com

John P. Devine
johnpdevine1@msn.com



From: Tuuli Lipping
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Safety on Goldsboro Drive in Bethesda
Date: Saturday, March 18, 2023 11:30:48 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding.

Hello,

There is a stretch of Goldsboro Drive between Glen Echo and Massachusetts Avenue where there is no sidewalk or
pedestrian lane. There is only about 6 inches of asphalt between the edge and the white traffic line. I’m ok walking it
on weekends when there’s little traffic, but during the week I’m very nervous about walking that stretch of road. A
while ago the county put up those traffic sticks, or pylons, along the stretch of MacArthur at Glen Echo park to
prevent drivers from going into the sidewalk. They also installed them further up on MacArthur by Old Anglers Inn
to prevent mass parking on peoples property……Perhaps the same could be done on Goldsboro?

Many thanks,

Tuuli Lipping

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:tuuli_lipping@hotmail.com
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org


From: Melita Patel
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Question sidewalk to Ross Boddy Center
Date: Saturday, March 18, 2023 8:43:27 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding.

Good morning,

I’m writing to you as I saw the article about making Montgomery county more pedestrian friendly. My question is
will the sidewalk continue from Brooke rd in Sandy Spring all the way to the Ross Boddy Center to make that more
accessible for local children to be able to walk to the recreation center without having to walk on the road with cars
driving extremely fast along the road.  Currently the sidewalk stops on Brooke road by the tree farm, then
pedestrians have to walk on the road which is extremely dangerous. They’re a lot of folks that walk up Brooke road
to get to the bus stop on route 108. If there was a walking path to the rec center more folks could access it or go
towards route 108 to be able to catch the bus.

I would like for you to consider this in your plan since the rec center was rebuild before COVID-19 for community
residents but the only real way to access it is for folks to drive. It would be great to have a walking path especially
with summer camps being held there, kids could ride their bikes there and home etc.

Respectfully,

Melita Patel

mailto:melitapatel0384@gmail.com
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org


From: Glazier, Eli
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Fwd: "Pedestrian Master Plan" Feedback
Date: Saturday, March 18, 2023 7:33:24 AM

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Mike Bailey <mbailey@usa.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 18, 2023 7:29 AM
To: Glazier, Eli <eli.glazier@montgomeryplanning.org>
Subject: "Pedestrian Master Plan" Feedback
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

Hi Eli, I wanted to give you feedback on the “Pedestrian Master Plan” that relates to the blinking red
lights now seen at some pedestrian crossings in the Wisconsin Ave. area.  While I think the red lights
are a positive development, they can be confusing for both drivers and pedestrians.  The County
regulations are that drivers must stop their car when a pedestrian is in a designated crossing, but
with the red lights drivers can become accustomed to that being the sole indicator that they should
stop.  Pedestrians who enter the crossing without the red lights flashing are in danger of being hit or
of getting into confrontations with drivers.
 
As I understand, regardless of the red light status a pedestrian always has the right-of-way when in a
designated crossing.  We need to be sure drivers still understand this and don’t depend on the red
lights as a “crutch”.
 
Thanks,
Mike
 
Mike Bailey
4620 N Park Ave Apt 407W
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

 

mailto:Eli.Glazier@montgomeryplanning.org
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org
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From: Glazier, Eli
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Fwd: Crosswalk on Veirs Mill Rd
Date: Friday, March 17, 2023 6:32:45 PM

Get Outlook for iOS

From: SSA <spinndry@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 17, 2023 6:15:54 PM
To: Glazier, Eli <eli.glazier@montgomeryplanning.org>
Subject: Crosswalk on Veirs Mill Rd
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

This crosswalk is mostly ignored by drivers going 45 mph.
There is little or no enforcement of traffic laws in the area.
A pedestrian would really have to foolish to use this crosswalk and expect that vehicles would yield
the right of way.
 
 
 
Stephen SachsⓋ
11710 Old Georgetown RD #1002
Rockville, MD 20852
541-292-2991
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From: Hillary Berman
To: MCP-Chair
Cc: Councilmember.Friedson@montgomerycountymd.gov; Councilmember.Glass@montgomerycountymd.gov
Subject: Kenwood Park Sidewalk Plan/Pedestrian Master Plan Concerns
Date: Friday, March 17, 2023 5:24:33 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

To Whom It May Concern:

I'm writing as a concerned resident and parent about the Kenwood Park Sidewalk Proposal. 

We live on the corner of a street that is often used as a direct route through the neighborhood
from Whitter Blvd. While there is a 4-way stop, cars often travel at high speeds and pass
through the stop signs at full- or barely-reduced speed. I am also the parent of three children
who very much enjoy playing in the yard and riding bikes in the neighborhood. One walks to
school and one picks up an MCPS bus right on our corner. I am intimately familiar with the
paramount need for improved road safety in our community.

However, the current proposal neither achieves road safety goals nor enhances our
community. The best options to improve road safety and reduce speed remain to be seen given
there have been no traffic studies or proposals that specifically address speed and traffic
volume in the neighborhood. Additionally, the community who has the most knowledge has
not been consulted for our feedback on where sidewalks would be most valuable. I reject
recommendation B-1b that we only have input into how sidewalks should be constructed.

While sidewalks are theoretically a good approach, when those sidewalks drastically impact
the environment and aesthetics of a neighborhood, their value is also called into question.
While the numbers can be massaged to claim that the county's planting of multiple saplings (or
marginally larger trees) replaces one grown, established tree, this is marketing and optics.
Grown trees provide shade and beauty that saplings take years to achieve. There's more to the
environment than CO2 impact and we deserve more than a PR-crafted pitch on the county's
commitment to it.

The revised proposal was completed as quickly and haphazardly as the original one. The claim
that air excavation will save trees is highly suspect. That approach to the plan only requires
arborists to review trees, not take proactive steps to save trees or root systems. Again, we
deserve better.

I support some version of a sidewalk plan, but not one that is done without community
participation in the process. A reactive, request-driven process as is currently occurring stands
in the way of the supposed road safety goals and is a massive waste of time and money. The
current proposal feels like a win for only the concrete and sidewalk contractors and a huge loss
for the community and our county. I expect better stewardship of my tax dollars from our
elected, appointed, and hired county officers.

I am happy to elaborate on my concerns as requested.

mailto:hillary.s.berman@gmail.com
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org
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Kind regards,

Hillary Berman
7001 Kenhill Road, Bethesda, MD 20817
301-803-7013



From: Rich Kuzmyak
To: MCP-Chair
Cc: Gerrit J. Knaap; nfinio@umd.edu; Sheila Hosagrahara Somashekhar
Subject: Pedestrian Master Plan Comments
Date: Friday, March 17, 2023 2:53:10 PM
Attachments: Pedestrian Master Plan Commentary.docx

RK Comments on MoCo Ped Plan.docx

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

Please regard the attached as written testimony in support of Montgomery County Planning’s

Pedestrian Master Plan, scheduled for public hearing on March 23rd.
 
I should note that while I am an Affiliate of the National Center for Smart Growth at the University of
Maryland and have received acceptance of the content by the NCSG, any issues regarding opinion or
phrasing should be attributed to me as the author of the documents.  I trust my comments are
helpful, and my colleagues and I regard this as an important and well-executed piece of work.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
 
Sincerely,
 
J. Richard Kuzmyak
Transportation Consultant
9509 Woodstock Ct.
Silver Spring, MD  20910
 
301-332-8767
 
jrichkuz@outlook.com
 

mailto:jrichkuz@outlook.com
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Commentary on MNCPPC Pedestrian Master Plan

Submitted by:									March 17, 2023

J. Richard Kuzmyak

Transportation Consultant, LLC

9509 Woodstock Ct.

Silver Spring, MD  20910

301-495-8814

jrichkuz@outlook.com



I would like to use this occasion to offer my thoughts and suggestions in support of the Draft Pedestrian Master Plan as it comes up for review on March 23, 2023.

For the record, I am a semi-retired transportation planner and researcher who has practiced across the country for over 40 years, and a resident of Montgomery County (Forest Glen Park) since 1986.  I claim expertise in the areas of travel behavior, demand analysis, demographic and historic trends, smart growth/land use, multimodal transportation and accessibility, non-motorized modes, environmental justice, and air quality/climate change.  I have led or been a major participant in numerous research studies for the National Academy of Sciences/Transportation Research Board, the US Department of Transportation and Environmental Protection Agency bearing on the issues cited above and have consulted at a high level to the Maryland State Departments of Transportation and Planning and the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments.  

Since leaving full time employment in 2018, I have been an Affiliate of the National Center for Smart Growth at the University of Maryland, where I recently served as the transportation lead in the Purple Line TOD study funded under a $2 million grant from the Federal Transit Administration.  In that study, under the auspices of the Purple Line Corridor Coalition, extensive analyses identified critical gaps in the pedestrian and bicycle systems that will critically impact the success of the Purple Line project, both in its ability to serve as a higher-level transit alternative and its role in effecting the social and economic revitalization of the corridor.  The final report for that project, whose recommendations bear strong similarity to those in the Pedestrian Plan, may be found here:  https://www.umdsmartgrowth.org/projects/purple-line-fta-mta-tod-planning-grant/ .  A follow-up grant from the FTA to the PLCC & NCSG is about to begin and will focus on advancing the recommendations of the initial study; these objectives would be greatly enhanced through the adoption and implementation of the Pedestrian Plan. 

We at the National Center believe that the County’s Plan reflects exceptional hard work and vision, and demonstrates the commitment of the County to serve as a regional leader in advocating for more livable, sustainable, and healthy communities.  Walking is not only itself a healthful activity but is the essential ingredient that makes transit and compact, mixed-use communities viable.  Importantly, many of the county’s residents who are most negatively impacted by the inadequacy of the walk network are also from low-income, non-White households who depend on transit and walking for all of their basic needs, and the most frequent victims of traffic incidents.

Like most suburban counties in the United States, the structure of Montgomery’s environment has been shaped around the presumed superiority of the private motor vehicle.  Emphasis in the design and operation of the transportation system prioritizes moving vehicles quickly across long distances, and virtually all needs and services – school, shopping food, health care, entertainment – require use of a vehicle.  These services are located outside convenient walking distance, their setting discourages pedestrian access, and everything in between poses a confrontation between a pedestrian and a motor vehicle.  Perhaps nowhere is this more evident than in the Purple Line corridor.  While residential neighborhoods may have tree-lined streets that are generally safe for walking, pedestrians are ultimately pushed out to the arterial highway network in order reach transit or basic services, and what they find there are the following impediments:

· Wide, multi-lane streets with fast-moving traffic

· Narrow, disjointed sidewalks, frequently in disrepair or with objects obscuring the path, and with no buffer from speeding curbside traffic.

· Frequent curb cuts to enable vehicle access to shopping centers or high-rises

· Long distances between signalized crossings

· Channelized right turns with no active pedestrian controls

· Signal timing that prioritizes through movement of traffic over pedestrian crossing; combined with crossing buttons that have no apparent impact on crossing opportunity

· Large radius curbs at street entrances to facilitate easy car access/egress, typically paired with crosswalks dangerously set back from the intersection.

· Missing, worn out, or inadequate crosswalks

Our Purple Line study report highlights the prevalence of these conditions in the corridor, all of which have received coverage in the recommendations of the Pedestrian Plan.  Hence, we are excited about the foundation the Plan provides to ensure that the Purple Line recommendations move forward.  An attachment to this letter provides a set of detailed comments on many of the individual recommendations from the Plan, largely serving to endorse the recommendation and in some cases to add additional emphasis or detail where it was thought to be helpful.

If we were to highlight what we believe are the most critical elements of the Plan in moving forward, it would be these:

· Ultimately, better design should lead to safer streets and better control over the undesired aspects of vehicle travel behavior:  speeding, ignoring traffic controls, aggressive driving.  In the meantime, however, much more needs to be done to improve enforcement.  Additional police involvement is probably not optimal from the standpoint of coverage, cost and undesirable conflicts.  But automated traffic enforcement (ATE) can be a cost-effective and equitable alternative, and it is significantly under utilized in the county at present.  Miniaturization is allowing this technology to cover broader areas at much lower cost, and offers the ability to manage traffic through better monitoring and to scale the intervention (fines vs. warnings) to the severity of the instance.

· A new, better pattern of cooperation needs to happen between the county and the state departments of transportation.  As noted, the most significant problems and needs occur in relation to the arterial highway system, most of which routes are also state numbered highways and, hence, governed by state priorities and protocols.  This includes speed limits; number and design of signalized intersections; signal phasing and intersection management; ATE deployment; and authority over right of way dedication to walking or bicycle solutions.  These differences in policy must be clarified and resolved if any meaningful change is to come on these arterial streets.

· Funding will always be a factor in determining which recommendations are implemented, how soon and with what priority.  Fortunately, the availability of resources to address many of the improvements and programs featured in the Plan may be covered with unprecedented new funding programs out of the U.S. Department of Transportation resulting from the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law.  One program that should draw immediate attention is Safe Streets for All (SS4A), which is making available $1b per year over 6 years on an 80/20 match basis.  Applications for the first year of funding were received in September 2022, from which grants of $34 million and $7.5 million were secured respectively by Prince George’s County and MNCPPC Parks for pedestrian and bicycle related safety programs.  Only MPOs, counties, cities, towns, other special districts that are subdivisions of a state may apply for these funds, as state DOTs are not eligible as leads.   Montgomery County DOT would be well advised to take advantage of this unique opportunity. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Pedestrian Plan and to offer endorsement of the many important elements it brings to the fore.  My colleagues at NCSG and PLCC are happy to respond to questions or participate in further conversations.

Respectfully submitted,

[image: ]J. Richard Kuzmyak
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Detailed comments on individual recommendations, Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



B-1a:  Strongly support data driven approach to identify key sidewalk needs

B-1b:  Strongly agree that the community should be integral to the sidewalk discussion and decision-making process.  In the Purple Line 2 grant we plan to convene community groups (residents, businesses, stakeholder) in the assessment and response process through community walks that will also include planning and elected officials.

B-1e:  This concept might also be helpful for introducing a community or system of roadway users to a coming (more permanent) change so that behavior can be gradually modified, even allowing for improvements in the final design.

B-2a:  This part of the pedestrian environment may be more important than many would see, particularly when they are one of the crucial features of accommodating pedestrians along the counties multi-lane arterial roadways.  These buttons have become ubiquitous at virtually every signalized intersection, yet in the vast majority of cases the buttons do not function on the pedestrian or cyclist’s behalf, unless their purpose is to initiate a cycle change where one has not been previously programmed in (recall).  Extensive personal research in lower Montgomery County suggests that the crossing buttons make no difference in the timing of the dominant (through traffic) green cycle, i.e., if the cycle is set for 2 minutes, pushing the button ensures that it will happen at 2 minutes, but no sooner.  This results in a fair number of pedestrians and cyclists becoming impatient and choosing to cross against the light.  While a pedestrian or cyclist shouldn’t presume that pressing the button would give them immediate priority to cross, they should receive at least some acknowledgement of their presence with a nominal shortening of the mainline green signal. These protocols may appropriately be altered for peak vs. off-peak or weekday/weekend time periods, but right now there does not appear to be any change.  The data collection capabilities of this technology should also be used to compile user information and establish crossing protocols accordingly.

B-2c:  A full (diagonal) crossing cycle is appropriate and desirable at major intersections in downtowns, along transit corridors, and in proximity to transit stations/bus stops.  Establish threshold criteria for their implementation.

B-2d:  This is a very important safety feature, where the pushback would be that a given intersection has too little traffic or pedestrian activity. Again, establish threshold criteria to guide their implementation at individual intersections.

B-3a:  A related issue in crosswalk alignment is when curbs are built with large radii, to facilitate easy auto turning from traffic;  when this happens, however, the curb cuts and crosswalks are also set back from the face of the intersection, putting the pedestrian at added risk 

B-3c:  Raised or textured crosswalks make sense at all intersections, but particularly at crossings where the only traffic control is a stop sign.  Generally, stop signs are the most difficult traffic controls to ensure compliance with, so more robust design may help convey the importance of stopping.  One argument against crosswalks by traffic engineers are that they cost too much to maintain; if that is true, the up-front cost of a raised or textured crosswalk would seem to offer long-term cost effectiveness.

B-3d:  There should be no reason why all legs of an intersection with connected sidewalks are not provided with crosswalks.  Not sure whether this is a cost-saving measure for transportation agencies or an infringement on auto movement, but the net effect is that the pedestrian may have to execute three separate crossings to simply “cross the street”.

B-3e:  While the county has become more aggressive at installing pedestrian crossing signs and apprising of state law to comply, a viewing of many setups in the county will currently show no signage, signage facing one direction and not the other, signs put in places where they are not immediately visible, or situations where vehicle traffic will not be apprised that there is a crosswalk ahead around a blind corner when they may be carrying excess speed or be distracted.

B-4a:  NCHRP Report 770 and TCRP Report 95/Vol 15 present compelling data that shows that people will willingly walk to many activities rather than drive if (1) the walk network is safe and well-connected, and (2) there are attractive and practical things to walk to.  In the typical suburb, neither of these conditions exist.  And since trips unrelated to work amount to 85% of household travel, the overwhelming lion’s share of household Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) in the suburbs is for non-work purposes.  This is why the planned transformation of the Purple Line corridor portends such an important growth model for the county.  Therefore it should be a priority to locate as many essential needs and services (healthy foods, schools, services, health care, restaurants, parks) within easy and safe walking distance of households.

