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Erin E. Girard 
301-657-0736 
eegirard@lerchearly.com 

June 23, 2026 
 
Via E-Mail Only 
Mr. Artie Harris, Chair  
and Members of the Montgomery County Planning Board 
2425 Reedie Drive 
Wheaton, Maryland 20902 
 
Re: Poplar Grove: Preliminary Plan Amendment No. 12019004C 
 MCDOT Request for Traffic Signal at Century Boulevard and Kinster Drive 
       
Dear Chair Harris and Members of the Planning Board: 
 
On behalf of our client, Dream Finders Homes, LLC, the applicant for the above-referenced 
Preliminary Plan Amendment (the “Applicant”), the purpose of this letter is to voice our strong 
objection to the Montgomery County Department of Transportation’s (“MCDOT”) proposed 
condition of approval that a traffic signal be installed at the intersection of Century Boulevard and 
Kinster Drive as part of the proposed development.  As explained more fully below and in the 
attached Memorandum from Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. (the “Lenhart Memorandum”), the 
signal is not warranted, and requiring its installation would impose an exaction on the proposed 
development that is disproportional to the project’s anticipated impacts.  Moreover, to the extent 
that some method of traffic control is desired at this intersection to enhance safety, a four-way stop 
would be more than sufficient to achieve MCDOT’s stated objectives   
 
The property subject to the requested Preliminary Plan Amendment is located on the east side of 
Century Boulevard between Father Hurley Boulevard on the south, I-270 on the east, and future 
Dorsey Mill Road on the north (the “Property”).  Preliminary Plan No. 120190040 (the 
“Preliminary Plan”) was originally approved on October 30, 2019 for 1,206,000 square feet of 
total development, consisting of 520,000 square feet of office use, 176 townhouse units, and 
365 multifamily units. Given the intensive use of the Property then proposed, the Preliminary Plan 
was subjected to numerous conditions requiring significant roadway improvements aimed at 
addressing the expected traffic impacts of the proposed development.  Specific to the issue raised 
herein, Condition 15.b of the Preliminary Plan, as amended, 1 states: 
 

No later than the submittal for any site plan for Phase II or Phase III, a major 
amendment to the site plan for Phase I that changes density,  a major amendment 

 
1 The Preliminary Plan was amended on February 16, 2021 to update the phased APF validity periods and clarify 
permitted interim uses, and then again on June 16, 2023 to extend the preliminary plan validity period, adjust the 
phasing schedule, and add a new condition requiring an interim cemetery maintenance agreement.  The June 2023 
amendment also slightly modified the language of this condition.  

Phillip Estes
Text Box
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to the Preliminary Plan that has any impact on trip counts, whichever comes first, 
the Applicant must perform a new signal warrant analysis for the intersection of 
Century Boulevard and Kinster Drive, and include any necessary supplemental 
analysis on the operations of Kinster Drive between Century Boulevard and Crystal 
Rock Drive, subject to the satisfaction of MCDOT.  The Applicant shall design, 
construct and have inspected as complete by MCDOT or reimburse MCDOT for 
the cost of installing the signal at Century Boulevard and Kinster Drive at the time 
determined by the analysis. 

 
In light of the current state of the office market and the need for housing in the County, in October 
2025, the Applicant filed its application to amend the Preliminary Plan to substantially change the 
proposed development program for the Property.  This application seeks to remove all but 12,000 
square feet of commercial use from the plans and proposes a predominately residential 
development consisting of 93 townhouses, 268 stacked two-over-two and biplex units, and 46 
multi-family units, including 51 Moderately Priced Dwelling Units (the “Project”). As a result of 
the modified development program, the Project is expected to generate 723 fewer trips during the 
morning peak hour and 875 fewer trips during the evening peak hour than the original approval – 
a 70% reduction in trips.   
 
To evaluate the impact of this significant trip reduction on the transportation conditions from the 
Preliminary Plan, Lenhart first took new traffic counts at all of the intersections designated by 
MCDOT and Planning Transportation Staff, including Century Boulevard at Kinster Drive and the 
two additional site access points, and the intersections of Crystal Rock Drive and Kinster Drive 
and Crystal Rock Drive and Father Hurley Boulevard, on April 30, 2025.  With this updated data, 
Lenhart prepared a “Review of Transportation Conditions for Poplar Grove,” that included, among 
other things, a Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis (“Warrant Analysis”) for the intersection of 
Century Boulevard and Kinster Drive.  This Warrant Analysis demonstrates conclusively that a 
traffic signal is not warranted at this intersection either under current conditions or at full buildout 
of the Project and completion of other approved but unbuilt background developments in the 
vicinity of the Property.2  Despite this conclusion, MCDOT is taking the position that the Applicant 
should still be required to install a traffic signal at this intersection, citing concerns over road 
geometry and travel speeds, and a desire to enhance pedestrian safety. See MCDOT Letter dated 
June 15, 2026, p. 5.  
 
The Applicant objects to MCDOT’s request for a number of reasons.  First, the Maryland-Manual 
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (the “MD-MUTCD”) provides traffic signal warrants to allow 
parties to objectively determine the need for signalization at a given intersection and provides 
guidance that a traffic signal should not be installed unless one or more of the traffic signal 
warrants are met.  Historically, State and County agencies have followed this policy and not 
allowed a traffic signal to be installed without a traffic signal warrant having been met.  As noted 
in the Lenhart Memorandum, the reason for this is that “[n]umerous studies have demonstrated 

 
2 The nearby Black Hills development has also significantly reduced the amount of development proposed for that site 
since the original Preliminary Plan approval. 
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that unwarranted traffic signals can increase certain crash types, create unnecessary delay, and 
reduce operational efficiency.”  The current request by MCDOT deviates from this policy without 
sufficient justification for doing so.  
 
