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INTRODUCTION; PURPOSES OF THE PLAN 
 
Washington Grove is an incomparable town -- unique in its roots, in its initial land use plan, in 

the design of its dwellings, in its determination to retain more land in a natural state as forests 

and parks than developed property, and in the character of its history. 

  

Recognizing that most of the Townôs privately owned parcels are already developed, the goals 

and objectives of this plan are: 

 Preserve the integrity of the Town and its way of life by providing guidance for protection of 

the original pattern and character of the community 

 Enhance the Townôs destiny by preserving historic resources through thoughtful adaptation 

of housing stock and conservation of the natural landscape 

 Protect and improve the economic value of both the privately owned property and the 

property and resources held in common 

 Create an awareness of Washington Grove in adjacent jurisdictions and support planning 

requirements throughout the State  

  

Integral to the value of the commons is the ñsense of placeò described in the nomination form for 

inclusion on the National Register for Historic Places.  That character is a unique composite of 

setting, historic legacy, and community life that is strong yet vulnerable to gradual erosion on 

many fronts.  The threats are both from without, in the form of ever encroaching urbanization, 

and internal in the form of diminished communal contribution and physical integrity. 

  

The most striking element of the layout of the Town is the relative proportion of developed and 

natural spaces.  Even the developed areas are integrated into the natural environment to achieve 

ña Town within a Forest.ò 

 

The preparation of a master plan is the legal responsibility of the Washington Grove Planning 

Commission under the Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 66B.  It states that ñit is the 

function and duty of the Planning Commission to make and approve a plan which é shall serve 

as a guide to public and private actions and decisions to ensure the development of public and 

private property in appropriate relationships.ò  The plan must include the following elements: 

 

1. Statement of goals, objectives, principles, policies, and standards 

2. Land use plan element including urban growth areas 

3. Transportation plan element 

4. Community facilities plan element 

5. Mineral resources plan (if appropriate) 

6. Identification of areas of critical State concern (if appropriate) 

7. Sensitive area element/environmental quality 

8. Recommendations for implementation encouraging the following: 

(a) Streamlined review of applications for development, including permit review and 

subdivision review within the areas designated for growth in the plan; 

(b) The use of flexible development regulations to promote innovative and cost-saving 

site design and protect the environment; and 
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(c) Economic development in areas designated for growth in the plan through the use of 

innovative techniques. 

 

In addition to these items, the Town of Washington Grove Master Plan includes the following 

subject areas: 

 Recreation and Parks 

 Water Resources 

 Commercial Corner 

 Development and Preservation Strategies 

 Interjurisdicational Issues 

 

The Stateôs Article 66B also mandates that a communityôs master plan implement the following 

visions: 

1. Development is concentrated in suitable areas; 

2. Sensitive areas are protected; 

3. In rural areas, growth is directed to existing population centers and resource areas are 

protected; 

4. Stewardship of the Chesapeake Bay and the land is a universal ethic; 

5. Conservation of resources, including a reduction in resource consumption, is practiced; 

6. To assure the achievement of 1 through 5 above, economic growth is encouraged and 

regulatory mechanisms are streamlined; 

7. Adequate public facilities and infrastructure under the control of the county or municipal 

corporation are available or planned in areas where growth is to occur, and 

8. Funding mechanisms are addressed to achieve these visions. 
 

This master plan is a guide to public and private actions and decisions adopted by the Town.  

The plan formulation process involved work sessions of the Planning Commission, focus group 

meetings, and public hearings before the Commission, the Mayor and Town Council.  The plan 

addresses areas outside of Town as these relate to the preservation and enhancement of the 

boundaries and gateways of the Town.  Notification and participation by Town residents and by 

other jurisdictions and interests have been encouraged to insure the common good as 

development of public and private properties occurs. 

 

We who live in Washington Grove enjoy the fruits of those who planned for us.  It is our 

intention and our legal responsibility to do the same for future residents. 
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EXHIBIT A ï Current Zoning and Growth Areas 
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EXHIBIT B ï Town Buildings, Parks, Community Facilities 
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1.  LAND USE AND ZONING 
 
 
In accordance with State Law, this Plan recognizes the need to encourage the following: 

1. Streamlined review of applications for development within the areas designated for 

growth in the Plan 

2. Use of flexible development regulations to promote innovative and cost-saving site 

design and protect the environment 

3. Economic development in areas designated for growth in the Plan through the use of 

innovative techniques 

 

The existing zones and total acreage of each zone within the Town limits are as follows: 

 RR-1  Residential ï 1    82.0  acres    38.0 %  

 RR-2  Residential ï 2    12.0  acres      5.6 % 

 RR-3  Residential ï 3       1.0  acres      0.5 % 

 RR-4  Residential ï 4     12.6  acres      5.8 % 

 C-L  Commercial ï Local      1.0  acres      0.5 % 

 FR  Forest & Recreation  107.0  acres    49.6 % 

    TOTAL   215.6  acres  100.0 % 
 

A map (Exhibit A) showing the location of the Townôs various zones and the Washington Grove 

Zoning Ordinance (hereinafter referred to as the Zoning Ordinance and included by reference), 

are incorporated into this Plan. 

 

1.1 Residential Zones 

 

RR-1  Zone 
The RR-1 zone contains 157 single-family homes (plus one under construction) and one church.  

The minimum lot size, specified by the Zoning Ordinance, is 11,250 square feet, and most homes 

within the zone occupy parcels composed of more than one of the historically designated lots.  

This Plan does not recommend any changes to the permitted land uses, or the existing standards 

for minimum lot size, set backs, and heights for the RR-1 zone.  To address the significant 

number of existing homes each located on a lot with lot area substantially less than 11,250 

square feet, this Plan recommends realignment of building coverage for residential zones to be 

based on lot area rather than zone to better protect the character of existing residential areas 

while creating more equitable opportunities for renovation. 

  

RR-2  Zone 
The RR-2 zone contains 49 single-family homes.  The minimum lot size, specified by the Zoning 

Ordinance, is 7,500 square feet, reflecting the historic setting of homes in the area of the Circle 

and its radiating avenues.  This Plan does not recommend any change to the permitted land uses, 

or the existing standards for minimum lot size, set backs, and heights for the RR-2 zone.  To 

address the significant number of existing homes each located on a lot with lot area substantially 

more than 7,500 square feet, this Plan recommends realignment of building coverage as noted for 

the RR-1 Zone above. 
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RR-3  Zone 
The RR-3 zone contains one single-family home.  The RR-3 zone was initially established to 

annex a parcel once owned by the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission; that parcel has 

since been re-zoned.  The minimum RR-3 lot size, specified by the Zoning Ordinance, is 20,000 

square feet and is reflective of the character of properties that developed under Montgomery 

Countyôs R-200 zoning designation.  This Plan does not recommend any changes to the 

permitted land uses, or the existing standards for minimum lot size, building coverage, set backs, 

and heights for the RR-3 zone. 

 

RR-4 Zone 
The RR-4 zone contains 16 single-family homes plus one under construction.  The minimum lot 

size, specified by the Zoning Ordinance is 18,000 square feet.  Most of the homes in the RR-4 

zone are located along Ridge Road and comprise the properties that were annexed into the Town 

to protect within the Washington Grove community the historic rustic rural nature of the road 

and the character of these properties.  This Plan does not recommend any changes to the 

permitted land uses, or the existing standards for minimum lot size, building coverage, set backs, 

and heights for the RR-4 zone. 

 

Recommendation:   

 Maintain the RR-1, RR-2, RR-3, and RR-4 zones to foster and encourage 

owner-occupied, single-family r esidences; and to promote new and renewed 

development to be in physical scale with surroundings and neighbors. 

 

1.2 Commercial Zone 

 

C-L Zone 
The C-L zone contains a 1-acre commercial shopping center located in the southwest corner of 

the Town.  The uses permitted now as a matter of right, or by special exception, reflect the 

Townôs efforts to promote commercial uses more compatible with the historic and residential 

nature of the Town.  The resulting permitted uses are characterized by offices, limited personal 

services, and other commercial uses that are intended not to significantly burden the Town with 

increased noise, litter, or pedestrian or vehicular traffic.  The existing standards for minimum lot 

size, building coverage, set backs, and heights for the C-L zone remain. 