B-4d:  Incredibly important recommendation.  These arterial corridors are where the vast majority of deaths and severe injuries involving pedestrians and cyclists occur, and a primary factor is speed, aided and abetted by auto-friendly design features like infrequent signalized intersections, channelized turns, and insufficient enforcement.  Paradoxically, pedestrians who live in these areas are forced out of the relatively safe neighborhood street networks onto the busy arterial roadways to reach their destinations.

B-4e:  The design of intersections along the county’s arterial highways – which are also the principal transit corridors – but transit users at considerable disadvantage.  Because the intersections comprise a large footprint, and with modifications like channelized (uncontrolled) right turns, bus stops are not located at the corners where the pedestrian crossings are, but mid-block.  This makes access much more time consuming and encourages dangerous mid-block crossings, often in the dark when the pedestrians are harder to see.  Major redesign of these intersections is essential to addressing this serious concern.

Also included in this category is the recommendation to supportive strategy of reducing the vehicle-favoring practice of businesses catering to customers arriving by auto with street facing parking, often with singular curb cuts/driveways and fencing to discourage pedestrian traffic.  Many (most) of these commercial centers also are designed to restrict access from the rear of development at the interface with the neighborhoods.  A supportive secondary street grid is absolutely necessary to alter this outdated and dangerous practice.

B -4g:  Since parkway trails (for bikes at least) are often coincident with the roadways, and with no shoulder safety buffer, it is imperative that greater attention be given to managing auto speeds and distracted driving on these facilities.

B-4i:  This concern may be most critical in relation to high-radius curb designs at a large number of current intersections, both on arterial highways and in neighborhoods.

B-6a/b:  Trees and other planting not only make the pedestrian environment more comfortable and inviting, but can also serve a traffic calming role.

B-7a:  Note that this is a time of great opportunity, with the Federal infrastructure bill and an emphasis on reconnecting communities, safety, equity and climate change.   All diligence should be given to trying to access these funds and greatly ramp up the sidewalk program.  It should also be stressed that the most critical pedestrian/bicycle infrastructure needs are along the major arterial roadways, though current county programs seem to be much more focused on neighborhood improvements.

B-7f:  Be sure to target this recommendation also to bridging the current lockout condition between residential communities and local goods and services.

B-7g:  The continuation of the Purple Line TOD study work by the PLCC and UMD via a grant from the Federal Transit Administration is going to focus on maximizing safe access to the 21 Purple Line stations.  A solid partnership between PLCC, County and State should be a priority here.

B-8:  Thorough analysis of Purple Line station access in the FTA study showed many occasions where, due to topography, a geographic feature (stream), utility, or other barrier, neighborhoods that might otherwise enjoy reasonable access to the station are essentially cut off.  These areas can be highlighted with GIS mapping tools and decisions made as to whether enhancing their connectivity would be cost effective.

B-9:  Through personal experience I can attest that earning attention from county traffic engineers to clear traffic safety issues is extremely difficult.  In my neighborhood (Forest Glen/Linden Lane), the county removed the crosswalks and curb aprons that the developer had put in under code, has allowed for only one (5-way) stop sign that is poorly marked and flagrantly ignored by through traffic, and posted only two 25 mph speed limit signs in locations not visible or relevant to traffic.  Over 20 years it has been a constant battle to get reasonable attention and help, despite major community consensus and petitioning.

B-10:  MNCPPC’s reactions to Evan Glass’s Pedestrian Safety Bill took special note of the difference in authority over management issues like right turn on red, signal timing, etc. on county vs state roads.  It is essential that the county be able to influence design and operating decisions on the major arterial highways like University Blvd., Georgia Ave., etc. when it comes to safety, pedestrian accessibility, and other critical policy initiatives.  Ideally, this gap will be narrowed under the new state administration.

MA:  One major area of authority resolution and policy should be with snow clearing.  Whether it is state or county workers who clear the major arterial roadways, there should be a policy that it is more important to keep sidewalk areas clear than to clear all 6 lanes of the roadway, curb to curb.  A similar situation occurs in terms of overgrowth during the green months, as foliage on both public and private property is allowed to take over pedestrian facilities, forcing pedestrians to sidetrack into the street.

P-1:  County vehicles, such as Ride-On buses, school buses, WSSC trucks, county utility trucks (e.g., trash and leaf removal) and even police vehicles not on call can frequently be observed driving much faster than the posted speeds.  This not only poses an immediate danger because of the large mass of the vehicle, but sets a poor example for all other drivers.

P-2a:  An incredibly important recommendation, already addressed in comments above

P-2b:  Incredibly important, also address above.

P-2c:  Totally agree, note that this was also addressed in MNCPPC comments on Evan Glass legislation.

P-2d:  As above.

P-2e:  HIGHLY support this recommendation, per earlier comment.

P-2f:  Question whether pedestrian refuges would diminish the ability for a pedestrian to cross the entire street on one cycle, instead of having to wait for a separate crossing opportunity?

P-2g:  Absolutely endorse.

P-3a:  Absolutely support, per earlier comment.

P-5:  A highly important issue.  Suggest that attention ALSO be given to the origin end of a school trip, when frequently children needing to get to a bus stop do not have appropriately safe access in terms of sidewalks, crosswalks, lighting, and traffic calming.

P-7b:  There are many locations where stop bars don’t exist at all, or which have been neglected for so long that they are not visible/functional.  Consider as supplemental strategies:  flashing stop signs at critical intersections; raised crosswalks; double posting of stop signs where visibility is impaired; adding painted stop “boxes” or writing “STOP” at the intersection.

P-8:  EXTREMELY important.   Police simply cannot spread thin enough to cover all sitations where traffic control is needed, and frequently their intervention leads to more serious and undesirable outcomes.  ATE is the future, but to realize its potential it must: (1) be in many more places, (2) be unpredictable as to location, (3) be equitably distributed, (4) be more realistic and relevant in terms of interacting with the motoring public – at least warnings if not citations; broadcast knowledge that the system is operating; not allowing a 12 mph buffer before issuing a citation.  New technology is emerging that will make this approach much more flexible, broader coverage, and inexpensive.  A major obstacle to overcome is State DOT reluctance to greater application, and cost – although the new Federal funding should make this much more achievable.

EA-3:  Agree, per earlier comment.

EA-4:  These systems are currently operating far short of their potential benefit and value, particularly given their cost.

F-1:  Again, there is unprecedented funding opportunity under the latest Federal programs.  But there must be agreement and coordinate response to access these funds.
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Submitted by:         March 17, 2023 

J. Richard Kuzmyak 
Transportation Consultant, LLC 
9509 Woodstock Ct. 
Silver Spring, MD  20910 
301-495-8814 
jrichkuz@outlook.com 
 
I would like to use this occasion to offer my thoughts and suggestions in support of the Draft Pedestrian 
Master Plan as it comes up for review on March 23, 2023. 

For the record, I am a semi-retired transportation planner and researcher who has practiced across the 
country for over 40 years, and a resident of Montgomery County (Forest Glen Park) since 1986.  I claim 
expertise in the areas of travel behavior, demand analysis, demographic and historic trends, smart 
growth/land use, multimodal transportation and accessibility, non-motorized modes, environmental 
justice, and air quality/climate change.  I have led or been a major participant in numerous research 
studies for the National Academy of Sciences/Transportation Research Board, the US Department of 
Transportation and Environmental Protection Agency bearing on the issues cited above and have 
consulted at a high level to the Maryland State Departments of Transportation and Planning and the 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments.   

Since leaving full time employment in 2018, I have been an Affiliate of the National Center for Smart 
Growth at the University of Maryland, where I recently served as the transportation lead in the Purple 
Line TOD study funded under a $2 million grant from the Federal Transit Administration.  In that study, 
under the auspices of the Purple Line Corridor Coalition, extensive analyses identified critical gaps in the 
pedestrian and bicycle systems that will critically impact the success of the Purple Line project, both in 
its ability to serve as a higher-level transit alternative and its role in effecting the social and economic 
revitalization of the corridor.  The final report for that project, whose recommendations bear strong 
similarity to those in the Pedestrian Plan, may be found here:  
https://www.umdsmartgrowth.org/projects/purple-line-fta-mta-tod-planning-grant/ .  A follow-up grant 
from the FTA to the PLCC & NCSG is about to begin and will focus on advancing the recommendations of 
the initial study; these objectives would be greatly enhanced through the adoption and implementation 
of the Pedestrian Plan.  

We at the National Center believe that the County’s Plan reflects exceptional hard work and vision, and 
demonstrates the commitment of the County to serve as a regional leader in advocating for more 
livable, sustainable, and healthy communities.  Walking is not only itself a healthful activity but is the 
essential ingredient that makes transit and compact, mixed-use communities viable.  Importantly, many 
of the county’s residents who are most negatively impacted by the inadequacy of the walk network are 
also from low-income, non-White households who depend on transit and walking for all of their basic 
needs, and the most frequent victims of traffic incidents. 

Like most suburban counties in the United States, the structure of Montgomery’s environment has been 
shaped around the presumed superiority of the private motor vehicle.  Emphasis in the design and 
operation of the transportation system prioritizes moving vehicles quickly across long distances, and 
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virtually all needs and services – school, shopping food, health care, entertainment – require use of a 
vehicle.  These services are located outside convenient walking distance, their setting discourages 
pedestrian access, and everything in between poses a confrontation between a pedestrian and a motor 
vehicle.  Perhaps nowhere is this more evident than in the Purple Line corridor.  While residential 
neighborhoods may have tree-lined streets that are generally safe for walking, pedestrians are 
ultimately pushed out to the arterial highway network in order reach transit or basic services, and what 
they find there are the following impediments: 

• Wide, multi-lane streets with fast-moving traffic 
• Narrow, disjointed sidewalks, frequently in disrepair or with objects obscuring the path, and 

with no buffer from speeding curbside traffic. 
• Frequent curb cuts to enable vehicle access to shopping centers or high-rises 
• Long distances between signalized crossings 
• Channelized right turns with no active pedestrian controls 
• Signal timing that prioritizes through movement of traffic over pedestrian crossing; combined 

with crossing buttons that have no apparent impact on crossing opportunity 
• Large radius curbs at street entrances to facilitate easy car access/egress, typically paired with 

crosswalks dangerously set back from the intersection. 
• Missing, worn out, or inadequate crosswalks 

Our Purple Line study report highlights the prevalence of these conditions in the corridor, all of which 
have received coverage in the recommendations of the Pedestrian Plan.  Hence, we are excited about 
the foundation the Plan provides to ensure that the Purple Line recommendations move forward.  An 
attachment to this letter provides a set of detailed comments on many of the individual 
recommendations from the Plan, largely serving to endorse the recommendation and in some cases to 
add additional emphasis or detail where it was thought to be helpful. 

If we were to highlight what we believe are the most critical elements of the Plan in moving forward, it 
would be these: 

• Ultimately, better design should lead to safer streets and better control over the undesired 
aspects of vehicle travel behavior:  speeding, ignoring traffic controls, aggressive driving.  In the 
meantime, however, much more needs to be done to improve enforcement.  Additional police 
involvement is probably not optimal from the standpoint of coverage, cost and undesirable 
conflicts.  But automated traffic enforcement (ATE) can be a cost-effective and equitable 
alternative, and it is significantly under utilized in the county at present.  Miniaturization is 
allowing this technology to cover broader areas at much lower cost, and offers the ability to 
manage traffic through better monitoring and to scale the intervention (fines vs. warnings) to 
the severity of the instance. 

• A new, better pattern of cooperation needs to happen between the county and the state 
departments of transportation.  As noted, the most significant problems and needs occur in 
relation to the arterial highway system, most of which routes are also state numbered highways 
and, hence, governed by state priorities and protocols.  This includes speed limits; number and 
design of signalized intersections; signal phasing and intersection management; ATE 
deployment; and authority over right of way dedication to walking or bicycle solutions.  These 



differences in policy must be clarified and resolved if any meaningful change is to come on 
these arterial streets. 

• Funding will always be a factor in determining which recommendations are implemented, how 
soon and with what priority.  Fortunately, the availability of resources to address many of the 
improvements and programs featured in the Plan may be covered with unprecedented new 
funding programs out of the U.S. Department of Transportation resulting from the Bipartisan 
Infrastructure Law.  One program that should draw immediate attention is Safe Streets for All 
(SS4A), which is making available $1b per year over 6 years on an 80/20 match basis.  
Applications for the first year of funding were received in September 2022, from which grants 
of $34 million and $7.5 million were secured respectively by Prince George’s County and 
MNCPPC Parks for pedestrian and bicycle related safety programs.  Only MPOs, counties, cities, 
towns, other special districts that are subdivisions of a state may apply for these funds, as state 
DOTs are not eligible as leads.   Montgomery County DOT would be well advised to take 
advantage of this unique opportunity.  

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Pedestrian Plan and to offer endorsement of the 
many important elements it brings to the fore.  My colleagues at NCSG and PLCC are happy to respond 
to questions or participate in further conversations. 

Respectfully submitted, 

J. Richard Kuzmyak 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Detailed comments on individual recommenda�ons, Dra� Pedestrian Master Plan 
 

B-1a:  Strongly support data driven approach to iden�fy key sidewalk needs 

B-1b:  Strongly agree that the community should be integral to the sidewalk discussion and decision-
making process.  In the Purple Line 2 grant we plan to convene community groups (residents, businesses, 
stakeholder) in the assessment and response process through community walks that will also include 
planning and elected officials. 

B-1e:  This concept might also be helpful for introducing a community or system of roadway users to a 
coming (more permanent) change so that behavior can be gradually modified, even allowing for 
improvements in the final design. 

B-2a:  This part of the pedestrian environment may be more important than many would see, 
par�cularly when they are one of the crucial features of accommoda�ng pedestrians along the coun�es 
mul�-lane arterial roadways.  These butons have become ubiquitous at virtually every signalized 
intersec�on, yet in the vast majority of cases the butons do not func�on on the pedestrian or cyclist’s 
behalf, unless their purpose is to ini�ate a cycle change where one has not been previously programmed 
in (recall).  Extensive personal research in lower Montgomery County suggests that the crossing butons 
make no difference in the �ming of the dominant (through traffic) green cycle, i.e., if the cycle is set for 2 
minutes, pushing the buton ensures that it will happen at 2 minutes, but no sooner.  This results in a fair 
number of pedestrians and cyclists becoming impa�ent and choosing to cross against the light.  While a 
pedestrian or cyclist shouldn’t presume that pressing the buton would give them immediate priority to 
cross, they should receive at least some acknowledgement of their presence with a nominal shortening 
of the mainline green signal. These protocols may appropriately be altered for peak vs. off-peak or 
weekday/weekend �me periods, but right now there does not appear to be any change.  The data 
collec�on capabili�es of this technology should also be used to compile user informa�on and establish 
crossing protocols accordingly. 

B-2c:  A full (diagonal) crossing cycle is appropriate and desirable at major intersec�ons in downtowns, 
along transit corridors, and in proximity to transit sta�ons/bus stops.  Establish threshold criteria for 
their implementa�on. 

B-2d:  This is a very important safety feature, where the pushback would be that a given intersec�on has 
too litle traffic or pedestrian ac�vity. Again, establish threshold criteria to guide their implementa�on at 
individual intersec�ons. 

B-3a:  A related issue in crosswalk alignment is when curbs are built with large radii, to facilitate easy 
auto turning from traffic;  when this happens, however, the curb cuts and crosswalks are also set back 
from the face of the intersec�on, pu�ng the pedestrian at added risk  

B-3c:  Raised or textured crosswalks make sense at all intersec�ons, but par�cularly at crossings where 
the only traffic control is a stop sign.  Generally, stop signs are the most difficult traffic controls to ensure 
compliance with, so more robust design may help convey the importance of stopping.  One argument 
against crosswalks by traffic engineers are that they cost too much to maintain; if that is true, the up-
front cost of a raised or textured crosswalk would seem to offer long-term cost effec�veness. 



B-3d:  There should be no reason why all legs of an intersec�on with connected sidewalks are not 
provided with crosswalks.  Not sure whether this is a cost-saving measure for transporta�on agencies or 
an infringement on auto movement, but the net effect is that the pedestrian may have to execute three 
separate crossings to simply “cross the street”. 

B-3e:  While the county has become more aggressive at installing pedestrian crossing signs and apprising 
of state law to comply, a viewing of many setups in the county will currently show no signage, signage 
facing one direc�on and not the other, signs put in places where they are not immediately visible, or 
situa�ons where vehicle traffic will not be apprised that there is a crosswalk ahead around a blind corner 
when they may be carrying excess speed or be distracted. 

B-4a:  NCHRP Report 770 and TCRP Report 95/Vol 15 present compelling data that shows that people 
will willingly walk to many ac�vi�es rather than drive if (1) the walk network is safe and well-connected, 
and (2) there are atrac�ve and prac�cal things to walk to.  In the typical suburb, neither of these 
condi�ons exist.  And since trips unrelated to work amount to 85% of household travel, the 
overwhelming lion’s share of household Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) in the suburbs is for non-work 
purposes.  This is why the planned transforma�on of the Purple Line corridor portends such an 
important growth model for the county.  Therefore it should be a priority to locate as many essen�al 
needs and services (healthy foods, schools, services, health care, restaurants, parks) within easy and safe 
walking distance of households. 

B-4d:  Incredibly important recommenda�on.  These arterial corridors are where the vast majority of 
deaths and severe injuries involving pedestrians and cyclists occur, and a primary factor is speed, aided 
and abeted by auto-friendly design features like infrequent signalized intersec�ons, channelized turns, 
and insufficient enforcement.  Paradoxically, pedestrians who live in these areas are forced out of the 
rela�vely safe neighborhood street networks onto the busy arterial roadways to reach their des�na�ons. 