While MCDOT recognizes that none of the MD-MUTCD warrants are met, one justification for 
the signal they cite is a concern that drivers making left turns from southbound Century Boulevard 
into the site, or exiting from the site to travel south on Century Boulevard, will be unable to find 
sufficient gaps in Century Boulevard traffic to make these turning movements safely due to the 
width of the roadway and existing median.  This argument is disproven by the objective data 
included in the gap study that Lenhart performed at the request of MCDOT and Transportation 
Staff, however.  As detailed in the Lenhart Memorandum, even using the most conservative 
movement possible (left turn from stop) and increasing critical gap from 7.5 to 11 seconds to 
account for the road width and median, gaps under future conditions will substantially exceed 
those that would be required to ensure that vehicles can safely execute the identified left turns.  
 
MCDOT also cites pedestrian safety as a consideration for the requested signal, identifying the 
intersection as a “critical crossing linking Poplar Grove residents to the broader Germantown 
area.”  As a preliminary matter, the Applicant notes that the area to the west of the Property is 
predominately residential, and key services and commercial areas lie to the south. It is therefore 
much more likely that pedestrians would travel south on Century Boulevard to Father Hurley 
Boulevard to access those areas instead of crossing at Kinster Drive.  Additionally, the volume of 
pedestrians crossing the Kinster Drive intersection is expected to be relatively low, and far lower 
than what was expected with the Preliminary Plan, when office and retail uses on the Property 
would have generated a greater amount of pedestrian activity.  As outlined in the Lenhart 
Memorandum, at most, the Project would be expected to generate only 40% of the pedestrian 
volume required for a signal to be warranted at this location.     
 
The Lenhart Memorandum points out that, “MD-MUTCD does not recommend installation of 
traffic signals solely to provide pedestrian convenience where pedestrian volumes do not satisfy 
pedestrian signal warrants and where other crossing treatments can provide safe accommodation.”  
As Lenhart explains, the expected pedestrian volume at the intersection does not justify the 
installation of a signal, and, moreover, the intersection currently includes marked pedestrian 
crossings and will be upgraded as part of the Project to meet the County’s protected intersection 
requirements.  As noted above, to the extent that some method of traffic control is desirable here 
to further aid in pedestrian crossings, a four-way stop would achieve the same result at a fraction 
of the cost. A four-way stop would also address MCDOT’s comments regarding intersection 
spacing, for which they cite Section 50.4.30E of the Montgomery County Code. Section 50.4.3.E 
specifically identifies four-way stop control as an acceptable form of traffic control to provide the 
desired pedestrian crossing. 
 
The Lenhart Memorandum, prepared by Nick Driban, an expert in transportation planning and 
traffic engineering with 20 years of experience in both the public and private sectors, not only 
counters the above-described MCDOT arguments for the traffic signal, but also goes further and 
explains how 1) a Highway Capacity Manual analysis indicates the intersection will operate 
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acceptably without signalization, 2) the AASHTO Green Book specifically warns against 
installation of signals at intersections with medians as wide as what exists here, 3) available safety 
data does not support signal installation, and 4) engineering judgment should be use to supplement 
warrant analysis, not supplant it.  The Lenhart Memorandum concludes that while the 
considerations mentioned by MCDOT in their request “are important elements of engineering 
evaluation, they do not provide sufficient justification for installation of a traffic signal where 
comprehensive operational, safety, and warrant analyses demonstrate that signalization is not 
warranted and is not necessary to support safe and efficient operation of the intersection, as is the 
case here.”  
 
In addition to being unwarranted by any objective criteria, it must be noted that the cost of 
installing the requested signal is anticipated to be approximately $750,000.  Because the Project 
generates neither the traffic demand nor the pedestrian volumes to warrant signalization under the 
MD-MUTCD standards or a myriad of other tests, requiring the Applicant to install a signal would 
impose an exaction completely disproportionate to any impact attributable to the proposed Project.  
As such, the essential constitutional nexus between the Project’s impacts and imposed costs would 
be wholly missing.  
 
The attempted imposition of this unjustified requirement on the Applicant also runs counter to the 
County’s stated objective of promoting the production of more, and more affordable, housing 
within the County. A primary barrier to development of such housing is the lack of predictability 
in the entitlement process.  Developers should be able to rely on fairly objective criteria to 
determine what costs they are likely to incur when developing a given property.  In this situation, 
all objective measures indicate that no signal at this intersection is warranted, and yet MCDOT is 
still seeking to impose on the Applicant a $750,000 requirement to provide one. The imposition of 
such unpredictable and unwarranted costs can only have a chilling effect on the desired provision 
of housing.   
 
Additionally, the cost of the signal would be on top of the substantial transportation costs this 
Project has already borne.  Although no development has yet occurred on the site, the Property 
Owner previously participated in the construction of the extension of Century Boulevard from 
Father Hurley Boulevard to the future Dorsey Mill Road bridge, including traversing an 
underground stream under an existing overpass, paying for 100% of the design and plan production 
and reimbursing the County for 25% of the shared project costs for the construction of the 
extension.  Century Boulevard opened to the public in November 2014, greatly improving 
connectivity in the area.  Since 2014, the County has had the benefit of the use of the roadway 
while the Property has had to carry the $4.25 million construction costs for over a decade, without 
the benefit of having approved market-desired improvements. The parfait of costs layered on this 
Project, including the Century Boulevard extension, outsized interest carry, increased construction 
costs, the requirements to purchase more BLTs than anywhere else in the County due to the 
existing overlay zone, required public improvements and cemetery preservation, etc. all already 
endanger the feasibility of redevelopment of the land before even considering another $750,000 in 
costs for an unwarranted signal. 
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Finally, MCDOT’s statement in its letter that “implementing the signal now prevents the County 
from incurring installation costs when residents/ visitors inevitably complain about unsafe access 
conditions” appears to be a frank admission both that the County is blatantly trying to pass costs 
off to the Applicant and that the real reason MCDOT wants the signal is to avoid future resident 
complaints.  As detailed above, the fear or anticipation of future complaints is not a valid reason 
for requiring installation of the signal.  Objective tests and criteria exist for a reason and should be 
adhered to in this instance.    
 
