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VISION AND GOALS 
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Vision Statement  

Goals 
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Objective 1.1:  

Metric 

Data Requirement 

Objective 1.2: 

Metric 

Data Requirement 

  

1,2 People commuting by public transportation are very likely to walk or roll as part of their commute journey, 
either to or from a transit station. So, including public transportation commute share helps provide a more 
complete picture of pedestrian travel. 
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Objective 1.3: 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Metric 

Data Requirement 

Objective 1.4: 

• 
• 
• 

Metric 

Data Requirement:  
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Objective 1.5: 

• 
• 
• 

Metric 

Data Requirement 

Objective 1.6: 

• 
• 
• 

Metric 

Data Requirement 

Objective 1.7: 

Overall 

• 

Pathways 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
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Crossings 

• 
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• 
• 
• 
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Lighting 

• 
• 

Metric 

Data Requirement 
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Objective 2.1: 

• 
• 

Metric 

Data Requirement 

Objective 2.2: 

• 
• 
• 

Metric 

Data Requirement 

3 Comfort is described using the Pedestrian Level of Comfort (PLOC) methodology. A variety of pathway and 
crossing factors are considered to determine a comfort score for each crossing and street segment. The four main 
scores are: undesirable, uncomfortable, somewhat comfortable, and very comfortable. A detailed methodology 
can be found in the Pedestrian Level of Comfort appendix. 
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Objective 2.3: 

• 
• 
• 

Metric 

Data Requirement 

Objective 2.4: 

• 
• 
• 

Metric 

Data Requirement 

Objective 2.5: 

Metric 

Data Requirement 

 

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



Objective 3.1: 

Metric 

Data Requirement 

Objective 3.2: 

Metric 

Data Requirement 

 

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



Objective 4.1: 

Metric 

Data Requirement 

Objective 4.2: 

Destination 
School Type 

Percentage of Trips to Each School Type Along Completely 
Comfortable Pathways and Crossings 

Pathways Crossings 

Title I/Focus 
and High 

FARMS Rate 
Schools 

All Other 
Schools 

Title I/Focus 
and High 

FARMS Rate 
Schools 

All Other 
Schools 

Elementary Schools 43 % 36 % 34 % 30 % 

Middle Schools 18 % 20 % 11 % 14 % 

High Schools 6 % 7 % 3 % 7 % 

Metric 

Data Requirement 

 

4 Sidewalks traveling up steep slopes are considered accessible as long as they follow the adjacent roadway grade.  
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Objective 4.3: 

• 
o 

o 

• 
o 

o 

• 
o 

o 

• 
o 

o 

Metric 

Data Requirement 

Objective 4.4: 

• 
o 

o 

• 
o 

o 

• 
o 

o 

Metric 
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Data Requirement 

Objective 4.5: 

Metric 

Data Requirement 

Objective 4.6: 

Metric 

Data Requirement 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 

 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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5 Rockville and Gaithersburg have been excluded from the analysis except where noted, as Montgomery Planning 
does not have planning authority in these jurisdictions. 
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Equity 

6 Equity Focus Areas (EFAs) are parts of Montgomery County that are characterized by high concentrations of 
lower-income people of color who may also report speaking English less than “very well.” About 26% of the 
county’s population live in EFAs. 
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Existing Conditions Findings 

Mode Share 

 Total 
Land Use Type Equity Focus Areas 

Urban 
Transit 

Corridor 
Exurban/ 

Rural 
EFAs Non-EFAs 

Overall Weekday Trips* 7.5% 11.3% 7.3% 4.6% 9.6% 7.0% 

Commute Trips** 2.2% 3.7% 1.8% 1.1% 2.4% 2.1% 

7 Silver Spring Census Designated Place includes Downtown Silver Spring, East Silver Spring, Woodside, Woodside 
Park, Lyttonsville, North Hills Sligo Park, Long Branch, Indian Spring, Goodacre Knolls, Franklin Knolls, Montgomery 
Knolls, Clifton Park Village, New Hampshire Estates, and Oakview. 
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Jurisdiction 
Pedestrian 

Mode Share 

Washington, D.C. 13.4% 

Arlington County, VA 5.0% 

Montgomery County, MD 2.2% 

Prince George’s County, MD 2.0% 

Fairfax County, VA 1.9% 

Frederick County, MD 1.8% 

Howard County, MD 1.0% 
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School Level Arrival Departure 

