
PHED Committee # 1 
April 19,2013 

MEMORANDUM 

April 17, 2013 

TO: Planning, Housing, and Economic Development (PHED) Committee 

FROM: Marlene Michaelso~nior Legislative Analyst 

SUBJECT: FYI3 Operating Budget for Urban Districts 

Those expected/or this worksession: 

Ken Hartman, Director, BCC Regional Services Center 

Reemberto Rodriquez, Director, Silver Spring Regional Services Center 

Ana Lopez van Balen, Director, Mid-County Regional Services Center 

Joe Callaway, Manager, Wheaton Urban District 

Helen Vallone, Senior Management and Budget Specialist, OMB 

Brady Goldsmith, Management and Budget Specialist, OMB 


The Executive's recommendations for the Urban Districts are attached at © I to 6. FYI4-FY19 Fiscal 
Plans for the Urban Districts are on © 7 to 9. Responses to Council staff questions are attached on 
© 11 to 15. Urban Districts were created to promote public interest activities that benefit residential 
and commercial interests in particular communities. Urban Districts are intended to enhance safety 
and security, promote economic stability and growth and a sense of community identity, ensure 
adequate infrastructure, foster a dynamic social and business climate, and ensure that communities are 
maintained in a clean and attractive manner. The County's three Urban Districts are in Bethesda, 
Silver Spring, and Wheaton. The Bethesda Urban District is run by an Urban District corporation, the 
Bethesda Urban Partnership (BUP). The Silver Spring and Wheaton Urban Districts are managed by 
the respective Regional Centers. 

BUDGET OVERVIEW 

For FYI4, the Executive recommends total expenditures of $7,972,389 for the 3 Urban Districts, a 
$327,5370r 4.3% increase from the FY13 approved budget. Not included in this amount are Silver 
Spring Urban District expenditures of $387,860 and 8.0 FTEs that are charged to the Capital 



Improvements Program (CIP) for the Silver Spring Transit Center (CIP project #509974), which is 
expected to end once the project is completed. Also not included are $104,703 and 6,000 hours that 
are charged to the Silver Spring Parking Lot District for enhanced security by Clean and Safe Team's 
members in parking lots and garages. Both charges are unchanged from FY13. 

URBAN DISTRICT EXPi;NPITURES ANDW0ftKFORCr: 
. .. 

. . .. FY12 I FY13 FY13 I FY14 I % Chang e 
Actual . Budget Estimated. CE Ree •. FY13-FY14
·'1 -­

fc-c···
Urban District Expenditures 17,186,391 7,510,694 7,972,389 i 4.3%7,644,852 

C::::---::... - ­
1 


Full time 31 

Positions: : 

31 I 0.0% 
1 i 

311 31 
11'IPart time 

I i 
WORKY EARS 52 55.32 55.32 55.021 -0.5%i 

The following chart displays the budget for the three Urban Districts, broken down by personnel and 
operating costs. Most of the Bethesda Urban District's costs are operating expenses due to the BUP 
contract. 

Summary of Urban District Expenditures by Category 

I FY12 Actual. 
FY13 FY13 FY14 CE I %change 

Urban District Budget Estimate Rec. FY13-14 
Bethesda 1 r 
iPersonnel Costs 1 111,948. 120,416 121,868 127,108. 5.6% 
Operating Expen ses 3,258,453 i 3,296,470 3,295,018 3,386,2881 2.7% 
iTotal Expenses 1 3,370,401 3,416,886 • 3,416,886 3,513,396 2.8% 

i 
Silver Spring i 

Personnel Costs 1,540,824 1,793,273 i 1,724,753, 1,824,876 
..... -~.~ 

1.8% 
9perating Expenses 903,496 909,204 909,204 i 1,055,167 16.1% 
Total Expenses 2,444,32012,702,4771 2,633,957. 2,880,043 -~ 6.6% 
r---

Wheaton 1 
Personnel Costs 995,115 1,062,903 997,265· 1,090,548 2.6% 
Operating Expenses 376,555 462,5861 462,586 488,402 5.6% 
Total Expenses 1 1,371,670 1,525,489 1,459,851· 1,578,950 - ~~3:5% 

The increase in the Silver Spring Urban District operating expenses are due to new trash and recycling 

receptacles and disposal stations for pet waste, discussed below. . 


Programs 


The Urban Districts operate 6 programs. The change in funding for each is shown below. 
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.... ExpenditurelWorkyear Changes in Urban District Programs 

Expenditures Workyears +---__.+~____ ~ 
Program -FY14FYi3 iF~i31 FYI: I% change $1 ::;~~

hrP--r-om-o"'"tion of --- ­

Community and 
Business Activities 1,195,884 1,216,2751 0.9: 0.9 

1 ~__1.7%i -
Slde\valkRepair 143,969 .. 143,969j 0.01 0.01 _ : --_----I 

Streetscape . ­ .1 I ,i 
Maintenance 3,239,749 3,412,903 i 27.551 27.3 5.3% -1.1%
I-----------+----'.-::-::---:-:..~ , ..--..----.-.. i 
Tree Maintenance 115,810 115,81OL_0_.O+:___O_.O+-__O_,_O_~_o:-----------1 

Enhanced Security_---I~~-1"-,2-0-9.:,:....99--9 ..-1,230,390~}3.6_+1-2-3_.6_t--__-:-1._7__%-+-__.~ 
. Administration 1,739,441 1,853,042 i 3.3 3.3 6.5% 0.0% 
Total 7,644,852 7,972,389 55.32 55.02 4.3% -0.5% 

EXPENDITURE ISSUES 

The Executive's budget proposes only minimal changes in all three service districts. Other than 
compensation, benefit, and rent adjustments, the only changes proposed for FY14 are operating budget 
costs associated with recycling, trash, and pet waste receptacles for the Silver Spring Urban District. 

Each of the Urban District budgets includes funding for trash collection. Bethesda and Wheaton 
received outside funding for recycling bins (Bethesda Green for Bethesda and a Community Legacy 
Grant and Wheaton Green in Wheaton) and this budget provides funding for recycling receptacles in 
Silver Spring. It also introduces pet waste stations, since pet waste has become a growing problem in 
Silver Spring and the subject of common complaints. 

In addition, the Council received requests for increases in funding for the Wheaton Urban District from 
the Wheaton Urban District Advisory Committee (see © 16 to 17), and the Council President has also 
recommended adding each of these items. Staff understands that the Executive Branch plans to 
consider lighting retrofits to allow all Urban Districts to become Dark-Sky compliant and Staff 
recommends deferring consideration of a Wheaton specific approach at this time, with the goal of 
reexamining this issue for all Urban Districts as part of the FY15 budget. Given the Council's interest 
in supporting redevelopment, Staff supports additional measures to help enhance the image and 
marketing for Wheaton. However, the General Fund already provides a subsidy to the Wheaton Urban 
District (a $1.2 million transfer for non-baseline services) and therefore any addition to the Wheaton 
Urban District would require General Fund dollars. Staff recommends that the Committee ask Urban 
District Staff which of the items would provide the greatest benefit for Wheaton and consider placing 
those on the reconciliation list. 