For all of the above reasons, we ask that the Board reject MCDOT’s proposed condition of 
approval requiring the signal.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of this information and request.  We look forward to discussing 
this further at the public hearing on July 9th.   
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Erin E. Girard 

 
Enclosure 
 
cc: Andy Garrich 
 Ines Vega 
 Phillip Estes 
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Introduction 
This memorandum responds to the Montgomery County Department of Transportation’s 
(MCDOT’s) recommendation to retain the previously conditioned traffic signal at the 
intersection of Century Boulevard and Kinster Drive/Site Access despite the results of a Traffic 
Signal Warrant Analysis (TSWA), conducted in accordance with nationally- and locally-
recognized standards for determining whether a signal may be installed at a given location, 
demonstrating that a traffic signal is not warranted at the intersection. 

In their letter, dated June 15, 2026, MCDOT recommends retention of the Century Boulevard 
and Kinster Drive/Site Access signal condition, based on the following: 

While the applicant proposes removing the traffic signal requirement at Century 
Boulevard and Kinster Drive/Site Access due to reduced trip generation from lower 
development densities, MCDOT does not support this modification. The traffic signal 
remains required for the following reasons: 

• Intersection Geometry and Speed: The primary site access sits directly
opposite Kinster Drive along Century Boulevard, a divided roadway featuring
four travel lanes, a 60-foot-wide median, and a 35 MPH posted speed.
Navigating left turns or crossing this wide, higher-speed corridor without a
signal introduces severe operational risks for drivers judging gaps. Retaining
the signal ensures future residents and visitors have secure access to the
development. Furthermore, implementing the signal now prevents the County
from incurring future installation costs when residents/visitors inevitably
complain about unsafe access conditions. To fully safeguard all users, this
location must also incorporate protected intersection design features.

• Pedestrian Safety: This intersection is a critical crossing linking Poplar
Grove residents to the broader Germantown area. Removing the signal
requirement eliminates protected pedestrian phases, forcing vulnerable road
users to cross a wide, multi-lane roadway unprotected and directly
undermining the "pedestrian-friendly" vision of the original Preliminary Plan.

TO:   M-NCPPC 
 Transportation Planning Division 

2425 Reedie Drive, 13th Floor 
Wheaton, MD 20902 

Date: June 23, 2026 Memorandum: 

RE:   Poplar Grove Preliminary Plan Amendment – Response to Comment Regarding Traffic 
Signal at Century Boulevard and Kinster Drive/Site Access 

FROM: Nick Driban 
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• Engineering Judgment: Although the applicant’s warrant study indicates 
that current volumes do not meet explicit MUTCD signal warrants, 
engineering judgment dictates that the signal requirement remain in place. 
 

• Intersection Spacing: Century Boulevard is classified as a Town Center 
Boulevard. Montgomery County Code Section 50.4.3.E requires intersections 
along this major corridor type to maintain a minimum spacing of 600 feet to 
properly mitigate traffic conflicts and protect pedestrians. MCDOT maintains 
the need to retain the traffic signal requirement at Century Boulevard and 
Kinster Drive/Site Access. This infrastructure is vital to ensure safe, 
functional operations for both vehicles and pedestrians upon full project 
build-out. The traffic signal plans must be submitted with the first plat for the 
property. The traffic signal must be bonded and approved prior to issuance of 
the 25th building permit. It must be operational within 1 year of the issuance 
of the 25th building permit. 

 
Contrary to the findings of the Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis, conducted in accordance with 
the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), the nationally- and locally-
recognized standard for determining whether a signal may be installed at a given location, 
according to MCDOT’s letter, their recommendation for a traffic signal is based on engineering 
judgement related to intersection geometry and speed, perceived safety concerns related to 
pedestrians, and intersection spacing requirements. While these considerations are important 
elements of engineering evaluation, they do not provide sufficient justification for installation of 
a traffic signal where comprehensive operational, safety, and warrant analyses demonstrate that 
signalization is not warranted and is not necessary to support safe and efficient operation of the 
intersection, as is the case here. 
 
Original Condition Was Contingent Upon Future Needs 
As a starting point, it is important to recognize that Condition 15.b of the original approved 
Preliminary Plan did not require automatic installation of a traffic signal at this intersection. 
Rather, it specifically required the Applicant to conduct a future signal warrant analysis and 
install a signal only if the analysis determined one was warranted, which is consistent with 
standard practices employed by agencies overseeing public roadways within the state of 
Maryland. 
 

In its entirety, Condition 15.b reads as follows: 
 

No later than the submittal for any site plan for Phase II or Phase III, a major amendment 
to the site plan for Phase I that changes density, or a major amendment to the Preliminary 
Plan that has any impact on trip counts, whichever comes first, the Applicant must perform 
a new signal warrant analysis for the intersection of Century Boulevard and Kinster Drive, 
and include any necessary supplemental analysis on the operations of Kinster Drive 
between Century Boulevard and Crystal Rock Drive, subject to the satisfaction of MCDOT. 
The Applicant shall design, construct and have inspected as complete by MCDOT or 
reimburse MCDOT for the cost of installing the signal at Century Boulevard and Kinster 
Drive at the time determined by the analysis. 
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As written, the condition clearly states that the Applicant shall perform a new signal warrant 
analysis and install the signal "at the time determined by the analysis." The approved condition 
therefore anticipated that future traffic conditions could differ from those assumed during the 
original approval and expressly required a re-evaluation of signal need before requiring said 
signal. 
 