Elementary School 16% 18% 

Middle School 11% 16% 

High School 8% 12% 

Total 12% 16% 

School Level 
Non-

 

Arrival Departure Arrival Departure 

Elementary School 18% 21% 13% 15% 

Middle School 10% 14% 13% 18% 

High School 7% 11% 8% 12% 

Total 13% 17% 11% 15% 

8 “How Many Public School Students in DC Could Walk to Their School?” 10/2019. 
dme.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/dme/publication/attachments/DME_Edsight%20Distance%20to%20School
%20FINAL.pdf 
9 “Student Travel Tally Report: Combining Schools in One Data Collection Season,” Fall 2019. 
virginiadot.org/programs/resources/safe_routes/2016-2017/Resources/STTW-
2019/Fall_2019_STTW_Alexandria.pdf 
10 “Arlington County Public Schools Student Travel Tally,” 2/21/2020. 
virginiadot.org/programs/resources/safe_routes/2016-2017/Resources/STTW-
2019/Fall_2019_STTW_Arlington.pdf 
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Schools Walk Mode Share 

Elementary Schools 

Glen Haven Elementary School 50% 

Snowden Farm Elementary School 49% 

Gaithersburg Elementary School 48% 

New Hampshire Estates Elementary School 43% 

Middle Schools 

Montgomery Village Middle School 46% 

Hallie Wells Middle School 43% 

Takoma Park Middle School 36% 

Gaithersburg Middle School 34% 

High Schools 

Bethesda-Chevy Chase High School 24% 

Wheaton High School 20% 

Albert Einstein High School 19% 

Rockville High School 17% 
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Schools Walk Mode Share 

Elementary Schools 

Luxmanor Elementary School <1% 

Bel Pre Elementary School 1% 

Cedar Grove Elementary School 1% 

Maryvale Elementary School 1% 

Middle Schools 

William H. Farquhar Middle School 1% 

Redland Middle School 2% 

Briggs Chaney Middle School 3% 

Benjamin Banneker Middle School 4% 

High Schools 

Col. Zadok Magruder High School 2% 

James Hubert Blake High School 2% 

Sherwood High School 4% 

Paint Branch High School 5% 

Walk Purpose 

11 Schools included in this table have established walk zones where school bus service is not provided by MCPS. 
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0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Exercise/Outdoor Recreation

Grocery/Food Shopping

Personal Business

Medical Appointment

Entertainment

Dining at Restuarants or Bars

Commute to Work

Urban Transit Corridor Exurban/Rural Total

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



Trip Frequency and Length 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Exercise/Outdoor Recreation

Grocery/Food Shopping

Personal Business

Medical Appointment

Entertainment

Dining at Restuarants or Bars

Commute to Work

Mobility or Physical Disability No Mobility or Physical Disability
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Satisfaction 

60%
50% 46%

52%
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Urban Transit Corridor Exurban /Rural
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• 
• 
• 
• 

Access to Destinations 

43%

59%

33%
36%

53%

60%

52%
47%

0%

10%
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40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Total Urban Transit Corridor Exurban/Rural

Reported Disability No Reported Disability
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Walking Along a Street 

Experience Walking Along the Street Urban 
Transit 

Corridor 
Exurban/ 

Rural 
Total 

Amount of sidewalks on pedestrian route 55% 45% 31% 44% 

Width of sidewalks 45% 45% 43% 44% 

Shading by trees or buildings 39% 42% 38% 39% 

How often driveways cross sidewalks 36% 34% 34% 35% 

Distance between sidewalks and cars 33% 31% 28% 31% 

Snow removal 28% 30% 26% 28% 

Speed of cars along sidewalks and paths 23% 19% 22% 21% 

Pedestrian Experience at Intersections and Crossings 

63%

41%
29%

44%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Urban Transit Corridor Exurban /Rural

Satisfaction by Area Average Satisfaction
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Experience at Intersections and Crossings  Urban 
Transit 