Council staff recommends approval of the Executive recommended budget, with the addition of 
some further improvements to the Wheaton Urban District to be added to the reconciliation list. 
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REVENUE ISSUES 


On the revenue side, Urban Districts are funded from a combination of sources, including Urban 
District taxes, transfers from the Parking Lot District (PLD), General Fund transfers, and maintenance 
charges for enhanced services. A table showing the proposed FY14 funding sources for Urban 
Districts appears below. The proceeds from either the Urban District tax or parking fees transferred 
into an Urban District Fund must not exceed 90 percent of their combined total. In addition, the 
transfer from the Parking Lot District must not exceed the number of parking spaces in the Urban 
District times the number of enforcement hours per year times 20 cents. After the Transportation, 
Infrastructure, Energy and Environment (T &E) Committee reviews the Parking Lot District rates on 
April 26, Staff will determine whether there is any opportunity to increase the Parking Lot District 
contributions to any of the Urban Districts. Urban District fund calculations from the FY13·18 Fiscal 
Plan are attached on © 7 to 9. A table showing the change in funding for each Urban District from 
FY13 to FY14 is attached on © 10. 

; ...... •.....I> ,..' ....,.' FY14 URBAN DISTRICT FtlNDJNG SOURCES .' 
iFunding Source Bethesda 

Beginning Fund Balance I 90,429 
i--""~-' 

Revenues 
Urban District Tax 450,080I 
~ges for services for enhanced services 150,000­
Investment Income 0I 
Interfund Transfers 
Transfer to the General Fund for indirect costs* -19,940 

,Transfer from the General Fund for baseline services 0 
Transfer from the General Fund for non-baseline services . 0 
,Transfer from Parking Lot District 2,932,000 
Total Resources 3,602,569 

CE Recommended Operating Budget -3,416,886 
.. -~--~. 

Projected FY 10 year end fund balance 89,173 
End of year reserves as a % of resources 2.5% 

,. 
Silver Sprin~ Wheaton 

70,487 65,550 

631,314 148,519 
134,000 0 

0 0 

-286,320 -171,110 
0 76,090 
0 1,208,000 

2,405,000 292,320 
2,954,481 1,619,369 

-2,880,043 -=157~,95Q 
"-"-'-"~ 

74,438 40,419 
2.5% 2.5% 

*Indirect costs are calculated by fonnula to cover the co sts for services provided to the Urban Districts by centralized 
County functions such as Human Resources, Manage meIt and Budget, County Attorney, etc. As with other special 
funds, indirect costs are transferred from the Urban District funds to the General Fund. 

4 



Urban District Tax Rate: The Executive is proposing no tax rate changes for the Urban Districts 
from FY13 to FY14. The recommended tax rates are shown in the table below. 

I 

Urban I Real 
District i Property 

Personal 
Property 

• Bethesda .012 .030 
Silver Spring .024 .060 
Wheaton .030 .075 

Increases in the assessable base for real property in each district will result in small increases in Urban 
District tax revenues. In the Silver Spring Urban District, transfers from the Parking Lot District will 
increase by $873,000 (57%) as Parking Lot District Revenues are used to replace the large fund 
balance available in FY13. In Bethesda, they will increase by $117,000 (4%); and in Wheaton they 
remain the same. A table comparing all of the funding sources for each Urban District from FY12 to 
FY13 appears on © 10. 

Transfers from the General Fund: Several years ago, the Council defined "baseline services" for 
Urban Districts: those services that would routinely be funded by the County's General Fund if there 
were no Urban Districts. The idea was that the special revenues in each Urban District Fund (Urban 
District taxes, Parking Lot District transfers, and investment income) were to provide for certain 
services above and beyond what would normally be covered by the General Fund. The baseline 
services included street sweeping three times each week, twice weekly trash pickup, litter collection 
between two and five times each week, semi-annual cleaning of brick pavers, monthly mowing, tree 
pruning on an optimal cycle, and regular streetlight maintenance. 

Using a formula based on costs at that time, the "baseline service" target level was established for the 
three districts. The goal was to use each Urban District's General Fund baseline transfer as the starting 
point for building the rest of its budget. This objective often has not been met due to fiscal exigencies. 
For example, for the past several years, the Bethesda Urban District usually has had sufficient 
resources from its Urban District tax and Parking Lot District transfer, and the Council has used the 
funding "due" to Bethesda to fund other needs in the General Fund portion of the budget. The baseline 
service cost to Wheaton is set at $76,090. In addition, the Wheaton Urban District receives "non­
baseline" transfers from the General Fund to provide funding for services not covered by Urban 
District taxes or the Parking Lot District. 
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For FY13, Wheaton was the only Urban District to receive transfers from the General Fund. The other 
Urban Districts funded all services through a combination of other sources. For FY14, the situation 
will remain the same. In the Wheaton Urban District, the baseline transfer from the General Fund will 
remain the same, while the non-baseline transfer will increase by $246,000 or 25.6% to replace the 
large fund balance available in FY13. The table below shows the estimated baseline service costs, the 
total FY14 resources, and the amounts of the Wheaton General Fund transfers. 

I Urban 
District 

Baseline I Non-baseline 
Transfer· Transfer 

Total General 
Fund Transfer 

Total FY14 
Resources 

Bethesda $0 $0 $0 $3,602,569 
$2,954,481 
$1,619,369 

Silver Spring $0 $0 $0 
Wheaton $76,090 $1,208,000 $1,248,060 

This packet contains: circle # 

CE's FY13 budget for the Urban Districts 1 
FY13-18 Fiscal Plan, Bethesda Urban District 7 
FY13-18 Fiscal Plan, Silver Spring Urban District 8 
FY13-18 Fiscal Plan, Wheaton Urban District 9 
Comparison of Urban District Funding, FY13-14 10 
Urban District Questions and Answers 11 
Letter from Wheaton Urban District Advisory Committee 16 

f:\michaelson\urban districts\budget\fyl 4\13041 9cp.doc 
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Urban Districts 


MISSION STATEMENT 
Urban Districts maintain and enhance the County's downtowns (Bethesda, Silver Spring, and Wheaton) as prosperous, livable urban 
centers, increasing maintenance of the streetscape and its amenities; providing additional public amenities such as plantings, seating, 
shelters, and works of art; promoting the commercial and residential interests of these areas; and programming cultural and 
community activities. 

BUDGET OVERVIEW 
The total recommended FY14 Operating Budget for the Urban Districts is $7,972,389, an increase of $327,537 or 4.3 percent from 
the FY13 Approved Budget of $7,644,852. Personnel Costs comprise 38.2 percent of the budget for 31 full-time positions and one 
part-time position. A total of 55.02 FTEs includes these positions as well as any seasonal, temporary, and positions charged to or 
from other departments or funds. Operating Expenses account for the remaining 61.8 percent of the FY 14 budget. 