B-4e:  The design of intersec�ons along the county’s arterial highways – which are also the principal 
transit corridors – but transit users at considerable disadvantage.  Because the intersec�ons comprise a 
large footprint, and with modifica�ons like channelized (uncontrolled) right turns, bus stops are not 
located at the corners where the pedestrian crossings are, but mid-block.  This makes access much more 
�me consuming and encourages dangerous mid-block crossings, o�en in the dark when the pedestrians 
are harder to see.  Major redesign of these intersec�ons is essen�al to addressing this serious concern. 

Also included in this category is the recommenda�on to suppor�ve strategy of reducing the vehicle-
favoring prac�ce of businesses catering to customers arriving by auto with street facing parking, o�en 
with singular curb cuts/driveways and fencing to discourage pedestrian traffic.  Many (most) of these 
commercial centers also are designed to restrict access from the rear of development at the interface 
with the neighborhoods.  A suppor�ve secondary street grid is absolutely necessary to alter this 
outdated and dangerous prac�ce. 

B -4g:  Since parkway trails (for bikes at least) are o�en coincident with the roadways, and with no 
shoulder safety buffer, it is impera�ve that greater aten�on be given to managing auto speeds and 
distracted driving on these facili�es. 

B-4i:  This concern may be most cri�cal in rela�on to high-radius curb designs at a large number of 
current intersec�ons, both on arterial highways and in neighborhoods. 



B-6a/b:  Trees and other plan�ng not only make the pedestrian environment more comfortable and 
invi�ng, but can also serve a traffic calming role. 

B-7a:  Note that this is a �me of great opportunity, with the Federal infrastructure bill and an emphasis 
on reconnec�ng communi�es, safety, equity and climate change.   All diligence should be given to trying 
to access these funds and greatly ramp up the sidewalk program.  It should also be stressed that the 
most cri�cal pedestrian/bicycle infrastructure needs are along the major arterial roadways, though 
current county programs seem to be much more focused on neighborhood improvements. 

B-7f:  Be sure to target this recommenda�on also to bridging the current lockout condi�on between 
residen�al communi�es and local goods and services. 

B-7g:  The con�nua�on of the Purple Line TOD study work by the PLCC and UMD via a grant from the 
Federal Transit Administra�on is going to focus on maximizing safe access to the 21 Purple Line sta�ons.  
A solid partnership between PLCC, County and State should be a priority here. 

B-8:  Thorough analysis of Purple Line sta�on access in the FTA study showed many occasions where, 
due to topography, a geographic feature (stream), u�lity, or other barrier, neighborhoods that might 
otherwise enjoy reasonable access to the sta�on are essen�ally cut off.  These areas can be highlighted 
with GIS mapping tools and decisions made as to whether enhancing their connec�vity would be cost 
effec�ve. 

B-9:  Through personal experience I can atest that earning aten�on from county traffic engineers to 
clear traffic safety issues is extremely difficult.  In my neighborhood (Forest Glen/Linden Lane), the 
county removed the crosswalks and curb aprons that the developer had put in under code, has allowed 
for only one (5-way) stop sign that is poorly marked and flagrantly ignored by through traffic, and posted 
only two 25 mph speed limit signs in loca�ons not visible or relevant to traffic.  Over 20 years it has been 
a constant batle to get reasonable aten�on and help, despite major community consensus and 
pe��oning. 

B-10:  MNCPPC’s reac�ons to Evan Glass’s Pedestrian Safety Bill took special note of the difference in 
authority over management issues like right turn on red, signal �ming, etc. on county vs state roads.  It is 
essen�al that the county be able to influence design and opera�ng decisions on the major arterial 
highways like University Blvd., Georgia Ave., etc. when it comes to safety, pedestrian accessibility, and 
other cri�cal policy ini�a�ves.  Ideally, this gap will be narrowed under the new state administra�on. 

MA:  One major area of authority resolu�on and policy should be with snow clearing.  Whether it is state 
or county workers who clear the major arterial roadways, there should be a policy that it is more 
important to keep sidewalk areas clear than to clear all 6 lanes of the roadway, curb to curb.  A similar 
situa�on occurs in terms of overgrowth during the green months, as foliage on both public and private 
property is allowed to take over pedestrian facili�es, forcing pedestrians to sidetrack into the street. 

P-1:  County vehicles, such as Ride-On buses, school buses, WSSC trucks, county u�lity trucks (e.g., trash 
and leaf removal) and even police vehicles not on call can frequently be observed driving much faster 
than the posted speeds.  This not only poses an immediate danger because of the large mass of the 
vehicle, but sets a poor example for all other drivers. 

P-2a:  An incredibly important recommenda�on, already addressed in comments above 



P-2b:  Incredibly important, also address above. 

P-2c:  Totally agree, note that this was also addressed in MNCPPC comments on Evan Glass legisla�on. 

P-2d:  As above. 

P-2e:  HIGHLY support this recommenda�on, per earlier comment. 

P-2f:  Ques�on whether pedestrian refuges would diminish the ability for a pedestrian to cross the en�re 
street on one cycle, instead of having to wait for a separate crossing opportunity? 

P-2g:  Absolutely endorse. 

P-3a:  Absolutely support, per earlier comment. 

P-5:  A highly important issue.  Suggest that aten�on ALSO be given to the origin end of a school trip, 
when frequently children needing to get to a bus stop do not have appropriately safe access in terms of 
sidewalks, crosswalks, ligh�ng, and traffic calming. 

P-7b:  There are many loca�ons where stop bars don’t exist at all, or which have been neglected for so 
long that they are not visible/func�onal.  Consider as supplemental strategies:  flashing stop signs at 
cri�cal intersec�ons; raised crosswalks; double pos�ng of stop signs where visibility is impaired; adding 
painted stop “boxes” or wri�ng “STOP” at the intersec�on. 

P-8:  EXTREMELY important.   Police simply cannot spread thin enough to cover all sita�ons where traffic 
control is needed, and frequently their interven�on leads to more serious and undesirable outcomes.  
ATE is the future, but to realize its poten�al it must: (1) be in many more places, (2) be unpredictable as 
to loca�on, (3) be equitably distributed, (4) be more realis�c and relevant in terms of interac�ng with 
the motoring public – at least warnings if not cita�ons; broadcast knowledge that the system is 
opera�ng; not allowing a 12 mph buffer before issuing a cita�on.  New technology is emerging that will 
make this approach much more flexible, broader coverage, and inexpensive.  A major obstacle to 
overcome is State DOT reluctance to greater applica�on, and cost – although the new Federal funding 
should make this much more achievable. 

EA-3:  Agree, per earlier comment. 

EA-4:  These systems are currently opera�ng far short of their poten�al benefit and value, par�cularly 
given their cost. 

F-1:  Again, there is unprecedented funding opportunity under the latest Federal programs.  But there 
must be agreement and coordinate response to access these funds. 



From: Roy Niedermayer
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Pedestrian Master Plan
Date: Friday, March 17, 2023 1:42:49 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

Please include these comments and testimony in the record for the above Plan.

The Master Pedestrian Plan should

1. Move from a reactive, request-driven process to an equitable, data driven process as noted in  S
recommendation (B-1a).  But the data should include the input and interest of the community that
knows the neighborhood and where sidewalks are needed.   Greater consideration should also be
given to Equity Focus Areas rather than areas where the more affluent, highly
educated professionally trained residents know how to make requests, take
advantage of and manage/employ the current MCDOT system.

2. Reject the recommendation (B-1b) that public engagement should be limited to how sidewalks
should be constructed, not whether. Community notice and involvement must be incorporated
earlier in the process. Earlier notice and involvement also helps people to make landscaping and
other decisions while a sidewalk plan is being developed to reduce conflict.
 
3. Be redone so that the sidewalk program  create a holistic, cross-department approach that is not
singularly focused on the installation of sidewalks merely because they are feasible and there is a
budget for them in MCDOT,  but rather focus on the best way to maximize neighborhood safety,
preserve trees, and enhance the pedestrian experience.  This includes: (1) working together with the
Traffic division to consider street alterations that calm traffic and save trees; (2) developing a
comprehensive approach to how to build sidewalks while saving trees, drawing on the work of
others across the country, includes not only use flexi-pave but also other state of the art techniques
such as root bridges and how to save roots.
 
3. Meld the above elements into program and recommendations specifically focused on reworking
the sidewalk program. This would achieve these County goals, which are scattered right now and are
not specifically incorporated into MCDOT sidewalk program such as these elements already
mentioned in the draft Pedestrian Master Plan:

·       B-4 Build More Walkable Places
·       B-6: Reduce pedestrian pathway temperatures, including fulfilling B-6(a) to ensure
shading of sidewalks, and B-6(b) to invest more in street tree preservation and
maintenance
·       B-9 on Make traffic calming easier (by incorporating it as part of the sidewalk
process)
 

and these rom the Climate Action Plan:

mailto:rniedermayer@gmail.com
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·       Retain and increase the tree canopy
·       Update public space and streetscape design to require cool-colored permeable
surfaces

-- 
Roy Niedermayer
6128 Durbin Road
Bethesda, MD 20817-6107
301-951-4456



From: CHI
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Montgomery County Master Pedestrian Plan
Date: Friday, March 17, 2023 1:23:52 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Montgomery County Pedestrian Master
Plan.
The comments below are provided by the Game Changers. The Game Changers is a group
of people who are self-advocates. The members are people with intellectual and
developmental disabilities who are supported by CHI, Inc.*, located in Silver Spring. Many
of the Game Changers members use wheelchairs in the community.
 
We whole heartedly agree with the vision of the Master Plan to improve “to create safer,
more comfortable experiences walking or rolling around the county, and to make getting
around more convenient and accessible for every pedestrian.”
 
We agree with many of the recommendations that address accessibility, safety and
comfort. We would like to highlight some of the recommendations that we feel are very
important. Our additions to the recommendations are italicized.
 

1. To increase the time to cross the street.
2. To widen sidewalks so that at least 2 people who use wheelchairs can travel next to

one another.
3. To improve maintenance of sidewalks to remove bumps and level uneven sidewalks.
4. To widen crosswalks.
5. To implement passive detection (such as sensors) to eliminate the need for

pedestrians to press a button to safely cross the street in areas. A voice activated
signal would also be helpful.

6. To add trees for shade.  The shade would also help by decreasing glare.
7. To not only add more public restrooms but to make sure there is an adult changing

table or family bathroom available.
 
Thank you for considering our comments.  If you have questions, please contact Cathy Lyle
at lylecesy@verizon.net.
 
Sincerely,
 
Cathy Lyle
Game Changers facilitator
*WeAchieve (formerly CHI Centers)
10501 New Hampshire Ave.
Silver Spring, MD  20903
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From: Glazier, Eli
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: FW: Comments on Ped Plan
Date: Monday, March 20, 2023 3:21:49 PM
Attachments: RK Comments on MoCo Ped Plan.docx

 
 

From: Rich Kuzmyak <jrichkuz@outlook.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 7:33 PM
To: Glazier, Eli <eli.glazier@montgomeryplanning.org>
Cc: Murnen, Lily <Lily.Murnen@montgomeryplanning.org>; Anspacher, David
<david.anspacher@montgomeryplanning.org>
Subject: Comments on Ped Plan
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

Eli and all:
 
I found great delight in the Pedestrian Plan, and spent a fair amount of time
going through it.  Extremely well done.
 
If it is of any value, I have tried to summarize my comments focused on the
recommendations, which I have compiled in relation to the recommendation
numbering system in the Plan.  I thought I should let you look through them,
get your general reaction, and then try to reframe them as “written
testimony”.
 
I am sort of doing this both for myself and for NCSG, which they encourage as
they probably will not comment directly.  I’ll make sure they are OK with my
comments before and if I imply that they are also backing the Plan, which I feel
pretty sure they will.
 
All the best,
 
Rich
 
J. Richard Kuzmyak

mailto:Eli.Glazier@montgomeryplanning.org
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Comments on Ped Plan

B-1a:  Strongly support data driven approach to identify key sidewalk needs

B-1b:  Strongly agree that the community should be integral to the sidewalk discussion and decision-making process.  In the Purple Line 2 grant we plan to convene community groups (residents, businesses, stakeholder) in the assessment and response process through community walks that will also include planning and elected officials.

B-1e:  This concept might also be helpful for introducing a community or system of roadway users to a coming (more permanent) change so that behavior can be gradually modified, even allowing for improvements in the final design.

B-2a:  This part of the pedestrian environment may be more important than many would see, particularly when they are one of the crucial features of accommodating pedestrians along the counties multi-lane arterial roadways.  These buttons have become ubiquitous at virtually every signalized intersection, yet in the vast majority of cases the buttons do not function on the pedestrian or cyclist’s behalf, unless their purpose is to initiate a cycle change where one has not been previously programmed in (recall).  Extensive personal research in lower Montgomery County suggests that the crossing buttons make no difference in the timing of the dominant (through traffic) green cycle, i.e., if the cycle is set for 2 minutes, pushing the button ensures that it will happen at 2 minutes, but no sooner.  This results in a fair number of pedestrians and cyclists becoming impatient and choosing to cross against the light.  While a pedestrian or cyclist shouldn’t presume that pressing the button would give them immediate priority to cross, they should receive at least some acknowledgement of their presence with a nominal shortening of the mainline green signal. These protocols may appropriately be altered for peak vs. off-peak or weekday/weekend time periods, but right now there does not appear to be any change.  The data collection capabilities of this technology should also be used to compile user information and establish crossing protocols accordingly.

B-2c:  A full (diagonal) crossing cycle is appropriate and desirable at major intersections in downtowns, along transit corridors, and in proximity to transit stations/bus stops.  Establish threshold criteria for their implementation.

B-2d:  This is a very important safety feature, where the pushback would be that a given intersection has too little traffic or pedestrian activity. Again, establish threshold criteria to guide their implementation at individual intersections.

B-3a:  A related issue in crosswalk alignment is when curbs are built with large radii, to facilitate easy auto turning from traffic;  when this happens, however, the curb cuts and crosswalks are also set back from the face of the intersection, putting the pedestrian at added risk 

B-3c:  Raised or textured crosswalks make sense at all intersections, but particularly at crossings where the only traffic control is a stop sign.  Generally, stop signs are the most difficult traffic controls to ensure compliance with, so more robust design may help convey the importance of stopping.  One argument against crosswalks by traffic engineers are that they cost too much to maintain; if that is true, the up-front cost of a raised or textured crosswalk would seem to offer long-term cost effectiveness.

B-3d:  There should be no reason why all legs of an intersection with connected sidewalks are not provided with crosswalks.  Not sure whether this is a cost-saving measure for transportation agencies or an infringement on auto movement, but the net effect is that the pedestrian may have to execute three separate crossings to simply “cross the street”.

B-3e:  While the county has become more aggressive at installing pedestrian crossing signs and apprising of state law to comply, a viewing of many setups in the county will currently show no signage, signage facing one direction and not the other, signs put in places where they are not immediately visible, or situations where vehicle traffic will not be apprised that there is a crosswalk ahead around a blind corner when they may be carrying excess speed or be distracted.

B-4a:  NCHRP Report 770 and TCRP Report 95/Vol 15 present compelling data that shows that people will willingly walk to many activities rather than drive if (1) the walk network is safe and well-connected, and (2) there are attractive and practical things to walk to.  In the typical suburb, neither of these conditions exist.  And since trips unrelated to work amount to 85% of household travel, the overwhelming lion’s share of household Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) in the suburbs is for non-work purposes.  This is why the planned transformation of the Purple Line corridor portends such an important growth model for the county.  Therefore it should be a priority to locate as many essential needs and services (healthy foods, schools, services, health care, restaurants, parks) within easy and safe walking distance of households.

B-4d:  Incredibly important recommendation.  These arterial corridors are where the vast majority of deaths and severe injuries involving pedestrians and cyclists occur, and a primary factor is speed, aided and abetted by auto-friendly design features like infrequent signalized intersections, channelized turns, and insufficient enforcement.  Paradoxically, pedestrians who live in these areas are forced out of the relatively safe neighborhood street networks onto the busy arterial roadways to reach their destinations.

B-4e:  The design of intersections along the county’s arterial highways – which are also the principal transit corridors – but transit users at considerable disadvantage.  Because the intersections comprise a large footprint, and with modifications like channelized (uncontrolled) right turns, bus stops are not located at the corners where the pedestrian crossings are, but mid-block.  This makes access much more time consuming and encourages dangerous mid-block crossings, often in the dark when the pedestrians are harder to see.  Major redesign of these intersections is essential to addressing this serious concern.

Also included in this category is the recommendation to supportive strategy of reducing the vehicle-favoring practice of businesses catering to customers arriving by auto with street facing parking, often with singular curb cuts/driveways and fencing to discourage pedestrian traffic.  Many (most) of these commercial centers also are designed to restrict access from the rear of development at the interface with the neighborhoods.  A supportive secondary street grid is absolutely necessary to alter this outdated and dangerous practice.

B -4g:  Since parkway trails (for bikes at least) are often coincident with the roadways, and with no shoulder safety buffer, it is imperative that greater attention be given to managing auto speeds and distracted driving on these facilities.

B-4i:  This concern may be most critical in relation to high-radius curb designs at a large number of current intersections, both on arterial highways and in neighborhoods.