 

1.3 Forests, Parks, and Other Town-Owned Land 

 

FR Zone 
The Town contains 107 acres of forest and park sites, and for the most part, the latter are 

scattered throughout the residential areas.  The FR (Forest / Recreational) zoning designation is 

assigned to the two sections of woods, approximately 50 acres each.  Park sites are not within the 

Forest Preserves.  The East Woods is located in the northeast corner of the Town.  Blocks 28 and 

33 contain Town-owned lands adjacent to the East Woods and to residences.  The West Woods 

lie to the west of Washington Grove Lane, along most of the Townôs northwest boundary with 

the City of Gaithersburg.  The latter contains Maple Lake.  This Plan does not recommend 

changes to the permitted land uses for the FR zone.  (see Section 6.1 for forest preserve issues) 
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Recommendation:   

 Record, as part of the Forest Preserves, the Town-owned lands contained within Blocks 

28 and 33, removing lot and block demarcation and dedicating them to public use. 

 

Parks 
The largest Town park area, Woodward Park, extends north from Pine Avenue to Boundary 

Street.  This park and the many others within the Town have been secured through original 

designation, dedication, and through Town acquisition of privately-owned parcels when possible.  

Only one intrusion into Woodward Park of privately-owned land remains ï lot 22, block 9.  

 

Recommendations:   

 Acquire lot 22, block 9 as soon as economically feasible. 

 Dedicate as parkland the two Town-owned lots within that same park land (designated 

lot 8, block 23 and lot 8, block 24) and incorporate into the green area without lot or 

block designation. 

 

Other Town-Owned Land 

There are some parcels of publicly-owned land in residential areas.  (see Section 3.4 Internal 

Streets and Roadways)   Any sale of public land would be considered only after analysis and 

determination that such sale would be consistent with the Townôs Policy for Sale of Surplus 

Parcels.  In those rare cases, these parcels may be considered for sale. 

 

Recommendation:   

 Review identified lots on a case-by-case basis.  Determine their potential need by the 

Town and whether sale would be consistent with the Townôs Policy for Sale of Surplus 

Parcels.  Such sales would only be authorized after enactment of an ordinance to ensure 

public notice and an opportunity for input during a public hearing. 
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2.  MUNICIPAL GROWTH AND BOUNDARY ENHANCEMENTS 
 
2.1 Growth within Town 

 

(1)    Historic Growth Patterns 

 

Roy McCathran, the Town's first mayor, referred poetically to Washington Grove as "a town 

within a forest, an oasis of tranquility and a rustic jewel in the diadem of the great free state of 

Maryland."  Amazingly, this is as true today as it was in 1937 when he spoke these words.  Only 

the dramatic effect has been heightened by the intense urban development now surrounding 

Washington Grove.  The fact that Washington Grove has survived, integrity intact, may bear 

witness to its origins. 

 

In 1873, the Washington Grove Camp Meeting Association was formed, and a parcel of 267.5 

acres was purchased along the new Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Metropolitan Line.  The earliest 

camp meetings lasted 10 days to 2 weeks, and involved more than two hundred fifty campers and 

10,000 visitors.  Over the decades, religious programs were replaced with secular activities, and 

community facilities evolved to meet the changing demands.  Eventually tent sites became 

cottages for year-round residents, trees continued to be given priority, and a permanent Town 

government was established in 1937. 

 

The Townôs land use plan for the original portions of the Town is built upon two spatial forms.  

First is The Circle with its seven radiating avenues which was the focus of the original 

community, each such avenue designated as a walkway.  Building upon this is the second form, a 

regular grid of alternating roads and walkways.  The common network of maintained but un-

paved walkways provides a unique organizing element for the community.  Most of the original 

houses are oriented to face a walkway with a welcoming porch.  This land use plan has supported 

a culture of social interaction dating from the original camp meeting.  There are no sidewalks at 

the roads that run behind the houses, and five Grove houses do not have direct vehicular access. 

 

(2)    Capacity for Development 

 

The roads and walkways as designated with the original plats, and subsequently updated, provide 

the block boundaries for the subdivided land within the Town.  These blocks were historically 

subdivided into lots to accommodate the Camp Meeting activities, and a significant number of 

homes in Town remain on these earlier lots, though many of these lots have an area or width 

below the minimum requirements specified in the Townôs zoning ordinance.  The ordinance 

provides for these sub-standard situations, allowing continued use of non-complying buildings.  

However, where land of sufficient area or width is in common ownership on July 1, 1964, or at 

any subsequent time, the ordinance provides that no construction shall take place on any parcel 

or tract of land of less area or width than otherwise specified in the ordinance.  The Townôs 

Planning Commission works with property owners in Town to understand the development 

capacities and subdivision opportunities.  For the newer portions of the Town, a more typical 

suburban subdivision scheme has been permitted. 
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In order to plan for growth within Town, the potential for additional homes was analyzed based 

on current zoning and the established block boundaries.  The first analysis, based on current 

subdivisions within the blocks (ñInfill Developmentò) provides the most likely capacity 

potential, given the placement and ownership of existing homes.  The second analysis includes 

the possibility of re-subdivisions (ñRe-developmentò) which are less likely to occur because of 

subdivision costs, but rising property values may inspire removal of an existing home and 

re-subdivision to maximize a return on investment.  This analysis was conducted on a block-by-

block basis, through spreadsheet compilation of the area and applicable minimum lot size for 

each parcel and each block segment. 

 

Infill Development:  Potential for additional homes based on current zoning and subdivisions 

Re-development: Potential for additional homes based on current zoning, but also assuming  

re-subdivisions within current blocks 

 

Zone  Existing Homes Infill Development    Redevelopment  

 

 RR-1   157   + 20   + 32 

 RR-2     49   +   2   +   4 

 RR-3       1   +   1   +   1 

 RR-4     16   + 13   + 17 

  Totals  223   + 36   + 54 

 

These projections for additional homes are not exclusive; that is, the potential for additional 

homes from re-development includes and extends the potential from infill development.  Thus, 

for each zone, the projection for re-development represents the maximum growth potential for 

additional homes within that zone. 

 

(3)    Accommodating Growth within Town  

 

The infrastructure investments for water supply and wastewater treatment associated with 

accommodating additional homes within the RR-1 and RR-2 zones will be significantly less than 

that required in the RR-4 zone.  All homes within the RR-1 and RR-2 zones receive water and 

sewer service from the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC), and the RR-1 and 

RR-2 zones are already substantially built out with complete networks of water and sewer pipes 

adjacent to developable parcels.  By contrast, the RR-4 zone has been developed to only half of 

its potential for homes, and 15 of the 16 existing homes within the RR-4 zone rely on individual 

wells for water.  While all existing homes have WSSC sewer service, each additional RR-4 home 

requires a substantial installation to connect to the primary sewer lines.  Also, there is a concern 

regarding groundwater quality and well recharge for RR-4 zone properties along Ridge Road as a 

result of the recent County approval for the Piedmont Crossing development adjacent to the 

Town.  Discussions have included the need for monitoring these existing wells, and for 

contingency planning to finance possible installation of water supply mains and distribution lines 

to serve the RR-4 homes, existing and new. 

 

The incremental stormwater management for homes within the RR-1 and RR-2 zones would be 

handled with the Townôs network of almost a mile of installed and maintained storm drain pipes 
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and channels, more than half being grass swales and open ditches that allow for absorption.  

These drainage pipes and channels convey the Townôs stormwater runoff to the Townôs East 

Woods and West Woods, historically located and preserved to absorb the stormwater while also 

providing for passive recreation and environmental rejuvenation.  The larger lot sizes within the 

more recently annexed properties of the RR-4 zone (minimum 18,000 square feet) would 

continue to insure that stormwater can be accommodated on-site and/or with local improvements 

as part of the subdivision and development process.  

