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The Office of Legidative Oversight’s review of transportation demand management in Montgomery County and
other communities found that the County actively promotes transit and other alternative commuting modes, especially
within urban centers. However, OLO aso found that the County simultaneously implements parking policies that
undercut efforts to encourage commuters to choose alternative travel modes.

OL O recommends the Council act to improve the consistency of the County’s transportation demand management
policies and practices. As part of this, OLO recommends that the Council discuss how to establish a sustainable
alternative commuting infrastructure. Practices of other places offer potential strategies for the County to consider.

WHAT ISTRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT?

“Transportation demand management” refers to a set of public policy strategies and programs aimed at providing
convenient and affordable alternatives to the single-occupant vehicle to maximize use of a region’s aternative
transportation resources.

When choosing how to travel to work, commuters weigh the relative cost, time, and convenience of aternative modes
of travel against driving alone. Local governments control only some of the many factors that influence a commuter’s
decision to drive alone or use an aternative travel mode.

Sufficient and reliable funding for transit and other alternative commuting modes is a necessary prerequisite for
persuading a high percentage of commuters to use alternative modes. For example, suppose ajurisdiction successfully
persuades a large number of commuters to use an aternative mode of travel by providing cost competitive, timely,
and convenient aternatives to driving alone. This may generate a need for the jurisdiction to invest additional
resources in its aternative transit infrastructure (e.g., buses or bikeways) so that commuters do not become frustrated
by crowded transit or other inconveniences and return to driving alone.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY’S SERVICESAND PROGRAMS

The County’s alternative transportation infrastructure includes bus and rail transit systems, bikeways, and pedestrian
facilities. The County also provides services and programs to promote these and other alternative commuting modes.
For example, the County requires developers and employers to implement traffic mitigation measures and provides
funding to employers who offer transit subsidies to their employees. The table below summarizes County services
and programs designed to promote alternative commuting modes.

Service/Program Description

Metrorail, Metrobus, Ride On, MARC Train, and MTA (Maryland Transit
Administration) Commuter Bus transit systems serve commuters.

Transit

Bikeways A total of eight bikeways serve five County urban centers.

Pedestrian Facilities | Sidewalks, crosswalks, countdown crosswalk signals, and lighting assist pedestrians.

Certain developers and employers must implement traffic mitigation measures (such as

Traffic Mitigation limiting parking, providing carpooling or vanpooling incentives, or offering transit
subsidies).
Transit Subsidies Financial assistance is provided to employers who offer transit subsidies to employees.

The County Department of Transportation:
o Markets alternative transportation to workers and residents;
Commuter Services « Encourages employers to promote alternative transportation;
o Implements commuter assistance programs; and
« Provides personalized rideshare matching for carpools and vanpools.




TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS

The County focuses transportation demand management efforts on urban centers. Specifically, County law establishes
transportation management districts in North Bethesda, downtown Bethesda, Friendship Heights, downtown Silver
Spring, and Shady Grove. (The Shady Grove district, established in 2006, remains unfunded and inactive.) The
County Department of Transportation (DOT) has aso designated the Wheaton Central Business District as a
“Transportation Planning and Policy Area.”

The County uses different approaches to manage and finance transportation demand management activities in North
Bethesda, Bethesda, Friendship Heights, Silver Spring, and Wheaton. These differences reflect the uniqueness of each
area, congtituent interests, and management practices that existed when the transportation management district or
transportation planning and policy areawas established. For example, private organizations manage the transportation
management districts in North Bethesda and Bethesda (under County contract), while the County’s Department of
Transportation manages programsin Friendship Heights, Silver Spring, and Wheaton.

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT GOVERNANCE IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY

In Montgomery County, a decentralized structure of County and non-County entities shape the governance of
transportation systems and transportation demand management programs. At times, this results in policies and
programs that are not fully coordinated. Thisis common in most metropolitan areas, where governance entities may
include state and local governments, regional organizations, transit systems, and parking authorities.

Some communities, notably universities with urban campuses, operate transportation demand management systems
that offer a range of services that are consolidated under one centrally-managed program. In these places, a single
entity promotes alternative commuting modes, offers transit incentives, operates local shuttle services, and sets
parking pricing and supply policies.

IMPACT OF PARKING POLICIESON TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT

As currently implemented, County parking policies and transportation demand management objectives often work at
Cross purposes to one another, simultaneously promoting alternative commuting modes and providing single-
occupant drivers easy access to plentiful, low-cost, conveniently-located parking. Such parking serves as an incentive
to drive alone, which arguably undercuts County efforts to encourage aternative travel modes.

Under current zoning requirements, developments in urban centers must provide nearly the same amount of parking
(for similar uses) as developments in less dense parts of the County. These requirements, adopted when the County
was more suburban in nature, do not fully account for transit services and traffic congestion in urban centers today.

The County’s parking management practices also encourage commuters to drive alone. The County is a significant
provider of parking in urban centers (see table below). Currently, most of the County-provided spaces in Bethesda,
Silver Spring, and Wheaton are designated as long-term parking, which encourages commuters to drive alone. Except
for afew County parking facilities which fill during peak hours, the overall supply of parking in each district exceeds
demand. Further, the County’s parking rates are generally less expensive compared to private parking rates.

COUNTY PARKING PROVIDED IN URBAN CENTERS

North Friendship q 8
Bethesda Bethesda Heights Silver Spring Wheaton
Short-term 632 1,816 1,252 536
No County
Long-term 257 5,400 parking 10,134 892
Other* 200 285 680 36
# of County Spaces 1,089 7,501 0 12,066 1,464

*ncludes non-metered, handicapped, and government vehicle spaces




TRANSIT AND TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT FUNDING IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Multiple County and non-County sources fund the County’s transportation infrastructure, which includes rail and bus
systems, bikeways, and pedestrian facilities. The magjor funding sources for the County’s transit and transportation
demand management services are two special funds:

e The Maryland Transportation Trust Fund supports State transportation programs, including operating
MARC trains and MTA Commuter Buses and paying the County’s contributions to WMATA. State gas tax
and motor vehicle taxes are the Fund’s largest revenue sources.

e The County’s Mass Transit Fund supports operation of the Ride On bus system, transportation demand
management programs, and other activities of the DOT Division of Transit Services. Mass Transit Property
Tax revenue contributes about two-thirds of all Mass Transit Fund resources.

Revenue from two special districts also supports County transportation demand management activities:

e Transportation Management District revenue funds transportation demand management activities through
aspecial feethat the County charges certain property owners.

e Parking Lot Districts (PL Ds) receive revenue from parking fees and fines and a special property tax. PLD
revenue must first pay for parking facility operating and capital obligations; however, surplus revenue may
be used to support a transportation management district.

The table below shows the different FY 08 funding sources in the four Transportation Management Districts and one
Transportation Planning and Policy Area (in Wheaton).

FY 08 FUNDING FOR TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT IN URBAN CENTERS

Bgtﬁgclia Bethesda Fu?g}igp Silver Spring Wheaton
Parking Revenue v v v
TMD Fees v v v
Mass Transit Fund v v v

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT IN OTHER COMMUNITIES

Other communities implement a variety of transportation demand management strategies. Highlights from these
strategies and observations about their applicability to Montgomery County are summarized below.

Dedicated Funding for Transit: Most large transit systems in the country are funded in part by revenue from a
dedicated source. Examples of dedicated revenue are sales taxes, automobile fees, and toll revenue. Montgomery
County would need State approval to establish any of these types of revenue as a dedicated funding source for transit.

Montgomery County is already authorized to implement other transit funding strategies used el sewhere. For example,
the County could establish “transportation improvement districts” (a type of specia taxing district) to raise revenue
for transit system improvements. The County could also impose an excise tax on non-residential parking spaces, or it
could raise public parking rates to support transit programs.

Transportation Network Design: Transportation network design may also promote efficient commuting practices.
Examplesinclude:

e Locating public parking facilities at the periphery of a central business district to intercept vehicles before they
enter the congested district center.

e Installing traffic signaling systems that give precedence to transit vehicles at signal-controlled intersections.
¢ Building dedicated rights-of-way or roadway lanes used by frequent, high-capacity public commuter buses.




Economic Incentives. Economic incentives are a common tool to entice commuters to switch to transit or other
aternative modes. Currently, the County reimburses some employer-provided transit subsidies. Other communities
have developed different incentives to encourage commuting by alternative modes. For example:

¢ In Denver, Colorado, transit systems sell discounted passes for use by all workers in an organization. These
programs offer those employees who do not need to drive every day an incentive to ride transit occasionally.

e The state of California requires many employers that provide parking subsidies to offer a cash allowance as an
aternative to the parking subsidy.

e Redmond, Washington, has a pilot program that calculates an initial baseline number of commuter trips for a
business, and then pays a business $300 annually for each trip it eliminates below theinitial baseline.

Driving Disincentives. Several communities have adopted strategies to make driving alone less attractive than other
commuting options. Examples of driving disincentive practicesinclude:

¢ Reducing minimum parking requirements for urban areas served by transit. Alternatively, some communities set
maximum limits — by site or by district - on the amount of parking permitted.

e Constraining the parking supply or raising parking rates.

e Adjusting transportation-related charges by time of day or by location (a practice known as ‘“congestion
pricing”). For example, London charges drivers afeeto enter the city center.