The required analysis has now been completed, as described below. 
 
Traffic Signal Warrants Are Not Met 
The Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis (TSWA) was conducted in accordance with the Maryland 
MUTCD (MD-MUTCD), which is the nationally- and locally recognized standard for 
determining whether a signal may be installed at a given location. The TSWA was conducted as 
part of a larger transportation study associated with the proposed Preliminary Plan Amendment, 
for which the scope was comprehensively reviewed and approved by M-NCPPC, MCDOT, and 
MDOT SHA at the beginning of the analysis process in spring 2025. 
 
Notably, the scope approved by all three reviewing agencies identified Traffic Signal Warrant 
Analyses using MD-MUTCD procedures as the appropriate methodology for evaluating 
Condition 15.b, specifically stating “Traffic Signal Warrant Analyses will be conducted in 
accordance with MD-MUTCD guidelines, with the focus being on Warrants 1 & 2.” The purpose 
of that analysis was to determine whether the signal remained necessary following the substantial 
reductions in development intensity, described below. 
 
The analysis, conducted in accordance with the required MD-MUTCD standards, evaluated 
existing, background, and total buildout conditions and found that the intersection does not 
satisfy the applicable signal warrants under projected total conditions (with all existing-, site-, 
and nearby-development traffic considered). The study, therefore, concludes that a traffic signal 
is not warranted at Century Boulevard and Kinster Drive/Site Access in conjunction with the 
development of the Poplar Grove site, as proposed, or at any other point in the foreseeable 
future, and a traffic signal should not be installed at this location. 
 
Development Impacts Have Been Substantially Reduced Since Original Approval(s) 
The transportation conditions currently under review, which included Condition 15.b requiring a 
traffic signal warrant analysis to be conducted at the subject intersection, were established based 
on a development program that was significantly more intensive than what is now proposed. 
 
The approved Preliminary Plan previously allowed development generating approximately 1,015 
AM peak-hour trips and 1,203 PM peak-hour trips. The current proposal reduces those impacts 
by approximately 723 AM peak-hour trips and 875 PM peak-hour trips. This represents roughly 
a 70% reduction in peak-hour traffic generation compared to the development program upon 
which the original transportation conditions were based. 
 
Additionally, the neighboring Black Hills development has undergone a substantial reduction in 
approved density since the original analysis was performed. The cumulative effect is that the 
future traffic environment anticipated during the original approval process no longer exists. 
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Because the assumptions underlying the original signal condition have materially changed, it is 
appropriate that the signal requirement be reconsidered based on actual conditions and current 
projections. 
 
Operational Analyses Demonstrate Adequate Intersection Performance Without a Signal 
The Highway Capacity Manual analyses indicate that the intersection operates acceptably 
without signalization. 
 
Under total buildout conditions (with all existing, background, and site traffic considered): 

• The overall intersection operates at LOS A. 
• The stop-controlled minor approaches operate at an acceptable LOS C or better. 
• The intersection easily satisfies the Germantown Town Center adequacy requirements, 

operating with a maximum delay less than 20% of the allowable threshold (max. delay of 
11.6 seconds vs. adequacy threshold of 63 seconds). 

 
These results demonstrate that the intersection functions efficiently under projected future traffic 
conditions and does not experience operational deficiencies that would warrant signalization. 
 
The Gap Analysis Directly Addresses the Agency's Left-Turn Concern 
Agency comments suggest that drivers exiting the site or the eastbound Kinster Drive approach 
will be unable to find sufficient gaps in Century Boulevard traffic due to travel speeds as well as 
the width of the roadway and median (greater than 60 feet). 
 
That issue was specifically evaluated through a detailed gap study that was previously requested 
by MCDOT and M-NCPPC. 
 
The gap study utilized the most conservative movement possible—a left turn from stop—and 
increased the required critical gap from 7.5 seconds to 11.0 seconds to account for the two 
additional through lanes and the approximately 60-foot median. Even using this conservative 
methodology, the analysis found sufficient acceptable gaps to accommodate approximately: 

• 271 vehicles during the AM peak hour, and 
• 272 vehicles during the PM peak hour. 

 
By comparison, the site is projected to generate only: 

• 168 outbound vehicles during the AM peak hour, and 
• 149 outbound vehicles during the PM peak hour. 

 
Therefore, the available gaps substantially exceed the projected outbound demand. The concern 
that vehicles will be unable to safely execute left turns is not supported by the gap analysis 
results, nor is it supported by the aforementioned operational analysis. 
 
It should be further noted that the American Association of State Highway Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO)’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 7th Edition, 
commonly referred to as the AASHTO Green Book and considered the pre-eminent industry 
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guide to current highway and street design research and practices, states the following with 
respect to the 60-foot+ wide median: 
 

“Median widths over 60 ft [18 m] are undesirable at intersections that are signalized or 
may need signalization in the foreseeable future. The efficiency of signal operations 
decreases as the median width increases, because drivers need more time to traverse the 
median. Special detectors may be needed to avoid trapping drivers in the median at the 
end of the green phase for traffic movements across the median. Furthermore, if the 
median is so wide that separate signals are needed on each roadway of the divided 
highway, delays to motorists will increase substantially and attention should be given to 
vehicle storage needs on the median roadway between the two signals.” 