LINKAGE TO COUNTY RESULT AREAS 
While this program area supports all eight ofthe County Result Areas, the following are emphasized: 

.:. A Responsive, Accountable County Government 

.,. Healthy and Sustainable Neighborhoods 

(+ Safe Streets and Secure Neighborhoods 

"".~) Strong and Vibrant Economy 

.•:,c:'+ Vital Uving for All of Our Residents 

DEPARTMENT PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
Performance measures for this department are included below, with mUlti-program measures displayed at the front of this section and 
program-specific measures shown with the relevant program. The FYI3 estimates reflect funding based on the FY13 approved 
budget. The FY14 and FY15 figures are performance targets based on the FY14 recommended budget and funding for comparable 
service levels in FYI5. 

NA NA 4 4 4 

NA NA 4 4 4 

NA NA 4 4 4 
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_ Overall satisfadion of Urban Distrids Advisory Board with NA NA 4 4 4 
cleanliness levels of Urban Distrid maintained scale 1-5 

_ Overall satisfaction of Urban Districts Advisory Board with NA NA 4 4 4 

Streetsco e Maintenance: 

er month 

Streets co e Maintenance: 

NA NA 4 4 

urban distrid's landsca e maintenance scale 1-5 
WHEATON URBAN DISTRICT 

NA NA 13,200 13,200 13,200 
NA NA 2,500 2,500 2,500 
NA NA 4 4 4 

NA NA 4 4 4 

- Overall satisfadion of Urban Districts Advisory Board with NA NA 4 4 41 
cleanliness levels of Urban Distrid maintained scale 1-5 

- Overall satisfadion of Urban Distrids Advisory Board with NA NA 4 4 4 
urban district's landsca e maintenance scale 1-5 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES 
.. 	Wheaton Urban District will be starting a recycling program with a Community l.egacy grant received by the state. 

Funds will be used to purchase recycling bins combined with solar trash compactors along with some funding for 
fafade improvements for businesses and properties along one of the three major state roads. 

.. 	Initiated "Tunnel Vision: Arts Under the Avenue" at the Bethesda Metro. In partnership with the Bethesda-Chevy 
Chase Regional Services Center and the Bethesda Arts and Entertainment District, the Bethesda Urban Parlnershi:-::;;\ 
transformed a pedestrian underpass at the Bethesda Metro into a gallery displaying the work of local artists. THo":;;;,}) 
project was completely funded by private contributions and received a Downtown Merit Award from the'C;c'" 
International Downtown Association . 

.,. 	 In the Silver Spring Urban District, provide trash receptacles in unserved areas and begin the process of replacing 
older, deteriorating receptacles. Also, provide receptacles for recycling. 

PROGRAM CONTACTS 
Contact Ken Hartman of the Urban Districts at 240.777.8206 or Brady Goldsmith of the Office of Management and Budget at 
240.777.2793 for more infonnation regarding this department's operating budget. 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 

Promotion of Community and Business Activities 
This program enhances the quality of life in the Urban Districts and surrounding communities; fosters a strong, vibrant business 
climate within each Urban District; and creates a positive image and a sense of identity for the Districts. These goals are 
accomplished through sponsorship of community events, that may include festivals, concerts, and parades; the installation of 
seasonal banners, unique signs, holiday decorations, and other amenities to give each District a sense of place; and the development 
and distribution of newsletters, brochures, and other promotional material highlighting the Districts. Each Urban District develops its 
programs with the active participation of its advisory committee or Urban District Corporation. 

FYT4 Recommended Changes 	 Expenditures FTEs 

FY13 Approved 	 1,195,884 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 20,391 


due to staff turnover, rear anizations, and other bud et chan es affedin multi Ie r rams. 

FY14 CE Recommended 	 1,216,275 
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Sidewalk Repair 
This program provides for the removal and replacement of deteriorated concrete and brick walks and curbs in the Urban Districts. 

J4 Recommended Changes: i Expenditures FTEs 

FY13 Approved 
FY14 CE Recommended 143,969 0.00 

Streetscape Maintenance 
This program provides maintenance of, and improvement to, the streetscape amenities within each Urban District. Various service 
levels include litter collection, sidewalk maintenance, trash receptacle service at least three times a week, mowing and snow removal 
as needed, lighting maintenance, maintenance ofplantedllandscaped areas, and street sweeping. 

FYJ4 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY13 Approved 
Increase Cost: Trash Receptacles 62,350 0.00 
Add: Recycling Receptacles 40,760 0.00 
Add: Disposal Stations for Pet Waste 20,200 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 49,844 -0.30 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
FY14 CE Recommended 3,412,903 27.25 

Tree Maintenance 
This program provides pruning, planting, fertilization, necessary spraying, replacement, watering, mulching, .and tree base cleaning in 
the Urban Districts. 

FY14 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 


pp 

FY14 CE Recommended 115,810 0.00 

Enhanced Security 
This program provides safeguards against property theft, vandalism, and personal security in the Silver Spring and Wheaton Urban 
Districts. The goal of the program is to provide an enhanced level of protection and reduce the perception of crime through the use of 
the Safe Team as the eyes and ears of County Police and as a uniformed visual presence to create a safe and secure environment. Safe 
Team members also act as "ambassadors" providing information, directions, fIrst aid and CPR, and roadside assistance to residents, 
visitors, and the business community. 

fY14 Recommended Changes . Expenditures FTEs 

FY13 Approved 1,209,999 23.57 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 

due to staff tumover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
20,391 0.00 

FY14 CE Recommended ',230,390 23.57 

Administration 
This program provides staff support for contract administration, Urban District Advisory Committees and for the administration of 
Urban District corporations. This program also provides for budget preparation and monitoring, payment authorization, records 
maintenance, and the Bethesda Circulator contract. 

fYJ4 Recommended Changes 

FY13 Approved 

Expenditures 

1,739,441 

FTEs 

3.30 
Increase Cost: Bethesda Urban Partnership Wage Increase 72,030 0.00 
Increase Cost: Benefits cost increase for Bethesda Urban Partnership 10,725 . 0.00 
Increase Cost: Rent increase for Bethesda Urban Partnership offices 8,190 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 22,656 0.00 

due to staff turnover, reor anizations, and other bud et chan es affectin multi Ie 1'0 rams. 
FY14 CE Recommended 1,853,042 3.30 
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BUDGET SUMMARY 


Investment Income 1 0 0 0 
Miscellaneous Revenues 125 0 0 0 -i 

i Property Tax 142,751 146,466 147,332 _ 148,519 
I 

1.4% 
Wheaton Urban District Revenues 142,877 146,466 147,332 148,,519 1.4% 

DEPARTMENT TOTALS 
i Total Expenditures 7,186,391 7,644,852 7,510,694 7,972,389 4.3% 

Total full-Time Positions 31 31 31 31 
Total Part-Time Positions 

I Total FTEs 52.00 55.32 55.32 55.02 _0.5r 

l Total Revenues 1;478,605 1;480,921 1,503,955 1,513,913 2.i, 
."'. 