Corridor 
Exurban/ 

Rural 
Total 

Distance to cross the street 53% 50% 45% 49% 

Time to cross the street at pedestrian signals 47% 52% 43% 47% 

Number of marked crosswalks 50% 48% 39% 46% 

Wait time for a pedestrian walk signal 43% 47% 43% 44% 

Number of places to safely cross the street 46% 43% 35% 42% 

Drivers stopping for me when I cross the street 32% 34% 35% 34% 

Places to stop partway while crossing 39% 32% 27% 33% 

Number of vehicles cutting across the crosswalk 20% 22% 23% 22% 

 

Lighting 

Lighting Experience Urban 
Transit 

Corridor 
Exurban/ 

Rural 
Total 

Overhead lighting along sidewalks and pathways 40% 30% 28% 32% 

Overhead lighting at crossings 39% 28% 26% 31% 
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Pedestrian Accommodations 

Pedestrian Accommodations Along the Street 

 

12 The existing pedestrian network can be viewed on the Pedestrian Level of Comfort Map at mcatlas.org/pedplan. 
A detailed methodology can be found in Pedestrian Level of Comfort appendix.  
13 A street’s classification is determined by the Master Plan of Highways and Transitways, which was 
comprehensively updated in 2018. A street’s classification reflects its function in the county’s transportation 
network. Some streets, like local streets, exist to provide access to/from residences, while others, like major 
highways, facilitate higher-speed travel between regional destinations and provide access to businesses. Other 
streets balance access and mobility in different ways.  
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Street Classification Street Mileage 
Existing Sidewalks 

(miles) 
Sidewalk Gaps 

(miles) 

Controlled Major Highway 19 20 1 

Major Highway 159 214 50 

Parkway 9 3 0 

Arterial 243 205 98 

Minor Arterial 48 62 8 

Business 50 79 2 

Primary Residential 215 227 56 

Industrial 7 12 1 

Country Road 35 2 3 

Rustic Road 149 2 0 

Exceptional Rustic Road 40 0 1 

Local Streets 2,121 1,367 N/A 

Total 3,095 2,193 220 

Street Classification 
Existing 

Sidewalks 
(miles) 

Gap Mileage 

Urban 
Transit 

Corridor 
Exurban/ 

Rural 
Total 

Controlled Major Highway 20 1 0 0 1 

Major Highway 214 5 7 38 50 

Parkway 3 0 0 0 0 

Arterial 205 7 11 80 98 

Minor Arterial 62 1 2 5 8 

Business 79 2 0 0 2 

Primary Residential 227 4 7 45 56 

Industrial 12 0 0 1 1 

Country Road 2 0 0 3 3 

Rustic Road 2 0 0 0 0 

Exceptional Rustic Road 0 0 0 1 1 

Local Streets 1,367 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Total 2,193 20 27 173 220 
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14 Sidewalks less than five feet wide are less likely to be compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act. While 
these narrower sidewalks (three feet or more) are allowed, five-foot wide passing spaces every 200 feet or less 
must be constructed. The proposed Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) increases the 
minimum allowable sidewalk width to four feet from the current three. The county’s Complete Streets Design 
Guide includes a six-foot default sidewalk width for all street types.  

53%
35%

9%
3%

< 5 feet 5-8 feet 8-10 feet > 10 feet
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Street Classification Mileage 
Sidewalk Width 

3.5' to < 5' >= 5' to <8' >=8' to <10' >=10' 

Controlled Major Highway 20 17% 40% 38% 5% 

Major Highway 214 23% 54% 19% 5% 

Parkway 3 3% 46% 10% 41% 

Arterial 205 26% 47% 25% 3% 

Minor Arterial 62 57% 39% 3% 1% 

Business 79 18% 57% 14% 11% 

Primary Residential 227 74% 21% 5% 0% 

Industrial 12 14% 68% 12% 6% 

Country Road 2 0% 18% 82% 0% 

Rustic Road 2 0% 96% 0% 4% 

Exceptional Rustic Road 0 48% 52% 0% 0% 

Local Street 1,367 61% 32% 5% 3% 

Total Mileage 2,193 1,175 784 189 67 

58%

35%

5%

2%

EFA

3.5' to < 5' >= 5' to <8' >=8' to <10' > =10'

51%

36%

10%

3%

Non-EFA

3.5' to < 5' >= 5' to <8' >=8' to <10' > =10'