 
In short, as described above, there is an adequate supply of gaps available at the intersection even 
when explicitly considering the wide median, and, additionally, design guidance specifically 
recommends against installation of a traffic signal for a median of this width.  
 
Safety Data Does Not Support Signal Installation 
The MD-MUTCD provides explicit guidance in the form of Warrant 7, Crash Experience, 
dictating when a signal may be considered for installation based on safety. Warrant 7 states that a 
signal is only warranted if all three of the following criteria are met: 
 

• Adequate trial of alternatives with satisfactory observance and enforcement has failed to 
reduce the crash frequency; and  

• Five or more reported crashes, of types susceptible to correction by a traffic control 
signal, have occurred within a 12-month period, each crash involving personal injury or 
property damage apparently exceeding the applicable requirements for a reportable 
crash; and  

• For each of any 8 hours of an average day, the vehicles per hour (vph) given in both of 
the 80 percent columns of Condition A in Table 4C-1 (see Section 4C.02), or the vph in 
both of the 80 percent columns of Condition B in Table 4C-1 exists on the major-street 
and the higher-volume minor-street approach, respectively, to the intersection, or the 
volume of pedestrian traffic is not less than 80 percent of the requirements specified in 
the Pedestrian Volume warrant. These major-street and minor-street volumes shall be for 
the same 8 hours. On the minor street, the higher volume shall not be required to be on 
the same approach during each of the 8 hours. 

 
In this case, crash data obtained from MDOT SHA, at the request of M-NCPPC and MCDOT, 
indicates that no police-reported intersection-related crashes occurred at Century Boulevard and 
Kinster Drive during the four-year period for which data was reviewed. It should be noted that 
MDOT SHA compiles crash data for police agencies throughout the state, including the 
Maryland State Police & Montgomery County Police Department, as well as other reporting 
agencies, and the MDOT SHA data utilized in this study is considered to be the most 
comprehensive available. 
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As stated in the MD-MUTCD signal warrant, a signal should only be installed for safety reasons 
if other alternatives, such as enforcement have been tested, and there have still been five or more 
reported crashes, of types susceptible to correction by a traffic control signal, within a 12-month 
period. For this intersection, the crash history is summarized as follows: 

• There is no documented crash pattern. In fact, there have been no police-reported crashes 
within the most-recent four-year period of available crash data. 

• There is no history of pedestrian crashes. 
• There is no demonstrated safety deficiency that would justify signalization based on the 

very-specific criteria outlined in the MD-MUTCD traffic signal warrants. 
 
The recommendation to retain the signal is therefore based on speculation regarding potential 
future safety concerns rather than documented safety performance and relevant MD-MUTCD 
standards. 
 
Pedestrian Considerations Do Not Necessitate Signalization 
The comment asserts that signalization is necessary to support a pedestrian-friendly environment 
and provide protected pedestrian crossings. 
 
While pedestrian accommodation is an important consideration for any intersection, the MD-
MUTCD does not recommend installation of traffic signals solely to provide pedestrian 
accommodations where pedestrian volumes do not satisfy pedestrian signal warrants. 
Specifically, the MD-MUTCD includes a traffic signal warrant, Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume, 
which provides standards for when a traffic signal could be considered based on pedestrian 
considerations at an intersection. Warrant 4 considers the volume of major-street traffic entering 
an intersection vs. the volume of pedestrian traffic crossing the major street during the same 
period. Additional documentation pertaining to the analysis of Warrant 4 is included as 
Attachment A. The summary of the evaluation of Warrant 4 is as follows:  
 
For the intersection of Century Boulevard and Kinster Drive, Warrant 4 requires the following in 
order for a signal to be justified based on pedestrian considerations: 

 
Based on the major-street-volume entering the intersection during the peak hour of traffic 
along Century Boulevard with all traffic, including site traffic considered, a total of 411 
vehicles during the single-highest-volume hour of the day, Warrant 4 requires an 
average of 400 or more pedestrians to be crossing Century Boulevard for a 
sustained period of at least four hours during the course of a typical day. 
 
Based on the pedestrian counts contained in the approved study as well as pedestrian 
traffic that will be generated by both the subject site and the nearby Black Hills 
development, the total pedestrian volume that is projected to cross Century 
Boulevard at Kinster Drive during a single hour is a maximum of 164 people during 
the single-highest-volume hour of the day. It should be noted that the 164-person value, 
above, is extremely conservative, as it assumes every pedestrian trip generated by both 
the subject site and the Black Hills development crosses Century Boulevard at Kinster 
Drive; in reality, it is unlikely that every pedestrian to/from both of these developments 
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would cross at this intersection, so the actual number of pedestrians crossing during the 
highest-volume hour will be less than 164. 
 
Based on the above, during the highest-volume hour of the day, the total pedestrian 
volume crossing Century Boulevard at Kinster Drive is only ~40% [164/400] of the 
volume required to be sustained for a minimum of four hours in order for a traffic signal 
to be warranted based on the MD-MUTCD.  

 
As outlined, above, Warrant 4 of the MD-MUTCD, which is based on pedestrian 
considerations, is not close to being met, and a pedestrian signal should not be installed for 
pedestrian purposes at this location. 
 
With respect to pedestrian considerations at this location, generally, the intersection currently 
includes marked pedestrian crossings, and pedestrian and bicycle facilities at the intersection are 
proposed to be upgraded to meet the county’s protected-intersection requirements, as reviewed 
by M-NCPPC and MCDOT staff. The projected pedestrian activity associated with the revised 
development program will be substantially lower than what was anticipated under the original 
approvals due to the significant reduction in overall density, and does not reach the level of 
pedestrian activity required for a signal to be warranted, as described above. 
 