, 
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FY14 RECOMMENDED CHANGES 

i Expenditures FTEs 

"BETHESDA URBAN DISTRICT 

FY13 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts) 
Increase Cost: Bethesda Urban Partnership Wage Increase [Administration] 
Increase Cost: Benefits cost increase for Bethesda Urban Partnership [Administration] 
Increase Cost: Rent increase for Bethesda Urban Partnership offices [Administration] 
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 
Increase Cost: FY14 Compensation Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Other Labor Contract Costs 
Decrease Cost: Risk Management Adjustment 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of FY13 $2,000 Lump Sum 

FY14 RECOMMENDED: 

SILVER SPRING URBAN DISTRICT 

FY13 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 

Changes (with service impacts) 
Add: Recycling Receptacles [Streetscape Maintenance] 
Add: Disposal Stations for Pet Waste [Streetscape Maintenance] 

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts) 
Increase Cost: FY14 Compensation Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Trash Receptacles [Streetscape Maintenance] 
Increase Cost: Motor Pool Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Other Labor Contract Costs 
Technical Adj: FTE adiustment for Occupational Medical Chargeback 
Decrease Cost: Risk Management Adjustment 
Decrease Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of FY13 $2,000 Lump Sum 

FY14 RECOMMENDED: 

WHEATON URBAN DISTRICT 

FY13 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts) 
Increase Cost: FY14 Compensation Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Motor Pool Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Other Labor Contract Costs 
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment 
Decrease Cost: Risk Management Adjustment 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of FY13 $2,000 Lump Sum 

FY14 RECOMMENDED: 

3,416,886 1.00 

72,030 0.00 
10,725 0.00 
8,190 0.00 
4,345 0.00 
3,061 0.00 
1,309 0.00 

130 0.00 
.1,127 0.00 
·2,153 0.00 

3,513,396 1.00 

2,702,477 34.92 

40,760 0.00 
20,200 0.00 

63,842 0.00 
62,350 0.00 
23,542 0.00 

4,627 0.00 
1,870 0.00 

0 ·0.30 
·889 0.00 

.2,135 0.00 
-36,601 0.00 

2,880,043 34.62 

1,525,489 19.40 

35,704 0.00 
26,318 0.00 
17,067 0.00 

1,118 0.00 
453 0.00 

-502 0.00 
.26,697 0.00 

1,578,950 19.40 

Urban Districts General Government 38-5 




PROGRAM SUMMARY 


Promotion of Community and Business Activities 1,195,884 1,216,275 o. 
Sidewalk Repair 143,969 143,969 0.00 
Streetscape Maintenance 3,239,749 3,412,903 27.25 
Tree Maintenance 115,810 115,810 0.00 
Enhanced Security 1,209,999 1,230,390 23.57 
Administration 1,739,441 1,853,042 3.30 
Total 7,644,852 55.32 7,972,389 55.02 

CHARGES TO OTHER DEPARTMENTS 


FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS 

CE REC. ($OOO's) 

Title FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 
This table is intended to present significant future fisca impacts of the department's programs. 

! 

BETHESDA URBAN DISTRICT 
Expenditures 
FY14 Recommended 3,513 3,513 3,513 3,513 3,513 3,513 

No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections. 
Labor Contracts 0 4 4 4 4 

These figures represent the estimated cost of general wage adjustments, new service increments, and associated benefits. 4 J{1GJ

Subtotal Expenditures 3,513 3,517 3,518 3,5J8 3,518 3,518' 

I 
SILVER SPRING URBAN DISTRICT 

I 

Expenditures 
FY14 Recommended 2,880 2,880 2,880 2,880 2,880 2,880 i 

No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections. 
Elimination of One-Time Items Recommended in FY14 0 -61 -61 -61 -61 -61 

Items recommended for one-time funding in FY14, including trash and recycling receptacles and pet waste disposal stations, will be 
eliminated from the base in the outyears. . 

Labor Contracts 0 89 114 114 114 114 
These figures represent the estimated cost of general wage adjustments, new service increments, and associated benefits. 

Labor Contracts ­ Other 0 1 -1 -1 -1 -1 
These figures represent other negotiated items included in the lobor agreements. 

Subtotal Expenditures 2,880 2,909 2,933 2,933 2,933 2,933 

WHEATON URBAN DISTRICT 
Expenditures 
FY14 Recommended 1,579 1,579 1,579 1,579 1,579 1,579 

No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections. 
Labor Contracts 0 50 65 65 65 65 

These figures represent the estimated cost of general wage adjustments, new service increments, and associated benefits. 
Subtotal Expenditures J,579 1,629 1,644 J,644 1,644 1,644 
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FY fY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 1 FY18 fY19 

FISCAL PROJECTIONS ESTIMATE REC PROJECTION PROJECTION PROJECTION PROJECTION PROJECTlON 

13 

ASSUMPTIONS 
Property Tax Rot.. , Reed Property 0.012 O.OU 0.012 0.012 0.012 0.012 0.01 

Ass....abl .. Ba.e: Real Property (000) 3,269,900 3,300,200 3,418,300 3,542,800 3,696,600 3,853,500 ",018,500 

Property Tax Coll"dion Factor: Reol Property 98.9"", 98.9% 98.9% 98.9% 98.9% 98.9% 98.9% 

Property TQX Rot..: Personal Property 0.030 0.03e 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030" : D.03e 

As._abl" Base: Penon"l Property (OOO) 199,700 199,700 199,700 199,700 199,700 199,700 199,700 

Property Tax Colledion Foetor: P"rsonal Property 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 

Indirect Cast Rote 12.13% 15.69% 15.69% 15.69% 15.69% 15.69% 15.69% 

CPI (F'..""I Year) 2~3% 2.3% 2.4% 2.7% 3.2% 3.5% 3.7% 

lnvestment In.:om" Yo.1eI 0.16% 0.19'1'. 0.36% 0.75% : 1.35%: 1.80%: 2.15% 

BEGINNING FUND BALANCE" 110,441 90,429 89,173 90,414 
1 

94,15~ 99,081 1 101,226 

R£VENUES 
478,872 \T""... .446,484 450,(180 464,096 497,125 515,746 534,938 

Charges For Setvi~';' 150,000 150,000 150,000 , 150,000 I 150,000 150,000 150,000 
Subtotal lI.",..n""" 596,484 600,(180 614,096 I 628,872 647,125 665,746 684,938 

INTERFUND TRANSFERS (Net Non-aP) 2,800,390 2,9i2,1)60 2,985,480!I 3,(174,400 ' 3,176,400 3,289,400 3,424,400 
Tranof..... To The General Fund (14,610) (19,940) (20,520) (20,600) (20,600) (20,600) (20,600) 