OLO RECOMMENDATIONS

OLO offers four recommendations for Council action to improve the consistency of the County’s policies and
practices related to transportation demand management.

1. Establish parking paliciesthat are consistent with the County’s transportation demand management goals.

The Council should review and amend current parking policies to better align them with the County’s transportation
demand management goals established in approved master plans and the Growth Policy. The Council should consider
revising Zoning Ordinance parking requirements and establishing criteria for determining the supply and pricing of
County-owned parking spaces.

2. Ask the Executive and the Planning Board to report annually on commuting goals.

The Council is the sole entity with authority to align land use and transportation policies to achieve complementary
objectives. The Council should ask the County Executive and the Planning Board to report annually on progress made
toward achieving master plan commuting goals. Based on this input, the Council should determine what changes, if
any, should be made to transportation or land use policies and programs.

3. Ask the Executive to evaluate transportation demand management practices used in other communities.

The County has implemented a broad series of measures to promote alternative commuting modes; nonethel ess, some
practices from other jurisdictions merit further evaluation to assess their viability in Montgomery County. The
Council should ask the County Executive to evaluate transportation demand management practices that could
supplement the current array of County programs.

4. Discuss approachesfor creating and funding a sustainable alter native commuting infrastructure.

If the County’s transportation demand management programs are successful, the increased demand created by alarge
scale shift in commuting practices could strain the County’s transit, bicycle, and pedestrian networks. The Council
should discuss its long-term vision for building and funding additional capacity to accommodate workers who no
longer commute by single-occupant vehicle. The Council should assess whether it expects to use existing revenue
sources to build future improvements or whether it intends to pursue new funding resources for major new initiatives.
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CHAPTER |: AUTHORITY, SCOPE, AND ORGANIZATION OF REPORT

A. Authority

Council Resolution 16-673, Fiscal Year 2009 Work Program of the Office of Legidlative
Oversight, adopted July 29, 2008.

B. Purpose and Scope of Report

Transportation demand management programs in urban centers are designed to change travel
behavior by providing convenient and affordable alternatives to the single-occupant vehicle. The
objectives of these programs are to reduce traffic congestion, decrease energy consumption, and
improve air quality. Montgomery County offers a collection of transportation demand
management programs that focus on urban center commuters.

The County Council directed OLO to prepare areport that describes the implementation,
funding, and governance of transportation demand management strategies in Montgomery
County and in other jurisdictions. Specifically, the Council asked OLO to:

o Describe transportation demand management practices in the County s urban centers,
including programs, governance structure, and financing;

e Provide case studies from other jurisdictions on alternative urban transportation demand
management approaches; and

¢ |dentify transportation demand management practices, governing structures, and
financing techniques employed in other jurisdictions that could be considered for use in
Montgomery County.

C. Organization of Report

Chapter 11, Transportation Demand M anagement Concepts, describes concepts relating to
transportation demand management.

Chapter 111, Transportation Demand M anagement Governance and | mplementation in
Montgomery County, describes the County’s approach to transportation demand management.

Chapter 1V, County Parking Policiesand Commuter Choice, describes County policies and
programs relating to parking in urban centers.

Chapter V, Transit and Transportation Demand M anagement Funding, presents
information on the funding of transit and transportation demand management programs.

Chapter VI, Transportation Demand Management in Other Communities, identifies
aternative transportation demand management practices employed in other communities and
discusses the potential applicability of these practices to the County.

Chapter VII presents asummary of the Office of Legidative Oversight’s Findings.

OLO Report 2009-6, Chapter | 1 December 9, 2008
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Chapter VIII presentsthe Office of Legidative Oversight’s Recommendations.
Chapter I X presents Agency Commentsreceived on afinal draft of this report.

D. Methodology

Office of Legidative Oversight (OLO) staff members Aron Trombka and Jennifer Renkema
conducted this study. OL O gathered information through document reviews, data analysis, and
interviews with staff from the Department of Transportation (DOT) and the Department of
Planning. OLO also met with managers of transportation management organizations and
attended meetings of transportation management district advisory committees. OLO conducted
internet research on transportation demand management programs around the country and abroad
and made e-mail contact with program managers to learn more about specific initiatives. A
primary source for much of the content of this report was the website of the Victoria Transport
Policy Institute’s online Transportation Demand Management Encyclopedia

E. Acknowledgements
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CHAPTER |I: TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT CONCEPTS

This chapter introduces the reader to some of the basic concepts that influence the design and
implementation of transportation demand management programs. This chapter includes two
sections.

Section A, Definition of Transportation Demand M anagement, defines the concept and
objectives of transportation demand management; and

Section B, Factorsthat I nfluence Commuter Choices, presents an overview of the
different factors that influence commuter travel choices.

A. Definition of Transportation Demand M anagement

The phrase transportation demand management (TDM) refers to a set of strategies that increase
the efficiency of aregion’s transportation resources including roadways, transit lines, bikeways,
pedestrian connections, and parking facilities. More specifically, TDM strategies seek to
maximize the number of travelers that atransportation network can accommodate in a cost
effective, timely, and convenient fashion. In jurisdictions such as Montgomery County, where
communities are transitioning from suburban to urban densities, a central purpose of TDM isto
change travel behavior by promoting viable alternatives to commuting by single-occupant
automobile.

The Victoria Transport Policy Institute describes “transportation demand management” as
follows:

“Transportation Demand Management refers to various strategies that change
travel behavior (how, when and where people travel) in order to increase transport
system efficiency and achieve specific planning objectives. TDM isincreasingly
used to address a variety of problems.

... Many factors affect people’s transport decisions including the relative
convenience and safety of travel modes (such as whether streets have sidewalks
and bikepaths, and the quality of transit services available), prices (transit fares
and the price of parking at destinations); and land use factors (such as whether or
not schools, parks and shops are located close to residential neighborhoods).

... Transportation Demand Management strategies influence these factorsto
encourage more efficient travel patterns, such as shifts from peak to off-peak
periods, from automobile to alternative modes, and from dispersed to closer
destinations.”

OLO Report 2009-6, Chapter 11 4 December 9, 2008
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The Montgomery County Code, Chapter 42A, defines transportation demand
management as.

“any method of reducing demand for road capacity during a peak period,
including an alternative work hours program, carpools, vanpools, subsidized
transit pass, preferential parking, improved bicycle and pedestrian access and
safety, or peak period parking charge.”

Of the various TDM strategies that influence commuting decisions, this OLO report
focuses on strategies relating to:

e Thefunding of transit and other alternative commuting modes;

e Incentivesto encourage the use of aternative commuting modes;

e Disincentives to commuting in a single-occupant automobile; and

e Land use and transportation network designs that promote efficient commuting patterns.

B. Factorsthat Influence Commuter Choices

If the goal of TDM strategiesisto change travel behavior, it is helpful to identify the factors that
commuters take into account when they decide how to travel to work. To address this question,
OLO interviewed transportation management professionals in Montgomery County and
reviewed academic and professional literature. OLO’s literature review relied, in particular, on
work published by the U.S. General Accountability Office and the Victoria Transport Policy
Institute.

Asdetailed below, most of the factors that influence commuter choices affect one of the
following three attributes:

e Cost - therelative expense of aternative commuting modes;
e Time-thetimeit takesto commute by one mode compared to another; and
e Convenience — the ease, comfort, and reliability of alternative commuting modes.

In its interviews with transportation demand management professionals and its review of the
literature, OL O found recurring descriptions of these three factors as having the greatest impact
on commuter choices. Asan illustrative example, the Transportation Research Board of the
National Research Council studied factors that influence individuals’ travel decisions. As part of
the study, the researchers conducted a survey of residents in metropolitan areas with arail transit
system. Consistent with the input OL O received from its interviews, the Transportation
Research Board study found that a sizable majority of survey respondents sought “reliable
transportation at low cost, ... didn’t want to spend any additional time commuting, nor ... to be
dependent on someone else for their transportation.”

>MCC §42A-21.
® Transportation Research Board, Understanding How I ndividuals Make Travel and Location Decisions:
Implications for Public Transportation (TCRP REPORT 123), 2008
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Examining these factors more closely, OLO found there are numerous conditions that impact the
cost, time, and convenience of commuting. These conditions fall into three general categories:
community conditions, individual circumstances, and external factors.

1. Community Conditions

The physical development of a community influences commuting choice. This section identifies
five community factors that may contribute to an individual’s decision to drive alone to work or
to use an alternative mode of transportation.

Land Use Patterns. Land use patterns affect commuting options. The relative locations and
density of jobs and housing influence whether alternatives to the single-occupant automobile are
viable. Transit and carpooling become more feasible where geographically concentrated patterns
of housing and/or jobs exist. This occurs because concentrating land uses enables the efficient
operation of afleet of shared vehiclesto collect and transport commuters to their destinations.
Moreover, in mixed-use urban centers, walking to work also becomes an option for some
commuters.

Transit Network: To be aviable commuting option, atransit network must be capable of
transporting alarge number of people and must connect areas where people live with areas
where they work. In addition, the frequency of service is an important factor in determining how
many people use transit to commute to jobs. Moreover, for commuters to consider transit, the
system must be reliable, convenient, and cost competitive.