The existence of a pedestrian crossing does not, in and of itself, justify installation of a traffic 
signal that otherwise fails MD-MUTCD warrants, and a traffic signal is not warranted at this 
location based on pedestrian considerations. 
 
Engineering Judgment Should Be Applied Consistently With MD-MUTCD Guidance 
The agency comment references engineering judgment as justification for retaining the signal 
requirement. 
 
Engineering judgment is unquestionably an important component of traffic engineering practice. 
However, the MD-MUTCD establishes that traffic signals should not be installed solely because 
they may appear desirable, and provides specific standards (warrants) under which traffic signals 
may be installed. Numerous studies have demonstrated that unwarranted traffic signals can 
increase certain crash types, create unnecessary delay, and reduce operational efficiency. 
 
Engineering judgment should therefore supplement warrant analyses—not replace them. 
 
In this case, the uncontroverted engineering facts are as follows: 

• Signal warrants are not satisfied. 
• The intersection operates acceptably. 
• Gap analyses demonstrate sufficient opportunities for turning traffic. 
• No crash history exists. 
• Future traffic volumes are substantially lower than previously approved. 
• The original condition expressly contemplated re-evaluation through a future warrant 

study, as opposed to an outright requirement to install a traffic signal. 
 
Taken together, the available evidence overwhelmingly supports removal of the traffic signal 
requirement rather than retention of the condition. 
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Alternative Improvement Option: All-Way Stop Control 
If additional intersection control is desired, All-Way Stop Control (AWSC) would represent a 
more appropriate treatment for this location, and is specifically endorsed within the MD-
MUTCD as an alternative to a traffic control signal as well as within Montgomery County Code 
as a means of providing a Protected Crossing for pedestrians. 
 
The concerns expressed in the review comments are primarily related to (1) left-turn movements 
exiting the site and Kinster Drive, (2) the ability of motorists to judge acceptable gaps across 
Century Boulevard, (3) pedestrian crossing comfort and safety, and (4) protected intersection 
spacing requirements. An AWSC installation would directly address each of these concerns 
while avoiding the potential operational and safety drawbacks associated with installing an 
unwarranted traffic signal. 
 
Under AWSC, all vehicles approaching the intersection would be required to stop and proceed in 
an orderly manner based on right-of-way rules. This would eliminate the need for motorists 
exiting the site or Kinster Drive to locate and accept gaps in through traffic on Century 
Boulevard, which is one of the principal concerns cited by reviewers. By reducing vehicle speeds 
and requiring all approaches to stop, AWSC would also simplify crossing decisions for both 
motorists and pedestrians. 
 
The MUTCD recognizes that one of the factors supporting consideration of All-Way Stop 
Control is the need to control conflicts at locations where drivers experience difficulty assigning 
right-of-way or where geometric characteristics create concerns regarding intersection 
operations. The roadway geometry identified in the review comments—including the divided 
cross-section of Century Boulevard, the wide median, and the multi-lane crossing distance—are 
characteristics that can be effectively addressed through stop control without requiring full 
signalization. 
 
From a pedestrian perspective, AWSC would create lower-speed crossing conditions and provide 
more frequent opportunities for pedestrians to cross all approaches of the intersection. Because 
all vehicles are required to stop, pedestrians are not required to identify and accept gaps in 
continuous traffic streams. As a result, AWSC can provide an improvement in pedestrian 
comfort relative to a two-way stop controlled intersection while avoiding the delay, maintenance 
requirements, and potential crash risks associated with an unwarranted traffic signal. 
 
Lastly, with respect to the protected-intersection spacing requirement noted in MCDOT’s letter 
and cited as a reason for requiring a traffic signal at the intersection, Section 50.4.3.E (cited by 
MCDOT) explicitly states that all-way stop control constitutes a form of Protected Crossing; the 
section of the Montgomery County Code referenced in MCDOT’s letter in no way requires that a 
traffic signal be installed in order for an intersection to be considered as having Protected 
Crossings, and directly states that all-way stop control is sufficient.  
 
The MD-MUTCD lists the following criteria under which installation of AWSC may be 
considered: (A) The need to control left-turn conflicts, and (B) The need to control 
vehicle/pedestrian conflicts near locations that generate high pedestrian volumes. These are 
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nearly identical to the primary concerns presented in staff comments, further demonstrating that 
All-Way Stop Control is an effective and appropriate form of traffic control for the intersection. 
Accordingly, should the reviewing agencies conclude that some form of additional traffic control 
is necessary, All-Way Stop Control should be considered as the recommended alternative, as 
opposed to installation of a traffic signal that does not satisfy MUTCD warrant criteria. 
 
Conclusion 
The signal warrant analysis required by Condition 15.b has been completed in accordance with 
MD-MUTCD procedures and the approved study scope. The results demonstrate that a traffic 
signal at Century Boulevard and Kinster Drive/Site Access is not warranted under projected full-
buildout conditions. 
 
The operational analyses, gap study, crash history review, and substantial reductions in both site-
generated and background traffic all support the conclusion that the existing intersection 
configuration can safely and adequately accommodate the proposed development. 
 
Accordingly, the condition requiring future installation of a traffic signal at Century Boulevard 
and Kinster Drive should be removed as part of the Preliminary Plan Amendment approval. 
 