Indirect Com (1.01,610) (19,9.010) (20,520): (20,600) (20.600) (20,600) (20,600) 
Tranofers From Special Fds: Nan-TQX + 15F 2,815,000 2,932,000 3,006,000'/ 3,095,000 3,197,000 3,310,000 3,.445,000 

TOTAL RESOURCES 3,507,315 3,602,569 3,688,749 ! ",,3,793,686 3,917,681 4,054,226 4,210,565 

PSP OPER. 8UDGET APPROPI EXP'S. I (3,594,666)IOperating 8udget (3,416,886) (3,513,396) (3,695,336) (3,814,4Q6) (3,948,806) (4,099,0.46) 
Labar Ag......mont nla 0 (3,6691 (4,19"1 (4,194) (4.194): (4,194) 

Subtotal PSP Op .... Budget Approp I Exp's (3,416,886) (3,513,396) (3,598,33511 (3,699,530) (3,818,600) (3,.953,000) (4,103,240) 

TOTAL USE OF RESOURCES ! (3,416,886) (3,513,396) (3,598,335) (3,699,530) : (3,818,600) (3,953,000)1 (4,103,240) 

YEAR END FUND BALANCE 90,429 89,173 90,414 "94,156 99,081 , 101,226 107,325 

END-OF-YEAR RESERVES AS A 

2.5~PERCENT OF RESOURCES 2.60/ 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.50/ 2.5% 

Assumptions: 
1. Transfers from the Bethesda Parking District are adjusted onnually to fund the approved service program and to maintain an ending fund 
balance of approximately 2.5 pe~ent of rouources. "', 

2. Property tax revenue is assumed to increase over the six years based on an improved a:ssousable base. 
3. large assessable base increases are due to economic growth and new projects coming online. 
4. These projections are based on the Executive's Recommended Budget and include the revenue and resource assumptions of that budget. 
FY15- 19 expenditures are based on the 'major, known c:ommitments' of elected officials and include negotiated lobar agreemenhi, estimates of 
compensation and inflation cost increases, the operating costs of capitol facilities, the fiscal impact of approved legislation or regulations, and 
other programmatic commitmenhi. They do not include unapproved service improvemenhi. The projected future expenditures, revenues, and 
fund balance may vary based on changes to fee or tax rates, uSQge inflation, future labor agreements, and other factors not assumed here. 
6. Section 68A-4 of the County Code requires: a) that the proceeds from" either the Urban District tax or parking fee transfer must not be 
greater than 90 percent of their combined total; and b) that the transfer from the Parking District not exceed the number of parking spaces in 
the Urban District times the number of enforcement hours per year times 20 cents. 

. 
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FYT:4.1!91 P.tlBUCSERVl:Ces; PROGRAM:; FISCAL PLAN " : ,~::: t ~ < ~ -, " Silverr Spr:ing: timan: District: , - , 
FY13 FY14 FY15 I FY16 I FY17 I FY18 I FY19 

FISCAL PROJECTIONS ESnMATE REC PROJECTION PROJEenON PROJECTION PROJEenON PROJEenON 

ASSUMPTIONS 

Property Tax Rate: Real Property 0,024 0.024 0<024 0.024 0<024 0.024 0<02. 

Ass....abl.. Bo...: Real Property (000) 2,354,500 
, ' 

2,376,300 2,461,300 2,550,900 2,661,600 2,714,600 2,893,400 

Property Tax Collection Facto" Real Property 98.9% 98.9% 98.9% 98.9% 98.9% 98.9% 98.9% 

Property Tax Rat":,P"..onal Property 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0,060 0.060 0.060 

As.essable 80s,,: Personal Property (000) 115,000 115,000 115,000 115,000 115,000 115,000 115,000 

PropertyTax Collection Factor: Personal Praperty 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 

Indirect Co.t R,II. ''­ 12.13% 15.69% 15.69",(, "15.69% 15.69% 15.69% 15.69% 

CPI {Fiscal Year:! 2.3% 2.3% 2.4% ~i 2.7% 3.2% 3.5% 3.7% 

Investm"nt Income Yield 0.16% 0.19'0/. 0.36%: 0.75% 1.35% 1.80".4. 2.15% 

BEGINNING FUND BALANCE 629,82 70,48 74,A3aj 73,7401 77,4261 81,999! 84,373 

REVENUES 
, 

'Tax... 626,139 631,314 651,489 672,757 699,032 1 725,854 754,052 
Charges For Services 134,000 134,000 134,000 134,000 134000 I 134,000 134,000 
Subtotal Revenu.... 760,139 765,314 785,489 806,757 833;032 1 859,854 888,052 

)NTERFUND TRANSFERS (Net Nan-Clp) 1,314,480 2,118,680 2,147,640 2,270,830 2,378,830 2,498,830 2,639,830 
Transfers To Th.. General Fund (217,520) (286,320) (300,360) (304,170) (304,170) (304,170) (304,170) 

Indirect Costs (217,520) (286,320) (300,360) (304,170) (304,170) (304,170) {304,1 7O1 
Trttnsfe.. From Special Fd.: Non-Tax + ISF 1,532,000 2,405,000 2,448,000 2,575,000 2,683,000 2,803,000 2,944,000 

Fram Sil_ Spring Parlcing Dislrid 1,532,000 2,405,000 2,448,000 2,575,000 2,683,000 2,803,000 2,944,000 
I 

TOTAL RESOURCES 2,704,444 2,954,481 3,007,567 3,151,326 3,289,289 : 3t140,683 3,612,255 

P$P OPER. BUDGET APPROPI EXP'S. ~:303,593:1' ..Op..!OIing Budget (2,633,957) (2,880,043) (2,905,3 631 (3,021,183) (3,154,573:1 (3,469,203) 
Labor Agreement n/a 0 (89,464) (113,717)i (113,717) (113,717) " (113,717) 
Annuar.zations and One·lim .. .,'> n/a n/a, 61,000 61,000 I 61,000 i ' 61,0001 61,000 ' 

-­
Swta1a1 P$P Op.... Budget Approp I Exp's (2,633,957) (2,880,043) (2,933,827) (3,073,900) , (3,207,290)I (3,356,31 O) I (3,521,920) 

I I 
TOTAL USE OF RESOURCES (2,633,957) (2,880,043) (2,933,827) (3,073,900) , (3,207,290) i , (3,356,310) I (3,521,920) 

YEAR END FUND BALANCE 70,487 74,438 73,740 77,426 81,999 84,3731 90,335 
: 

END.O'.YEAR RESERVES AS A ;1 uJPERCENT OF RESOURCES 2..6% 2.5~ 2.5~ 2.5%, 2.5% 2..5% 
.-

Assumenons: 
1. Transfers from the Silver Spring Parking District are adjusted annually to fund the approved service program and to maintain an ending fund 
balance of approximately 2.5 percent of resources. 
2. Property tax revenue is assumed to increase over tne six years based on an improved assessable base. 
3. Large assessable base increases are due to economic growtn and new projects coming online. 
4. These projections are based on the Executive's Recommended Budget and include the revenue and resource assumptions of that budget. 
FY1 5-19 expenditures are based on tne 'major, known commitments' of elected officials and include negotiated labor agreements, estimates of 
compensation and inflation cost increases, tne operating costs of capital facilities, tne fiscal impact of approved legislation or regulations, and 
otner programmatic commitments. Tney do not include unapproved service improvements. Tne projected future expenditures, revenues, and 
fund balance may vary bosed on cnanges to fee or tax rates, usage inflation, future labor agreements, and other factors not assumed nere. 
5. Section 68A·4 of tne County Code requires: a) tnat tne proceeds from eitner tne Urban District tax or parking fee transfer must not be 
greater than 90 percent of fneir combined total; and b) tnat the tronsfer from the Parking District nof exceed tne number of parking spaces in 
the Urban District times the number of enforcement nours per year times 20 cents. 