Roadway Network / Traffic Congestion: The roadway network influences acommuter’s travel
behavior. A roadway network with excess capacity relative to demand easily accommodates all
forms of automobile commuting, including single-occupant vehicles. In contrast, a roadway
network with excess traffic congestion due to capacity constraints may prompt some commuters
to consider alternative modes of transportation. Building roadway features such as dedicated bus
lanes, high-occupancy vehicle lanes, and bicycle lanes supports alternatives to driving alone.

Parking Availability and Cost: The availability and cost of parking plays asignificant rolein
shaping commuting decisions. Plentiful low-cost parking serves as an incentive to drive alone;
limited or high-cost parking provides an incentive to commute by alternative modes. Moreover,
where parking is at a premium, the presence of reserved, preferred, or discounted spaces for
carpools and vanpools may prompt some commuters to share the ride to work.

Bicycle / Pedestrian Network: The existence of bikeways connecting residential areas to urban
employment centers offers a commuting alternative for some people. Within an urban center, an
extensive and safe pedestrian network is necessary for people to feel comfortable walking from
their transit stop to their place of employment. In mixed-use urban centers, pedestrian
connections allow residents to walk to work.

OLO Report 2009-6, Chapter 11 6 December 9, 2008
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Table 2-1 summarizes the community conditions that support either driving alone or alternative
modes of commuting.

Table2-1: Summary of Community Conditionsthat Support
Single-Occupant Auto and Alternative Commuting M odes

Conditionsthat Support
Single-Occupant Auto Commuting

Conditionsthat Support Alternative

Commuting Modes

L and Use Patterns

e Scattered residential and

employment centers

Limited housing in or near urban
centers

Concentrated residential and
employment centers

Housing within or in walking /
biking distance to urban centers

Transit Network

Limited transit between major
employment and residential centers

Infrequent transit departures

Expansive regional transit network
that reaches major employment and
residential centers

Frequent transit departures

Roadway Network /
Traffic Congestion

Road network that does not
accommodate transit, high-
occupancy vehicles, or bicyclists

Low levels of traffic congestion

Road network that accommodates
and supports transit, high-occupancy
vehicles, and bicyclists

High levels of traffic congestion

Parking Availability

Parking supply that exceeds demand

Constrained parking supply

Reserved, preferred, or discounted
parking for carpools and vanpools

Bicycle/ Pedestrian
Networ k

Limited bikeways and walkways to
and within urban centers

Extensive bikeways and walkways
to and within urban centers

2. Individual Circumstances

Besides the community conditions described above, a commuter’s individual circumstances will
affect travel mode decisions. The affects of these circumstances are different for each person.

Commuting Costs. The relative costs of commuting alternatives influence personal decisions
about how to travel to work. For example, the cost of driving alone not only depends on fuel
prices (see page 9), but is also afunction of other factors such as the type of vehicle driven, the
cost of parking, and the availability of transit subsidies. A commuter who drives arelatively fuel
efficient car may have significantly lower commuting costs than someone who drives a gas
guzzler. Whether acommuter’s employer offers free (or below market rate) parking alsoisa
significant factor in the overall cost of driving. In addition, whether an employer offers transit
subsidies also can affect the cost competitiveness of transit relative to driving alone.

Commuting Time: The length of time it takes to travel door to door influences commuting
decisions. In addition to community factors such asthe level of roadway congestion and the
quality of the transit network, personal circumstances affect travel time, which in turn affects
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commuting choices. For example, an employee who lives near his’her workplace or near a
transit line has more ways to reach work in an acceptable amount of time than an employee who
lives far away from work or transit. An employer that permits a flexible work schedule may
reduce employee commuting during peak hours. In addition, an organization that allows
telework reduces an employee’s commute time to zero on days when s’/he works from home.

Commuting Convenience: Driving aone and transit offer different types of conveniences and
inconveniences for commuters. For example, adriver has an automobile at his’her immediate
disposal for running errands on the way to work, during lunch time, or on the way home. In
contrast, atransit rider may be able to perform other tasks during his’her commute. At times, a
driver must contend with unexpected traffic congestion, accidents, and construction. On the
other hand, some transit riders regularly encounter crowded buses or trains. During inclement
weather, adriver encounters more difficult driving conditions; whereas atransit rider encounters
less comfortable waiting conditions. Different individuals will weigh the value of these
conveniences and inconveniences differently.

Personal Preferences/ Limitations. Personal preferences or individual limitations also influence
commuting choices. Environmental concerns may motivate some people to choose aternative
commuting modes. Others may choose biking or walking to combine exercise with their
commute. In contrast, some people with mobility limitations may consider driving alone the
only feasible commuting option.

Table 2-2 on the following page summarizes the individual circumstances that support either
driving alone or alternative modes of commuting.
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Table2-2: Summary of Individual Circumstancesthat Support
Single-Occupant Auto and Alter native Commuting M odes

Conditionsthat Support Conditionsthat Support Alternative
Single-Occupant Auto Commuting Commuting M odes

o ) o Fue inefficient personnel vehicles
) o Fuel efficient personnel vehicles ) ]
Commuting Costs . e High cost parking
Free or below market rate parking

e Transit subsidies

o Employeeswho live close to either

Commuting Time | * Employees who live distant from work or transit lines
both work and transit e Organizations which permit flexible
work schedules and telework
e Desire to use automobile for e Desire to perform other tasks during
Commutin running errands commute
uti
Convenienge e Personal sensethat drivingisa e Personal sense that alternative
reliable, predictable, and modes are reliable, predictable, and
comfortable commuting option comfortable commuting options
P o ¢ A desireto conserve natural
Pfr;;ner;] ces/ e A physical condition that makes resources, reduce pollution
Limitations alternative modes difficult e A desireto get exercise while
commuting

3. External Factors

Several conditions beyond the direct control of the County Government or County residents
influence commuting decisions. This section presents three examples of external influences that
affect commuting choices.

Fuel Costs. Rising fuel prices make transit more cost competitive with driving alone and
increase the attractiveness of alternative commuting means such as carpooling and bicycling.

Housing Market Conditions: When housing costs spiked sharply in recent years, many people
who work in the County choseto live in distant communities with more affordable housing.
These choices lengthened people’s commutes, put more traffic on the roadway network, and
limited the feasibility of alternativesto driving alone.

Employer Work Schedule Policies: Employers that permit employees to work flexible schedules
or to telework may help reduce the number of peak hour commuting trips.
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CHAPTER IIl: TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT GOVERNANCE AND
IMPLEMENTATION IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY

This chapter describes Montgomery County’s approach to transportation demand management
(TDM) and includes the following three sections:

Section A, Gover nance Structur e, describes transportation demand management
governance and organizational structures in Montgomery County;

Section B, Special TDM Areasin Montgomery County, describes how the County has
focused TDM requirements and resources in urban centers; and

Section C, County Transportation Demand M anagement Policies and Programs,
presents the County’s strategies for implementing transportation demand management.

A. Governance Structure

Responsibility for transportation demand management in Montgomery County is decentralized
and shared among multiple County and non-County entities. As detailed below, the County
Council, County Executive, Department of Transportation, and the Maryland-National Capital
Park and Planning Commission each exercise authority that shapes the County’s transportation
demand management strategies. In addition, Montgomery County is located in a metropolitan
areawhere transit services such as bus and rail crossjurisdictional lines. The County must work
with the States of Maryland and Virginia, District of Columbia, and the Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), and the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments to affect County and regional transit goals. The County is also influenced by
Federal policies that influence transportation demand management.

1. County Entities
a. County Council and County Executive
County Council: The County Council exercises the authority to establish County policies that

impact transportation demand management, such as land use patterns; the transit, roadway and
bicycle networks; and parking availability. Specifically, the Council:

e Approvesthe County’s annual operating budget and capital improvements program,
which fund transportation demand management programs and transit operations and
facilities (e.g., busfacilities, bikeways, and sidewalks);

e Hasfinal approval authority for master plans and the biannual Growth Policy;

e Enacts County law including the chapters of the County Code that directly impact
transportation demand management: Chapter 42A, Ridesharing and Transportation
Management; Chapter 59, the County Zoning Ordinance, and Chapter 60 Parking Lot
Districts; and

e Setsparking rates for County parking facilities by annual resolution.
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Additionally, under the County Code, the Council has the authority to create transportation
management districts (described beginning on page 13) and confirm members of the Friendship
Heights and Silver Spring Transportation Management District Advisory Committees. The
Council also advocates at the State level for transportation funding and coordinates with other
local governments to set regional transportation goals.

County Executive: The County Executive prepares and recommends an annual operating budget
and biannual capital improvements program, including funding for transportation services and
facilities. The County Executive also has legal authority to establish “share-a-ride districts” (see
page 28) and nominate members to the Friendship Heights and Silver Spring Transportation
Management District Advisory Committee (see pages 16 and 17).

b. Department of Transportation

Four DOT organizationa units manage County transportation facilities and services that shape
the County’s transportation demand management strategies: the Office of the Director, the
Division of Transit Services, the Division of Parking Management, and the Division of Traffic
Engineering and Operations. The roles of these units are briefly described here, and more details
about the specific programs they administer are found later in this chapter and in Chapter IV.