B-6a/b:  Trees and other planting not only make the pedestrian environment more comfortable and inviting, but can also serve a traffic calming role.

B-7a:  Note that this is a time of great opportunity, with the Federal infrastructure bill and an emphasis on reconnecting communities, safety, equity and climate change.   All diligence should be given to trying to access these funds and greatly ramp up the sidewalk program.  It should also be stressed that the most critical pedestrian/bicycle infrastructure needs are along the major arterial roadways, though current county programs seem to be much more focused on neighborhood improvements.

B-7f:  Be sure to target this recommendation also to bridging the current lockout condition between residential communities and local goods and services.

B-7g:  The continuation of the Purple Line TOD study work by the PLCC and UMD via a grant from the Federal Transit Administration is going to focus on maximizing safe access to the 21 Purple Line stations.  A solid partnership between PLCC, County and State should be a priority here.

B-8:  Thorough analysis of Purple Line station access in the FTA study showed many occasions where, due to topography, a geographic feature (stream), utility, or other barrier, neighborhoods that might otherwise enjoy reasonable access to the station are essentially cut off.  These areas can be highlighted with GIS mapping tools and decisions made as to whether enhancing their connectivity would be cost effective.

B-9:  Through personal experience I can attest that earning attention from county traffic engineers to clear traffic safety issues is extremely difficult.  In my neighborhood (Forest Glen/Linden Lane), the county removed the crosswalks and curb aprons that the developer had put in under code, has allowed for only one (5-way) stop sign that is poorly marked and flagrantly ignored by through traffic, and posted only two 25 mph speed limit signs in locations not visible or relevant to traffic.  Over 20 years it has been a constant battle to get reasonable attention and help, despite major community consensus and petitioning.

B-10:  MNCPPC’s reactions to Evan Glass’s Pedestrian Safety Bill took special note of the difference in authority over management issues like right turn on red, signal timing, etc. on county vs state roads.  It is essential that the county be able to influence design and operating decisions on the major arterial highways like University Blvd., Georgia Ave., etc. when it comes to safety, pedestrian accessibility, and other critical policy initiatives.  Ideally, this gap will be narrowed under the new state administration.

MA:  One major area of authority resolution and policy should be with snow clearing.  Whether it is state or county workers who clear the major arterial roadways, there should be a policy that it is more important to keep sidewalk areas clear than to clear all 6 lanes of the roadway, curb to curb.  A similar situation occurs in terms of overgrowth during the green months, as foliage on both public and private property is allowed to take over pedestrian facilities, forcing pedestrians to sidetrack into the street.

P-1:  County vehicles, such as Ride-On buses, school buses, WSSC trucks, county utility trucks (e.g., trash and leaf removal) and even police vehicles not on call can frequently be observed driving much faster than the posted speeds.  This not only poses an immediate danger because of the large mass of the vehicle, but sets a poor example for all other drivers.

P-2a:  An incredibly important recommendation, already addressed in comments above

P-2b:  Incredibly important, also address above.

P-2c:  Totally agree, note that this was also addressed in MNCPPC comments on Evan Glass legislation.

P-2d:  As above.

P-2e:  HIGHLY support this recommendation, per earlier comment.

P-2f:  Question whether pedestrian refuges would diminish the ability for a pedestrian to cross the entire street on one cycle, instead of having to wait for a separate crossing opportunity?

P-2g:  Absolutely endorse.

P-3a:  Absolutely support, per earlier comment.

P-5:  A highly important issue.  Suggest that attention ALSO be given to the origin end of a school trip, when frequently children needing to get to a bus stop do not have appropriately safe access in terms of sidewalks, crosswalks, lighting, and traffic calming.

P-7b:  There are many locations where stop bars don’t exist at all, or which have been neglected for so long that they are not visible/functional.  Consider as supplemental strategies:  flashing stop signs at critical intersections; raised crosswalks; double posting of stop signs where visibility is impaired; adding painted stop “boxes” or writing “STOP” at the intersection.

P-8:  EXTREMELY important.   Police simply cannot spread thin enough to cover all sitations where traffic control is needed, and frequently their intervention leads to more serious and undesirable outcomes.  ATE is the future, but to realize its potential it must: (1) be in many more places, (2) be unpredictable as to location, (3) be equitably distributed, (4) be more realistic and relevant in terms of interacting with the motoring public – at least warnings if not citations; broadcast knowledge that the system is operating; not allowing a 12 mph buffer before issuing a citation.  New technology is emerging that will make this approach much more flexible, broader coverage, and inexpensive.  A major obstacle to overcome is State DOT reluctance to greater application, and cost – although the new Federal funding should make this much more achievable.

EA-3:  Agree, per earlier comment.

EA-4:  These systems are currently operating far short of their potential benefit and value, particularly given their cost.

F-1:  Again, there is unprecedented funding opportunity under the latest Federal programs.  But there must be agreement and coordinate response to access these funds.



Transportation Consultant
9509 Woodstock Ct.
Silver Spring, MD  20910
 
301-332-8767
 
jrichkuz@outlook.com
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Comments on Ped Plan 

B-1a:  Strongly support data driven approach to iden�fy key sidewalk needs 

B-1b:  Strongly agree that the community should be integral to the sidewalk 
discussion and decision-making process.  In the Purple Line 2 grant we plan to 
convene community groups (residents, businesses, stakeholder) in the assessment 
and response process through community walks that will also include planning 
and elected officials. 

B-1e:  This concept might also be helpful for introducing a community or system of 
roadway users to a coming (more permanent) change so that behavior can be 
gradually modified, even allowing for improvements in the final design. 

B-2a:  This part of the pedestrian environment may be more important than many 
would see, par�cularly when they are one of the crucial features of 
accommoda�ng pedestrians along the coun�es mul�-lane arterial roadways.  
These butons have become ubiquitous at virtually every signalized intersec�on, 
yet in the vast majority of cases the butons do not func�on on the pedestrian or 
cyclist’s behalf, unless their purpose is to ini�ate a cycle change where one has 
not been previously programmed in (recall).  Extensive personal research in lower 
Montgomery County suggests that the crossing butons make no difference in the 
�ming of the dominant (through traffic) green cycle, i.e., if the cycle is set for 2 
minutes, pushing the buton ensures that it will happen at 2 minutes, but no 
sooner.  This results in a fair number of pedestrians and cyclists becoming 
impa�ent and choosing to cross against the light.  While a pedestrian or cyclist 
shouldn’t presume that pressing the buton would give them immediate priority 
to cross, they should receive at least some acknowledgement of their presence 
with a nominal shortening of the mainline green signal. These protocols may 
appropriately be altered for peak vs. off-peak or weekday/weekend �me periods, 
but right now there does not appear to be any change.  The data collec�on 
capabili�es of this technology should also be used to compile user informa�on 
and establish crossing protocols accordingly. 

B-2c:  A full (diagonal) crossing cycle is appropriate and desirable at major 
intersec�ons in downtowns, along transit corridors, and in proximity to transit 
sta�ons/bus stops.  Establish threshold criteria for their implementa�on. 



B-2d:  This is a very important safety feature, where the pushback would be that a 
given intersec�on has too litle traffic or pedestrian ac�vity. Again, establish 
threshold criteria to guide their implementa�on at individual intersec�ons. 

B-3a:  A related issue in crosswalk alignment is when curbs are built with large 
radii, to facilitate easy auto turning from traffic;  when this happens, however, the 
curb cuts and crosswalks are also set back from the face of the intersec�on, 
pu�ng the pedestrian at added risk  

B-3c:  Raised or textured crosswalks make sense at all intersec�ons, but 
par�cularly at crossings where the only traffic control is a stop sign.  Generally, 
stop signs are the most difficult traffic controls to ensure compliance with, so 
more robust design may help convey the importance of stopping.  One argument 
against crosswalks by traffic engineers are that they cost too much to maintain; if 
that is true, the up-front cost of a raised or textured crosswalk would seem to 
offer long-term cost effec�veness. 

B-3d:  There should be no reason why all legs of an intersec�on with connected 
sidewalks are not provided with crosswalks.  Not sure whether this is a cost-saving 
measure for transporta�on agencies or an infringement on auto movement, but 
the net effect is that the pedestrian may have to execute three separate crossings 
to simply “cross the street”. 

B-3e:  While the county has become more aggressive at installing pedestrian 
crossing signs and apprising of state law to comply, a viewing of many setups in 
the county will currently show no signage, signage facing one direc�on and not 
the other, signs put in places where they are not immediately visible, or situa�ons 
where vehicle traffic will not be apprised that there is a crosswalk ahead around a 
blind corner when they may be carrying excess speed or be distracted. 

B-4a:  NCHRP Report 770 and TCRP Report 95/Vol 15 present compelling data that 
shows that people will willingly walk to many ac�vi�es rather than drive if (1) the 
walk network is safe and well-connected, and (2) there are atrac�ve and prac�cal 
things to walk to.  In the typical suburb, neither of these condi�ons exist.  And 
since trips unrelated to work amount to 85% of household travel, the 
overwhelming lion’s share of household Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) in the 
suburbs is for non-work purposes.  This is why the planned transforma�on of the 
Purple Line corridor portends such an important growth model for the county.  



Therefore it should be a priority to locate as many essen�al needs and services 
(healthy foods, schools, services, health care, restaurants, parks) within easy and 
safe walking distance of households. 

B-4d:  Incredibly important recommenda�on.  These arterial corridors are where 
the vast majority of deaths and severe injuries involving pedestrians and cyclists 
occur, and a primary factor is speed, aided and abeted by auto-friendly design 
features like infrequent signalized intersec�ons, channelized turns, and 
insufficient enforcement.  Paradoxically, pedestrians who live in these areas are 
forced out of the rela�vely safe neighborhood street networks onto the busy 
arterial roadways to reach their des�na�ons. 

B-4e:  The design of intersec�ons along the county’s arterial highways – which are 
also the principal transit corridors – but transit users at considerable 
disadvantage.  Because the intersec�ons comprise a large footprint, and with 
modifica�ons like channelized (uncontrolled) right turns, bus stops are not located 
at the corners where the pedestrian crossings are, but mid-block.  This makes 
access much more �me consuming and encourages dangerous mid-block 
crossings, o�en in the dark when the pedestrians are harder to see.  Major 
redesign of these intersec�ons is essen�al to addressing this serious concern. 

Also included in this category is the recommenda�on to suppor�ve strategy of 
reducing the vehicle-favoring prac�ce of businesses catering to customers arriving 
by auto with street facing parking, o�en with singular curb cuts/driveways and 
fencing to discourage pedestrian traffic.  Many (most) of these commercial centers 
also are designed to restrict access from the rear of development at the interface 
with the neighborhoods.  A suppor�ve secondary street grid is absolutely 
necessary to alter this outdated and dangerous prac�ce. 

B -4g:  Since parkway trails (for bikes at least) are o�en coincident with the 
roadways, and with no shoulder safety buffer, it is impera�ve that greater 
aten�on be given to managing auto speeds and distracted driving on these 
facili�es. 

B-4i:  This concern may be most cri�cal in rela�on to high-radius curb designs at a 
large number of current intersec�ons, both on arterial highways and in 
neighborhoods. 



B-6a/b:  Trees and other plan�ng not only make the pedestrian environment more 
comfortable and invi�ng, but can also serve a traffic calming role. 

B-7a:  Note that this is a �me of great opportunity, with the Federal infrastructure 
bill and an emphasis on reconnec�ng communi�es, safety, equity and climate 
change.   All diligence should be given to trying to access these funds and greatly 
ramp up the sidewalk program.  It should also be stressed that the most cri�cal 
pedestrian/bicycle infrastructure needs are along the major arterial roadways, 
though current county programs seem to be much more focused on 
neighborhood improvements. 

B-7f:  Be sure to target this recommenda�on also to bridging the current lockout 
condi�on between residen�al communi�es and local goods and services. 

B-7g:  The con�nua�on of the Purple Line TOD study work by the PLCC and UMD 
via a grant from the Federal Transit Administra�on is going to focus on maximizing 
safe access to the 21 Purple Line sta�ons.  A solid partnership between PLCC, 
County and State should be a priority here. 

B-8:  Thorough analysis of Purple Line sta�on access in the FTA study showed 
many occasions where, due to topography, a geographic feature (stream), u�lity, 
or other barrier, neighborhoods that might otherwise enjoy reasonable access to 
the sta�on are essen�ally cut off.  These areas can be highlighted with GIS 
mapping tools and decisions made as to whether enhancing their connec�vity 
would be cost effec�ve. 

B-9:  Through personal experience I can atest that earning aten�on from county 
traffic engineers to clear traffic safety issues is extremely difficult.  In my 
neighborhood (Forest Glen/Linden Lane), the county removed the crosswalks and 
curb aprons that the developer had put in under code, has allowed for only one 
(5-way) stop sign that is poorly marked and flagrantly ignored by through traffic, 
and posted only two 25 mph speed limit signs in loca�ons not visible or relevant 
to traffic.  Over 20 years it has been a constant batle to get reasonable aten�on 
and help, despite major community consensus and pe��oning. 

B-10:  MNCPPC’s reac�ons to Evan Glass’s Pedestrian Safety Bill took special note 
of the difference in authority over management issues like right turn on red, signal 
�ming, etc. on county vs state roads.  It is essen�al that the county be able to 



influence design and opera�ng decisions on the major arterial highways like 
University Blvd., Georgia Ave., etc. when it comes to safety, pedestrian 
accessibility, and other cri�cal policy ini�a�ves.  Ideally, this gap will be narrowed 
under the new state administra�on. 

MA:  One major area of authority resolu�on and policy should be with snow 
clearing.  Whether it is state or county workers who clear the major arterial 
roadways, there should be a policy that it is more important to keep sidewalk 
areas clear than to clear all 6 lanes of the roadway, curb to curb.  A similar 
situa�on occurs in terms of overgrowth during the green months, as foliage on 
both public and private property is allowed to take over pedestrian facili�es, 
forcing pedestrians to sidetrack into the street. 

P-1:  County vehicles, such as Ride-On buses, school buses, WSSC trucks, county 
u�lity trucks (e.g., trash and leaf removal) and even police vehicles not on call can 
frequently be observed driving much faster than the posted speeds.  This not only 
poses an immediate danger because of the large mass of the vehicle, but sets a 
poor example for all other drivers. 

P-2a:  An incredibly important recommenda�on, already addressed in comments 
above 

P-2b:  Incredibly important, also address above. 

P-2c:  Totally agree, note that this was also addressed in MNCPPC comments on 
Evan Glass legisla�on. 

P-2d:  As above. 

P-2e:  HIGHLY support this recommenda�on, per earlier comment. 

P-2f:  Ques�on whether pedestrian refuges would diminish the ability for a 
pedestrian to cross the en�re street on one cycle, instead of having to wait for a 
separate crossing opportunity? 

P-2g:  Absolutely endorse. 

P-3a:  Absolutely support, per earlier comment. 

P-5:  A highly important issue.  Suggest that aten�on ALSO be given to the origin 
end of a school trip, when frequently children needing to get to a bus stop do not 



have appropriately safe access in terms of sidewalks, crosswalks, ligh�ng, and 
traffic calming. 

P-7b:  There are many loca�ons where stop bars don’t exist at all, or which have 
been neglected for so long that they are not visible/func�onal.  Consider as 
supplemental strategies:  flashing stop signs at cri�cal intersec�ons; raised 
crosswalks; double pos�ng of stop signs where visibility is impaired; adding 
painted stop “boxes” or wri�ng “STOP” at the intersec�on. 

P-8:  EXTREMELY important.   Police simply cannot spread thin enough to cover all 
sita�ons where traffic control is needed, and frequently their interven�on leads to 
more serious and undesirable outcomes.  ATE is the future, but to realize its 
poten�al it must: (1) be in many more places, (2) be unpredictable as to loca�on, 
(3) be equitably distributed, (4) be more realis�c and relevant in terms of 
interac�ng with the motoring public – at least warnings if not cita�ons; broadcast 
knowledge that the system is opera�ng; not allowing a 12 mph buffer before 
issuing a cita�on.  New technology is emerging that will make this approach much 
more flexible, broader coverage, and inexpensive.  A major obstacle to overcome 
is State DOT reluctance to greater applica�on, and cost – although the new 
Federal funding should make this much more achievable. 

EA-3:  Agree, per earlier comment. 

EA-4:  These systems are currently opera�ng far short of their poten�al benefit 
and value, par�cularly given their cost. 

F-1:  Again, there is unprecedented funding opportunity under the latest Federal 
programs.  But there must be agreement and coordinate response to access these 
funds. 



From: djwilhelm@verizon.net
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Pedestrian Master Plan comments
Date: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 9:36:40 AM
Attachments: Ped MP PB 3-6-23.docx

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

See attached testimony.
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Greater Colesville Citizens Association

PO Box 4087

Colesville, MD 20914

March 21, 2023



Montgomery County Planning Board

Attn: Jeff Zyontz, Chair

2425 Reedie Drive

Wheaton, MD 20902



Re: Comments on Pedestrian Master Plan 



Dear Chairman Zyontz:

The Greater Colesville Citizens Association (GCCA) supports the recommendations in the Draft Pedestrian Master Plan except as noted below. GCCA supports the four Goals on page 9, but the objectives that follow them (pages 9-19) are reasonable only in some parts of the county and not others. 

As has been stated multiple times to the Planning Department and Board, “one size doesn’t fit all.” The plan does have different standards for urban, transit corridors and exurban/rural areas. We think a better way to categorize area is: downtowns, town centers, suburban, industrial and county, as used in the recommendation section of the Plan. The towns should be subdivided as in the Thrive Plan, each with their own standard: medium, small and neighborhood.  The suburban area also needs to have subcategories based upon density.