P.Ct4.'::W;1J I?I1BtlCSEItVICESI?Q.QGRAM'::&r5C'A1.I?E.ANI ; ~ ;' 
, ~ ',-t ; , ; > WfteatOnt Urbam DiStrict J , , .',', 

FYt3 FY14 FY15 I FY16 I FY17 FY18 FY19 

RSCAL PROJECTIONS ESnMATE REC PROJECfION PROJECTION PROJECfION PROJECTION PROJECfION 

ASSUMPnONS 

Proper1y Tax Rat,,: Real Proper1y 0.030 0.03( 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 O.OJC 

As.....abl .. Ba... : Real Proper1y (000) 428,300 432,300 447,800 464,100 424,200 504,800 526,400 

Prop"r1y Tax Collaction Factor: Real Proper1y 98.9% 98.9% 98.9% 98.9% 98.9% 98.9% 98.9% 

Proper1y Tax Rate: Personal Proper1y 0.075 0.07' 0.075 0.075 0.075 0.075 0.075 

Ass....able 8as .. : Personal Proper1y (000) 27,700 27,700 27,700 27,700 27,700 27,700 27,700 

Proper1yTax Collection Factor: Personal Proper1y 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 97.5% 

Indinoct Cast Rale 12.13% 15.69% 15.69% 15.69% 15.69% 15.69% 15.69% 

CPI (Fi.cal Year) 2.3% 2.3% 2.4% 2.7% 3.2% 3.5% 3.7% 

Investment Incam.. Yi..ld 0.16% 0.19% 0.36% 0.75% 1.35% 1.80% 2.15% 

IIGINNING FUND BAlANCE 176,589 65,55~ 40,4191 41,515 43,19~ 45,147 46,877 

REVENUES 
Tax... 147,332 148,519 153,118 157,954 163,918 170,030 176,439 
Subtotal Revenues 147,332 148,519 153,118 157,954 163,918 170,030 I 176,439 

INTERFUND TRANSFERS (Net Non.CIP) 1,201,480 1,40S,300 1,489,350 1,564,180 1,634,180 1,710,180 1,799,180 
Transf .. rs To·Th.. General Fund (128,930) {l 71 ,110) (179,060) (181,230) (181,230) (181,230) (181,230) 

Indinoct Co,1s (128,9301 (171,110) (179,060) (181.230) (181,230) (1111,230) (181,230) 
Transfe.. From The G .. n .. ra1 Fund 1,038,090 1,284,090 1,376,090 1,453,090 1,.523,090 1,.599,090 1,688,090 

To Be,elin .. Services 76,090 76,090 76,090 76,090 76,090 76,090 76,090 
To Non.Ba...line Sn.... 962,000 1,208,000 1,300,000 l,3n,OOO 1,447,000 1,523,000 1,612,000 

Transfe.. From Special Fd,: Non·Tax + ISF 292,320 292,320 292,320 292,320 292,320 292,320 292,320 
From Wh.. aton Pori<ing District 292,320 292,320 292,320 292,320 292,320 292,320 292,320 

TOTAL RESOURCES 1,525,401 1,619,369 1,682,887 1,763,649 1,141,297 I 1,926,057 2,022,495 
-. 

PSP OPER. BUDGIT APPROP! EXP'5. 
Op.....mng 8udget (1,459,851) (1,578,950) (1,590,670) 11,655,900) 11,730,900) (1,1114.630) (1,907,640) 
Labor Agreem .. nt n/o 0 (50,702)i (64,.550) (64,.5.50) ,(64,.550)' 164,.550) 

Subtotal PSP Oper Budget Approp I Exp's (1,459,8'1) (1,578,950) (1,641 ,372) I (1,720,450) (1,795,450) i 
'1 

(1.879,180)1 (1.972,190) 

TOTAL USE OF RESOURCES (1,459,851) (1,578,950) (1,641,372) , (1,720,450) (1,795,450) (1,879,180) (1,972,190) 

YEAR END FUND BALANCE 65,550 40,419 41,515 43,199 45,8471 46,8771 50,305 

END-OF·YEAR RESERVES AS A 

PIRCENT OF RESOURCES 4.3'" 2.5% 2.5% 2.4% 2.50/. 2.4 2.50/. 

Assumptions: 
1. Transfers from the Wheaton Parking District are adjusted annually to fund the approved service program and to maintain an ending fund 
balance of approximately 2.5 percent of resources. 
2. Property tax revenue is assumed 10 increase over the six yeors based on an improved assessable base. 
3. large assessable base increases are due to economic growth and new projects coming online. 
4. The Baseline Services transfer provides basic right·of.way maintenance comporable to services provided countywide. 
5. The Non.Baseline Services transfer is necessary to maintain fund balance policy. 
6. These projections are based on the Executive's Recommended Budget and include the revenue and resource assumptions of that budget: 
FY15-19 expenditures are bcssed on the "major. known commitments" of elected officials and include negotiated labor agr:eements, estimates 
of compensation and inflation cost increases, the operating cosis of capital facilities, the fiscal impoct of approved legislation or regulations, 
and other programmatic commitmenlli. They do not include unappraved service improvemenis. The projected future expenditures, revenues, 
and fund balance may vary based on changes ta fee or tax rates, usage inflation, future labar agreements, and otherfac:tors nof assumed here. 
8. Section 68A·4 of the County Code requires: aJ that the proceeds from either the Urban District tax or parking fee transfer must not be 
greater than 90 percent of their combined total; and bJ that the transfer from the Parking District not exceed the number of parking spaces in 
the Urban District times the number of enforcement hours per year times 20 cenis. 

. 