Office of the Director: The Office of the DOT Director oversees the implementation of
transportation policies for the County Government. The Director’s Office sets priorities for al
DOT programs including transit, commuter services, and parking management activities, and is
also responsible for providing general program oversight.

In addition, the Director’s Special Assistant for Metro Affairs serves as the liaison between the
County Government and outside agencies including the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Authority (WMATA), the Maryland Transit Administration (MTA), and other local
jurisdictions. For example, the Special Assistant attends WMATA board meetings and meets
regularly with representatives from other jurisdictions to review the WMATA budget, programs,
and policies. The Special Assistant also advocates for State support of transit services.

Division of Transit Services: The mission of the Division of Transit Servicesisto “provide an
effective mix of public transportation services in Montgomery County.” The Division operates
the County’s Ride On bus system, coordinates specia transit services for seniors and persons
with disabilities; regul ates taxi services, provides commuter services; and oversees transportation
management districts. More specifically, the Commuter Services Section manages County
programs and services to decrease single-occupancy vehicle trips during peak travel hours by
encouraging commuters to use alternate modes of transportation. The County’s array of
commuter servicesis described in detail beginning on page 32. The Division also develops the
County’s Transit Strategic Plan.

Division of Parking Management: This Division maintains and operates County parking
facilitiesin the parking lot districts and determines the mix of short- and long-term parking. The
Division’s responsibilities are described in Chapter V.

Division of Traffic Engineering and Operations. This Division maintains bikeways, sidewalks,
crosswalks, and lighting and installs pedestrian count-down signals.
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c. Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission

Montgomery County Planning Board: The Planning Board devel ops and recommends master
plans and a biannual Growth Policy to the County Council. These documents influence
transportation demand, roadway network capacity, and traffic congestion by shaping the type,
location, density, and sequencing of development. Based on master plan and Growth Policy
guidelines adopted by the Council, the Planning Board may require developers to implement
traffic mitigation measures to reduce development impact on traffic congestion and to reduce
single-occupancy vehicle trips.

Montgomery County Department of Planning: The Planning Department prepares draft master
plans and Growth Policies for the Planning Board. The Planning Department’s Division of
Transportation Planning analyzes the impact of traffic generated by new development on the
County’s transportation network. The Division works with State and County transportation
agencies and with devel opers to design and implement transportation elements in the County’s
master plans. In addition, the Division participates in drafting and enforcing traffic mitigation
measures required by the Planning Board as part of the development approval process.

2. Non-County Entities

Sate of Maryland: The State of Maryland influences transportation demand management in
Montgomery County in several ways. Specifically the State:

e Operates and funds Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) Commuter Buses and
the MARC train system. The County has only an indirect role in determining levels
of service or long-term planning for MARC. County responsibility related to MARC
service consists only of facility and parking maintenance at some stations.

e Providesfunding for Metrobus and Metrorail service to Montgomery County.

e Providesfinancial aid to the County’s Ride On bus service. The amount of State aid
for Ride On varies from year to year and is subject to appropriation by the State
General Assembly.

e Provides annual financial assistance to County ride-sharing programs.

e Controlsright-of-way use, lane configurations, traffic signal settings, and other
factors that influence transportation demand management on State highways. Thisis
relevant for this study since most major roadways in County urban centers are State
highways.

¢ Limitsthe County’s revenue collection authority. For example, the State, and not the
County, retains the authority to levy a sales tax on gasoline, impose roadway tolls, or
collect fees on the licensing and registration of motor vehicles.

Federal Government: Several federal government policies and programs impact transportation
demand management in Montgomery County. For example, the Federal Government provides
some funding for WMATA services. In addition, Federal tax laws stipulate that employer-
provided transit subsidies that exceed $115 per month are taxable income.*

! The Internal Revenue Service will increase the non-taxable transit benefit limit to $120 per month in January 2009.
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The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Administration (WMATA): WMATA operates the
regional Metrobus and Metrorail systems which serve Montgomery County. The WMATA
board includes two voting representatives from each jurisdiction: Maryland, Virginia, and the
District of Columbia. The governor appoints Maryland’s two voting members, one to represent
Montgomery County and the other to represent Prince George’s County. Montgomery County
also has an aternate member who is appointed by the County Executive. The aternate member
votes in committee and may vote with the full board when the permanent member is unavailable.
Funding decisions for Metro that impact Montgomery County are primarily made by the State.

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (COG): COG provides regiona coordination
for transportation demand management efforts. COG’s efforts include employer outreach,
marketing, maintaining a ridesharing database for use by regional governments (including the
County), and offering the Guaranteed Ride Home (described on page 33). COG also provides
grant funding for the County’s employer outreach activities related to transportation demand
management.

B. Special TDM Areasin Montgomery County

The County provides transportation demand management and commuter services throughout the
County. However, County policies and practices focus commuter services resources on certain
“urban centers.” For the purposes of this report, the term “urban centers” refersto areas of the
County with high concentrations of employment that are well served by transit. Specifically, this
report focuses on the four active transportation management districts and the one transportation
planning and policy areain the County. Asthisreport addresses TDM strategies implemented
by the County Government, the report does not discuss Federal Government employment centers
or urban centers located within municipalities.

1. Transportation Management Districts
a. Legal Framework

County Code Chapter 42A, Ridesharing and Transportation Management, establishes the
Council’s authority to establish Transportation Management Districts (TMDs) in certain areas of
the County. Specifically, the law:

e Explainsthe purposes of transportation demand management;
e Stipulates what types of areas may be designated as TMDs,
o Describestherole of DOT and the Planning Board in managing TMDs;

e Requires developers and some businesses within TMDs to implement plans to reduce
traffic;

e Requires DOT to monitor and report on transportation demand management
outcomesin the TMD; and

e Authorizesaspecial TMD fee that may be charged to developers and property owners
within the TMD.
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Purposes of Transportation Demand Management: The County Code describes the relationship
between transportation demand management and County land use and development objectives.
Specifically, the law states that the County desires to “focus new development in high transit-
service areas” but that “limited transportation infrastructure, traffic congestion, pedestrian
access, and safety issues impede the County’s land use and economic devel opment objectives.
The law identifies three purposes of transportation demand management. These are to:

992

e “Provide sufficient transportation capacity to achieve County land use objectives and
permit further economic development;

¢ Reduce the demand for road capacity, and promote traffic safety and pedestrian
access; and

e Help reduce vehicular emissions, energy consumption, and noise levels.” 3

According to the Code, transportation demand management will result in “improved traffic
levels and air quality, and areduction in ambient noise levels [that] will help create attractive and
convenient placesto live, work, visit, and conduct business.”*

The Code a'so stipulates that transportation demand management measures should be conducted:
e In conjunction with transportation facility review, capital improvement projects, and
parking and traffic control measures; >

e With cooperation from government, devel opers, employers, property owners, and the
public;® and

e Consistent with commuting goalsin the Growth Policy. ’

Areas that may be Designated as Transportation Management Districts: The Code authorizes
the Council to establish TMDs in:

e Metro station policy areas and adjacent areas served by the same transportation
network; and

e An areawhere transportation review applies under the Growth Policy.®

Governance of TMDs: The Code authorizes both the Department of Transportation and the
Planning Board to implement transportation demand management measuresin TMDs, as shown
in Table 3-1 on the next page. In addition, the Code allows the Executive and the Council to
establish transportation management district advisory committeesin each TMD.? Thelaw aso
allows DOT to enter into sole source contracts with a transportation management organization to
carry out transportation demand management programsin a TMD.

2 MCC 842A-22 (a) and (b).
3 MCC 842A-22 (c).

4 MCC §42A-22 (d).

5 MCC §42A-22 (c).

5 MCC §42A-22 (e).

" MCC §42A-22 ().

8 MCC §42A-23.

9 MCC §42A-23 (e).

1o MeC 842A-23 (c).
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Table 3-1: Authority of DOT and the Planning Board in TMDs

Department of Transportation

e Regulate or limit parking

e Monitor and assess traffic patterns and pedestrian access and safety

e Adopt traffic and parking control measures

e Provide approved transportation-related capital projects

e Promote or implement transit and ridesharing incentives

e Promote regional cooperation between the County and other government agencies
e Create cooperative County-private sector programs

e Conduct studies to determine the effectiveness of efforts

e Impose transportation demand management measures as conditions of the Planning Board’s approval
of development

Planning Board

e Impose transportation demand management measures as conditions of development approval

Source: Montgomery County Code, Chapter 842A-23

Outcome Monitoring: The Code requires DOT to monitor and report on the results of traffic
mitigation measuresin TMDs through an annual commuter survey and a biennia report.