 

A primary concern associated with additional potential homes is accommodating the needs of the 

additional Town residents.  Using the current average occupancy (537 residents in 225 homes = 

2.4 residents/home), the associated population increases are as follows: 

 

 Infill Development: +36  homes x  2.4  =   86  additional residents 

 Re-development: +54  homes x  2.4  = 130  additional residents 

 

The 2006 Census estimate of the Townôs population was 537.  This growth from the official 

Washington Grove 2000 Census count of 515 included the annexation of 12 homes during that 

time period.  The potential for additional homes from re development throughout the Town has 

an associated population increase of 130 additional residents.  The projected total of 537 + 130 = 

667 reflects the maximum growth potential for the Townôs population under this plan.  Since this 

maximum growth potential was derived via block-by-block analysis of current residential land 

and existing zoning, the land capacity within present municipal boundaries can accommodate 

this population increase. 

 

The Town government expenses for these additional residents are associated with infrastructure 

(e.g. Parks, Roads) and services (e.g. Waste Collection, Recreation, Administration).  The 

Townôs largest expense category is ñParksò-- approximately 23% of the Townôs annual expenses 

after applying offsets of targeted income categories.  The Town has set a high community 

standard for ñParksò expenses to support active and passive recreation.  An increased population 

will increase the use and demand for the Townôs parks, and the increased expenses for this 

category would be covered using increased income from ñReal Property Taxò for the additional 

homes.   

 

The Townôs second largest expense category is ñStreets, Roadways, and Alleysò -- 17% of the 

Townôs annual expenses, but only 10% of the expenses after the income from the ñHighway 

User Revenuesò category is applied.  Since these projections for additional residents involve 

infill development, there is no associated increase in road mileage, but there would be an 

expected heavier use of the existing roads and a resulting increase in expenses for repair and 

repaving.  Some of this increased road expense would be covered with an expected increase in 

ñHighway User Revenuesò from the number of automobile registrations, and some would be 

covered by expected increases in ñIncome Taxò for the additional residents, but most of the load 

would be covered by the increased income from ñReal Property Taxò for the additional homes.   

 

To offset expenses for major Town services, the Town has established user fees such as the 

ñDwelling Taxò (11% of annual income) that is set to match the ñWaste Collection and 

Disposalò expenses for homes in Town -- and this income category would be adjusted to 
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accommodate the expenses for the increased homes.   The Town has also established a high 

standard of public commitment to ñRecreationò services, and an associated category of 

ñRecreation Program User Feesò (6% of annual income), and this income would likewise be 

adjusted to accommodate increases.   

 

Other services to accommodate growth within the Town, e.g. public schools, libraries, police, 

fire, and emergency medical, are provided through County agencies.  For public schools, the 

Superintendantôs Capital Improvement Program provides planning projections for the 

Gaithersburg Cluster, including the elementary, middle, and high schools serving students from 

Washington Grove.  While the above Washington Grove population increase projection may 

well result in a total increase of 27 students (using an estimate of 0.5 students/dwelling unit) for 

these schools, such an increase is dwarfed by nearby development approvals in the Shady Grove 

area.  The two most recent residential approvals closest to Washington Grove will add more than 

500 dwelling units, so a detailed school impact analysis here is not useful.  Likewise, this local 

increase in Shady Grove area dwelling units will significantly impact library services as well, 

and a new County library facility is being planned nearby along Crabbs Branch Way, a short 

walk from Washington Grove.  County planning is also underway for a new police facility in the 

Shady Grove area, and the Town has representation on the Gaithersburg-Washington Grove Fire 

Department Board to enhance coordination.  The Townôs consultation with County officials and 

agencies, as well as with the Townôs municipal neighbors, will ensure consideration of the above 

development capacities and a coordinated implementation of this growth element. 

 

2.2 Municipal Growth  Areas 

 

To control and coordinate the physical development of areas near the Town's boundaries with 

Montgomery County and adjacent jurisdictions, the Town adopts municipal growth areas for the 

Town through the master planning process.  These municipal growth areas have potential for 

annexation into the Town's corporate limits.  Clearly, what is in the Town's best interests is the 

lessening of bordering impacts with the continuing goal of preservation of this historic Town.   

 

The review should continue of adjacent properties which could be included in Washington 

Grove.  This revision of the Town's Master Plan is very cautious in its approach to annexation, as 

was the direction taken in the earlier plans.  However, the Town has completed ten annexation 

actions to better define community boundaries while insuring a capability to continue to provide 

municipal services with the current governmental structures.  Now that more of the Town's 

borders are permanently defined, the municipal growth areas become more focused. 

 

This Master Plan extends a vision toward the future preservation and protection of the Town, and 

refines the municipal growth areas to reflect logical boundaries, e.g. the railroad tracks to the 

south, the City of Gaithersburg to the west, and the Piedmont Crossing development to the east.  

Within these bounds are four municipal growth areas that need focused attention. 

  

(1)    Four Municipal  Growth Areas 

 

Area 1:  Legacy Open Space Field along Ridge Road:  The former Casey agricultural property 

has been proposed for development for several years.  In 2002 a portion of the property adjoining 
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the Town's existing Eastern boundary was designated as Legacy Open Space [LOS] property in 

accordance with the County's Legacy Open Space Master Plan, with the stated intent to maintain 

that portion of the property as open space for the primary purpose of protecting the historic 

character and setting of the Town of Washington Grove.  Notwithstanding the identification of 

the LOS in that particular Master Plan, the County's Area Master Plan would still possibly permit 

development of the LOS according to the Area Master Plan's land use and zoning categories 

imposed for residential use, and neither of those plans would prevent the acquisition of the LOS 

by another political subdivision, such as Montgomery County, for possible uses contrary to the 

open space contemplated by the Legacy Open Space Master Plan.  Any even marginally 

intensive use of the property adjoining Ridge Road could and no doubt would have significant 

adverse effects on the historic nature of the Town.  The land owner received approval for a 

Preliminary Plan of Subdivision from the Montgomery County Planning Board in July of 2005, 

which included the recommendation as part of that plan for setting aside approximately 12 acres 

devoted to LOS purposes for the protection of the Town's historic character.  No plats have been 

recorded and no spade of earth has been turned in connection with that proposed development, 

despite the passage of over 3 years since the preliminary plan approval.  Indeed, most recently, 

the approval of that plan was extended, and the plan was amended, by action of the Montgomery 

County Planning Board at its meeting of October 2, 2008.  

 

Given the lack of uncertainty that the LOS would remain open space in perpetuity under the 

designation in the Area Master Plan's land use and zoning categories, the Town Council, by 

Resolution No. 2005-06, authorized the institution of an action to acquire the LOS by the Town's 

power of eminent domain pursuant to the authority granted to it by the Town Charter and state 

law.  That action is pending.  The Town should continue to pursue acquisition of the LOS, 

inasmuch as the Town is in the best position to maintain and preserve the LOS field inviolate for 

the stated purposes of protecting the Town in the first instance.  The Town's role in that regard is 

driven home in light of the fact that the Maryland National Capital Park & Planning Commission 

[the Commission] has repeatedly refused to provide a sufficient and legally enforceable 

guarantee to the Town that the LOS, even if received and maintained by the Commission, would 

not be devoted to a substantially different use at sometime in the future, a use which may be 

contrary to the County's own Legacy Open Space Master Plan, and contrary to the stated 

necessity of protection of the Town and its historic setting.  Following acquisition of title to the 

LOS, the Town, as the then-property owner, should immediately annex the same into the 

corporate boundaries of the Town and simultaneously place the same in the zoning classification 

FR-- Forest and Recreational.  The proposed land use is passive recreation, suitable for continued 

habitation by birds and small animals.  Other than maintenance and due diligence to limit 

inappropriate activities on this field, annexation would not involve other impacts on Town 

services.   Financing of the field maintenance and monitoring activities is anticipated via general 

municipal revenues. 