 The proposed improvements will only increase the amount of walking by a small amount, not two or three times. 

In Objective 1.4, access to transit is proposed from Metrorail, MARC and Purple Line. Access to BRT needs to be added. 

In Objectives 1.5 and 4.2, the number of students walking should be based upon the distance to school, and whether major roads must be crossed.  In East Montgomery County, many students are not assigned to the closest school or to a neighborhood school so they will not be able to walk.  Also, many parents are concerned about the safety of their elementary students walking by themselves and therefore they walk with them or drive them to school. Expecting 50% of the students to walk is not reasonable when currently the percentage is much lower. 

In Objective 3.2 personal safety includes the fear of being attacked as well as sidewalk design. Having 75% feeling safe to walk at all hours of the day and night must address that other aspect.

Our comments on the recommendations follow. We only comment on those that need to be changed.







Build

B-4b. Since the county is largely built out, it is too late to locate schools and other public buildings where there is good pedestrian access. Steps need to be taken to improve walking access where the buildings are located.

B-4h.  Restrooms and public seating should be in downtowns and medium sized town centers next to premium transit stations. 

B-5c.  It is not practical to return malfunctioning streetlights to service within 24 hours. First, repair efforts would not occur on weekends and holidays.  There is also the issue of learning that a malfunction exists. Today that largely occurs based upon public reporting, which often does not occur for weeks. (This is a maintenance objective, not a build objective).

B-9b. We think pedestrian volumes needs to remain a determining factor in deciding where to install pedestrian and connectivity improvements. There is limited amount of funding available and it needs to be used where the need is greatest. 

B-10. We do not support the county assuming control of state highways, which surely means the county will also assume the funding for maintaining them. 

Maintain.

MA-2b. The proposed action is to require property owners to clear snow on pathways for a width of at least 5 feet. This is not possible if the path is not 5 feet in width.  Also, even if the concrete is 5 foot wide, many places grass has grown over the edges so it is no longer that width. 

Protect

P-1e. Requiring knowledge testing as part of driver’s license renewal should only be required once every other renewal.

P-2e. We strongly oppose reducing traffic signal cycle lengths so pedestrians don’t need to wait as long.  Shorter cycle times just reduces intersection capacity and thus leads to more congestion. More congestion will lead to more dangerous driving habits. 

P-4a Pedestrian and bicycle safety education needs to include a requirement for them to use paths rather than use roads. Too often we see people walking in the street when there is a sidewalk available.

P-5c. We oppose closing streets nears schools during arrival and dismissal. Those streets are needed by parents dropping off their children and in the case of high schools, students driving to school. The roads are also needed by the traveling public. Often there are not any nearby alternative roads that can be used. 

P- 5d. Transportation Demand Management is often not practical for schools, except for encouraging parents to carpool when taking children to school or picking them up. 

P-5d. We oppose eliminating breakaway traffic signals and other poles in locations with pedestrian activity. That would just increase the injury rate for vehicle operators.



Bicycle and Pedestrian Priority Area Prioritization

GCCA agrees that there needs to be a priority for constructing Bicycle and Pedestrian improvements called for in this plan. We think the priority should be:

· Areas around BRT and Purple Line stations, constructed when the transit service starts

· Downtown areas

· Town Centers, in order of geographic size

· Major roads that are the most problematic for pedestrians and bicyclists and that will have a significant number of users. Rather than providing new facilities along major roads that will have few users, roads with small numbers of users should use BRT, where it exists. 

· Neighborhoods

					Sincerely



					Daniel L. Wilhelm

					GCCA President



Greater Colesville Citizens Association 
PO Box 4087 

Colesville, MD 20914 
March 21, 2023 

 
Montgomery County Planning Board 
Attn: Jeff Zyontz, Chair 
2425 Reedie Drive 
Wheaton, MD 20902 
 
Re: Comments on Pedestrian Master Plan  
 
Dear Chairman Zyontz: 

The Greater Colesville Citizens Association (GCCA) supports the recommendations in the Draft 
Pedestrian Master Plan except as noted below. GCCA supports the four Goals on page 9, but the 
objectives that follow them (pages 9-19) are reasonable only in some parts of the county and not others.  

As has been stated multiple times to the Planning Department and Board, “one size doesn’t fit all.” The 
plan does have different standards for urban, transit corridors and exurban/rural areas. We think a 
better way to categorize area is: downtowns, town centers, suburban, industrial and county, as used in 
the recommendation section of the Plan. The towns should be subdivided as in the Thrive Plan, each 
with their own standard: medium, small and neighborhood.  The suburban area also needs to have 
subcategories based upon density. 

 The proposed improvements will only increase the amount of walking by a small amount, not two or 
three times.  

In Objective 1.4, access to transit is proposed from Metrorail, MARC and Purple Line. Access to BRT 
needs to be added.  

In Objectives 1.5 and 4.2, the number of students walking should be based upon the distance to school, 
and whether major roads must be crossed.  In East Montgomery County, many students are not 
assigned to the closest school or to a neighborhood school so they will not be able to walk.  Also, many 
parents are concerned about the safety of their elementary students walking by themselves and 
therefore they walk with them or drive them to school. Expecting 50% of the students to walk is not 
reasonable when currently the percentage is much lower.  

In Objective 3.2 personal safety includes the fear of being attacked as well as sidewalk design. Having 
75% feeling safe to walk at all hours of the day and night must address that other aspect. 

Our comments on the recommendations follow. We only comment on those that need to be changed. 

 

 

 



Build 

B-4b. Since the county is largely built out, it is too late to locate schools and other public buildings where 
there is good pedestrian access. Steps need to be taken to improve walking access where the buildings 
are located. 

B-4h.  Restrooms and public seating should be in downtowns and medium sized town centers next to 
premium transit stations.  

B-5c.  It is not practical to return malfunctioning streetlights to service within 24 hours. First, repair 
efforts would not occur on weekends and holidays.  There is also the issue of learning that a malfunction 
exists. Today that largely occurs based upon public reporting, which often does not occur for weeks. 
(This is a maintenance objective, not a build objective). 

B-9b. We think pedestrian volumes needs to remain a determining factor in deciding where to install 
pedestrian and connectivity improvements. There is limited amount of funding available and it needs to 
be used where the need is greatest.  

B-10. We do not support the county assuming control of state highways, which surely means the county 
will also assume the funding for maintaining them.  

Maintain. 

MA-2b. The proposed action is to require property owners to clear snow on pathways for a width of at 
least 5 feet. This is not possible if the path is not 5 feet in width.  Also, even if the concrete is 5 foot 
wide, many places grass has grown over the edges so it is no longer that width.  

Protect 

P-1e. Requiring knowledge testing as part of driver’s license renewal should only be required once every 
other renewal. 

P-2e. We strongly oppose reducing traffic signal cycle lengths so pedestrians don’t need to wait as long.  
Shorter cycle times just reduces intersection capacity and thus leads to more congestion. More congestion 
will lead to more dangerous driving habits.  

P-4a Pedestrian and bicycle safety education needs to include a requirement for them to use paths rather 
than use roads. Too often we see people walking in the street when there is a sidewalk available. 

P-5c. We oppose closing streets nears schools during arrival and dismissal. Those streets are needed by 
parents dropping off their children and in the case of high schools, students driving to school. The roads 
are also needed by the traveling public. Often there are not any nearby alternative roads that can be used.  

P- 5d. Transportation Demand Management is often not practical for schools, except for encouraging 
parents to carpool when taking children to school or picking them up.  

P-5d. We oppose eliminating breakaway traffic signals and other poles in locations with pedestrian 
activity. That would just increase the injury rate for vehicle operators. 

 



Bicycle and Pedestrian Priority Area Prioritization 

GCCA agrees that there needs to be a priority for constructing Bicycle and Pedestrian improvements 
called for in this plan. We think the priority should be: 

• Areas around BRT and Purple Line stations, constructed when the transit service starts 
• Downtown areas 
• Town Centers, in order of geographic size 
• Major roads that are the most problematic for pedestrians and bicyclists and that will have a 

significant number of users. Rather than providing new facilities along major roads that will have 
few users, roads with small numbers of users should use BRT, where it exists.  

• Neighborhoods 

     Sincerely 

 

     Daniel L. Wilhelm 

     GCCA President 



From: joel@silvermail.net
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Sidewalk planning
Date: Monday, March 20, 2023 6:02:28 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

Greetings,
 
We are currently opposing a poorly thought-out and unsupported plan to install sidewalks in
Kenwood Park. In the bigger picture, we believe the process should be revised and concur with the
recommendations expressed by one of my neighbors and summarized below.
 

We support the recommendation (B-1a) to pivot from a reactive, request-driven process to
an equitable, data driven process, but emphasize that that data should include the input and
interest of the community that knows the neighborhood and where sidewalks are needed.
 We reject the recommendation (B-1b) that public engagement should be limited to how
sidewalks should be constructed, not whether. Community notice and involvement must be
incorporated earlier in the process. Earlier notice and involvement also helps people to make
landscaping and other decisions while a sidewalk plan is being developed to reduce conflict.
 
The sidewalk program to be revamped to create a best-in-class, holistic, cross-department
approach that is not singularly focused on sidewalks but rather on the best way to maximize
neighborhood safety, preserve trees, and enhance the pedestrian experience.  This includes:
(1) working together with the Traffic division to consider street alterations that calm traffic
and save trees; (2) developing a comprehensive approach to how to build sidewalks while
saving trees, drawing on the work of others across the country, includes not only use flexi-
pave but also other state of the art techniques such as root bridges and how to save roots.
 
The Pedestrian Master Plan should bring together these elements into a recommendation
specifically focused on reworking the sidewalk program. This would achieve these County
goals, which are scattered right now and are not specifically incorporated into sidewalk
program recommendations:
 

From the draft Pedestrian Master Plan:
·       B-4 Build More Walkable Places
·       B-6: Reduce pedestrian pathway temperatures, including fulfilling B-6(a) to
ensure shading of sidewalks, and B-6(b) to invest more in street tree
preservation and maintenance
·       B-9 on Make traffic calming easier (by incorporating it as part of the sidewalk
process)
 

From the Climate Action Plan:
·       Retain and increase the tree canopy

mailto:joel@silvermail.net
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·       Update public space and streetscape design to require cool-colored
permeable surfaces

 
Thank you,
 
Joel and Connie Lesch
 
 
 



From: Peter M Gottesman
To: MCP-Chair
Cc: momsaknickfan@gmail.com
Subject: Installation of Sidewalks
Date: Monday, March 20, 2023 5:12:50 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

To Whom It May Concern, 

My wife and I live at 6109 Lenox Road.  We have two mature trees that will be affected by the
installation of a sidewalk.  We have lived here for 40 years so I ask why now?

if you can't save the trees then I am asking for the County to relocate them on the other side of
the new sidewalk. 

Peter Gottesman 

Get Outlook for Android
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From: ameros2452@gmail.com
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Comments on MoCo Pedestrian Master Plan
Date: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 12:29:00 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

To Whom It May Concern,
 
It is great to see that traffic and pedestrian safety is a priority for Montgomery County.  Please
consider the following comments and suggestions in your planning activities.
 

As a resident of North Bethesda, it is unclear how activities affecting traffic in the area will be
coordinated.  These include the Tuckerman Diet Plan, the new bike lanes on Old Georgetown
Road, the new pedestrian crossings on Democracy Boulevard, the anticipated dedicated bus
lanes from the bus terminal at Montgomery Mall to the Metro, and the opening of the new
high school.
Specific to the Tuckerman Diet Plan:

How will entrance to, and egress from, the Devonshire East neighborhood be
managed?   At peak times, one often has to turn right onto Tuckerman, cross Old
Georgetown Road, turn into the neighborhoods and come back out, and then turn right
on Old Georgetown Road to go toward Bethesda.  Or use the other exit from
Devonshire East, go toward Pike and Rose on Old Georgetown Road, make a U-turn
somewhere and come back toward Tuckerman Lane to go toward Bethesda.
What will be the effect on emergency vehicle traffic?  It is not unusual to see fire
engines and ambulances several times a day going from Old Georgetown Road toward
Rockville Pike on Tuckerman Lane. 
How will snow removal be managed?  In years past, heavy snow has resulted in single
lane traffic on even the major arteries.
Can the bus stops be moved further away from the pedestrian crossings?  One
commonly sees people standing by the crossings but some intend to step out into
traffic and some are waiting for the bus, causing confusion for drivers. 
Can better lighting be installed around the crossings and trees cut back coming down
the hill from Rockville Pike?  At night, Tuckerman Lane can be dark around those
crossings and the trees can block the view.  

Specific to the new bike lanes:
Will bicyclists be required to undergo safety training? Although most bicyclists are
cautious, at least one waved traffic off and sped through a busy intersection when the
lights changed. 
As above, how will snow removal be managed with all the pylons in the roadways?  In
years past, heavy snow has resulted in single lane traffic on even the major arteries and
the pylons on Old Georgetown Road already have been run over in several places,
especially near entrance/exit spots for the churches, school, and other turn points. It’s
hard to envision how snow plows will avoid the pylons and the snow pile-up becomes a
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bigger concern for emergency vehicle traffic.
Specific to pedestrian crossings on Democracy Boulevard:

Is it possible to reset the timers on the red lights?  The red lights stay on far longer than
pedestrians need to cross the road.  Also, if one encounters a string of pedestrians who
cross in succession, it can take a long time to get past the crossings.  And if one
encounters strings of pedestrians at both crossings, the traffic pile-up is even worse.
Can a light be installed for traffic exiting the Davis Library?  The exit is between the
point where traffic stops and the pedestrian red lights, so it’s unclear what to do when
the light is still red but pedestrians have finished crossing Democracy Boulevard.

Specific to the dedicated bus lanes (Mall to Metro), can a clear explanation be provided of
where these lanes will be (and when), given all of the preceding concerns? 
Specific to the new high school, one can expect these issues to be intensified with additional
bus traffic and students driving cars, walking or using scooters, and leaving the school for
lunch. 

 
Finally for a long-term view, has thought been given to a suspended railway, similar to the Personal
Rapid Transit system in Morgantown, WV?  One could envision such a system between Montgomery
Mall, the Wildwood area and school, Strathmore/Metro, the North Bethesda Metro, the new high
school, Pike and Rose, etc.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Sally Amero
11160 Cedarwood Drive
Rockville, MD 20852



From: LWV of Montgomery County, MD
To: MCP-Chair
Cc: LWV of Montgomery County, MD
Subject: For the Pedestrian Master Plan Public Hearing - 3/23/2023
Date: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 2:39:47 PM
Attachments: 2023-03-22 Testimony to Planning Board re Pedestrian Master Plan.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

To the Montgomery County Planning Board Chair & Board:

Attached is our written testimony for the Pedestrian Master Plan Public Hearing to
be held on March 23, 2023.

-- 
League of Women Voters of Montgomery County, MD 
15800 Crabbs Branch Way, Suite 300 
Rockville, MD 20855 
Tel: 301-984-9585 
lwvmc@erols.com         lwvmocomd.org  
                    vote411.org 

           

100 Years of Making Democracy Work 
   and Still Going Strong!

JOIN NOW ~ Great Leadership Training
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Celebrating Over 100 Years of Women Creating a More Perfect Democracy! 


 
 
March 22, 2023 


 
To: Chair, Montgomery County Planning Board 
 
In re: Pedestrian Master Plan 
 
 
The League of Women Voters of Montgomery County (LWVMC) commends the Planning Department 
for its efforts to improve county safety and create a more pedestrian-friendly environment with its 
Pedestrian Master Plan. The LWVMC believes in a balanced transportation system that includes not 
just cars but all modes of transportation that are safe, accessible, convenient, just and serve all 
communities. 
 
The Planning Department’s proposal includes many good components for pedestrians but LWVMC 
believes there is room for improvement in a few areas.   
 


 Better accessibility to buses. Previously there was a program called the Bus Stop 
Improvement Program that allocated funds for better bus accessibility, including concrete 
pads at bus stops. Perhaps the Planning Board should reintroduce and expand this program. 
Another issue is the difficulty in getting to these concrete pads because there is still a lack of 
sidewalks. 


 Better accessibility to new Bus Rapid Transit stops and new Purple Line stops as well as 
nearby businesses. 


 Better policing of drivers, bicyclists and pedestrians to help curb dangerous behavior. The 
county must enforce its regulations governing this behavior. Perhaps placing more cameras in 
certain zones would help. 


 Improved education of drivers so that they watch for pedestrians. Drivers must be reminded 
to yield to pedestrians at crosswalks and be aware of pedestrians crossing streets to catch 
buses, etc. Also please consider adding more multi-language signage and programs. 


 Better oversight of developers and master plans that include improved pedestrian safety. We must 


ensure that the Planning Department gets a decent agreement with developers and that 
everyone involved follows through in the best interest of the county. 


 
Pedestrian safety and this Pedestrian Master Plan need to be a combined effort among 
municipalities, the county, building processes, planners, developers and individuals. Everyone must 
work together to make this plan a reality and to incorporate its elements at every level. In addition, 
the county must complete a thorough evaluation after its implementation to ensure success. The 
county should also assess past procedures to ascertain whether they still serve a legitimate purpose. 
If not, the county must be willing to discontinue them.  
 


           Continued 
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Celebrating Over 100 Years of Women Creating a More Perfect Democracy! 