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



Street Classification 
Buffer Width 

No Buffer Less than Six Feet Six Feet or Greater 

Controlled Major Highway 3% 66% 31% 

Major Highway 47% 30% 23% 

Parkway 4% 26% 70% 

Arterial 20% 29% 70% 

Minor Arterial 21% 27% 52% 

Business 29% 32% 39% 

Primary Residential 11% 17% 72% 

Industrial 15% 25% 61% 

Country Road 0% 4% 96% 

Rustic Road 8% 18% 74% 

Exceptional Rustic Road 53% 27% 21% 

Local Street 20% 16% 64% 

28%

14%

58%

EFA

No Buffer Less than 6' 6' or Greater

20%

21%

59%

Non-EFA

No Buffer Less than 6' 6' or Greater
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 Posted Speed Limit No Buffer Less than Six Feet Six Feet or Greater 

Pedestrian Accommodations Crossing the Street 

Street Classification Unmarked Standard High-Visibility 

Controlled Major Highway 27% 35% 38% 

Major Highway 33% 28% 39% 

Parkway 29% 16% 55% 

Arterial 47% 17% 36% 

Minor Arterial 56% 16% 28% 

Business 28% 24% 48% 

Primary Residential 70% 14% 16% 

15 According to MD Transportation Code Ann. § 21-101 (2020), a crosswalk without lines or other markings is 
defined as “the part of a roadway that is . . . within the prolongation or connection of the lateral lines of sidewalks 
at any place where 2 or more roadways of any type meet or join, measured from the curbs or in the absence of 
curbs, from the edges of the roadway.” 
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Street Classification Unmarked Standard High-Visibility 

Industrial 51% 19% 29% 

Country Arterial 100% 0% 0% 

Country Road 100% 0% 0% 

Rustic Road 86% 5% 10% 

Exceptional Rustic Road 89% 11% 0% 

Local 75% 14% 11% 

Total 67% 16% 17% 

Posted Speed Limit 

Urban Transit Corridor Exurban/Rural 
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ility 

Less than 30 mph 67% 15% 18% 74% 16% 11% 76% 13% 10% 

30-40 mph 33% 25% 43% 48% 16% 36% 63% 14% 22% 

Greater than 40 mph 20% 25% 55% 30% 23% 47% 43% 26% 31% 
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Overall Pedestrian Comfort 

PLOC Score Pathway Distance Crossing Locations 

Very Comfortable 24% 11% 

Somewhat Comfortable 34% 33% 

Uncomfortable 21% 38% 

Undesirable 20% 17% 

49%

19%

32%

4-5 Lane Streets

None Pedestrian Refuge Raised Median/Hardened Centerline

11%

16%

72%

6+ Lane Streets

95%

3% 3%

2-3 Lane Streets

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



Access to Destinations 

24% 25%
33%

18%

44%
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 Pathway Distance Crossing Distance 

Community Destinations 

Libraries 77% 62% 

Recreation Centers 79% 62% 

Parks 71% 34% 

Transit Stations 

Red Line 86% 66% 

Purple Line 79% 79% 

Brunswick Line 84% 72% 

𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒 𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑠

=
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒 𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑙𝑙 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑝𝑠 𝑡𝑜 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑑𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛

𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑙𝑙 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑝𝑠 𝑡𝑜 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑑𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛
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School Types Streets Crossings 

Elementary Schools 40% 32% 

Middle Schools 21% 13% 

High Schools 7% 5% 

𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑙 𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑠

=

𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒 𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑙𝑙 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑝𝑠 𝑡𝑜 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑙 

(𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑡 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑙 𝑎𝑙𝑜𝑛𝑔 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑟𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒 𝑠𝑒𝑔𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠)

𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑙𝑙 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑝𝑠 𝑡𝑜 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑙 
(𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑙𝑢𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑠𝑒 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑎𝑙𝑜𝑛𝑔 𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑟𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒 𝑠𝑒𝑔𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠)

The implication of this scoring change is that schools will tend to score worse than other community destinations. 
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Public Facility 