 

Area 2:  Residences on Western Side of Washington Grove Lane:  A standing offer exists to the 

three residences remaining between the Town's corporate limits and the limits of the City of 

Gaithersburg.  Annexing these three properties (total area is 54,763 square feet) into one of the 

Townôs existing residential zones will reinforce the historic residential character of this area and 

continue the compatible relationship with the neighboring, low intensity, agricultural implement 

business.  There are no significant infrastructure requirements associated with annexing these 
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three already developed residential properties, and the impacts of extending Town services can 

be accommodated from general municipal revenues.  The zoning for this area is proposed to be 

RR-1 ï Residential, One Family, Detached. 

 

Area 3:  Industrial Parcels West of Humpback Bridge:  These are the industrial parcels located 

east of the City of Gaithersburg limits and west of the humpback bridge, along the railroad 

tracks.  One of the parcels in this area is already owned by and within the corporate limits of the 

Town, and developed as ñRailroad Parkò to commemorate the historic ties to the B&O Railroad.  

Creating a new Industrial Services zone within the Town and annexing the other six parcels 

(total area is 35,652 square feet) into this new zone within the Town will enable development of 

local industrial uses that can be compatible with the historic character of Washington Grove.  

Services for this area would involve subdivision and business development reviews and 

approvals.  The Town would also represent the property owners in discussions with the County 

on the future of the humpback bridge and impacts on these properties.  The Town services would 

be financed from general municipal revenues.  The Town should also explore the possibility of 

annexing both the railroad tracks and Washington Grove passenger shelter that lie east of the 

humpback bridge.  The zoning for this area is proposed to be S-1 ï Services.  The specific uses 

permitted in this proposed new zone would be negotiated with property owners as part of the 

annexation process, such uses to be compatible with the Town and appropriate for these entrance 

areas.  

 

Area 4:  Roberts Oxygen and Adjacent Storage:  Considering rising property values and the 

associated pressures of ósmart growthô within the Shady Grove Master Plan, the Town should 

pursue annexation discussions with owners of the Roberts Oxygen and adjacent storage parcels.  

Current uses on these two parcels of 7 and 5 acres are incompatible with the adjacent Town 

residential properties.  Redevelopment under County zoning could bring even more undesirable 

results should they be converted to high density housing or other incompatible uses.  Issues such 

as truck access, and noise and visual buffering from Town residential areas are of prime concern, 

and further exploration is needed to assess whether current use and operations violate County 

law.  Annexation discussions should focus on low intensity industrial/research and development 

uses that provide compatible buffering adjacent to residential areas while reflecting an upgrade 

in property condition and economic value.  Services for this area would involve subdivision and 

business development reviews and approvals, and the Town services would be financed from 

increases in general municipal revenues, including Real Property Tax and Operating Property 

Tax.  The zoning for this area is proposed to be S-1 ï Services, as described above. 

 

(2)   Municipal Growth Area Strategy 

 

It is the Town's intent to assert its interest in the municipal growth areas in order to forecast the 

future needs for Town and County services, and to establish responsibility between the Town 

and the County governing bodies for developing and maintaining these public services.  The 

Town will work on a cooperative basis with the County Council, the County Executive, the City 

of Gaithersburg and other public agencies in the development of plans and programs that affect 

parcels within the municipal growth areas.  It is also the Town's intent to provide notice to 

owners of properties within the municipal growth areas that annexation will be pursued when 

annexation is deemed in the public's best interest to further the goals and objectives of this Plan.   
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Recommendations: 

 Monitor the areas within the municipal growth areas for zoning/rezoning activities and 

opportunities to discuss potential annexations issues with property owners and other 

interested parties 

 Meet and confer with appropriate County agencies and the City of Gaithersburg 

regarding this municipal growth element 

 

2.3   Boundary Enhancements 

 

Within the corporate limits, there is a need to complete the survey work required to replat 

boundaries of certain of the original Town blocks, public rights of way, and public parks near the 

Circle and radial avenues and to record the updated Town plats.  Surveying and recording these 

block corners would enable the Town to have an accurate public land record and would reduce 

costs to Town residents to obtain boundary surveys for their properties.  Boundary surveys 

should be required of property owners seeking large additions or alterations where property lines 

are ambiguous in nature. 

 

As increased development "blurs" the boundaries and historic nature of the Town, a plan for 

enhancing the entrances to the Town and delineating its borders needs to be developed and 

implemented.  The visual impacts of industrial uses at the Oakmont Avenue/Railroad Street 

entrance and of the commercial/industrial uses at the East Diamond Avenue/Washington Grove 

Lane entrance degrades the very essence of "The Town within a forest".  Research should be 

undertaken to determine the historic structures and locations of the Town's gateways in the past.  

Post-hung signs that identify Washington Grove need to be installed on public roads at entrances 

to the Town.  The signs should be integrated with landscaped areas to reinforce the character of 

Washington Grove.  Such entrances would include: Washington Grove Lane at Daylily Lane, 

Railroad Street at its intersection with East Diamond Avenue and Washington Grove Lane; the 

humpback bridge crossing on the Oakmont side; and the Oakmont Avenue/Railroad Street grade 

crossing. 

 

Maintenance of a treed separation buffer from the development proposed to occur south of the 

easternmost segment of Ridge Road will require delineating and maintaining the strip of land 

owned by the Town along that road. 

 

The effort should be to provide quality but low maintenance landscaping and signage for 

entrances at these Town boundaries to reflect the historic nature, scale and significance of the 

Town.  A general Town policy toward eliminating unnecessary signs, both at the boundaries and 

within the Town, should be encouraged. 

 

Recommendations: 

 Continue funding and coordination of the ongoing re-survey, and install monuments at 

Town block boundary corners; ensure the inclusion of the updated Town plats in the 

public land records as soon as possible after each block is completed. 

 Enhance the entrances to the Town with appropriately designed landscaping and signs 

at the Town entrances.  Vehicular speed limits should be incorporated.  Approaches 

should be delineated with aesthetically appropriate markers. 
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 Work with  property owners, County agencies, and the City of Gaithersburg to screen 

with plantings and aesthetic fencing the industrial areas bordering the Town.   

 Approach businesses that border the Town, as well as the owners of the Towne Crest 

apartments, to offer Town assistance in improving the aesthetic characteristics of their 

properties with the goal of enhancing Town borders and entrances. 

 Delineate using survey markers the strip of land owned by the Town south of the 

easternmost segment of Ridge Road, and plant and maintain that strip so that it serves 

as a buffer free of vehicular crossing traffic.  
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3.  TRANSPORTATION 

 
The original subdivision plan for Washington Grove, developed by its founders in the late 19th 

Century, established a concept of pedestrian walkways separated from vehicular ways, and 

interspersed with numerous parks and open spaces.  This layout and pedestrian walkways are 

distinguishing features cited in the inclusion of the Town on the National Register of Historic 

Places.  This legacy must continue to be protected and preserved for future generations. 

 

Since the adoption of the 1995 Master Plan significant changes have taken place in the area 

surrounding Washington Grove which have major implications for transportation planning. 

Changes include: 

- The Shady Grove Sector Plan, adopted by Montgomery County in 2006, calls for dense 

residential, multi-use development centered around the current Shady Grove metro stop, 

as well as a new transportation hub with a train stop.  

- The InterCounty Connector (ICC) with a major interchange neighboring Washington 

Grove, recommended by the Montgomery County Council and approved by the State of 

Maryland, is under construction. 

- The City of Gaithersburg has approved plans for major new development in Old Town 

Gaithersburg.  

- The land adjacent to Ridge Road that is currently open fields is slated for development 

within the life of this master plan time period.     

 

These changes will bring intense development with greater overall traffic in the area surrounding 

Washington Grove.  To ensure the existing, historic community of Washington Grove is 

preserved, residential roads at the Townôs periphery and within the Town must be protected from 

additional traffic.  The Town is committed to ensuring that roads at the edges of Town (including 

Washington Grove Lane, Railroad Street and Ridge Road) remain in keeping with the residential 

and historic nature of Washington Grove.  This is critical to preserving the quality of life for 

residents in terms of noise, safety, environment, history and aesthetics.  These roads should 

remain rural in nature with the primary goal to serve local residential users.  Speeds and traffic 

volume should be kept low and consistent with the residential nature of the area.  In addition, 

roads internal to the Town must be kept safe and pedestrian friendly by continuing to be 

protected from cut-through traffic. 