 
 
The LWVMC makes note of the wealth of information in the plan’s appendix that could immediately 
make areas more accessible for pedestrians. We recommend that the department immediately 
begin using this information to more quickly and efficiently improve safety and equity. We also wish 
to highlight how inaccessible schools are at all levels. The county boasts a large number of walkers, 
but there are many amenities accessible only to residents who drive. Let us commit to changing that 
and then provide the budget to do it. 
 
This Pedestrian Master Plan offers much guidance and usable information. However, the county must 
do more to make urban, suburban and rural areas safer and more accessible for all, including 
pedestrians.  
 
Nancy Bliss and Vicky Strella, co-presidents 
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March 22, 2023 

 
To: Chair, Montgomery County Planning Board 
 
In re: Pedestrian Master Plan 
 
 
The League of Women Voters of Montgomery County (LWVMC) commends the Planning Department 
for its efforts to improve county safety and create a more pedestrian-friendly environment with its 
Pedestrian Master Plan. The LWVMC believes in a balanced transportation system that includes not 
just cars but all modes of transportation that are safe, accessible, convenient, just and serve all 
communities. 
 
The Planning Department’s proposal includes many good components for pedestrians but LWVMC 
believes there is room for improvement in a few areas.   
 

 Better accessibility to buses. Previously there was a program called the Bus Stop 
Improvement Program that allocated funds for better bus accessibility, including concrete 
pads at bus stops. Perhaps the Planning Board should reintroduce and expand this program. 
Another issue is the difficulty in getting to these concrete pads because there is still a lack of 
sidewalks. 

 Better accessibility to new Bus Rapid Transit stops and new Purple Line stops as well as 
nearby businesses. 

 Better policing of drivers, bicyclists and pedestrians to help curb dangerous behavior. The 
county must enforce its regulations governing this behavior. Perhaps placing more cameras in 
certain zones would help. 

 Improved education of drivers so that they watch for pedestrians. Drivers must be reminded 
to yield to pedestrians at crosswalks and be aware of pedestrians crossing streets to catch 
buses, etc. Also please consider adding more multi-language signage and programs. 

 Better oversight of developers and master plans that include improved pedestrian safety. We must 

ensure that the Planning Department gets a decent agreement with developers and that 
everyone involved follows through in the best interest of the county. 

 
Pedestrian safety and this Pedestrian Master Plan need to be a combined effort among 
municipalities, the county, building processes, planners, developers and individuals. Everyone must 
work together to make this plan a reality and to incorporate its elements at every level. In addition, 
the county must complete a thorough evaluation after its implementation to ensure success. The 
county should also assess past procedures to ascertain whether they still serve a legitimate purpose. 
If not, the county must be willing to discontinue them.  
 

           Continued 
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The LWVMC makes note of the wealth of information in the plan’s appendix that could immediately 
make areas more accessible for pedestrians. We recommend that the department immediately 
begin using this information to more quickly and efficiently improve safety and equity. We also wish 
to highlight how inaccessible schools are at all levels. The county boasts a large number of walkers, 
but there are many amenities accessible only to residents who drive. Let us commit to changing that 
and then provide the budget to do it. 
 
This Pedestrian Master Plan offers much guidance and usable information. However, the county must 
do more to make urban, suburban and rural areas safer and more accessible for all, including 
pedestrians.  
 
Nancy Bliss and Vicky Strella, co-presidents 



From: Kelly Banuls
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Fwd: Testimony for Planning Board
Date: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 2:55:53 PM
Attachments: Persimmon Tree Petitions.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

Dear Chair and Fellow Board Members,

I am sending this email as written testimony for the March 23rd meeting because I will no
longer be able to testimfy live. On behalf of our neighborhood, I am reaching out to formally
request the installation of a cross walk on the corner of Caraway and Persimmon Tree Rd, in
Cabin John, MD.

There is a school bus stop at this location with children and young adults crossing each
morning and afternoon. Cars constantly speed up and down Persimmon Tree Rd, making this
an unsafe situation for all. 

We have spoken as a community, and this topic has been raised by neighbors over the past
many years with absolutely no response. We have signed petitions within the community,
please see the attached documentation. These petitions were collected and reflect the severity
and need for a crosswalk at this location. 

We understand that an investment is required for such improvements, but would like to make
the Board aware that handicap accessible ramps already exist on both sides of the street, which
we understand is one of the largest parts of the investment. We also understand that the Board
is reviewing and considering some other critical pedestrian needs and believe that this is a
small ask that could have a huge impact on the safety and well-being of the children
throughout our community. 

A speed study was conducted several years ago during Covid, when traffic was minimal and
did not accurately reflect current speeds and patterns. We appreciate your time and support. 

Thank you for your consideration,
Kelly Banuls
6613 Persimmon Tree Rd
Cabin John, MD 20818

mailto:kbanuls14@gmail.com
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org















































































































































































































































































































From: Richard
To: MCP-Chair
Cc: laurenksaunders1@gmail.com
Subject: Reasons for OPPOSING the Sidewalks proposal for Kenwood Park
Date: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 4:14:26 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

From: Richard and Caroline Berney 6818 and 6820 Millwood Road

The problem with the current sidewalk proposal is the increased possibility of
property damage from flooding of the Minnehaha  Branch Stream, both for the
houses on Millwood Road and for drives on Goldsboro Road, where heavy rains
have frequently caused the Minnehaha to overflow it banks and flood
Goldsboro Road below Massachusetts Avenue.

The County’s sidewalk department/committee has not considered the impact
of the proposed sidewalks on the potential for flooding problems with the
Minnehaha Branch Stream which runs between Kenhill and Millwood, from
Durbin Road  to Goldsboro Road.  From there it goes under River Road and
alongside Goldsboro to the canal.  The Kenwood Park portion of the
Minnehaha was put into a culvert some fifty-five plus years ago, when the
construction of homes on Kenhill reduced the amount of permeable land
sufficiently to cause it to overflow its banks in heavy rains.  As a result,
Montgomery County has designated the land between the Minnehaha and
houses on Millwood to be a Flood Plain, with subsequent heavy restrictions on
land use there.

The current proposal to install five-foot-wide sidewalks on the stream sides of
both Millwood and Kenhill will greatly increase the non-permeable land in the
surrounding drainage area, further exasperating the possibility of flooding on
Millwood Road, as well as causing greater and more frequent flooding of
Goldsboro Road.  If the County is intent on building sidewalks on these streets,
it needs to build them on the opposite side of the streets, away from the flood
plain, where the extra water from heavy downpours would flow safely into the
sewer system.

I am a former President of KPCA and I would like to point out the fact that the
Kenwood Park Citizen’s Association (KPCA) is  NOT a Homeowner’s Association
(HOA). Rather, we are a voluntary organization with no authority to represent,
or speak on behalf of the Kenwood Park community.  KPCA has a membership
fee of $39 per year.  Its main functions are to organize Halloween and
Christmas programs and such family social events and to support a local
Security Patrol.  And even with a low $39 annual membership fee, barely a

mailto:rberney1212@gmail.com
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org
mailto:laurenksaunders1@gmail.com


third of Kenwood Park’s households are members.  In recognition of its
position, it has, appropriately, remained neutral in this sidewalk controversy. 
Nor did the initial request for sidewalks come from the  KPCA Board of
Directors, it came from the Chair of KPCA’s  Security Committee, who is not an
elected position  of the KPCA Board. As such this person had no authority to
request sidewalks in the name of KPCA.

 



From: Don Slater
To: MCP-Chair
Subject: Recommend Acceptance of Pedestrian Master Plan
Date: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 4:33:39 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

March 21, 2023

Chair Jeff Zyontz
Montgomery County Planning Board
2425 Reedie Drive 14th Floor
Wheaton, MD 20902

Chair Zyontz,

I would like to recommend to the Planning Board passage of the Pedestrian Master Plan (PMP) draft as
presented.  My wife and I have lived on the edge of downtown Silver Spring for 20 years and we really
appreciate the walkability of the neighborhood.  But we also believe it can be a lot safer and a lot easier
for those with disabilities to navigate. 
The PMP is an ambitious plan to drastically improve the walkability of the county in order to significantly
increase the percentage of trips made on foot versus those made by car.   To achieve this, the PMP sets
out it’s four primary goals: Increase walking rates and pedestrian satisfaction, create a comfortable,
connected, and convenient pedestrian network,  enhance pedestrian safety, and build an equitable and
just pedestrian network.  Rather than calling out a series of specific projects to accomplish these goals,
the PMP provides a strong set of guidelines for bicycle and pedestrian projects in the future.  This is
precisely the kind of master planning we need and ask that the Planning Board accept the PMP.  

Best regards,

Don Slater
402 Mansfield Road
Silver Spring, MD 20910
301-585-5038
Slater402@gmail.com

------------------------
Don Slater                      Silver Spring, MD  USA
slater402@gmail.com         +1.301.641.2925 (m)

mailto:slater402@gmail.com
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org
mailto:Slater402@gmail.com
mailto:slater402@gmail.com


From: Sam Tacheron
To: Glazier, Eli; MCP-Chair
Cc: rosenfeldlaw@mail.com
Subject: Testimony for 3/23/23 Pedestrian Master Plan Hearing
Date: Tuesday, March 21, 2023 5:10:12 PM
Attachments: Testimony for Planning Commision_23 March.pdf

Attachment 1 - 1967 Settlement.pdf
Attachment 2 - Landscaping Addendum.pdf
Attachment 3 - Fence drawing.pdf
Attachment 4 - Special Exemption Mod_7-28-16.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Exercise caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding.

Mr. Glazier
Please allow the attachments in this email to serve as my hearing testimony regarding the
Pedestrian Master Plan that will be held on 23 March 2023.   Attached you will find my signed
letter for the board,  as well as the following:
Attachment 1 – 1967 Settlement Agreement
Attachment 2 – 1967 Settlement Landscape Addendum
Attachment 3 – Geico Fence Block Diagram
Attachment 4 – Board of Appeals Special Exemption Modification dtd 7/28/16
Attachment 5 – Current Picture of Fence Block

Please let me know if you need further information or require assistance with any of the
attachments.  

Thank you,
Sam Tacheron
5332 Sherrill Avenue
Chevy Chase, MD  20815
(301)652-0404

mailto:stacheron@verizon.net
mailto:Eli.Glazier@montgomeryplanning.org
mailto:mcp-chair@mncppc-mc.org
mailto:rosenfeldlaw@mail.com



Sam Tacheron


53i2 Slierrill Avenue


Chev.v Chase, ML) 20815


lvlarch 71"2023


E:li Glazier
' f lre h,{ar}'l anct -hf atioreal Cap itatr Park and Ptranntng C*n: m i ssi r: l'l


2415 i{e*die !}rive,
l,Yheaton" hdlj 2*9*2


RE: My opposition to the proposed Pedestrian Shortcut Sherrill Avenue/Willard
Avenue Trail recommended in Montgomery County's Pedestrian Plan Public


Hearing Draft (page 2l2,Map Reference #85) dated February 2023.


Dear Members of the Planning Board:


My home (5332 Sherrill Avenue) borders Geico Insurance Corporation's southern parking lot
which is controlled by various Special Exemptions adopted by the Montgomery County Board of
Appeals spanning from 1957 to 2016. Case No. CBA 2110, for example, produced a settlement
agreement in 1967 between Geico and the adjacent neighbors establishing terms that provide
homeowners relief from many negative externalities (see Attachment 1). One of those terms
dictates the installation and maintenance of a cedar wood fence that is set back 5 feet from the
property line so Carolina Hemlocks can be planted to conceal the fence from the homeowners
view (see Attachment 2).


Some of these trees fell in the past resulting in the perception that a shortcut existed on the
property. In 2006, we contacted Geico's Vice President of Facilities and told him that
trespassing had become a problem and asked if Geico could help keep people off our property.


The VP responded by immediately installing a perpendicular fence block adjacent to the right
corner of our back yard (see Attachment 3). Days later, we wrote a letter to the community
newsletter publishing our combined efforts to eliminate the trespassing and posted a "No
Trespassing" sign to fuither dissuade the use of our property. The Board of Appeals commended
our efforts by incorporating the fence block into its Special Exemption modification dated July
28,2016 (see Attachment 4) requiring Geico to maintain the block as long as there is a wood
fence.


In summary, this perceived shortcut has been closed for 17 years and does not flt the
characterrzation of an existi,tgpeeleslrian sk*"fr-*',.s. as sti;:ulateci in Montgomery County's
Pedestrian Draft Plan and should not be listed on Table 33,page2l2 (see Attachment 5). B-7b
of the Draft Plan does not apply here either because of the extensive legal history involving this
portion of Geico's property.







Sam Tacheron
5332 Sherrill Avenue
Chery Chase, MD 20815
Page2


Therefore, it is my testimony that the Flanning Comrnissian sh*uld relnove the proposed


Pedestrian Shortcut Sherrill Avenue/Willard Avenue Trail entry recommended in the


Montgomery County's Pedestrian Plan Public Hearing Draft (page 212,Map Reference #85)


dated February 2023 since it fails to meet any of the stipulations of an existing or unencumbered


Pedestrian Shortcut. There has never been an easement granted by my family or Geico where


our properties meet between Sherrill and Saratoga Avenues.


Sincerely,


Sam Tacheron


Attachments (5):
Attachment I - 1967 Sefilement Agreement
Attachment 2 - 1967 Settlement Landscape Addendum
Attachment 3 - Geico Fence Block Diagram
Attachment 4 - Board of Appeals Special Exemption ModificationdtdTl2Sll6
Attachment 5 - Current Picture of Fence Block


CC: Michele Rosenfeld, Esq.
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SETq,EIENT AGREEI.TENT


THIS SETILEMENT AGREEI'IEIiT, made this _ day of !lay, 1967,


by and beEr.'een GOVERNI'IENT EI*IPLOYEES INSURANCE COI'IPANY, party of the


'flrst part, herelnafter calLed GEICO, and VIRGIL L. IIONTGOIiERY, SOPIIIE


T. MONTGC,IISRY, JOHN E. IIERRILL, ROSALYN MERRILL, WERNER W. LINDER,


CHRISTA E. LINDER, WILLIAII J. HUSIC, DONALD O. TACHERC)N, NETTE TACHERON,


ORCHARDALE CITIZESN ASSOCLATION and BROOKDALE CITIZENS ASS0CIATION,


partles of rhe second part, herelnafter called Neighborlng ResidenEs,


T.'ITNESSETH:


That for and in conslderation of the mutual promlses, agree-


nents, releases and responslbilities, as hereinafter set forth, the


partles hereto covenant and agree wfth each other as follows:


I. GEICO and Nelghborlng Residents agree that in consldera-


tlon of the mutual promlses set out belou they will, upon the executlon


of thts agreetrent, and the flllng of the stlpulatlon provided ln paragraph


2 below, and upon the enterlng of the Order of Court agreed upon ln Lar'r


Nos. 2O8O1 and 2O8O4 ln the Clrcult Court for Montgomery County, Maryland'


each dtsmlss. any pendlng actlons pertalnlng Eo the Hontgomery County


Board of Appealsr declslon ln Case No. 21tO and agree not to aPPeal the


aald Order entered ln Lav Nos. 2O8OI and 208O4. Furt,her, the partles


hereto agree to and do hereby exPressly release each oEher from aIl


clalos, actlons, debts, responstbtlltles and llablllEles ln law or equlty


rhtch hlve or nay arlse out of the controversy pertalnlng to the Board


of Appealsr deelslon ln the above-lndlceted case and any matters lnctdental


thereto.







2. The partles to this agrecrrrenE acknor.rledge that the Board


of Appeals has no objection t,o the stlpulation ftLed Jn Law Nos. 2O8OI


and 2O8O4 ln uhlch the parties agree that they lnterpret the Board of


Appealsr opinlon ln Case No. 21IO to requlre and that GEICO under Case


No. 2IlO hereby agrees that lE will comply wiEh the conditlons herein-


afEer set forth and which lt acknowledges are to be inctuded as and


added to condttions imposed by the Boardrs order in Case No. 2IIO. The


condl tlons are as f ol lor.rs :


(a) There shalI be a 25-foot buffer strip betr,reen the parklng


lot and the souEhern property llne of petltlonerrs property along the


entlre southern slde of petltionerrs property included tn the petlElon


for speclal exception in Case No. 211O, whict buffer strlp shalL remaln


undlsturbed, except that petitioner shall erecE and maintaln a fence,


acreenlng and planting ln that area as set out below.


(b) GEICO wtll place a slx-foot hlgh cedar fence along the


southern elde of lts property from Saratog,a Avenue to l,lillard Avenue at


the locatlon shown on the attached plans. '


(c) GEICO will lnstall necessary planting and screenlng


rlthtn the aforesald 25.foot buffer area on each slde of the aforesald


fence, ln accordance wlth the type, number and Elzes of such shrubs,


trees and planting as detalled on the attached plans marked Exhtbtt A.


In addltion, GEICO wlll plant and naintain screenlng ln the buffer area


atong the Huslc home as lndicated on Exhlblt A, whlch shall consi'st of


a rufficlent oumber of plne trees ln the area beslde the Huslc home to


prorrlde thl.ck plantlng ln that 8re8. In connectlon wlth all of the


aforesald ecreenlng, GEI@ w!11 malntaln and replace such screenlng


uhen necessary. GELCO shall have the rtghE to enter lnto the area on


the south slde of ihe aforementtoned fence for the PurPose of plantlng,
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malnEainlng and replaclng the screening an,C to cross the adjolntng lands


of property o$rners to the extent necessary to provlde t,lre aforesald


planting, malntenance and replaclng of screenlng.