Land Use Type 
Title I/Focus and High 

FARMS Rate Schools 

Urban 
Transit 

Corridor 
Exurban/ 

Rural 
Yes No 

P
ath

w
ays 

C
ro

ssin
gs 

P
ath

w
ays 

C
ro

ssin
gs 

P
ath

w
ays 

C
ro

ssin
gs 

P
ath

w
ays 

C
ro

ssin
gs 

P
ath

w
ays 

C
ro

ssin
gs 

Elementary Schools 30% 24% 46% 38% 36% 39% 43% 34% 36% 30% 

Middle Schools 15% 3% 16% 11% 26% 19% 18% 11% 20% 14% 

High Schools 5% 5% 14% 6% 6% 5% 6% 3% 7% 7% 

Tree Canopy 

18 Silver Spring Downtown and Adjacent Communities Plan–Environment Appendix. Montgomery Planning. (2022) 
montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/SSDAC-Appendix-E-Environment.pdf 
19 Ren, Z., Zhao, H., Fu, Y. et al. Effects of urban street trees on human thermal comfort and physiological indices: a 
case study in Changchun city, China. J. For. Res. (2021). doi.org/10.1007/s11676-021-01361-5 
20 To estimate the percentage of county sidewalks shaded with trees, Montgomery Planning overlayed the 
Pedestrian Level of Comfort pathway linework and tree canopy cover data. While shade from buildings is also 
important, data were not readily available at the countywide level.  
21 These are general averages and do not represent full shade conditions, tree size or health, density of cover, and 
street orientation, which significantly affect temperature reductions and cooling effect. Additionally, the tree-
canopy cover GIS maps used indicate the amount of shade cast on the sidewalk at noon is significantly greater than 
other times of the day when the sun’s angle casts different tree-canopy shadow shade.  
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Buffer Width Canopy Coverage 

None 22.2% 
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Pedestrian Crashes by Severity 

22 “Resolution to adopt Vision Zero in Montgomery County and urge the State of Maryland to also adopt Vision 
Zero.” Montgomery County Council. February 2, 2016. 
montgomerycountymd.gov/COUNCIL/Resources/Files/res/2016/20160202_18-390.pdf 

4%

Percent of Total Crashes

27%

Percent of Severe Injuries and 
Fatalities
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Crash Location 
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23 Montgomery County Vision Zero Action Plan, FY 22-23 Work Plan, 2021. 

14%

Percent of Roadway 
Miles

40%

Percent of Pedestrian 
Crashes

44%

Percent of Pedestrian 
Fatalities & Severe 

Injuries
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Location Percent of Pedestrian Crashes 
Percent of Pedestrian Severe 

Injuries and Fatalities (KSI) 

Signalized Intersection 26% 26% 

Stop-Controlled Intersection 6% 5% 

Uncontrolled Intersection 13% 16% 

Along a Street 27% 37% 

Off-road 4% 2% 

Parking Lot 21% 10% 

Driveway 4% 4% 

Total 100% 100% 

Street Classification 
Percent of Roadway 

Miles 
Percent of Pedestrian 

Crashes 

Percent of Pedestrian 
Severe Injuries and 

Fatalities (KSI) 

Controlled Major Highway 1% 3% 5% 

Major Highway 5% 33% 39% 

Parkway 0% 0% 0% 

Arterial 8% 11% 9% 

Minor Arterial 2% 5% 3% 

Business 2% 22% 20% 

Primary Residential 7% 16% 15% 

Industrial 0% 1% 0% 

Country Arterial 2% 0% 0% 

Country Road 1% 0% 0% 

Rustic & Exceptionally Rustic 6% 0% 1% 

Local 67% 10% 7% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
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  Urban Transit Corridor Rural Total 

Street 
Classification 

% 
Roadway 
Mileage % KSI 

% 
Roadway 
Mileage % KSI 

% 
Roadway 
Mileage % KSI 

% 
Roadway 
Mileage % KSI 

Controlled 
Major Highway 0.4% 4% 0.2% 1% 0.1% 0% 0.6% 5% 

Major Highway 2.0% 25% 1.3% 10% 1.8% 4% 5.0% 39% 

Arterial 1.8% 6% 1.2% 2% 4.7% 1% 7.7% 9% 

Country 
Arterial 0.0% 0% 0.0% 0% 1.8% 0% 1.8% 0% 

Minor Arterial 0.5% 1% 0.6% 1% 0.5% 0% 1.5% 3% 

Business 1.6% 20% 0.0% 0% 0.0% 0% 1.6% 20% 

Country Road 0.0% 0% 0.0% 0% 1.1% 0% 1.1% 0% 

Industrial 0.0% 0% 0.1% 0% 0.1% 0% 0.2% 0% 

Parkway 0.0% 0% 0.1% 0% 0.2% 0% 0.3% 0% 

Local 13.6% 3% 19.4% 2% 34.3% 1% 67.4% 7% 

Primary 
Residential 1.3% 7% 1.9% 5% 3.7% 3% 6.8% 15% 

Exceptional 
Rustic Road 0.0% 0% 0.0% 0% 1.3% 0% 1.3% 0% 

Rustic Road 0.1% 0% 0.1% 0% 4.6% 1% 4.7% 1% 

Crashes by Time of Day and Lighting Conditions 
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Knowledge of Traffic Laws 
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Survey Questions (True or False) % Correct 