 

3.1  Walkways 

 
One of the most unique attributes afforded to residents of the Town are the internal walkways. 

These walkways offer residents and visitors an opportunity to stroll through a bucolic residential 

setting not normally found in a metropolitan area.  As tract after tract of surrounding woodland 

and fields fall prey to development, the preservation of these walkways becomes an increasingly 

important part of that which defines the character of Washington Grove. 

 

Within developed areas of Town, the walkways require regular maintenance.  Although these 

walkways include partially graveled areas, a few sections remain with grass only or attempts to 

grow grass.  Gravel along Town walkways helps to convey a sense of public access, an invitation 

for pedestrian use, and year-round access for emergency vehicles.   Given the density of Town 
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homes and the Town house numbering system (a majority of houses front on walkways) as well 

as the location of fire hydrants, the walkways within developed areas of Town also provide 

essential emergency vehicle access.  (Note: Resolution 6-82 designates all Town walkways as 

Fire Lanes.)  Concerns have been raised about excessive vehicular use of walkways.   

 

Recommendations: 

 Continue use of gravel for all walkways within the developed areas of Town to provide 

a more uniform appearance, allow a sense of public ownership, invite pedestrian use, 

and insure year-round access for emergency vehicles. 

 Increase public awareness of permitted vehicle use of walkways as designated in the 

ordinance. 

 If instances of excessive vehicular use are numerous, consideration should be given to 

erecting a barrier, as long as its design permits emergency access. 

 Periodically review walkways to assess need for trimming adjacent shrubbery to 

maintain usable widths, to remove any barriers and encroachments that would impede 

access by emergency vehicles, and to otherwise ensure they are reasonably maintained. 

 Continue placing benches at intervals along walkways (sites for benches to be 

determined as benches are donated) 

 
3.2  Streetlights, Walkway Lights, and Utilities 

 

The Town has about 100 streetlights along its roads and walkways.  Most have incandescent 

bulbs, although a few mercury (blue) and sodium (orange) vapor fixtures have been installed.  

The cost for electricity and maintenance of Town streetlights is significant and growing.  This 

reflects more frequent maintenance and less energy efficient power usage of the incandescent 

bulbs.  A proactive solution by the Town can be beneficial, for cost and for energy conservation. 

 

While developing a modernized, more efficient lighting system, consideration should be given to 

light trespass and light pollution.  Light trespass refers to glaring light that crosses property 

boundaries and causes an annoyance by reducing othersô ability to see clearly or by shining in 

othersô windows.  Excessive spill-over light or over illumination obliterates the beauty of the 

night skies, wastes energy, can be an annoyance to neighbors, and actually can reduce security 

because bright, glaring light at night creates dark shadow where criminals can hide and prevents 

the eye from properly adapting to darker areas. 

 

The Town often suffers from power outages, particularly from storm damage with tree limbs 

knocking down power lines. 

 

Recommendations: 

 Develop a plan for putting all wiring underground so whenever repairs or significant 

work is done in Town, wiring will be moved underground.  As part of this plan, all new 

development should be conducted with underground wiring.  Part of this conversion 

plan needs to identify locations for all light poles, so as utilities go underground and 

utility poles are removed, new lighting can be installed without loss of coverage. 

 Explore sources of funds to assist with placing wiring underground (e.g. a Federal 

energy assistance grant) 
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 Develop a plan to replace the existing streetlights and walkway lighting system with a 

more efficient system that also preserves safety and is in keeping with the historic 

aspect of the Town, yet minimizes glare, light trespass, and light pollution.  The plan 

should consider dif ferentiating lighting for road s, walkways and recreational facilities, 

(e.g. use of foot-level lighting along sections of the Town walkways, rather than pole 

lighting).  Lighting should be chosen to illuminate only the target area using only the 

amount of light needed. 

 

3.3  Parking Policy 

 

Encroachments on public property on an ongoing basis, including the regular parking of 

vehicles, detract from the bucolic nature of the Town and may create safety problems.  In some 

more densely built sections of the Town, particularly along Acorn Lane, there is a problem of 

inadequate parking space on private property.  As a result, many residents regularly park on 

Town property.  This problem should not be exacerbated by the granting of permits to expand 

houses in a manner that further reduces space for parking on the affected property. 

 

This Parking Policy is presented to guide actions by the Mayor and Council regarding parking of 

motor vehicles on public property.  Implementation of this policy is through regulations and 

requirements enacted in accordance with the Town Charter. 

 

(a) It is public policy that, where possible and practical, Town residents and guests will meet 

their primary parking needs by parking their vehicles on private property, and that all 

parking on public property will be in Public Parking Areas established by ordinance. 

(b) The criteria for establishing a Public Parking Area will include the safety of pedestrians 

and vehicles in the immediate vicinity, the number of dwellings and potential drivers 

residing in the immediate vicinity, the extent to which the parking requirements of the 

Zoning Ordinance can be met using private property, and existing conditions that limit 

vehicular accessibility to nearby residential property. 

(c) The greatest need for Public Parking Areas is within the RR-2 zone where the 

arrangement of public rights of way and smaller lot sizes have historically limited 

vehicular access to some properties; there is less need for Public Parking Areas within the 

other residential zones as lot sizes are generally sufficient to accommodate residential 

parking needs. 

(d) Public Parking Areas will be identified by posting of Town signs or by Council 

designation on a Public Parking Area map. 

(e) Public Parking Areas are to be located such that vehicles will not be parked so as to 

inhibit the safe flow of traffic. 

(f) Public Parking Areas must be prepared by application of Town-approved paving 

material, and such preparation is to be performed only by the Town or under the Townôs 

direct control. 

(g) A motor vehicle with expired, revoked, cancelled or suspended registration may not be 

parked on any public property for more than 24 hours. 

(h) Parking a motor vehicle on public property continuously for more than 7 days will not be 

permitted, unless a waiver has been obtained from the Mayor based on good and 

sufficient reason, e.g. owner out of Town for an extended period. 
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(i) Stopping of vehicles on public property is to be permitted to receive and discharge 

passengers or merchandise. 

 

Recommendations: 

 Review implementation of the Parking Policy; update Zoning Ordinance, Subdivision 

Regulations, and Building Permit Regulations to reinforce existing minimum parking 

requirements associated with the type of use in each zone including the number of 

parking spaces, the location of parking spaces, and the plan and design standards. 

 Limit such building expansion on residential lots as would effectively eliminate parking 

on the affected property. 

 

3.4   Walkway/Bikeway Connection 

 

The Shady Grove Sector Plan calls for a shared use walkway/bikeway path connection between 

Amity Drive and the Town.  Such a path will provide Town residents with improved walking 

and biking options for access to the Shady Grove Metro Station and nearby services. 

  

Recommendation: 

 Support bike/pedestrian access from Washington Grove to the Shady Grove Metro 

Station.  The Town should define the optimal location and coordinate with the County 

for a shared-use path in keeping with the history and character of the Town.   

 

3.5   Railroad Corridor  

 

(1) Commuter Trains -- Historically, the Town began with the railroad, linked to the expansion 

of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company's Metropolitan Line to the northwest of 

Washington, D.C.  The Town is served by a double set of tracks along its southerly border 

owned and operated by CSX Transportation, successor to the B&O.  The tracks are used by 

numerous daily freight trains and by Amtrak.  Washington Grove is an sheltered stop for 

morning and evening MARC commuter trains operated for the Maryland Department of 

Transportation that provide daily transportation for Town residents and others commuting to 

Rockville, Garrett Park, Kensington, Silver Spring, or Union Station.  Some parking spaces are 

available along the southernmost side of the railroad tracks, opposite the Town, between the 

tracks and Oakmont Avenue, and for a few cars on the north side of the tracks, along Railroad 

Street.   Many Town residents walk to and from the commuter stop, as do residents from the 

Oakmont and Deer Park areas.  Additional parking might encourage more riders to use the 

Washington Grove stop, and lessen concerns that the stop could be eliminated at some time in 

the future.  The public property dedicated in 1881 as "Oakmont Park" and the adjacent public 

right of way used for access to parking behind Hershey's Restaurant could be explored with 

Montgomery County for expanded commuter parking.  Delineation of a crosswalk on Railroad 

Street near Grove Road has increased pedestrian safety, but pedestrians are still at risk given 

Railroad Street traffic and limited sightline to the east. 