Should enhanced traffic control be desired at the intersection, All-Way Stop Control is 
appropriate for installation at the intersection of Century Boulevard and Kinster Drive/Site 
Access and would address the concerns raised. 
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Single-Family Attached Housing (ITE-215, Units) Trip Distribution (In/Out)

Morning Trips = 0.52 x Units - 5.70 25/75

Evening Trips = 0.60 x Units - 3.93 59/41

Multifamily Housing, Low-Rise (ITE-220, Units) [Not Close to Rail Transit] Trip Distribution (In/Out)

Morning Trips = 0.31 x Units + 22.85 24/76

Evening Trips = 0.43 x Units + 20.55 63/37

Multifamily Housing, Mid-Rise (ITE-221, Units) [Not Close to Rail Transit] Trip Distribution (In/Out)

Morning Trips = 0.44 x Units - 11.61 23/77

Evening Trips = 0.39 x Units + 0.34 61/39

Strip Retail Plaza (<40k) (ksf, ITE-822) Trip Distribution (In/Out)

Ln(Morning Trips) = 0.66 x Ln(ksf) + 1.84 60/40

Ln(Evening Trips) = 0.71 x Ln(ksf) + 2.72 50/50

Fast Food Rest. w/o Drive-Thru (ksf, ITE-933) Trip Distribution (In/Out)

Morning Trips = 43.18 x ksf 58/42

Evening Trips = 33.21 x ksf 50/50

In Out Total In Out Total

Single-Family Attached Housing (ITE-215, Units) 93 units 11 32 43 31 21 52 658

Multifamily Housing, Low-Rise (ITE-220, Units) 284 units 27 84 111 90 53 143 1896

Multifamily Housing, Mid-Rise (ITE-221,Units) 46 units 2 7 9 11 7 18 173

Primary Trips per ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition: 40 123 163 132 81 213 2727

LATR Policy Area Trip Generation Adjustment Factor (Germantown Town Center - Residential): 88%

LATR Adjusted Vehicular Trips (Residential): 35 108 143 116 71 187 2400

Conversion of 'LATR Adjusted Vehicular Trips (Residential)' to Total Person Trips: 57.7% 61 187 248 201 123 324 4159

Total Pedestrian Trips (includes 'Transit' + 'Non-Motorized' trips): 15.3% 9 29 38 31 19 50 636

In Out Total In Out Total

Strip Retail Plaza (<40k) (ksf, ITE-822) 7,000 sq.ft. 14 9 23 30 30 60 525

-5 -3 -8 -10 -10 -20 -179

Fast Food Rest. w/o Drive-Thru (ksf, ITE-933) 5,000 sq.ft. 125 91 216 83 83 166 2252

-43 -30 -73 -28 -28 -56 -766

Primary Trips per ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition: 91 67 158 75 75 150 1832

LATR Policy Area Trip Generation Adjustment Factor (Germantown Town Center - Retail): 94%

LATR Adjusted Vehicular Trips (Retail): 86 63 149 70 71 141 1722

LATR Adjusted Vehicular Trips (Retail) - Including Pass-By Trips (which were subtracted, above): 134 96 230 108 109 217 2667

Conversion of 'LATR Adjusted Vehicular Trips (Retail) - Including Pass-By Trips' to Total Person Trips: 64.5% 208 149 357 167 169 336 4135

Total Pedestrian Trips (includes 'Transit' + 'Non-Motorized' trips): 8.9% 19 13 32 15 15 30 368

Current Proposal VEHICULAR Total Trips (Residential + Retail):  121 171 292 186 142 328 4122

PEDESTRIAN Total Trips (Residential + Retail):  28 42 70 46 34 80 1004

NOTES:

1.

2.

Traffic Impact Analysis Trip Generation for Site:
ExhibitPedestrian Trips

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. A-1
Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning

Vehicular trip generation assumptions shown herein are consistent with original Exhibit 2 (Trip Generation for Site) of the Approved TIS. New information on 
this exhibit is presented in blue text, and is limited to the conversion of the Exhibit 2 vehicular trip generation to pedestrian trip generation for the purposes of 
analyzing MD-MUTCD Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume. The methodology for determining pedestrian trip generation volumes is described below.

The 2023 LATR Guidelines 'Mode Split Assumptions by Policy Area' (Appendix 1b) were utilized for determination of the pedestrian trips shown on this exhibit. 
It should be noted that as part of changes associated with the 2025 edition of the LATR Guidelines, the specific 'Mode Split Assumptions by Policy Area' were 
removed from the Guidelines. This change was made due to the fact that the number of non-motorized trips is no longer needed in order to determine LATR 
study requirements under the new, 2025 guidelines. The 'Mode Split Assumptions by Policy Area' contained in the 2023 LATR Guidelines, and used herein, are 
data-based values provided by Montgomery County, and were utilized by the county as the sole basis for determining non-motorized trip generation through 
multiple prior iterations of the LATR Guidelines. As such, they provide a reasonable basis for the determination of Pedestrian Trip Generation.

Current Proposal
(Retail)

Passby Rates = 34% [Based on Previous Approval]

Passby Rates = 34% [Based on Previous Approval]

AM Peak PM Peak Daily
Trips

Current Proposal
(Residential)

AM Peak PM Peak Daily
Trips

Trip Generation Rates

Trip Generation Totals
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Single-Family Attached Housing (ITE-215, Units) Trip Distribution (In/Out)

Morning Trips = 0.52 x Units - 5.70 31/69

Evening Trips = 0.60 x Units - 3.93 57/43

Multifamily Housing, Low-Rise (ITE-220, Units) [Not Close to Rail Transit] Trip Distribution (In/Out)

Morning Trips = 0.31 x Units + 22.85 24/76

Evening Trips = 0.43 x Units + 20.55 63/37

Assisted Living (ITE-254, Beds) Trip Distribution (In/Out)

Morning Trips = 0.18 x Beds 60/40

Evening Trips = 0.24 x Beds 39/61

General Office (ksf, ITE-710) Trip Distribution (In/Out)