Drivers must stop for pedestrians in crosswalks (TRUE) 98% 

It's okay to pass a vehicle that has stopped for a pedestrian at an intersection, as long as 
there is no marked crosswalk present (FALSE) 

90% 

It's okay for vehicles to stop in the crosswalk at a traffic light (FALSE) 90% 

If a driver is turning right on red, they must yield to pedestrians crossing the 
perpendicular street (TRUE) 

98% 

It is a driver's responsibility to ensure they are not looking at their phone or distracted 
while driving (TRUE) 

98% 

Unmarked crosswalks exist at every corner where the side street has a sidewalk and 
where painted lines or other markings do not exist to mark the crossing (TRUE) 

51% 

Pedestrians must only cross the street in marked crosswalks (FALSE) 33% 

If there are two intersections in close proximity, and one has a signal and the other 
doesn't, pedestrians must cross the street at the intersection with a signal (FALSE) 

33% 
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RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Design, Policy, and Programming 
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• 

• 

• 
• 
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• 
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B-1: Build more sidewalks faster. 

Key Actions: 
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24 “Residential Electric Vehicles (EV) Charging Permitting Guidelines.” Montgomery County Department of 
Transportation and Department of Permitting Services. 2021. 
montgomerycountymd.gov/DPS/Resources/Files/RCI/EV%20Charging%20Stations%20in%20the%20ROW.pdf 
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B-2: Eliminate the need to press a button to cross the street. 

Key Actions: 
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B-3: Create direct and accessible street crossings. 

 Key Actions: 
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B-4: Build more walkable places. 

 Key Actions: 
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B-5: Lighting for Roadways, Intersections, and Pedestrian and Bike 

Facilities  
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Key Actions: 

B-6: Reduce pedestrian pathway temperatures. 
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Key Actions: 
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B-7: Create more pedestrian connections and formalize pedestrian 

shortcuts. 

Key Actions: 

—

—
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B-8: Reduce natural barriers to walking and rolling. 

Key Actions: 

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



—

 

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



—

 

B-9: Make traffic calming easier to implement. 
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Key Actions: 

B-10: Assume county control of state highways. 
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Key Actions: 

B-11: Address curbside management to prioritize pedestrian safety and 

rethink how curb space is used. 

Key Actions: 
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MA-1: Fix sidewalks proactively. 

Key Actions: 
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MA-2: Keep sidewalks and curb ramps clear. 

— —

Key Actions: 
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MA-3: Incorporate roadway maintenance into utility projects. 

Key Actions: 
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MA-4: Minimize streetlight repair time. 

Key Actions: 
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P-1: Reduce impacts of vehicle design and operation on pedestrian 

safety. 

Key Actions: 
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P-2: Improve and expand protected crossings. 

Key Actions: 
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P-3: Design pedestrian-safe parking lots. 
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Key Actions: 

 

P-4: Educate and encourage pedestrians of all ages to walk safely. 

Key Actions: 
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P-5: Make the walk to school safer and more direct. 

Key Actions: 
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P-6: Address access management to reduce pedestrian/vehicle conflicts. 

Key Actions: 
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P-7: Ensure pavement markings and street furniture are installed in 

pedestrian-safe locations. 

Key Actions: 
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P-8: Increase traffic enforcement activities. 

Key Actions: 
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P-9: Comprehensively lower speed limits countywide. 
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EA-1: Reduce tripping hazards. 

Key Actions: 
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EA-2: Remove sidewalk obstructions. 

Key Actions: 
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EA-3: Provide pedestrians more time to cross the street. 

Key Actions: 
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EA-4: Make pedestrian signals more accessible. 

 Key Actions: 
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EA-5: Improve guidance for pedestrians with low or no vision. 
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Key Actions: 
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EA-6: Provide more opportunities for accessible park experiences. 