Annual Commuter Survey. DOT must conduct an annual commuter survey in TMDs to
gather data on employee commuting patterns and monitor progress toward achieving
Growth Policy commuting goals. The Code requires employers to make a““good faith
effort” to achieve an 80 percent completion rate. ™

Biennial Executive Report. DOT must submit a biennial report to TMD Advisory
Committees, the Planning Board, and the County Council on:

e Employee commuting patterns;
e Auto occupancy rates,

e Levd of service measurements for each intersection in the policy areaand
selected critical intersections outside the areg;

e Parking supply and demand;

e Status of road or intersection improvement, signal automation, improved bicycle
and pedestrian access and safety, and other traffic modification in or near the

policy arega;
e Transit use and availability;
e Carpool and vanpool use; and

e Thesource and use of any funds received for the TMD.*?

1 MCC 842A-26.
2 McCC 842A-27.
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Funding TMDs. The Code authorizes the Council to establish an annual fee to be charged to
developers and owners of optional method projectsin TMDs. Fee revenue must be used for
TMD administration or program implementation in the district where it was collected. In
addition, the County funds TMD activities with General Fund and Parking Lot District Fund
revenue. (See Chapter V for a complete description of funding for TMDs.)

b. Established Transportation M anagement Districts

The Council has established five transportation management districts: North Bethesda,
Downtown Bethesda, Friendship Heights, Downtown Silver Spring, and Shady Grove. Although
the Council established the Shady Grove district in 2006, it remains unfunded and inactive.

North Bethesda TMD: The Council established the North Bethesda TMD in 1995.* This TMD
includes the Metro Station Policy Areas of Grosvenor, Twinbrook, and White Flint and the
surrounding areas of Executive Boulevard, Rock Spring Park, and Montgomery Mall. (See map
page 18.) DOT contracts with Transportation Action Partnership (TAP) to manage the North
Bethesda TMD. The North Bethesda TMD has an advisory committee with 12-18 voting
members and three non-voting members who are appointed by the TAP Board of Directors. The
North Bethesda TMD receives funding from a TMD fee and parking fees from County-operated
parking in the district.

Bethesda TMD: 1n 1998, the Council established a transportation management district within the
Bethesda Central Business District.> (See map page 19.) DOT contracts with the Bethesda
Urban Partnership (BUP) to manage the TMD. The Bethesda TMD has an advisory committee
with 11 voting members and five non-voting members appointed by the BUP Board of Directors.
The Bethesda TMD receives funding from a TMD fee and revenue transferred from the Bethesda
Parking Lot District Fund.

Friendship Heights TMD: The Council established a transportation management district in the
Friendship Heights Sector Plan areain 1999.° (See map page 20.) The DOT Division of
Transit Services manages the TMD. The Friendship Heights TMD has an advisory committee
with 14 voting members and eight non-voting members who are nominated by the County
Executive and confirmed by the County Council. The Friendship Heights TMD receives funding
fromaTMD fee and the County’s Mass Transit Fund.

13 Resolution 15-1432
14 Resolution 13-319
15 Resolution 14-56

16 Resolution 14-325
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Slver Soring TMD: 1n 1987, the Council established a transportation management district in the
Silver Spring Central Business District.'” This district was reauthorized in 2002 to update to
reflect changes to County Code Chapter 42A, Ridesharing and Transportation Management.'®
(See map page 21.) The DOT Division of Transit Services managesthe TMD. The Downtown
Silver Spring TMD has an advisory committee with 12 voting members and four non-voting
members who are nominated by the County Executive and confirmed by the County Council.
The TMD receives funding from the County’s Mass Transit Fund. Although authorized, no
TMD fees have been collected in Silver Spring because no devel opments required to pay the fee
have been completed. DOT expects that some fees will be collected in FY09. In FYQ9, the
Silver Spring TMD isreceiving atransfer of about $200,000 from the Silver Spring Parking Lot
District Fund.

2. Wheaton Transportation Planning and Policy Area

DOT designated the Wheaton CBD as a transportation planning and policy area (TPPA) in 1993.
(See map page 22). DOT considers the TPPA as a precursor to a potential TMD in the Wheaton
CBD. Initiativesin the TPPA are similar to thosein a TMD, but they are not mandated by law.
Within the TPPA, the DOT Division of Transit Services:

e Providestechnical and marketing support to employers;
e Marketstransit subsidies and programs for employees,

e Encourages employersto voluntarily submit traffic mitigation plans;

e Consults with the Wheaton Urban District, the Mid-County Regional Services Center
and Citizens Advisory Board, and Wheaton-Kensington Chamber of Commerce as
advisory bodies for TPPA activities,

e Distributes, tabulates, and analyzes annual commuter surveys; and

e Produces periodic reports which include the status of transportation projects and
services, parking supply and utilization, traffic counts at key intersections, and
employee commute characteristics.

Transportation demand management activities in the Wheaton TPPA are funded with revenue
from the County’s Mass Transit Fund and a transfer from the Wheaton Parking Lot District
Fund.

¥ November 10, 1987. Montgomery County Council Legislative Session Minutes. Subject: Bill No. 24-87.
Transportation System Management—Silver Soring Central Business District.
'8 Resolution 14-1511
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Exhibit 3-1:
North Bethesda Transportation M anagement District
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Exhibit 3-2:
Bethesda Transportation Management District
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Exhibit 3-3:
Friendship Heights Transportation Management District
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Exhibit 3-4:
Silver Spring Transportation Management District
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Exhibit 3-5:
Wheaton Transportation Planning and Policy Area
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C. County Transportation Demand M anagement Policies and Programs

This section describes the transportation demand management policies and programs put in place
by the County.

1. Master Plansand Growth Policy

The County’s transportation demand management strategies in urban areas are guided by area
master and sector plans and the Growth Policy. Master and sector plans establish County policy
regarding the location and type of growth. These policy documents seek to manage travel
demand by concentrating development in urban areas served well by transit. Growth policy
transportation review standards (for both Policy Area Mobility Review and Local Area
Transportation Review) allow greater levels of congestion in transit-served areas and the
reduction of transportation impact tax ratesin Metro Station Policy Areas.

Master and sector plans establish goals for “nhon-auto driver mode share,” or a percentage of
commuters who travel by a method other than single-occupancy vehicles. These goals are
carried over to the Growth Policy, which is revised on abiannual basis. The table below shows
the mode share goals for each TMD. The 1989 Wheaton CBD Sector Plan does not include a
mode share goal .

Table3-2: TMD Non-Auto Driver Mode Share Goals

TMD Adoption Non-Auto Driver
Date M ode Share Goal
North Bethesda 1994 39%
Bethesda 1994 37%
Friendship Heights 1998 39%
50% - new nonresidential
. . development
Silver Spring 2000 46% - employers with 25 or
more employees

Source: County Council Resolution 16-376, 2007-2009 Growth Policy

In Bethesda, mode share achievement levels control the staging of development approvals. For
example, before moving from Stage One devel opment to Stage Two devel opment under the 1994
Bethesda CBD sector plan, downtown Bethesda had to achieve a mode share of 32 percent.

2. Transit Network

The County’s transit network consists of inter-related systems: MTA Commuter Buses, MARC
Train, Metrorail, Metrobus, and Ride On Bus. The Maryland Transit Administration (MTA)
operates MTA Commuter Buses and MARC and the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Authority manages Metrobus and Metrorail. The County Department of Transportation operates
the Ride On Bus system.
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MTA Commuter Buses: The Maryland Transit Administration operates three commuter buses
that serve Montgomery County. Two of the buses travel the Route 29 corridor with stopsin
Burtonsville and Silver Spring. The third bus travels the [-270 corridor with stops at Shady
Grove Metro station and severa stops in the Rock Springs Business Park in the North Bethesda
TMD. Buses primarily travel southbound during the morning commute and northbound in the
afternoon and evening.

MARC Train: The MARC train Brunswick Line serves Montgomery County with 11 stations,
including a stop in Silver Spring. During the morning commute, nine trains run southbound to
Washington, DC only. One afternoon train runs northbound only, and nine trains run
northbound only in the evening. Trains do not run on weekends. Trains do not stop at all
stations on each run.

Metrorail: The Metrorail red line serves Montgomery County at 12 stations along the MD 355
and MD 97 corridors, including stations in North Bethesda (Twinbrook, White Flint, and
Grosvenor) and in the Bethesda, Friendship Heights, Silver Spring, and Wheaton Central
Business Districts. During peak commute times (weekdays 5 am.- 9:30 am. and 3- 7 p.m.)
trains run between Shady Grove and Glenmont with five minute headways and between Silver
Spring and Grosvenor with 2.5 minute headways.

DOT reports that on an average weekday, about 85,000 people board Metrorail in Montgomery
County. Stations with the most boardings are Silver Spring and Shady Grove (about 15,000
each) followed by Bethesda and Friendship Heights (about 10,000 each).

Metrobus. WMATA operates 21 bus routes in Montgomery County. At least 20 of these routes
serve the four TMDs and the Wheaton TPPA during peak hours. Headways on these routes vary
from three to 30 minutes. WMATA reported a 2.4 percent ridership increase for Montgomery
County routes in FY 08.

Ride On Bus. The County Department of Transportation operates the Ride On Bus system. Ride
on operates 77 weekday routes, 42 Saturday routes, and 33 Sunday routes. Also, Ride On
operates three Metrobus routes on the weekends. During peak periods, Ride On operates 77
routes with headways ranging from 30 minutes to less than 10 minutes. 37 of these routes serve
TMDs or the Wheaton TPPA.