COMPARISON OF URBAN DISTRICT FUNDING SOURCES 
FY13-FY14 

FY13 Estimate FY14CERec. 
BETHESDA URBAN DISTRICf 
Beginning Fund Balance 110,441 90,429 

Revenues 
Urban District Tax 446,484 450,080 
Charges 1Dr services to optional method development 150,000 150,000 
Interfund Transfers 
Transfer to the General Fund for indirect costs* -14,610 -19,940 
Transfer from Bethesda Parking Lot District 2,815,000 2,932,000 
Total Resources 3,507,315 3,602,569 

Operating budget expenditures -3,416,886 -3,513,396 
Projected year end fund balance 90,429 89,173 
End ofyear reserves as a % of resources 2.6% 2.5% 

SILVER SPRING URBAN DISTRICf 
Beginning Fund Balance 629,825 70,487 
Revenues 
Urban District Tax 626,139 631,314 
Charges 1Dr services to optional method development 134,000 134,000 
Interfund Transfers 
Transfer to the General Fund for indirect costs* -217,520 -286,320 
Transfer from Silver Spring Parking Lot District 1,532,000 2,405,000 
Total Resources 2,704,444 2,954,481 

Operating budget expenditures -2,633,957 -2,880,043 
Projected year end fund balance 70,487 74,438 
End of year reserves as a % of resources 2.6% 2.5% 

WHEATON URBAN DISTRICT 
Beginning Fund Balance 176,589 65,550 
Revenues 
Urban District Tax 147,332 148,519 
Interfund Transfers 
Transfer to the General Fund for indirect costs* -128,930 -171,110 
Transfer from the General Fund for baseline services 76,090 76,090 
Transfer from the General Fund for non-baseline services 962,000 1,208,000 
Transfer from Wheaton Parking Lot District 292,320 292,320 
Total Resources 1,525,401 1,619,369 

-
Operating budget expenditures -1,459,851 -1,578,950 
Projected year end fund balance 65,550 40,419 
End of year reserves as a % of resources 4.3% 2.5% 

*Indirect costs are calculated by fonnula to coverthe costs for services provided to the Urban Districts by centralized 
County functions such as Human Resources, Managemert and Budget, County Attorney, Etc. As with other special 
funds, indirect costs are transferred from the Urban District funds to the General Fund. 

7t:::';
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URBAN DISTRICT QUESTIONS 

Department responses 

1. 	 Please provide additional information on the trash, recycling, and pet waste disposal programs in 
each of the districts? How do they differ and what are the costs and sources of funding? 

In Bethesda, trash and recycling is collected a minimum of 5xJweek (3x1week on weekdays and daily on 
weekends) under contract with the Bethesda Urban Partnership (BUP). Recycling bins in Bethesda were 
funded through contributions coordinated by Bethesda Green. Bethesda does not have a specific pet 
waste disposal program. Trash/recycling collection in Bethesda is included within the BUP contract for 
streetscape maintenance, which is budgeted at $1,016,867. 

In Silver Spring, Trash in Silver Spring is collected a minimum of 5xJweek via contract with BUP. Pet 
waste is a common complaint and growing problem in downtown Silver Spring. The proposed 
introduction of recycling and pet waste stations is a proactive approach which has proven successful for 
private property owners and recycling recommendations are in direct response to the community's 
specific demands in the SSUD. Trash collection in Silver Spring is included in the Streetscape 
Maintenance program, which is budgeted at $419,240. 

In Wheaton, trash and recycling is collected a minimum of 4x1week (including Saturdays). Collection is 
performed by Wheaton UD staff Monday through Friday and Saturdays via contract with BUP. Wheaton 
received a Community Legacy Grant for $125,000 to purchase solar power trash and recycling stations. 
Green Wheaton has also received a grant from DEP to purchase recycling containers that the clean team 
will service. Wheaton does not have a specific pet waste disposal program. Trash/recycling collection in 
Wheaton is included in the Streetscape Maintenance program, which is budgeted at $163,189. 

See Addendum 1 for sources of funding by Urban District: 

2. 	 How are the Urban District Advisory Boards surveyed about their satisfaction with the level of 
service provided by the Urban District? Is it just a coincidence that all the Boards ranked all 3 
districts a 4 in every category? 

In December 2012 a Customer Satisfaction Survey was sent via surveymonkey.com to the members of 
the three Urban Districts' Advisory Boards. A PDF of the survey questions is attached to this email. The 
response rates (after duplicates were removed) were as follows: 

~ 

Number of 

Total responses as 
of 1.3.13 

RateSurvey Title/Board Members Started Finished 
Urban Districts Customer 
Survey 31 23 22 71% 

Edited because of duplicates 31 21 20 65% 
Bethesda Urban Partnership Count 10 8 edited 8 80% 

Wheaton Urban District Advisory 

Council 13 10 77% 

Silver Spring Urban District 8 3 38% 

Urban District response to Council Staff questions 17;\ 	 Page 1 of 4 
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The responses were averaged to create the following aggregate scores: 

Urban Districts Customer Survey Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 Question 4 

Bethesda Urban Partnership Board 4.87 4.75 4.75 4.75 

Wheaton Urban District Advisory Board 2.9 3.3 3.4 3.4 

Silver Spring Urban District Advisory 
Board 

3 5 4.3 4 

To derive the measures for CountyStat and OMB/Budget Book purposes, the following methodology was 
used: The two performance measure scores for the budget book are 3.6 (regarding effective promotion 
of jurisdictions), and 4.3 (regarding maintenance of streetscape amenities). The first number is an 
average of all scores received from the survey participants for question 1; and the second number is an 
average of all scores received from the survey participants for questions 2 and 3 (the scores for question 
number 4 on the survey were not factored in because the subject is the Hospitality Team, which is not 
referenced in either performance measure description). 

It appears that the last part of the question refers to the out~year projections for which each district has 
stated that their future projection or performance target is an aggregate average score of 4 on the 
satisfaction scale of 1~5, not actual scores or rankings that are being reported. 

3. 	 The Council received a request from the Wheaton Urban District Advisory Committee asking for 
increases in funding for various items (e.g., to increase cleaning staff from 5 to 7 days a week). 
For each of these requests (see attached), please indicate the level of service provided by the 
other Urban Districts and whether the request would achieve a comparable level of service for 
Wheaton or a higher level of service. For example, how many days per week are other Urban 
Districts cleaned and are their lights all Dark-Sky Compliant? 

In Bethesda and Silver Spring, litter is collected by hand at least once per day or as demand dictates. In 
Wheaton, litter is collected 6x/week. Frequency of trash collection is noted under #1. Each urban district 
also provides public landscape maintenance, street sweeping, tree maintenance, brick sidewalk cleaning, 
tree planting, mowing, snow removal, and sidewalk repair services. 

While Urban Districts fund replacement of streetlights damaged in vehicle accidents, streetlights 
replacement is managed by the Department of Transportation. The Urban Districts will work with DOT in 
FY2014 to explore a strategy for addressing Dark Sky compliance. 

4. 	 Why does the percentage increase in benefits vary among the three districts, even though there is 
not a significant difference in the percentage salary increased? 

See #7. 