Key Actions: 
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EA-7: Exceed existing accessibility requirements. 

Key Actions: 

EA-8: Regulate shared spaces. 

Key Actions: 
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EA-9: Make work zones more accessible. 

—

—

Key Actions: 

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



F-1: Identify new revenue sources to fund pedestrian improvements. 

Key Actions: 
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Priority Area Prioritization  

 

 

 

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

25 Comfort is quantified using Montgomery Planning’s Pedestrian Level of Comfort (PLOC) analysis. The analysis 
uses sidewalk and roadway characteristics to provide a comfort score for every sidewalk, trail, street, and 
pedestrian crossing location in Montgomery County. The methodology was adjusted to incorporate community 
feedback after the Pedestrian Master Plan’s initial public meetings. The PLOC has been approved by the County 
Council and is a regulatory tool for the county’s Growth and Infrastructure Policy. The analysis methodology is 
available in the Pedestrian Level of Comfort Methodology appendix.  

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



 

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



 

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



 

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



  

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



 

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



  

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



 

Attachment A: Planning Board Draft Pedestrian Master Plan



Complete Streets Design Guide Area Type 

Designations 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Pedestrian Infrastructure Recommendations 
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Policy 
Area 

Street Name From Street To Street 
Facility 

Type 
Bikeway 

Type 

Clarksburg Piedmont Road 
Snowden Farm 

Parkway 
Hawkes Road 

Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Damascus Gue Road Ridge Road 
Howard Chapel 

Drive 
Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Damascus 
Howard Chapel 

Drive 
Gue Road Damascus Road 

Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Potomac South Glen Road Deep Glen Drive Falls Road 
Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural East 
(East) 

Dorsey Road Warfield Road 
Olney-

Laytonsville Road 
Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural East 
(East) 

Ednor Road 
New Hampshire 

Avenue 
Howard County 

Line 
Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural East 
(East) 

Georgia Avenue 
(MD 97) 

Brookville Road 
Utility Corridor 

#2 
Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural East 
(East) 

Griffith Road Laytonsville Road Damascus Road 
Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural East 
(East) 

New Hampshire 
Avenue (MD 650) 

Utility Corridor 
#2 

Olney-Sandy 
Spring Road / 
Ashton Road 

Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural East 
(East) 

Tucker Lane 
New Hampshire 

Avenue 
Patuxent Drive 

Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural East 
(West) 

Hawkins Creamery 
Road 

Woodfield School 
Road 

Hawkins Landing 
Road 

Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural East 
(West) 

Kemptown Road Ridge Road 
Frederick County 

Line 
Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural East 
(West) 

Ridge Road 
(MD 27) 

Gue Road Kemptown Road 
Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural East 
(West) 

Watkins Road Ridge Road Woodfield Road 
Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural East 
(West) 

Woodfield School 
Road 

Woodfield Road 
Hawkins 

Creamery Road 
Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 
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Policy 
Area 

Street Name From Street To Street 
Facility 

Type 
Bikeway 

Type 

Rural 
West 

Darnestown Road 
Whites Ferry 

Road 
Seneca Road 

Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural 
West 

Esworthy Road River Road Seneca Road 
Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural 
West 

Germantown Road 
Darnestown 

Road 

Great Seneca 
Creek (Northern 

Branch) 

Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural 
West 

Seneca Road Esworthy Road 
Darnestown 

Road 
Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural 
West 

Spring Meadows 
Drive 

Darnestown 
Road 

Seneca Road 
Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 

Rural 
West 

Whites Ferry Road 
Poolesville 

eastern 
boundary 

Darnestown 
Road 

Separated 
Bikeway 

Sidepath 
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IMPLEMENTATION 

Design, Policy, and Programming Recommendations  
• 

• 

• 

Pedestrian Infrastructure Prioritization 
• 

• 
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Complete Streets Design Guide Area Type 

Designations 
• 

Pedestrian Shortcuts and Country Sidepaths 
• 

• 
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MONITORING 

• 

• 

• 
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MO-1: Track implementation of the Pedestrian Master Plan. 

Key Actions: 
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MO-2: Conduct a pedestrian 311 equity review. 

Key Actions: 

MO-3: Assess transportation capital projects post-construction for 

effectiveness. 

Key Actions: 
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