Ride On reports that for peak period bus service, 79 percent of the County’s population lives
within a%amile from a Ride On bus route and 89 percent of employment in the County iswithin
1, mile from a bus route.’

Over the last four years, Ride On reports that ridership has increased by 28 percent. In FY 08,
overall ridership increased by 5.1 percent from FY 07. In comparing weekday tripsin June 2007
and June 2008, Ride On found an increase of 6.2 percent. Ride On also reported adecreasein
schedule adherence from FY 07 to FY 08, with 82.1 percent of trips running on timein FY 07
compared to 79.3 percent in FY 08.

19 Department of Transportation
% September 25, 2008 memo from Deputy Council Staff Director Orlin to the Transportation, Infrastructure and
Environment Committee.
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Ride On routinely collects route-specific ridership data and gathers additional information when
they receive reports of overcrowding or schedule adherence problems. Ride On reports that 12 -
15 routes currently reach capacity during peak hours on regular basis. Asaresult, many buses
must pass bus stops without picking up passengers for lack of space. When possible, Ride On
redistributes resources from underutilized routes to stronger performing routes.

Table 3-3 summarizes the level of rail and bus transit service available to County commuters.

Table 3-3: Summary of County Transit Network Peak Hour Service

Area MTA MARC Metrorail M etr obus Ride On Bus
Commuter Bus Stations Stations Routes Routes
_ 3 routes 11 tations 12 stati on§ 21 rout_es 77 rout_es
Countywide Headways var Headwavs var 25and 5 min. 3-30 min. 4-30 min.
Y y &y y headways headways headways
. 7 stations 20 routes 37 routes
3routes 1 station
TMDSTPPA Headwavs var Headwavs var 2.5and 5 min. 3-30 min. 8-30 min.
&y y &y y headways headways headways

3. Bicycle Facilitiesand Pedestrian Facilities

The presence of awell developed bicycle and pedestrian network assists some commuters’ travel
to urban centers and provides mobility options within an urban center for employees who do not
travel by automobile.

a. Bikeways

The County’s 2005 Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan includes bikeways throughout
the County that connect “major activity centers: municipalities, central business districts, town
centers, transit stations, major employment hubs, countywide park trails and regional parks.”?

In al, the plan includes about 200 existing and proposed bikeways (about 500 miles). Thetable
below provides a brief summary of the number of existing, partially completed, and proposed
bikeways that connected directly to urban centers as of 2005. Asshown in Table 3-4, the
magjority of planned urban center bikeways are unbuilt.

Table 3-4: Bikeways Serving Urban Centers, 2005

TMDITPPA Existing Czanzgﬁ'ﬁ'é’d Planned
North Bethesda 4 5 19
Bethesda 3 1 12
Friendship Heights 0 0 3
Silver Spring 1 1 6
Wheaton 0 1 6
TOTAL 8 8 46

Source: 2005 Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan

212005 Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan, p. 1

25 December 9, 2008
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Bikeway planning, design, and construction may be funded by the County, State, Federal
Government, or private devel opers.

Montgomery County: Bikeway construction may be included in capital improvement projects for
road improvements, intersection improvements, the annual bikeway program, the annual
sidewalk program, independent sidewalk projects, streetscape projects, and independent bikeway
projects. The County’s FY 09-FY 14 Capital Improvements Program (CIP) includes an Annual
Bikeway Program that “plans, designs, and constructs bikeways and trails throughout the
County.” The CIP allocates about $3 million over six yearsto this project and specifies that
facilities constructed under this project “will cost less than $300,000 each.” The current CIP
also includes four independent bikeway projects, including one in the Silver Spring TMD.

Sate of Maryland: Bikeways on or alongside State highways may be constructed with funding
from the State of Maryland’s consolidated Transportation Program. This program receives
funding from vehicle titling and registration fees, gas taxes, corporate income taxes, and Federal
funding.

Federal Government: The State receives annual Federal transportation funding that may be used
for bikeway construction. For example, the State used Federal funding to support construction of
the Capital Crescent Trail.

Private Developers. Developers may be required to construct or improve bikeways as a
condition of development approval .

In FY 08, the Council approved a budget of $100,000 for bikeway maintenance. In FY 09, this
amount increased to $250,000.

b. Bicyclesand Transit

Metrobus, Metrorail, and Ride On Bus provide bicycle accommodations for people who combine
bicycling and transit. MTA Commuter buses do not permit riders to bring bicycles. Specifically,

Metrorail: Metro provides bicycle storage facilities, including lockers and bike racks at Metro
stations. Table 3-5 on the next page presents data on storage facilitiesin the four TMDs and in
the Wheaton TPPA. Bicycles are not permitted on trains during peak hours.

Metrobus: All Metrobuses are equipped with bike racks that hold up to two bikes.

Ride On Bus. All Ride On buses are equipped with bike racks that hold up to two bikes.

22005 Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan, pp. 80-81
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Table 3-5: Bike Storage Facilitiesin TMDS/TPPA, 2003

. Bike Bike
TMD/TPPA Metro Station L ockers Racks Usage
. Lockers— 20%
Twinbrook 26 68 Racks - moderate
North Bethesda . . Lockers and racks —
White Flint 20 32 less than 50%
Grosvenor 30 40 Both moderate
Bethesda Bethesda 44 60 Both near capacity
: . : Friendship :
Friendship Heights Heights 22 32 Both near capacity
. . . . Lockers— 50%
Silver Spring Silver Spring 30 40 Racks_ moderate
_ 0
Wheaton Wheaton 20 40 L ockers . 50%
Racks— light

Source: 2005 Countywide Bikeways Functional Master Plan
c. Pedestrian Facilities

The County does not have a Countywide functional master plan for pedestrian facilities. The
master plans for North Bethesda and the Bethesda, Friendship Heights, and Silver Spring Central
Business Districts recommend pedestrian-friendly features such as wider sidewalks on busier
streets, streetscaping, mid-block signals for pedestrian crossings, and restrictions on alowing
driversto turn right on red.

DOT maintains sidewalks and makes upgrades such as installing pedestrian countdown signals at
crosswalks.?® DOT also administers Countywide contracts for crosswalk and lighting
maintenance. The County makes sidewalk improvements through the Capital Improvements
Program. Projects with pedestrian improvements include road projects, independent sidewalk
projects, and the Annua Sidewalk Program. The Annual Sidewalk Program primarily targets
residential areas and the projects are smaller in scope than independent sidewalk projects.
Additionally, the Planning Board may require devel opers to make pedestrian improvements as
part of their development approval.

% |n downtown Bethesda, the Bethesda Urban Partnership maintains sidewalks within the Bethesda Urban District,
which is part of the TMD.
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4. Share-a-RideDistricts

County Code Chapter 42A establishes share-a-ride districts in the Silver Spring and Bethesda
Central Business Districts. The purpose of share-a-ride districts is to encourage carpooling,
vanpooling, and transit ridership. Within these districts, the Code requires the County Executive
to establish ridesharing programs that include promoting carpooling/vanpooling and transit,
providing personalized ride matching, and promoting incentives such as discounted transit
passes.

The Code authorizes the County Executive to establish additional share-a-ride districtsin
employment areas with large concentrations of office space. The Executive also may establish
share-a-ride outreach areas in areas with lower concentrations of office space. The County
Executive has designated share-a-ride districts in North Bethesda and Friendship Heights. The
Executive has not created any share-a-ride outreach districts.

Within a share-a-ride district, the Code also allows a development to obtain areduction in its
minimum parking requirements from the Planning Board if the devel oper agrees to participate in
a County-operated share-a-ride program, provide ridesharing incentives,* and pay an annual fee
to the County’s ridesharing account (part of the Mass Transit Facilities Fund).> The County
uses ridesharing account revenue to:

e Operate a program that promotes carpooling, vanpooling, and transit use;
e Provide personalized matching for applicants for carpools or vanpools; and

e Promote ridesharing incentives (e.g., preferential carpool parking or discounted
transit passes).

Because all current share-a-ride districts are located in TMDs, DOT offers participation in the
parking reduction provisions of share-a-ride districts as one tool for developers to use to meet
traffic mitigation requirements (see Section 5, below). The Department of Planning reports that,
at present, only nine developments participate in this option.

5. Developer and Employer Traffic Mitigation Measur es

Developer Traffic Mitigation Agreements: Chapter 42A of the County Code requires all
applicants for subdivision or optional method development within a TMD to complete atraffic
mitigation agreement “to ensure that public transportation will be adequate to meet commuting
goals set in the Annual Growth Policy.”?® The law also permits the County to require
developers outside of a TMD to complete a traffic mitigation agreement. Agreements may
include measures that limit parking, incentivize carpooling or vanpooling, or subsidize transit.
Outside of TMDs, traffic mitigation agreements typically require developments to comply with
trip generation limits. Within TMDs, measures included in traffic mitigation agreements must
contribute to meeting the area mode share goal established in the Growth Policy.