 

Recommendations: 

 Support the continuation and expansion of MARC commuter train service at the 

Washington Grove stop. 
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 Explore options for providing additional southside parking for MARC commuters 

using the Washington Grove stop. 

 Explore additional measures to insure pedestrian safety for those crossing Railroad 

Street near Grove Road. 

 
(2)  Other Transit Services and Easement ï While Town residents currently enjoy walking 

access to the commuter train and daily bus service provided by Montgomery County Ride-On, 

the existing railroad corridor was studied to determine the need for a right of way along the 

southern side of the tracks for additional transit options as part of the 1990 Corridor Cities 

Transit Easement Study.  The resulting document recommended further study of this alignment 

near Washington Grove for possible extension of Metrorail, as well as a possible light-rail 

(trolley) or dedicated busway.  However, more recently, the Shady Grove Sector Plan adopted by 

the County Council in 2006 removes the 50-foot transit easement on the west side of the CSX 

right-of-way, north of the Shady Grove Metro Station, within the Plan Area boundary.  Instead, 

priority is given to building the Corridor Cities Transitway, a transit extension proceeding 

directly west from Shady Grove through the King Farm property north towards Clarksburg.  This 

transit alignment is preferred because it would serve major developments that currently do not 

have any access to transit. 

 

Any mass transit extension in the vicinity of Washington Grove would have impacts on the 

Town.  The historic Humpback Bridge (see discussion below) is not likely wide enough to 

provide clearance for additional transit.  Either the bridge would have to be closed or a new 

bridge would need to be built that would be higher and much longer which would have 

significant adverse impacts on the Town.   

 

If Metrorail is chosen, then a transit stop at Washington Grove might not be practical.  The noise 

of the frequent trains could be greatly lessened by undergrounding the system, as has been 

discussed to protect Olde Towne in Gaithersburg.  If a trolley line or a busway is chosen, then a 

passenger stop at Washington Grove would be possible, though the impacts of increased traffic 

would have to be considered.  Any of these transit options would negatively impact the historic 

view along the railroad tracks and the Groveôs traditional connection to the rail line. 

 

Recommendations: 

 Support the County Councilôs decision to eliminate the transit easement on the 
southerly side of the railroad corridor.   

 Support the building of the Corridor Cities Transitway  as the preferred means to 

provide transit beyond the Shady Grove Metro station. 

 Oppose using heavy rail for any new extension of mass transit along the railroad 

corridor near Town, unless the system is completely enclosed below ground. 

 

3.6   Washington Grove Lane 

 

In response in large part to Washington Grove concerns, old State Highway MD124 has now 

been relocated away from Washington Grove.  While the stretch of the highway now named 

Washington Grove Lane was transferred from the State to the County in 1998, truck traffic, 
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speeding, and pedestrian safety at the Maple Lake pedestrian crossing on the 0.57-mile stretch 

through the Town continue to be of concern.   

 

The Town previously sought to have this stretch of road transferred from the State to the Town.  

The Townôs 1975 Master Plan called for this section of road to revert to Town control and that it 

be discontinued as a through street, to serve as a residential road only.  In March 1993, a Special 

Town Meeting voted to accept jurisdictional responsibility for the road, including maintenance.  

In 1998 the State was ready to pursue transfer of ownership but chose to transfer the road to the 

County as part of a compromise with Washington Grove, Montgomery County and Gaithersburg.  

A negotiated formal agreement provided land swaps between Gaithersburg and Montgomery 

County and the State to relocate MD124 away from Washington Grove.  In addition, the 

agreement responded to Gaithersburgôs concern by providing that Washington Grove Lane 

cannot be permanently closed unless all three signatories - the County, State and Gaithersburg - 

agree to it.    

 

To address Washington Grove concerns regarding speeding, the agreement also specified that 

speed humps would be installed.  Subsequently, seven speed humps were installed.  The speed 

humps had the desired effect of significantly lowering speeds.  Traffic volume was also 

significantly reduced.  However, an unexpected consequence on some nearby homes of one of 

the humps was increased noise and vibration due to braking, accelerating and trucks going over 

the humps.  As a result, that hump was removed.   

 

With the re-routing of MD124, Washington Grove Lane qualified as a County ñtraffic calmingò 

project.  To respond to concerns regarding truck traffic, the road has been posted for a 7,000-lb 

gross vehicle weight restriction; enforcement, however, remains a problem.  Other efforts are 

underway to reinforce a driverôs perception and understanding that Washington Grove Lane is a 

residential road in a special place. 

 

Recommendations: 

 Continue efforts to improve speed and weight limit enforcement on Washington Grove 

Lane; seek ways to improve the safety of the pedestrian crossing and explore additional 

traffic -calming options that would not hamper fire and safety vehicles. 

 Seek improvements to the intersection of East Diamond Avenue, Railroad Street and 

Washington Grove Lane to improve pedestrian safety and the aesthetics as an 

appropriate entrance to the historic Town of Washington Grove while ensuring low 

speeds. 

 Undertake improved signage and landscaping on Washington Grove Lane to 

distinguish it as a residential road that runs through a National Register Historic 

District.  

 Continue to pursue transfer of Washington Grove Lane to the Town. 

 Keep Oak and Center Streets closed at Washington Grove Lane to reduce cut-through 

traffic.  

 Seek improved enforcement of current prohibition of southbound ñNO LEFT TURNò 
onto McCauley Street and ñNO RIGHT TURNò onto northbound Washington Grove 

Lane to reduce cut through traffic.  Explore alterations to the intersection of McCauley 

Street and Washington Grove Lane to make illegal turns more difficult. 
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3.7   Humpback Bridge/Railroad Street ï The present alignment of Railroad Street extending 

from the bridge to the southeast to Aitcheson Crossing and Oakmont Avenue became a public 

way by usage through the early 1900s.  The B & O Railroad reconstructed the bridge about 1946, 

replacing a deteriorating timber structure with a new timber structure that replicated the earlier 

bridge design.   

 

In April 1961, a Master Plan for the vicinity of Gaithersburg was adopted by M-NCPPC that 

showed a new road through the area now occupied by Girard Place and Gaithersburg Ford 

Tractor, crossing over the then existing alignment of Route 124 (East Diamond Avenue) with the 

bridge over the B & O tracks and tying into Oakmont Avenue in lieu of East Deer Park Drive. 

 

The Townôs 1975 Master Plan incorporated this location for the Countyôs planned bridge 

replacement location but did so to preclude the direct connection of Railroad Street to Crabbs 

Branch Way.  The plan noted that such a connection would stimulate increased traffic flow and 

that the bridge as planned would have a deleterious environmental impact. 

 

Around 1977, a study prepared for the Gaithersburg Planning Department proposed construction 

of the new bridge at Girard Street.  This concept was the subject of a public hearing by 

Gaithersburg in January 1985, and was supported by Town testimony. 

 

Subsequent to the January 1985 Public Hearing in Gaithersburg, the County Planning Board 

asked the County DOT to prepare various studies of the alternatives to accommodate flow in this 

traffic corridor, including the Girard Street Option with variations, the Master Plan Option with 

variations, and the Railroad Street to Crabbs Branch Way Option.  The Town asked that a ñNo 

Buildò Option with variations also be evaluated. 