Ln(Morning Trips) = 0.86 x Ln(ksf) + 1.16 88/12

Ln(Evening Trips) = 0.83 x Ln(ksf) + 1.29 17/83

In Out Total In Out Total

Single-Family Attached Housing (ITE-215, Units) 69 units 9 21 30 21 16 37

Multifamily Housing, Low-Rise (ITE-220, Units) 154 units 17 54 71 55 32 87

Assisted Living (ITE-254, Beds) 140 beds 30 20 50 26 40 66

Primary Trips per ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition: 56 95 151 102 88 190

LATR Policy Area Trip Generation Adjustment Factor (Germantown West - Residential): 93%

LATR Adjusted Vehicular Trips (Residential): 52 88 140 95 82 177

Conversion of 'LATR Adjusted Vehicular Trips (Residential)' to Total Person Trips: 57.7% 90 153 243 165 142 307

Total Pedestrian Trips (includes 'Transit' + 'Non-Motorized' trips): 15.3% 14 23 37 25 22 47

In Out Total In Out Total

Office Uses General Office (ksf, ITE-710) 130,000 sq.ft. 185 25 210 35 171 206

Primary Trips per ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition: 185 25 210 35 171 206

LATR Policy Area Trip Generation Adjustment Factor (Germantown West - Office): 90%

LATR Adjusted Vehicular Trips (Office): 166 23 189 31 154 185

Conversion of 'LATR Adjusted Vehicular Trips (Office)' to Total Person Trips: 69.2% 240 33 273 45 223 267

Total Pedestrian Trips (includes 'Transit' + 'Non-Motorized' trips): 10.3% 25 3 28 5 23 28

Total VEHICULAR Primary Trips (Residential + Office): 218 111 329 126 236 362

PEDESTRIAN Total Trips (Residential + Office):  39 26 65 30 45 75

NOTES:

1.

2.

A-2
Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning

The 2023 LATR Guidelines 'Mode Split Assumptions by Policy Area' (Appendix 1b) were utilized for determination of the pedestrian trips shown on this exhibit. It 
should be noted that as part of changes associated with the 2025 edition of the LATR Guidelines, the specific 'Mode Split Assumptions by Policy Area' were 
removed from the Guidelines. This change was made due to the fact that the number of non-motorized trips is no longer needed in order to determine LATR 
study requirements under the new, 2025 guidelines. The 'Mode Split Assumptions by Policy Area' contained in the 2023 LATR Guidelines, and used herein, are 
data-based values provided by Montgomery County, and were utilized by the county as the sole basis for determining non-motorized trip generation through 
multiple prior iterations of the LATR Guidelines. As such, they provide a reasonable basis for the determination of Pedestrian Trip Generation.

Vehicular trip generation assumptions shown herein are consistent with original Exhibit C-2 (Trip Generation for Black Hills) of the Approved TIS. New 
information on this exhibit is presented in blue text, and is limited to the conversion of the Exhibit C-1 vehicular trip generation to pedestrian trip generation for 
the purposes of analyzing MD-MUTCD Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume. The methodology for determining pedestrian trip generation volumes is described below.

AM Peak PM Peak

Residential Uses

AM Peak PM Peak

Traffic Impact Analysis Trip Generation for Black Hills:
Exhibit Pedestrian Trips

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc.

Trip Generation Rates

Trip Generation Totals
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1.

2.

2a.

2b.

2b.i.

3.

Warrant 4 of the MD-MUTCD requires major-street volumes and pedestrian volumes to be above the line for each of any 4 hours of an average day in order 
for a traffic signal to be warranted based on pedestrian considerations.

In order to evaluate, Warrant 4, the peak-hour major street volumes and peak-hour pedestrian volumes under Total Conditions (with all existing + 
background development traffic + site traffic) were plotted, above, for the highest single hour of traffic volumes during the day.

NOTES

The peak-hour major street volumes are taken directly from Exhibit 10 of the approved traffic study for the Preliminary Plan Amendment. The peak-hour 
major street volume entering the intersection during the highest-volume hour, the PM peak hour, is 411 vehicles.

Exhibit for Century Boulevard & Kinster Drive
A-3

Traffic Impact Analysis Evaluation of MD-MUTCD Warrant 4: Pedestrian Volume

It should be noted that the pedestrian-volume assumptions documented above are extremely  conservative, as they assume that every peak-hour-
pedestrian trip generated by both the subject site and the Black Hills development crosses Century Boulevard at Kinster Drive, which provides the 
most-conservative analysis possible toward potentially meeting Warrant 4, but is entirely unrealistic - less than 100% of these pedestrian trips would 
cross at this location, resulting in lower pedestrian volumes than those shown above.

As shown, even during the highest-volume pedestrian and vehicular hour, the volumes are less than half the volume required for a traffic signal to be 
warranted at the intersection of Century Boulevard & Kinster Drive.

The peak-hour pedestrian volumes are the sum of existing pedestrians crossing Century Boulevard at Kinster Drive based on the counts conducted for 
the traffic study + pedestrian volumes generated by the site (shown on Exhibit A-1) + pedestrian volumes generated by the Black Hills Development 
(shown on Exhibit A-2). None of the other background developments evaluated as part of the traffic study are anticipated to add pedestrian traffic to this 
intersection, based on the locations of those developments. Therefore, the maximum-possible pedestrian volume at the intersection during the highest-
volume peak hour, the PM-peak hour, is 164 pedestrians [=9 existing pedestrians crossing Century Boulevard at Kinster Drive + 80 total pedestrians 
generated by the site + 75 total pedestrians generated by the Black Hills Development].

= Highest Volume (Peak Hour) of Vehicular & Pedestrian Volumes
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