(d) There shall be no retalnlng waII on thc new addltion to


the parking Iot. The land shall be sloped down from the south property


line where necessary and the slope witl begin three to four feet from


the south property line and conEinue gradually to the concrete curb 25


feet from said property line.


(e) GEICO and lleighborlng Residents agree that the trees


.now existing ln the 25-foot buffer strip shalI be left standing unless


lt ls determined by Asplundh Tree Expert Company, a qualifled tree


expert, that a tree or trees musE be removed for safety reasons.


(f) Parklng area vrest of Saratoga Avenue shall be pollced


by GEICO guards and tf necessary, the entrance to the parktng area shall


be chalned between the hours of 7:OO p.m. to 7:OO a.m. to assure that


there ls no unaughorized parking within this area. Regular parklng shall


be provlded ln this area for the day shtft. Other work shtfts shall be


dlscouraged ln the use of thls 8r€do No buses and/or maintenance equip-


rnent shall be parked ln thls area.


3. GEICO has a low potnt on lts ProPerty adjacent and east


of Saratoga Avenue whlch recelves water from the surroundlng area. GEICO


rltl endeavor to alleviate the pocketing of rrater ln thls ar€El.


4' The presldents of Government Employees rnsurance company


ard the Orchardate and Brookdale Cltlzens Assoclatlons agree promptly


upon executlon of thls agreement to lssue the following statement:
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"To Whom It May Concern:


The undersigned, belng the presldents of Government


Employees Insurance Company and Orchardale and Brookdale


Cltlzens Assoclatlons, wlsh to state that they regret that


matters lnvolvlng the special exceptlon for a parklng lot


(Boarcl of Appeals No. 2110) have evoked so much controversyt


publtctty, unfortunate statements and turmoll and now that


they have agreed on I mutually satlsfactory and amlcable


settlement are confident that good relations between all of


the partles wlII again prevall as they have ln the past.


5. The partles


read ln fuII the foregolng


hereln, that they know the


as thelr own free act.


Very truly yours,


Samuel Gordon
Campbell Graueb
Norman Glddenrr


hereto agree and state Ehat they have carefully


mutual release of claims and actlons contained


contenls thereof and that they execute the same


6. The part.les Agree to execute such documents as nay be


requlred to comply wlth the terms of this agreement.


7. GEICO and the Nelghboring Resldents hereby agree that'the


exhtbtt attached hereto 1s lncorporated ln thls Settlement. Agreement so


that the Eerms and condltlons appllcable under Case No. 2IIO nay fulty


appear ln this document.


IN rIIIIESS IJHEREOE, the partles hereto have executed this


AgrealenB tr of the day and year first hereln before wrl.tten.


-4-







Attest:


HI}Nf, ES:


CORPORATE SEAL)


GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES INSURAT{CE COMPANY


By


Tttle Vrrt J"r/


VIRGIL L. MONTGOMERY


SOPHIE T. MONTGOMERY


JOHN E. }IERRILL


ROSALYN MERRILL


IIERNER W. LINDER


CHRISTA E. LINDER


WILLIA}'{ J. HUSIC


DONALD O. TACHERON


HETTE TACHERON


ORCHARDALE CITIZENS ASSOCIATION


BROOKDALE CITIZENS ASSOCIATION
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BOARD OF APPEALS
for


MONTGOMERY COUNTY


Stella B. Werner Council Office Building
100 Maryland Avenue


Rockville, Maryland 20850
http : //www. montq omerycou ntymd. g ov/boa/


(240) 777-6600


eNos'""t-Jl1,ii"r*ri"*Ji-li,tt-il--B;GBA-663;


PETITION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES INSURANCE COMPANY


RESOLUTION TO GRANT MODIFICATION OF SPECIAL EXCEPTION


(Worksession Date JulY 20, 2016)
(Effective Date of Resolution: July 28,2016)


Case No. CBA-5 44, granted August 13, 1957, permitted the use of 4.46 acres of
a 28.23 acre tract known as part of "Friendship," fronting on Western and Willard


Avenues, in the R-60 zone, for off-street parking, in connection with a proposed


commercial use. On February 24, 1959, in Case No. CBA-663, the Board of Appeals
granted a special exception to permit the use of a part of Parcel A, containingT.4S acres,


Friendship Subdivision, Chevy Chase, Maryland, Iocated between Western and Willard


Avenues, about 800 feet west of Wisconsin Avenue, in an R-60 zone, for off-street parking


in connection with a commercial use. On February 18, 1963, in Case No. CBA-1359, the


Board approved a request to permit the continued use of an off-street parking lot and to


increase the capacity from 654 spaces to 1,075 spaces, on approximately 7,656 acres,


part of Parcel A, Friendship Subdivision, at 5260 Western Avenue, Bethesda, Maryland,


in an R-G0 zone. On December 28, 1966; in Case No. CBA-21 10, the Board granted 42


additional parking spaces between Saratoga Avenue and Baltimore Avenue and two
islands, as well as 12 additional spaces along Willard Avenue and west of the proposed


lot, but denied the remaining additional parking spaces that were requested. On May 18,


1972, in Case No. S-41, the Board approved additional parking ontheareamarked "B"


on the site plan submitted with that application, but denied additional parking on the area


marked "C." On May 25,1981, in Case Nos. CBA-544, CBA-663, CBA-1359, CBA-2110
and S-41, the Board approved a request to modify the existing special exceptions to
permit modification of existing parking lot lighting. On March 29, 1985, in Case Nos. CBA-
"544, 


CBA-633, CBA-1359 and CBA-2110, the Board approved a modification to permit
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paid parking at GEICO's headquarters building. On October 30, 1987 , in Case No. CBA-
544-A, the Board modified the special exception to permit lighting improvements in


connection with off-street parking for a commercial use. On February 8, 1991, in Case
No. CBA-S 44-8, the Board modified the special exception to allow the construction of an
underground parking garage; on June 8, 1992, this grant was revoked at the request of
GEICO. ln a decision effective May 16,2016, the Board reopened the record to receive
a copy of a 1967 settlement agreement between GEICO and neighboring property
owners.


The subject property is located a|5260 Western Avenue, Chevy Chase, Maryland,
in the R-60 Zone.


The Board received a letter dated July 6, 2016, from Terence A. Perkins, Assistant
Vice President, Real Estate Facility Management, GEICO, requesting a minor
modification to the special exceptions held by GEICO to permit an increase in height of
the wooden fence'required by the 1967 settlement agreement between the GEICO
property and certain abutting properties from six (6) feet to six (6) feet, six (6) inches (6'


6'). Mr. Perkins indicates that GEICO was petitioned by the Brookdale Citizens'
Association ("BCA") to extend the height of this fence to the maximum allowable height
for a fence in a residential zone. He explains that the BCA believes that this will further
conceal a metal fence previously installed on the GEICO property.


The Board is also in receipt of a letter dated July 8, 2016, from Richard Podolske,
President of the Brookdale Citizens' Association, noting that GEICO has been working
with the community, and expressing support for the requested increase in height of the
wooden fence, which Mr. Podolske explains "will help to screen GEICO's parking lot and
the new metal fence from the neighborhood."


ln addition, the Board is in receipt of a letter dated July 12, 2016, from Sam
Tacheron, on behalf of Mette Tacheron, objecting to the requested administrative
modification for various reasons set forth in his letter, including that the increased height
will adversely affect a planned fence installation and will materially change the screening
alongside Ms. Tacheron's home. The Board is also in receipt of emails dated July 12,


2016, andJUly 13,2016, from Eoth Jose (Tony) Valado and Vanessa Brown, noting their
desire that any agreement comply with the terms of the 1967 settlement agreement
between GEICO and its neighbors, and opposing the requested modification.


The Board of Appeals considered the modification request, togetherwith the BCA's
letter of support, as well as the letter and emails voicing opposition, at its Worksession on
Wednesday, July 20,2016. Terence A. Perkins appeared on behalf of GEICO. He was
represented by Robert Harris, Esquire, of Lerch, Early & Brewer, Chtd. Sam Tacheron
appeared in opposition to the request on behalf of his mother, Mette Tacheron.


At the Worksession, Mr. Harris explained that GEICO has been working with its
neighbors to ameliorate their concerns about its fencing and other things, resolving issues
such as noise from the air conditioning units, invasive vines, and untrimmed trees. He
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stated that GEICO had received a Notice of Violation from DPS indicating that the existing


wooden fence was not properly maintained. He stated that the existing fence has been


repaired but is not in perfect condition, and indicated that GEICO has applied for a fence


permit to install a new (replacement) fence in its place, to correct the deficiencies noted


in the Notice of Violation. 
'Mr. 


Harris stated that the Brookdale Citizens' Association was


receptive to the installation of a new wooden fence, but asked if GEICO could increase


the height of the new fence from six (6) feet to six (6) feet, six (6) inches, to better screen


the metalfence.


Mr. Tacheron stated that his mother objects to the increased height of GEICO's


wooden fence because since December,2015, she has had a fence permit in place to


construct her own fence to shield her property from the GEICO property. He stated that


the fence companies from which his mother had received estimates indicated that they


cannot install a fencd taller than six (6) feet along her property line, due in part to the


presence of trees from the GEICO property growing at an angle and crossing the property


iin.. He explained that he did not want to lose these trees because of their screening


value, but also did not want a six (6) foot, six (6) inch fence immediately behind his


mothe/s (proposed) six (6) foot fence. He explained that the fencing was needed to keep


people from traversing through his mother's back yard in order to circumvent hemlocks,


etc., tfrat are planted 
-betrrueen 


the GEICO fence and his mother's back yard. He noted


that at his mother's request, GEICO did install a lateral "fence block" - a perpendicular


run of fence between GEICO's wooden fence and the property line at the point where the


Tacheron and Bender/Brown properties meet - to discourage persons from crossing


through the Tacheron property, Uut that there was no requirement for GEICO to maintain


that b'iock. See Exhibit 66(a) (showing location of the fence block)'


Because GEICO's special exceptions were approved prior to October 30,2014,


under Section Sg-7.7.1.8 of the current Zoning Ordinance, the instant modification


request can be reviewed under the standards and procedures in effect on October 29,


2014. Section 59-G-'1.3(cX1) of the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance (2004)


provides, pertaining to modification of special exceptions:


lf the proposed modification is such that the terms or conditions could be


modified without substantially changing the nature, character or intensity of


the use and without substantially changing the effect on traffic or on the


immediate neighborhood, the Board, without convening a public hearing to


consider the pioposed change, may modify the term or condition'


The Board finds that the requested administrative modification can be granted,


with conditions, on grounds that a six-inch increase in the height of this fence will not


substantially changJthe nature, character or intensity of the underlying parking lot use,


and will not substintially change its effect on traffic or on the immediate neighborhood'


The Board notes that the six (6finch increase in height was requested by and is supported


by the Brookdale Citizens' Association, and that the installation of this new fence will


piovide for a consistency in the fencing materials. The Board further notes thatto address


ih" .on."rns voiced by Mr. Tacheron, GEICO has agreed to abide by a requirement to
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increase the height of and maintain the fence block. After considering all the evidence,
John H. Pentecost, Vice Chair, moved to grant this administrative modification with the
following conditions: (1) that GEICO also be required to replace the existing "fence block"
with a new six (6) foot, six (6) inch tall wooden "fence block," and (2) that GEICO be
required to maintain the new fence block in the same manner and fashion as it is required
to maintain the wooden fence. Thus on a motion by Mr. Pentecost, seconded by Stanley
B. Boyd, with Carolyn J. Shawaker, Chair, Edwin S. Rosado and Bruce Goldensohn in


agreement:


BE lT RESOLVED by the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County, Maryland that
the request to modify the special exception to allow a six (6) inch increase in the height
of the wooden fence is granted, subject to the following conditions:


(1) GEICO must replace the existing "fence block" described above with a
six (6) foot, six (6) inch tall wooden "fence block," in the same location as the
existing fence block, and


(2) GEICO must maintain the new fence block in the same manner and
fashion as it is required to maintain the wooden fence; and


BE lT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County,
Maryland that the records in Case Nos. CBA-544, CBA-544-A; CBA-544-B; CBA-663;
CBA-1359; CBA-2110; S-41 are re-opened to receive the July 6,2016, letter from
Terence A. Perkins, requesting this modification; the July 8, 2016, letter from Richard
Podolske; the July 12, 2016,letter from Sam Tacheron; and the emails dated July 12,
2016, and July 13, 2016, from Jose (Tony) Valado and Vanessa Brown; and


BE lT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County,
Maryland that all terms and conditions of the original special exceptions, together with
any modifications granted by the Board of Appeals, remain in effect; and


BE lT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County,
Maryland that the opinion stated above is adopted as the Resolution required by law as
its decision on the above-entitled petition.


Chair, Montgomery County Board of Appeals
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Entered in the Opinion Book
of the Board of Appeals for
Montgomery County, Maryland
this 28th day of July, 2016.
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NOTE:


Any party may, within fifteen (15) days of the date of the Board's Resolution, request a


public hearing on the particular action taken by the Board. Such request shall be in


writing, and shall specify the reasons for the request and the nature of the objections
and/or relief desired. ln the event that such request is received, the Board shall suspend
its decision and conduct a public hearing to consider the action taken.


Any request for rehearing or reconsideration must be filed within fifteen (15) days after
the date the Opinion is mailed and entered in the Opinion Book. Please see the Board's
Rules of Procedure for specific instructions for requesting reconsideration.


Any decision by the County Board of Appeals may, within thirty (30) days after the
decision is rendered, be appealed by any person aggrieved by the decision of the Board
and a party to the proceeding before it, to the Circuit Court for Montgomery County, in
accordance with the Maryland Rules of Procedure. lt is each party's responsibility to
participate in the Circuit Court action to protect their respective interests. ln short, as a
party you have a right to protect your interests in this matter by participating in the Circuit
Court proceedings, and this right is unaffected by any participation by the County.







Sam Tacheron

53i2 Slierrill Avenue

Chev.v Chase, ML) 20815

lvlarch 71"2023

E:li Glazier
' f lre h,{ar}'l anct -hf atioreal Cap itatr Park and Ptranntng C*n: m i ssi r: l'l

2415 i{e*die !}rive,
l,Yheaton" hdlj 2*9*2

RE: My opposition to the proposed Pedestrian Shortcut Sherrill Avenue/Willard
Avenue Trail recommended in Montgomery County's Pedestrian Plan Public

Hearing Draft (page 2l2,Map Reference #85) dated February 2023.

Dear Members of the Planning Board:

My home (5332 Sherrill Avenue) borders Geico Insurance Corporation's southern parking lot
which is controlled by various Special Exemptions adopted by the Montgomery County Board of
Appeals spanning from 1957 to 2016. Case No. CBA 2110, for example, produced a settlement
agreement in 1967 between Geico and the adjacent neighbors establishing terms that provide
homeowners relief from many negative externalities (see Attachment 1). One of those terms
dictates the installation and maintenance of a cedar wood fence that is set back 5 feet from the
property line so Carolina Hemlocks can be planted to conceal the fence from the homeowners
view (see Attachment 2).

Some of these trees fell in the past resulting in the perception that a shortcut existed on the
property. In 2006, we contacted Geico's Vice President of Facilities and told him that
trespassing had become a problem and asked if Geico could help keep people off our property.

The VP responded by immediately installing a perpendicular fence block adjacent to the right
corner of our back yard (see Attachment 3). Days later, we wrote a letter to the community
newsletter publishing our combined efforts to eliminate the trespassing and posted a "No
Trespassing" sign to fuither dissuade the use of our property. The Board of Appeals commended
our efforts by incorporating the fence block into its Special Exemption modification dated July
28,2016 (see Attachment 4) requiring Geico to maintain the block as long as there is a wood
fence.

In summary, this perceived shortcut has been closed for 17 years and does not flt the
characterrzation of an existi,tgpeeleslrian sk*"fr-*',.s. as sti;:ulateci in Montgomery County's
Pedestrian Draft Plan and should not be listed on Table 33,page2l2 (see Attachment 5). B-7b
of the Draft Plan does not apply here either because of the extensive legal history involving this
portion of Geico's property.



Sam Tacheron
5332 Sherrill Avenue
Chery Chase, MD 20815
Page2

Therefore, it is my testimony that the Flanning Comrnissian sh*uld relnove the proposed

Pedestrian Shortcut Sherrill Avenue/Willard Avenue Trail entry recommended in the

Montgomery County's Pedestrian Plan Public Hearing Draft (page 212,Map Reference #85)

dated February 2023 since it fails to meet any of the stipulations of an existing or unencumbered

Pedestrian Shortcut. There has never been an easement granted by my family or Geico where

our properties meet between Sherrill and Saratoga Avenues.