 

The bridge alignment in the 1961 Gaithersburg Vicinity Master Plan would have created a new 

four-lane bridge crossing the tracks at a skew, much longer and approximately 6 feet higher than 

the existing bridge, highly visible and projecting traffic noise farther into the Town than at 

present, and ñimpose(d) a serious nuisance on Grove residents through loss of direct access to the 

southò (as stated in the Townôs 1975 Master Plan) by requiring that all vehicular access to the 

Grove be by way of Washington Grove Lane. 

 

The Girard Street Bridge Alignment would have moved most traffic to the west side of the 

railroad.  The connection of existing Railroad Street to Crabbs Branch Way would still be a 

possibility to be faced.  While the proposal would have had no significant visual impacts on the 

Town, it shared with the prior plans the requirement that all vehicular access to the Grove be by 

way of Washington Grove Lane. 

 

The Railroad Street to Crabbs Branch Way connections would have opened a major traffic route 

paralleling Route 355 between Gude Drive and downtown Gaithersburg intensifying traffic on 

Railroad Street and Washington Grove Lane (then MD124).   

 

The Town, at the time, supported the Girard Street option as having the least impact on the Town 

while Gaithersburg decided to oppose this option although this had originally been proposed by 

the City of Gaithersburg planning staff.  The County dropped continued consideration of new 
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bridge options and continued to maintain the existing humpback bridge. 

 

In 2004, the Countyôs Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPWT) once again 

brought up the issue of replacing the bridge with multi-lane alternatives, all of which, if built as 

proposed, would have deleterious impacts on the Town and neighboring residential communities 

and no significant transportation benefit.  The Girard Street option was not included, given 

Gaithersburgôs concerns.  The Town asked that retaining the existing bridge should be included 

as an option since it was consistent in size, scale and aesthetic with the historic character of the 

Town as well as with neighboring communities. 

 

On July 9, 2005, the Washington Grove Town Council adopted a resolution opposing the three 

bridge replacement concepts proposed by DPWT and supporting rehabilitation and preservation 

of the existing humpback bridge.  Among the negative impacts on the Town cited in the 

resolution of the DPWT proposals were: 

- additional traffic, safety concerns, pollution, and noise at unacceptable levels that would 

be magnified by increasing the height of the bridge; 

- the elimination of ñforested areas on both sides of the tracks including cherished old Oak 

trees that contribute to the rural viewscapes from Washington Grove ós historic 

walkwaysò; 

- the taking of  Town land dedicated to public use and adversely impacting internal Town 

pedestrian and auto circulation patterns   

 

The Town subsequently hired a bridge engineer, who is nationally recognized for historic 

preservation, to study the bridge.  In a July 12, 2005 letter, the engineer stated, ñMy conclusion is 

that the bridge is in good condition structurally, and can be preserved for decades to come with 

the appropriate maintenance and rehabilitation.ò  Subsequently, the bridge was nominated for the 

Master Plan for Historic Preservation in Montgomery County.  The Montgomery County 

Historic Preservation Commission recommended the bridge for the Master Plan.  On July 14, 

2005, the Montgomery County Planning Board placed the bridge on the Countyôs Locational 

Atlas and Index of Historic Sites.   

 

Part of the justification for consideration of four-lane bridge replacement options by DPWT was 

that Oakmont Avenue was identified in existing Master Plans as a four-lane road.  This 

designation assumed connecting Oakmont Avenue to a four-lane Girard Street.  However, since 

the earlier County Master Plans were written, significant changes have taken place on area roads. 

Gaithersburg has placed a traffic circle on Girard Street to reduce traffic to 15 miles per hour and 

does not support its connection to Oakmont Avenue.  Route 124 has been re-located and 

Washington Grove Lane is now a residential road with speed humps.  Given these changes, 

expansion of Oakmont Avenue to four lanes with a multi-lane bridge would be clearly 

incompatible with the surrounding road system and residential communities. 

 

With the completed annexation of the Cator/Harrison property, more of Railroad Street is now 

within the Townôs corporate limits, including the portion of Railroad Street fronting the I-1 

zoned properties in the County known as Roberts Oxygen and the adjacent storage yard.  The 

County-authorized driveway access for both these properties via Railroad Street expires once 

access is available via Amity Drive/Crabbs Branch Way. 
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Recommendations: 

 Continue Town opposition to any connection of Railroad Street to Crabbs Branch Way 

due to the negative impacts of the high volume traffic flow that would result on 

Railroad Street and Washington Grove Lane, as well as the potential for additional 

cut-through traffic through the Town.  

 Continue to support proposed access of the I-1 zoned property (known as Roberts 

Oxygen) to Crabbs Branch Way, and closing that propertyôs access to Railroad Street 

as called for in the Shady Grove Sector Plan, to help reduce industrial traffic crossing 

the CSX at-grade crossing on Railroad Street or traveling on Railroad Street through 

the Town. 

 Monitor possible creation of a two-lane industrial street bridging over the CSX tracks 

north of I -370, connecting Crabbs Branch Way to Oakmont Avenue to provide local 

access for industrially zoned properties, if the vacant Casey properties 6 and/or 7 are 

developed with relocated County services. 

 Seek to have the County reclassify Oakmont Avenue as a two-lane road in keeping with 

the residential communities on both sides of the tracks and the goal to minimize 

through traffic on these local, residential roads. 

 Support improved maintenance and preservation of the existing single-lane historic 

humpback bridge, as well as the improved maintenance of the at-grade crossing. 

 Seek full historic preservation designation of the existing historic bridge at the county, 

state and federal levels. 

 Continue opposition to planning and construction of a new multi-lane bridge from 

Oakmont Avenue or East Deer Park Drive across the CSX Railroad tracks. 

 Maintain closure of Brown Street at Hickory Road to reduce cut-through traffic.  

 Consider the possible relocation of Railroad Street from the bend just east of Grove 

Road to continue it contiguously with the railroad right -of-way to Aitchison Crossing, 

abandoning the short section through Morgan Park, and retaining most of the existing 

road as local access to Block 25. 

 Seek improved signage and other improvements on Railroad Street to slow traffic 

approaching the Railroad Street/Grove Road intersection to enhance the safety of 

pedestrians and vehicles. 

    

3.8   Ridge Road  
 

 Prior to 1992, the southern portion of Ridge Road delineated the eastern boundary of the Town.  

With annexation of the 1.58-acre Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission property (Parcel 

360), the 2.88-acre Ward property (Parcel 635), the 0.95-acre Moyer-Gussack property (Parcel 

291), the 0.42-acre Pammel property (Parcel 660), and the 13.55 acres of the Voigt Properties 

and Washington Grove Hills, the corporate limits have moved eastward.  Ridge Road is a narrow 

residential lane within the Town corporate limits. 

 

The Piedmont Crossing development that borders Ridge Road could have a dramatic impact on 

the rustic rural character of the road.  All consideration should be sought from County planners 

and developers to protect the character of the road and the residential ambience within the Town 

of Washington Grove.   
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Recommendations:  

 Oppose any vehicular access to Ridge Road from the Piedmont Crossing development, 

including emergency or restricted access.  Oppose use of Ridge Road by construction 

vehicles used for development of the property outside of Town boundaries. 

 Preserve the character of Ridge Road as a country road along its entire length. 

 Define and protect the strip of wooden land owned by the Town on the southern side of 

the eastern portion of Ridge Road.  

 

3.9   McCauley Street and Maple Road 

 

The Town holds title to a 50-foot strip of land along the northern side of McCauley Street in 

order to accommodate public improvements and any future widening of that street.  The Town 

also holds title to a 25-foot strip of land along the eastern edge of most of Maple Road to 

accommodate possible public improvements and as surety in maintaining open space on the 

narrow roadway by restricting construction.  Adoption of Town width standards can assist with 

evaluation of road and right-of-way requirements for McCauley Street and Maple Road.  These 

standards also can provide some measure of consistency for any new road construction, and for 

decisions on maintenance and or transfer of existing Town-owned parcels. Transfer of surplus 

parcels will reduce areas of Town maintenance and direct responsibility. 