2 MCC 842A-5.
% MCC §42A-6.
% MCC §42A-25.

OLO Report 2009-6, Chapter 111 28 December 9, 2008



Transportation Demand Management | mplementation, Funding, and Governance

DOT’s Division of Transit Services and M-NCPPC’s Department of Planning work with
developersto draft traffic mitigation agreements. For the North Bethesda and Bethesda TMDs,
the County contractors who operate the TM Ds also comment on proposed traffic mitigation

measures. Typically, agreements are submitted with the preliminary plan during the

development approval process and finalized with the certified site plan.

The Department of Planning’s Division of Transportation Planning monitors traffic mitigation
agreement implementation outside of TMDs. DOT monitors implementation within TMDs.

Table 3-6 shows traffic mitigation agreement measures that are either required or suggested by
County Code,>” DOT, or the Planning Board. Appendix A provides a sample agreement.

Table 3-6: Developer Traffic Mitigation Agreement Measures

S = Suggested R = Required

Measure

County
Code

DOT/
Planning
Boar d*

Contact person designated to receive and distribute information

S\'*

R

Permanent display areafor transportation information

Providing periodic space for marketing activities of the district

Financial or other participation in building or operating on- or off-site
transportation facilities or systems

Limits on parking spaces

Peak period/Single occupancy vehicle parking charges

Preferential parking for carpools/vanpools

Subsidized transit

ninnun w nvw

ADA information provided (transportation services for people with disabilities)

Annual Commuter Survey distributed to employees (supplied by TMD)

Compileinformation on yearly activities and submit Annual Report

Guaranteed Ride Home Promoation (regional program offering emergency rides)

Information on transit/pooling/other commute alternatives distributed/
posted regularly

Carpool/vanpool incentives (e.g., ride matching, reduced-rate parking)

Car sharing incentives

Facilitate TMD staff presentations to employees and HR/Administrative staff on
commuter information/alternatives on periodic basis

Transit/bicycle/pedestrian amenities (e.g., bus benches, bike racks, showers)

nw v nunl VDD |T T OO O |00

* Required elements are sometimes adapted to allow for specific circumstances for devel opers and employers

**Required by law for traffic mitigation agreements outside of TMDs

2T MCC 842A-24 and 42A-25.
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Employer Traffic Mitigation Plans. County Code Chapter 42A also requires employersin a
TMD who have 25 or more employees to submit a traffic mitigation plan to the Department of
Transportation.?® In some cases, DOT may require the owner of a multi-family residential
building to submit aplan. Employers submit annual reports on plan implementation to the DOT
Division of Transit Services. The Division of Transit Services reports that it aims to make direct
contact with employers two to three times per year to assist them with plan implementation.

Table 3-7 lists suggested and required measures that may be included in employer traffic

mitigation plans. See Appendix B for a sample traffic mitigation plan.

Table 3-7: Employer Traffic Mitigation Plan M easures

S=Suggested R = Required

Measure

County
Code

DOT/
Planning
Boar d*

Alternative work hours

S

S

Carpoolsivanpoolsincentives (e.g., preferential parking location, ride matching,
free or reduced-rate parking)

Peak period/SOV parking charges

Subsidized transit

Telework

Transit/Bicycle/pedestrian amenities (e.g., bus benches, bike racks, showers)

nwinununl n

ADA information provided (transportation services for people with disabilities)

Annual Commuter Survey distributed to employees (supplied by TMD)

Contact person designated to receive and distribute information

Compile information on yearly activities and submit Annual Report

Facilitate presentations to employees and HR/Administrative staff on commute
information/alternatives on periodic basis

Guaranteed Ride Home Promoation (regional program offering emergency rides)

Information on transit/pooling/other commute alternatives distributed/
posted regularly

O |0 O (DD DT ONHnnm m

Permanent display areafor TMD-provided bus schedules and other
transportation information

Py

Car sharing incentives

w

* Required elements are sometimes adapted to allow for specific circumstances for devel opers and employers

B MCC 842A-24.
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Active Traffic Mitigation Agreements and Plans: Table 3-8 shows the active number of traffic
mitigation agreements and plans in place both within and outside the transportation management
districts.

Table 3-8: Number of Active Traffic Mitigation Agreements and Plans,
November 2008

Number of Number of
Area Developer Employer
Agreements Plans
North Bethesda 18 160
Downtown Bethesda 16 130
Friendship Heights 3 30
Silver Spring 15 80
All other areas 31 50*
Total 83 450

*Voluntary plans outside of TMDs
Source: Department of Planning and DOT Transit Services

Other Traffic Mitigation Efforts: Although the County does not have jurisdiction over Federal
campuses in Montgomery County, the Planning Board and Planning Department provide
advisory comments regarding traffic mitigation to the National Capital Planning Commission for
specific Federa projects. In addition, DOT’s Division of Transit services has worked with
Federal agencies to provide employees with information on transportation alternatives. The
Division of Transit Services also conducts an annual commuter survey at Federal agencies.

6. County Transit Subsidies

The County Government provides financial assistance to employers throughout the County who
offer transit subsidies to their employees. Under Federal law, employers may offer up to $115
per month to employees as atax free benefit. The County has two transit subsidy programs:
Fare Share and Super Fare Share. Under these programs, the County pays a portion of
employers’ costs for their employees’ transit subsidy.

Fare Share is athree-year subsidy offered to employers throughout the County, while Super Fare
Shareis anine-year subsidy available only to employersin TMDs. For each program, the
County’s share of the employer subsidy declines over time. At the end of the program term,
employers are encouraged, but not required, to continue providing the subsidy. Table 3-9, on the
next page, shows the County and employer subsidy contributions for each year of the programs.
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Table 3-9: County and Employer Contributionsto
Fare Share and Super Fare Share Programs

Year Fare Share Super Fare Share
County Employer County Employer
1 50% 50% Up to $114/ $2/month/
month/employee employee
2 40% 60% 50% 50%
3 30% 70% 50% 50%
4 50% 50%
5 50% 50%
6 No County No mandatory 40% 60%
7 contribution empl oyer 30% 70%
contribution 0 0
8 20% 80%
9 10% 90%

Source: DOT, Division of Transit Services

In Wheaton, the County offers a hybrid program. For the first six months the County will pay up
to $114 per employee with the employer paying $1 per month. After the first six months, the
program follows the Fare Share schedule.

7. Promoting Alternate M odes of Transportation

The DOT Division of Transit Services Commuter Services Section promotes the use of
alternative modes of transportation and implements transportation demand management
programs. The responsibilities of the Commuter Services Section include:

e Marketing alternate transportation options to workers and residents in the County;
e Encouraging employersto promote alternate transportation options for their workers,
e Promoting and implementing programs such as Fare Share and Super Fare Share;
e Providing personalized rideshare matching for carpools and vanpools; and
e Overseeing the County’s transportation management districts.
The Commuter Services Section implements Countywide outreach and programs and directly
manages the Silver Spring and Friendship Heights TMDs and the Wheaton TPPA. For the North

Bethesda and downtown Bethesda TM Ds, the Commuter Services Section manages contracts
with private organizations that provide transportation demand management services.

DOT uses direct mail, advertising, the County website, and special events to reach employers
and employees. While DOT offers transportation demand management services and programs to
employersin all areas of the County, the Department dedicates the majority of commuter service
resources to programs in the transportation management districts.
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The table below describes programs and incentives provided or promoted by DOT to encourage
commuters to use aternative modes of transportation.

Table 3-10: Transportation Demand Management Programs Provided or Promoted by DOT

Program or Incentive

Maryland Commuter Choice
Tax Credit

Description
For Employers ‘

Offers Maryland employers, including 501¢(3) or (4) organizations, atax
credit for 50% of the eligible costs of providing commuter benefits, up to
amaximum of $50 per participating employee per month.

SmartBenefits Program

Allows employersto load atransit subsidy directly onto an employee’s
SmarTrip Card, which can be used on Metrorail, Metrobus, and Ride On
buses.

Fare Share and Super Fare
Share Programs

Provides County funding to help employers provide transit subsidies

Telework

Employers allow employees to work off-site (e.g., at home) for one or
more days per week.

Alternate work schedules

Commuter Information Days

For Employees ‘

Provides methods for employers to reduce peak travel time trips by
offering employees flextime, compressed work week, and job sharing
opportunities.

Present information to employees at their worksites about alternative
transportation

Transit Information

Provide information about routes and fares for public transit

Customized trip planning

Assist employees to plan acommute trip using the public transit system.
Information is available online, by email, and by phone.

Carpools and Vanpools

Personalized rideshare matching for joining or forming a carpool or
vanpool

Provide information about free or reduced-price parking for carpool or
vanpool vehicles.

Authorizes free or reduce-price parking permits for carpools or vanpools

Park-and-Ride Lots

Allow motorists to park their vehicle and transition to a carpool, vanpool,
or public transit before entering more congested areas

Car Sharing Short-term car rentals (e.q., Zipcar)
Provides commuters who regularly (twice aweek) carpool, vanpool,
bike, walk, or take transit to work with afree ride home for unexpected
Guaranteed Ride Home emergencies or for unscheduled, mandated overtime. May be used four

times per year. Run by Commuter Connections, Washington
Metropolitan Council of Governments.