Sincerely,

Sam Tacheron

Attachments (5):
Attachment I - 1967 Sefilement Agreement
Attachment 2 - 1967 Settlement Landscape Addendum
Attachment 3 - Geico Fence Block Diagram
Attachment 4 - Board of Appeals Special Exemption ModificationdtdTl2Sll6
Attachment 5 - Current Picture of Fence Block

CC: Michele Rosenfeld, Esq.
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SETq,EIENT AGREEI.TENT

THIS SETILEMENT AGREEI'IEIiT, made this _ day of !lay, 1967,

by and beEr.'een GOVERNI'IENT EI*IPLOYEES INSURANCE COI'IPANY, party of the

'flrst part, herelnafter calLed GEICO, and VIRGIL L. IIONTGOIiERY, SOPIIIE

T. MONTGC,IISRY, JOHN E. IIERRILL, ROSALYN MERRILL, WERNER W. LINDER,

CHRISTA E. LINDER, WILLIAII J. HUSIC, DONALD O. TACHERC)N, NETTE TACHERON,

ORCHARDALE CITIZESN ASSOCLATION and BROOKDALE CITIZENS ASS0CIATION,

partles of rhe second part, herelnafter called Neighborlng ResidenEs,

T.'ITNESSETH:

That for and in conslderation of the mutual promlses, agree-

nents, releases and responslbilities, as hereinafter set forth, the

partles hereto covenant and agree wfth each other as follows:

I. GEICO and Nelghborlng Residents agree that in consldera-

tlon of the mutual promlses set out belou they will, upon the executlon

of thts agreetrent, and the flllng of the stlpulatlon provided ln paragraph

2 below, and upon the enterlng of the Order of Court agreed upon ln Lar'r

Nos. 2O8O1 and 2O8O4 ln the Clrcult Court for Montgomery County, Maryland'

each dtsmlss. any pendlng actlons pertalnlng Eo the Hontgomery County

Board of Appealsr declslon ln Case No. 21tO and agree not to aPPeal the

aald Order entered ln Lav Nos. 2O8OI and 208O4. Furt,her, the partles

hereto agree to and do hereby exPressly release each oEher from aIl

clalos, actlons, debts, responstbtlltles and llablllEles ln law or equlty

rhtch hlve or nay arlse out of the controversy pertalnlng to the Board

of Appealsr deelslon ln the above-lndlceted case and any matters lnctdental

thereto.



2. The partles to this agrecrrrenE acknor.rledge that the Board

of Appeals has no objection t,o the stlpulation ftLed Jn Law Nos. 2O8OI

and 2O8O4 ln uhlch the parties agree that they lnterpret the Board of

Appealsr opinlon ln Case No. 21IO to requlre and that GEICO under Case

No. 2IlO hereby agrees that lE will comply wiEh the conditlons herein-

afEer set forth and which lt acknowledges are to be inctuded as and

added to condttions imposed by the Boardrs order in Case No. 2IIO. The

condl tlons are as f ol lor.rs :

(a) There shalI be a 25-foot buffer strip betr,reen the parklng

lot and the souEhern property llne of petltlonerrs property along the

entlre southern slde of petltionerrs property included tn the petlElon

for speclal exception in Case No. 211O, whict buffer strlp shalL remaln

undlsturbed, except that petitioner shall erecE and maintaln a fence,

acreenlng and planting ln that area as set out below.

(b) GEICO wtll place a slx-foot hlgh cedar fence along the

southern elde of lts property from Saratog,a Avenue to l,lillard Avenue at

the locatlon shown on the attached plans. '

(c) GEICO will lnstall necessary planting and screenlng

rlthtn the aforesald 25.foot buffer area on each slde of the aforesald

fence, ln accordance wlth the type, number and Elzes of such shrubs,

trees and planting as detalled on the attached plans marked Exhtbtt A.

In addltion, GEICO wlll plant and naintain screenlng ln the buffer area

atong the Huslc home as lndicated on Exhlblt A, whlch shall consi'st of

a rufficlent oumber of plne trees ln the area beslde the Huslc home to

prorrlde thl.ck plantlng ln that 8re8. In connectlon wlth all of the

aforesald ecreenlng, GEI@ w!11 malntaln and replace such screenlng

uhen necessary. GELCO shall have the rtghE to enter lnto the area on

the south slde of ihe aforementtoned fence for the PurPose of plantlng,

-2-



malnEainlng and replaclng the screening an,C to cross the adjolntng lands

of property o$rners to the extent necessary to provlde t,lre aforesald

planting, malntenance and replaclng of screenlng.

(d) There shall be no retalnlng waII on thc new addltion to

the parking Iot. The land shall be sloped down from the south property

line where necessary and the slope witl begin three to four feet from

the south property line and conEinue gradually to the concrete curb 25

feet from said property line.

(e) GEICO and lleighborlng Residents agree that the trees

.now existing ln the 25-foot buffer strip shalI be left standing unless

lt ls determined by Asplundh Tree Expert Company, a qualifled tree

expert, that a tree or trees musE be removed for safety reasons.

(f) Parklng area vrest of Saratoga Avenue shall be pollced

by GEICO guards and tf necessary, the entrance to the parktng area shall

be chalned between the hours of 7:OO p.m. to 7:OO a.m. to assure that

there ls no unaughorized parking within this area. Regular parklng shall

be provlded ln this area for the day shtft. Other work shtfts shall be

dlscouraged ln the use of thls 8r€do No buses and/or maintenance equip-

rnent shall be parked ln thls area.

3. GEICO has a low potnt on lts ProPerty adjacent and east

of Saratoga Avenue whlch recelves water from the surroundlng area. GEICO

rltl endeavor to alleviate the pocketing of rrater ln thls ar€El.

4' The presldents of Government Employees rnsurance company

ard the Orchardate and Brookdale Cltlzens Assoclatlons agree promptly

upon executlon of thls agreement to lssue the following statement:

-3-



"To Whom It May Concern:

The undersigned, belng the presldents of Government

Employees Insurance Company and Orchardale and Brookdale

Cltlzens Assoclatlons, wlsh to state that they regret that

matters lnvolvlng the special exceptlon for a parklng lot

(Boarcl of Appeals No. 2110) have evoked so much controversyt

publtctty, unfortunate statements and turmoll and now that

they have agreed on I mutually satlsfactory and amlcable

settlement are confident that good relations between all of

the partles wlII again prevall as they have ln the past.

5. The partles

read ln fuII the foregolng

hereln, that they know the

as thelr own free act.

Very truly yours,

Samuel Gordon
Campbell Graueb
Norman Glddenrr

hereto agree and state Ehat they have carefully

mutual release of claims and actlons contained

contenls thereof and that they execute the same

6. The part.les Agree to execute such documents as nay be

requlred to comply wlth the terms of this agreement.

7. GEICO and the Nelghboring Resldents hereby agree that'the

exhtbtt attached hereto 1s lncorporated ln thls Settlement. Agreement so

that the Eerms and condltlons appllcable under Case No. 2IIO nay fulty

appear ln this document.

IN rIIIIESS IJHEREOE, the partles hereto have executed this

AgrealenB tr of the day and year first hereln before wrl.tten.

-4-



Attest:

HI}Nf, ES:

CORPORATE SEAL)

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES INSURAT{CE COMPANY

By

Tttle Vrrt J"r/

VIRGIL L. MONTGOMERY

SOPHIE T. MONTGOMERY

JOHN E. }IERRILL

ROSALYN MERRILL

IIERNER W. LINDER

CHRISTA E. LINDER

WILLIA}'{ J. HUSIC

DONALD O. TACHERON

HETTE TACHERON

ORCHARDALE CITIZENS ASSOCIATION

BROOKDALE CITIZENS ASSOCIATION
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BOARD OF APPEALS
for

MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Stella B. Werner Council Office Building
100 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, Maryland 20850
http : //www. montq omerycou ntymd. g ov/boa/

(240) 777-6600

eNos'""t-Jl1,ii"r*ri"*Ji-li,tt-il--B;GBA-663;

PETITION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES INSURANCE COMPANY

RESOLUTION TO GRANT MODIFICATION OF SPECIAL EXCEPTION

(Worksession Date JulY 20, 2016)
(Effective Date of Resolution: July 28,2016)

Case No. CBA-5 44, granted August 13, 1957, permitted the use of 4.46 acres of
a 28.23 acre tract known as part of "Friendship," fronting on Western and Willard

Avenues, in the R-60 zone, for off-street parking, in connection with a proposed

commercial use. On February 24, 1959, in Case No. CBA-663, the Board of Appeals
granted a special exception to permit the use of a part of Parcel A, containingT.4S acres,

Friendship Subdivision, Chevy Chase, Maryland, Iocated between Western and Willard

Avenues, about 800 feet west of Wisconsin Avenue, in an R-60 zone, for off-street parking

in connection with a commercial use. On February 18, 1963, in Case No. CBA-1359, the

Board approved a request to permit the continued use of an off-street parking lot and to

increase the capacity from 654 spaces to 1,075 spaces, on approximately 7,656 acres,

part of Parcel A, Friendship Subdivision, at 5260 Western Avenue, Bethesda, Maryland,

in an R-G0 zone. On December 28, 1966; in Case No. CBA-21 10, the Board granted 42

additional parking spaces between Saratoga Avenue and Baltimore Avenue and two
islands, as well as 12 additional spaces along Willard Avenue and west of the proposed

lot, but denied the remaining additional parking spaces that were requested. On May 18,

1972, in Case No. S-41, the Board approved additional parking ontheareamarked "B"

on the site plan submitted with that application, but denied additional parking on the area

marked "C." On May 25,1981, in Case Nos. CBA-544, CBA-663, CBA-1359, CBA-2110
and S-41, the Board approved a request to modify the existing special exceptions to
permit modification of existing parking lot lighting. On March 29, 1985, in Case Nos. CBA-
"544, 

CBA-633, CBA-1359 and CBA-2110, the Board approved a modification to permit
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paid parking at GEICO's headquarters building. On October 30, 1987 , in Case No. CBA-
544-A, the Board modified the special exception to permit lighting improvements in

connection with off-street parking for a commercial use. On February 8, 1991, in Case
No. CBA-S 44-8, the Board modified the special exception to allow the construction of an
underground parking garage; on June 8, 1992, this grant was revoked at the request of
GEICO. ln a decision effective May 16,2016, the Board reopened the record to receive
a copy of a 1967 settlement agreement between GEICO and neighboring property
owners.

The subject property is located a|5260 Western Avenue, Chevy Chase, Maryland,
in the R-60 Zone.

The Board received a letter dated July 6, 2016, from Terence A. Perkins, Assistant
Vice President, Real Estate Facility Management, GEICO, requesting a minor
modification to the special exceptions held by GEICO to permit an increase in height of
the wooden fence'required by the 1967 settlement agreement between the GEICO
property and certain abutting properties from six (6) feet to six (6) feet, six (6) inches (6'

6'). Mr. Perkins indicates that GEICO was petitioned by the Brookdale Citizens'
Association ("BCA") to extend the height of this fence to the maximum allowable height
for a fence in a residential zone. He explains that the BCA believes that this will further
conceal a metal fence previously installed on the GEICO property.

The Board is also in receipt of a letter dated July 8, 2016, from Richard Podolske,
President of the Brookdale Citizens' Association, noting that GEICO has been working
with the community, and expressing support for the requested increase in height of the
wooden fence, which Mr. Podolske explains "will help to screen GEICO's parking lot and
the new metal fence from the neighborhood."

ln addition, the Board is in receipt of a letter dated July 12, 2016, from Sam
Tacheron, on behalf of Mette Tacheron, objecting to the requested administrative
modification for various reasons set forth in his letter, including that the increased height
will adversely affect a planned fence installation and will materially change the screening
alongside Ms. Tacheron's home. The Board is also in receipt of emails dated July 12,

2016, andJUly 13,2016, from Eoth Jose (Tony) Valado and Vanessa Brown, noting their
desire that any agreement comply with the terms of the 1967 settlement agreement
between GEICO and its neighbors, and opposing the requested modification.

The Board of Appeals considered the modification request, togetherwith the BCA's
letter of support, as well as the letter and emails voicing opposition, at its Worksession on
Wednesday, July 20,2016. Terence A. Perkins appeared on behalf of GEICO. He was
represented by Robert Harris, Esquire, of Lerch, Early & Brewer, Chtd. Sam Tacheron
appeared in opposition to the request on behalf of his mother, Mette Tacheron.

At the Worksession, Mr. Harris explained that GEICO has been working with its
neighbors to ameliorate their concerns about its fencing and other things, resolving issues
such as noise from the air conditioning units, invasive vines, and untrimmed trees. He
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stated that GEICO had received a Notice of Violation from DPS indicating that the existing

wooden fence was not properly maintained. He stated that the existing fence has been

repaired but is not in perfect condition, and indicated that GEICO has applied for a fence

permit to install a new (replacement) fence in its place, to correct the deficiencies noted

in the Notice of Violation. 
'Mr. 

Harris stated that the Brookdale Citizens' Association was

receptive to the installation of a new wooden fence, but asked if GEICO could increase

the height of the new fence from six (6) feet to six (6) feet, six (6) inches, to better screen

the metalfence.

Mr. Tacheron stated that his mother objects to the increased height of GEICO's

wooden fence because since December,2015, she has had a fence permit in place to

construct her own fence to shield her property from the GEICO property. He stated that

the fence companies from which his mother had received estimates indicated that they

cannot install a fencd taller than six (6) feet along her property line, due in part to the

presence of trees from the GEICO property growing at an angle and crossing the property

iin.. He explained that he did not want to lose these trees because of their screening

value, but also did not want a six (6) foot, six (6) inch fence immediately behind his

mothe/s (proposed) six (6) foot fence. He explained that the fencing was needed to keep

people from traversing through his mother's back yard in order to circumvent hemlocks,

etc., tfrat are planted 
-betrrueen 

the GEICO fence and his mother's back yard. He noted

that at his mother's request, GEICO did install a lateral "fence block" - a perpendicular

run of fence between GEICO's wooden fence and the property line at the point where the

Tacheron and Bender/Brown properties meet - to discourage persons from crossing

through the Tacheron property, Uut that there was no requirement for GEICO to maintain

that b'iock. See Exhibit 66(a) (showing location of the fence block)'

Because GEICO's special exceptions were approved prior to October 30,2014,

under Section Sg-7.7.1.8 of the current Zoning Ordinance, the instant modification

request can be reviewed under the standards and procedures in effect on October 29,

2014. Section 59-G-'1.3(cX1) of the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance (2004)

provides, pertaining to modification of special exceptions:

lf the proposed modification is such that the terms or conditions could be

modified without substantially changing the nature, character or intensity of

the use and without substantially changing the effect on traffic or on the

immediate neighborhood, the Board, without convening a public hearing to

consider the pioposed change, may modify the term or condition'

The Board finds that the requested administrative modification can be granted,

with conditions, on grounds that a six-inch increase in the height of this fence will not

substantially changJthe nature, character or intensity of the underlying parking lot use,

and will not substintially change its effect on traffic or on the immediate neighborhood'

The Board notes that the six (6finch increase in height was requested by and is supported

by the Brookdale Citizens' Association, and that the installation of this new fence will

piovide for a consistency in the fencing materials. The Board further notes thatto address

ih" .on."rns voiced by Mr. Tacheron, GEICO has agreed to abide by a requirement to
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increase the height of and maintain the fence block. After considering all the evidence,
John H. Pentecost, Vice Chair, moved to grant this administrative modification with the
following conditions: (1) that GEICO also be required to replace the existing "fence block"
with a new six (6) foot, six (6) inch tall wooden "fence block," and (2) that GEICO be
required to maintain the new fence block in the same manner and fashion as it is required
to maintain the wooden fence. Thus on a motion by Mr. Pentecost, seconded by Stanley
B. Boyd, with Carolyn J. Shawaker, Chair, Edwin S. Rosado and Bruce Goldensohn in

agreement:

BE lT RESOLVED by the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County, Maryland that
the request to modify the special exception to allow a six (6) inch increase in the height
of the wooden fence is granted, subject to the following conditions:

(1) GEICO must replace the existing "fence block" described above with a
six (6) foot, six (6) inch tall wooden "fence block," in the same location as the
existing fence block, and

(2) GEICO must maintain the new fence block in the same manner and
fashion as it is required to maintain the wooden fence; and

BE lT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County,
Maryland that the records in Case Nos. CBA-544, CBA-544-A; CBA-544-B; CBA-663;
CBA-1359; CBA-2110; S-41 are re-opened to receive the July 6,2016, letter from
Terence A. Perkins, requesting this modification; the July 8, 2016, letter from Richard
Podolske; the July 12, 2016,letter from Sam Tacheron; and the emails dated July 12,
2016, and July 13, 2016, from Jose (Tony) Valado and Vanessa Brown; and

BE lT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County,
Maryland that all terms and conditions of the original special exceptions, together with
any modifications granted by the Board of Appeals, remain in effect; and

BE lT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County,
Maryland that the opinion stated above is adopted as the Resolution required by law as
its decision on the above-entitled petition.

Chair, Montgomery County Board of Appeals
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Entered in the Opinion Book
of the Board of Appeals for
Montgomery County, Maryland
this 28th day of July, 2016.
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NOTE:

Any party may, within fifteen (15) days of the date of the Board's Resolution, request a

public hearing on the particular action taken by the Board. Such request shall be in

writing, and shall specify the reasons for the request and the nature of the objections
and/or relief desired. ln the event that such request is received, the Board shall suspend
its decision and conduct a public hearing to consider the action taken.

Any request for rehearing or reconsideration must be filed within fifteen (15) days after
the date the Opinion is mailed and entered in the Opinion Book. Please see the Board's
Rules of Procedure for specific instructions for requesting reconsideration.

Any decision by the County Board of Appeals may, within thirty (30) days after the
decision is rendered, be appealed by any person aggrieved by the decision of the Board
and a party to the proceeding before it, to the Circuit Court for Montgomery County, in
accordance with the Maryland Rules of Procedure. lt is each party's responsibility to
participate in the Circuit Court action to protect their respective interests. ln short, as a
party you have a right to protect your interests in this matter by participating in the Circuit
Court proceedings, and this right is unaffected by any participation by the County.
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