 

Recommendations: 

 All new road construction should be based on a standard right-of-way total width of 30 

feet to accommodate traffic needs and public improvements.  Standard paved roadways 

should have a 20-foot asphalt base width with 16-foot drivable surface and 2-foot 

shoulders on either side of the drivable surface.  The shoulder should not encourage 

driving but allow parking;  a tar and chip shoulder or other heavy textured surface 

should be used to avoid displacement by vehicles and runoff. 

 The drivable surface should consist of a 6-inch bituminous concrete (asphalt); the 

shoulders of a 4-inch asphalt base course and 2 inches of tar and chip. 

 Reduce Town ownership of existing strips along Town roads within developed areas of 

the Town for a right-of-way maximum width of 50 feet.  This accommodates possible 

public improvements and maintains open space. 

 Prepare updated listings of all Town-owned parcels, rights of way, easements, and 

abandoned alleys.  Review and evaluate data using the above standards.  The Town 

policy to sell parcels, when found to be surplus, to the contiguous property owner(s) 

should be encouraged wherever it is determined that there is no potential for Town 

need.  Evaluation of requirements for rights-of-way should take into account parking 

needs and other possible public improvements, including under grounding of utilities. 

 

3.10   Center Street  
 

At issue for this discussion is the possible opening of the portion of Center Street between Grove 

Road and Maple Avenue for emergency vehicle access.  While opening this street would save 

approximately 1-2 minutes transit time, the possible negative consequences should be 

considered, if vehicular access is not restricted to emergency vehicles.  Among the most obvious 
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are the maintenance area and its environs, which will become more susceptible to trash and 

waste dumping, thus compromising the ecological balance of the entire woodland area. 

 

Recommendation: 

 Continue restriction of vehicular access on Center Street between Maple Avenue and 

the Maintenance area. 
 

3.11  Cherry Avenue  
 

In 1976, special permission was given to four homeowners of Lots 1-6 of Block 31 to use the 

center 10 feet of width of Cherry Avenue between Brown Street and its coincidence with the 

intersection of Lots 6 and 7 of Block 31 for reasonable vehicular access to their properties.  The 

1976 resolution provided that this permission shall be progressively withdrawn from each 

successive lot owner beginning at Lot 6, Block 31, as said lot owner gives consent to such 

withdrawal or as each of the four properties is sold.  This permission now only applies to one 

residence, 108 Ridge Road.  Despite the limitations on vehicular access, there have been 

occasional eruptions in controversy caused by vehicular use of Cherry Avenue contrary to the 

1976 resolution.  Recent Town action has included reminding residents of the area and 

eliminating trash trucks on Cherry Avenue. 

 

Recommendation: 

 As vehicular use of Cherry Avenue ceases, as provided in the 1976 Town Council 

resolution, Town maintenance staff should work with the Forestry and Beautification 

Committee to restore that portion to conform with other walkways in Town. 
 

3.12 Brown Street  

 

The western end of Brown Street at Hickory Road is closed to regular vehicular traffic by a 

locked gate.  This has dramatically reduced cut-through traffic speeding along narrow roads of 

the Town. 

 

Recommendation: 

 Continue restriction of vehicular access at the western end of Brown Street. 
 

3.13   I -370/InterCounty Connector (ICC) 
 

The ICC has quite a long history.  First conceived as a freeway along part of the path of a 

planned ñOuter Beltway,ò many of the individual purposes and needs for the facility have 

changed over the years.  In 1983, a draft environmental document for the ICC between I-270 and 

Gladys Spellman Parkway was approved by Maryland State and Federal Highway 

Administrations.  However, as the sensitivity of the environment became an increasing concern 

in the late 1980's, the impacts of the ICC as planned were determined to be excessive.  While the 

ICC was not built as planned, the process did yield the construction of I-370, which connects 

I-270 to the Shady Grove Metro Station. 
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In recent years, plans for the ICC were resurrected and the first design/build ICC phase is 

underway to construct a toll road from I-370 on around to an intersection with Georgia Avenue.  

This road construction includes connection loops (closer to Washington Grove than I-370) to 

connect the ICC with the current Metro access portion of I-370.  When the Town earlier 

protested construction of I-370 and its impacts on the Town, an Historic District on the National 

and State registers, the State Highway Administration (SHA) responded in 1982 with: 

ñSince Washington Grove is further removed from I-370 than the sites then analyzed, it is 

obvious there will be no degradation of the existing air and noise environment of Washington 

Grove.ò 

 

Listening to the increased day and night-time noise that has resulted from I-370 traffic, Town 

residents must question this assessment by SHA officials.  The inaccuracy of SHAôs 1982 

response raised doubts that the most recent ICC study will adequately address Town concerns as 

does the contractorôs report that the State points to in declining to install noise abatement 

structures.  It is clear that the ICC toll road will  exacerbate the negative impacts of I-370, and 

further degrade the Townôs ambient environment with diesel fumes and noise from increased 

truck traffic near the Town. 

 

The most recent round of studies included a determination, known as a Section 106 Report, of 

the impacts of the proposed road on Washington Grove as a historic resource.  This was 

undertaken as a part of the Environmental Impact Statement.  The State contractorôs report 

purported to examine whether, according to the National Historic Preservation Act, there would 

be ñintroduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character with the 

property or alter its setting.ò  Initial Historic and Noise Technical Reports were prepared that 

found there to be ñno impactò on Washington Grove.  The State Highway Administration, 

Federal Highway Administration, and Maryland Historic Trust (as the State Historic Preservation 

Officer) concurred in the determination of ñno impactò and thus no mitigation was included in 

the Memorandum of Understanding required for impacts on historic resources.  The Town has 

vigorously challenged this determination.  It has presented evidence to and held meetings with 

representatives of the regulating authorities in order to demonstrate the bases of its objections.   

 

During the recent process, the Town asserted that Federal historic preservation statutes require 

noise mitigation for any adverse impacts associated with the project.  SHA responded that 

modeled impacts will not exceed allowable thresholds for noise increase, and that the Townôs 

historic district status therefore does not require mitigation measures.  SHA also emphasized that 

the recently approved alternate for Loops A and C (connecting ICC traffic with the Metro Access 

Road) will reduce impacts on the Town as Loops A and C will pass underneath the ICC.  The 

modeled reduction in noise impact on the Town would be less than 1 decibel, and therefore must 

be labeled as a ñnegligibleò reduction.  These loops will be about 20 feet below adjacent ground 

level with reduced visual impacts, less impact on wetlands, less removal of existing trees, and 

additional space for landscaped buffering and reforestation. 

 

The Town also pushed for evaluation of road surface treatments to reduce traffic noise, e.g. 

textured or porous asphalt.  The ICC contractors and SHA responded that contract specifications 

preclude evaluation of such surface alternatives, requiring use of standard asphalt or concrete to 
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achieve a minimum 25-year pavement life.  SHA reported that nearby portions of I-370 (now 

concrete) will be repaved with asphalt to reduce traffic noise. 

 

Based on the experience with SHAôs projection of noise from I-370, the Town has requested that 

SHA develop a quality assurance program based on real measurements to confirm model 

accuracy, evaluate cumulative impacts including long-term health of replanted trees, particulate 

emissions, as well as noise levels, and then prompt further mitigation and/or traffic management 

if standards are not met.  The initial response from SHA reps was that 2030 is the design year 

and therefore model confirmation must await 2030.  This response is unacceptable to the Town 

representatives.  The Town will work with neighboring communities and our elected 

representatives to get this situation corrected and ensure the necessary oversight during this 

design/build process to protect existing communities all across the ICC project area. 

 

Recommendations:    

 Corrective noise abatement structures should be built along the present course of I -370 

and along the nearest portions of the ICC to protect existing communities. 

 Continue to press for development of a quality assurance program to validate noise and 

air pollution modeling and prompt corrective mitigation. 

 Inform and encourage elected State and County representatives to help protect existing 

communities all across the ICC project area. 

 New expenditures for transportation should encourage the use of public transportation.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