5. 	 Are the wage and benefit increases for the Bethesda Urban Partnership comparable to those 
proposed for the County? 

Yes. BUP wages and benefit increases are in line with the proposal for County employees. 

6. 	 Clarify the source of revenue entitled "Optional Method Development". 

Under County Code, Chapter 68A, Optional Method Development is defined as property for which the 
owner has agreed with the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission to be responsible 
for installing and maintaining both on-site and off-site improvements. Optional Method Developers agree 
to fund maintenance of improvements to the public Right of Way associated with their project during site 
plan approval. Chapter 68A allows the County Executive to charge each optional method development 

Urban District response to Council Staff questions ;"/:;1. 	 Page 2 of4 . 	 lib 



for the cost of maintaining off-site amenities for that development, including the County's cost of liability 
insurance. 

7. 	 How is Group Insurance allocated to the Districts (or departments generally)? I noticed that 2 
are increasing while one is decreasing even though the number of FTEs is relatively constant. 

In previous years, group insurance was calculated in the past on a case by case basis and is now 
calculated on an average basis. It changed to help streamline the budgeting process relative to group 
insurance. It was too cumbersome and too easy to make mistakes when we assumed that current group 
health selections and costs (which vary greatly depending on the incumbent employee) would adequately 
predict projected costs. We use a point-in-time workforce (September 2012) to project for the budget 
year that begins nearly a year later (July 2013). 

Urban District response to Council Staff questions @ 	 Page 3 of4 



Addendum to #1 - Urban District Sources of Funds (FY2014 - Proposed) 

Bethesda UD 

2,932,000 

Ill] Bethesda Urban District Tax I 
• Optionallll1ethod Developer fees I 

[0 Bethesda Parking Lot District 

Silver Spring UD 

El Silver Spring Urban District Tax I 
• Optionallll1ethod Developer fees 

! 0 Silver Spring Parking Lot District 

2,405,000 

WheatonUD 

148,519 

1,284,090 

[ Eil Wheaton Urban District Tax 

! • Wheaton Parking Lot District 

10 General Fund 

Urban District response to Council Staff questions @ Page 4of4 



Urban Districts Customer Survey 

Thank you for your interaction with Montgomery County's Urban Districts. We are continually looking for ways to better 
serve you. Please take a few minutes to provide us confidential feedback on your most recent experience. 

Which Montgomery County Urban District are you rating? 

o Bethesda Urban District 

o Wheaton Urban District 

o Silver Spring Urban District 

*Overall, rate your overall level of satisfaction with the Marketing and Promotion by this 

Urban District 

o 1 (Least Satisfied) o 5 (Most Satisfied) 

*Streetscape Maintenance: Satisfication with cleanliness levels of Urban District's 


maintained areas 


o 1 (Very Unsatisfied) 0 2 o 5 (Most Satisfied) 

*Streetscape Maintenance: Satisfication with Urban District's landscape maintenance 


efforts 


o 1 (Very Unsatisfied) 0 2 o 5 (Most Satisfied) 

*Hospitality: Satisfication with the "value added" of the Urban District's Hospitality team. 

o Satisfication with 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 o 5 (Most Satisfied) 

(Very Unsatisfied) 

Please provide any suggestions or comments below: 

Thank you for your feedback. 

If you would like to discuss your feedback further, please send an email to: countystat@montgomerycountymd.gov 

For more information about Urban Districts, please visit their web site at: 
www.montgomerycountymd.gov/CEC 
or Call: 240-777-0311 

www.montgomerycountymd.gov/CEC
mailto:countystat@montgomerycountymd.gov
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WHEATON URBAN DISTRICT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Islah Leggett 	 Ana L. van Balen 
COlin", Execntlw: 	 Director 

April 10, 2013 
.~.--, 

Montgomery County Council 072176 
100 Maryland Ave 
Rockville, MD 20850 

Dear Coundlmembers: 

-{ 

The Wheaton Urban District Advisory Committee (WUDAC) wishes to bring to your attention severaE.; 
budget priorities for the Wheaton Urban District and requests your support for approving these in the 
FY2014 budget: 

• 	 Increasing Clean Team Staff to 1 days a week ($126,452): Currently, these services are provided 
on Monday through Friday. This request will increase staff and enable the Clean Team to 
provide services 7 days a week to meet the demands of an increase in residents and patrons as a 
result of the upcoming residential units and opening of Costeo. Additional staff will ensure that 
the Urban District remains clean under this new demand. 

• 	 Becoming Dark-Sky Compliant ($195,000): Approximately 40% of street lighting and the 
majority of pedestrian lighting in the Urban District do not meet Dark-Sky standards. With the 
changing practice of the County towards a more energy efficient, Dark-Sky friendly lighting, the 
request will replace 195 pedestrian lights to meek Dark·Sky standards. Currently, pedestrian 
lighting in the Urban district are decades old and are not energy efficient. ReplaCing these lights 
will keep up with the changing practice throughout the County. 

• 	 light Pole Banners ($20,000): As part of the branding effort to promote the new Wheaton logo, 
new light pole banners need to reflect the new design. The existing banners have not been 
replaced in over 10 years and the request will replace the old banners with new ones that reflect 
the new logo and image of Wheaton and the Urban District. 

• 	 Gateway signs ($50,000 for five signs at $10,000 each): Five gateway signs will be placed on 
Georgia Ave., University Boulevard, and Veirs Mill Rd. They will have the new Wheaton logo and 
will suggest to all visitors along these major arteries that Wheaton is transforming. New gateway 
signs, along with the changes in the Georgia Ave skyline will make visitors and residents aware' 
that change is underway, a change for the better. These signs will reflect the changes that are 
coming to Wheaton and be a small part in jump starting a new beginning. 

• 	 Printed Promotional Materials ($25,000): In a continued effort to promote and support the new 
marketing strategy of the Urban District, printed materials are necessary to further promote 
Wheaton as a destination in Montgomery County. This budget item will not only cover new 
materials that highlight and display the new logo, but also cover promotional items such as a 
restaurant guide, walking tours, Arts & Entertainment, and direct mail about events in Wheaton. 



Many ofthese items will also be used in WUDAC's outreach efforts to local businesses and 
community groups to help promote their work and efforts throughout the Urban District. 

Total FY2014 budget request: $416,452 


These requests and recommendations reflect and support both the changes happening in and around 

the Urban District along with the goals and mission of WUDAC. We respectfully ask that you seriously 

consider these reasonable yet very important budget items for inclusion in the FY2014 budget. 


Thank you for your support for these priority initiatives for the Wheaton Urban District. If you have any 

questions, feel free to contact me at 301-237-2133 or Ana lopez Van Balen, Director of the Mid-County 

Regional Services Center, at 240-n7-8100, or bye-mail at 

analopez.vanbalen@montgomerycountymd.gov. 


Sincerely, 


Henriot St. Gerard, Chair 

Wheaton Urban District Advisory Committee (WUDAC) 


mailto:analopez.vanbalen@montgomerycountymd.gov