Biking Information

Provide information on the County’s bikeway program, including bike
maps and safety tips

TRIPs Commuter Stores

Walk-in location for purchasing fare media, obtaining information about
alternative modes of travel, and receiving ride matching assistance

Source: Department of Transportation
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CHAPTER |V: COUNTY PARKING POLICIESAND COMMUTER CHOICE

This chapter discusses how County policies on the supply and cost of parking in urban centers
influences commuters’ choice of travel mode.

Section A, Zoning Ordinance Parking Requirements, describes the Zoning Ordinance
requirements for providing parking for new developments;

Section B, Parking L ot Districts, describes the purpose of County parking lot districts and
the supply and pricing of parking spaces in those districts; and

Section C, Other Publicly Managed Parking Spaces, discusses publicly provided parking
outside of the parking lot districts.

A. Zoning Ordinance Parking Requirements

The County Zoning Ordinance establishes minimum parking requirements for different types of
land uses. For the most part, these requirements are identical for similar uses throughout the
County. However, two provisions lower the number of parking spaces required for office
buildings in certain urban centers.

Metro Station Proximity Parking Reduction: The Zoning Ordinance allows for reduction of the
minimum parking requirement for office buildingsin close proximity to Metro stations. The
reduction in office parking requirements varies by geographic area of the County. The urban
centers studied in this report are located either in the “southern” or “south central” areas of the
County as delineated in the Zoning Ordinance. An office building in one of these centers would
qualify for areduced parking requirement based on its proximity to a Metro station. Table 4-1
shows the minimum parking requirements for office buildings in the “southern” or “south
central” areas of the County and the reductions allowed for developments located within 800 feet
and 1,600 feet of a Metro station.

Table 4-1: Office Building Parking Requirements
(Parking Spaces per 1,000 Gross Square Feet)

oo ‘ Southern Coun‘ty . ‘ South Central County
Metro Station (includes Bethesda, Friendship (includes North Bethesda and
Heights, and Silver Spring) Wheaton)
Less than 800 19 2.3
800’ — 1600’ 2.1 24
More than 1600’ 24 2.7

Source: Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance, 8 59-E-3.2

The Zoning Ordinance does not grant a parking space reduction for office devel opments located
more than 1,600 feet from a Metrorail station (about one-third of amile) even if the building is
on aroute served by Metrobus or Ride On bus.* Instead, office buildingsin urban centers that

! Unless the building is located in a share-a-ride district and the property owner entersinto a share-a-ride agreement.
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are served by bus transit but located more than a third of amile from a Metrorail station must
provide the same amount of parking as offices located in any other part of the County.

The parking space reductions for developments near Metro stations do not correspond with the
commuting goals established in the Growth Policy for these areas. (Growth Policy commuting
goals are the target percentage of non-driving workers that commute to an area of the County.)
For example, a development in Silver Spring built immediately adjacent to Metro must provide 26
percent fewer parking spaces than a similar development located elsewhere in the County.?
However, this parking space reduction falls well below the 46 percent non-driver commuting goal
for Silver Spring set in the Growth Policy. Table 4-2 compares parking reductions and commuting
goasfor Silver Spring and North Bethesda. 1n each case, the Metro proximity parking reduction
is substantially less than the target commuting goal. County parking requirements assume that
some commuters will travel by alternative means. Therefore, a parking reduction percentage need
not be identical to the commuting goal percentage to achieve the same overall modal split.

Table4-2: Comparison of Metro Proximity Parking Reductions
and Growth Policy Commuting Goals

Silver Spring North Bethesda
Maximum Metro Proximity Parking Reduction 26% 17%
Growth Policy Commuting Goal 46% 39%

Share-A-Ride District Parking Reduction: The Zoning Ordinance alows a parking reduction of
15 percent for office buildings in certain areas of the County that are designated as share-a-ride
districts. Developers who receive the parking reduction pay an annual fee to the County’s
ridesharing account, participate in a County-operated share-a-ride program, and provide
ridesharing incentives.®> A development may not receive both the share-a-ride and the Metro
proximity parking reduction.

B. Parking Lot Districts

The County Government is amajor supplier of parking spacesin urban centers. The DOT
Division of Parking Management oversees County-operated parking facilities.

1. Location and Purpose of Parking Lot Districts

Chapter 60 of the County Code establishes the following four parking lot districts in the County:

Bethesda Parking Lot District;

Silver Spring Parking Lot District;
Wheaton Parking Lot District; and
Montgomery Hills Parking Lot District.

oo

2 An office within 800 feet of aMetro must provide 1.9 parking spaces per 1,000 gross square feet (gsf) compared to
the 2.4 space per 1,000 gsf required for offices more than 1,600 feet from the Metro. The difference of 0.5 parking
spaces per 1,000 gsf is 26% lower than the base parking requirement of 2.4 spaces per 1,000 gsf.

¥MCC §59-E-3.31
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The Code defines the boundaries of each parking lot district (PLD). Since the Montgomery Hills
area does not meet the criteriafor an “urban center” as defined in Chapter 111, this report focuses
primarily on the Silver Spring, Bethesda, and Wheaton Parking Lot Districts.

The County created the parking lot districtsin the late 1940s and early 1950s. The purpose of
these districtsisto give property owners an off-site alternative to satisfying the on-site parking
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. In lieu of providing parking on-site, non-residential
property ownersin a parking lot district (PLD) may opt to pay an annual ad valorem tax to fund
the construction and maintenance of public parking facilities.

2. Parking Lot District Capacity and Occupancy Rates

As shown in Table 4-3, PLDs provide more than 20,000 parking spaces in Bethesda, Silver
Spring, and Wheaton.

Table4-3: Parking Lot District Parking Spaces by Type

Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton
Parking Lot Spaces 877 430 427
Parking Garage Spaces 5,822 10,590 628
On-Street Spaces 802 1,046 409
Total spaces 7,501 12,066 1,464

Source: Department of Transportation

In each PLD, the County designates spaces for short-term or long-term use. Short-term parking
(less than three hours) is primarily intended for customers and clients of area businesses. Long-
term parking (three or more hours) is available for drivers who work in the area or who switch to
transit to complete their commute.

DOT periodically adjusts the mix of short-term and long-term parking spaces based on parking
Space vacancy rate surveys and input from parkers and businesses. As shown in Table 4-4 on the
following page, DOT allocates the majority of PLD parking spaces for long-term parkers,
however, short-term visitors often will park in long-term spaces. Since current land use patterns
in Silver Spring require more parking for full-day employees, the Silver Spring PLD has the
largest percentage of long-term spaces (84%). By comparison, in Wheaton, where a higher
percentage of parkers are customers of retail establishments, DOT has designated arelatively
high percentage (37%) of PLD space for short-term parking.
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Table4-4: Mix of Short-Term and Long-Term Parking Spaces (June 2008)

Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton
Short-Term Spaces 24% 10% 37%
Long-Term Spaces * 2% 84% 61%
Other Spaces** 4% 6% 2%
Total spaces 7,501 12,066 1,464

Source: Department of Transportation
* Long-term spaces include carpool and permit spaces.
** Other spaces consist of handicapped parking and spaces reserved for government vehicles.

Parking space peak hour occupancy rates also vary among the PLDs. DOT conducts monthly

surveys of parking facility occupancy rates during peak usage hours (weekdays from 10 am. to 2
p.m.). Asshown in Table 4-5, in FY 08, about 84 percent of Bethesda PLD spaces were occupied
during peak hours. Silver Spring and Wheaton occupancy rates were both near 60 percent. In all
PLDs, occupancy rates were significantly higher for long-term spaces than for short-term spaces.

Table 4-5: Parking Lot District Occupancy Rates (Peak Hours, FY 08)

Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton
Short-Term Spaces 78% 49% 57%
Long-Term Spaces * 86% 61% 62%
All Spaces 84% 60% 61%

Source: Department of Transportation
* Long-term spaces include carpool and permit spaces.
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2. Parking Lot District Rates

The Council establishes parking rates for each PLD by resolution. PLD parking rates include
different rates for short-term parking (less than three hours), long-term parking (three or more
hours), daily permits, and monthly permits. Table 4-6 shows the PLD parking rates approved by

the Council to take effect on July 1, 2008.*

Table4-6: Parking Lot District Parking Rates— Effective July 1, 2008

Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton

Short-term rate (up to 3 hours) $0.75 / hour $0.75 / hour $0.50 / hour
Long-term rate (3 or more hours) $0.50 / hour $0.50 / hour $0.50 / hour
Daily permit rate $8.25/ day $6.00 / day Not available
Monthly permit rate

Single-occupant vehicle $95.00 / month $95.00 / month $95.00 / month

2 person carpool $70.00 / month $65.00 / month Not available

3 or 4 person carpool $40.00 / month $35.00 / month Not available

5 or more person carpool $10.00 / month $5.00 / month Not available

Source: Department of Transportation

Short-Term versus Long-Term Parking Rates: As seen in Table 4-6, the short-term hourly rateis
$0.25 higher than the long-term hourly rate in the Bethesda and Silver Spring PLDs. In the
Wheaton PLD, the short-term and long-term hourly rates are the same.

Daily Parking Permit Rates: The Bethesda and Silver Spring PLDs offer daily parking permits.
At $8.25 per day, the permit fee in Bethesda is 38 percent higher than the Silver Spring permit
fee of $6.00 per day.

Monthly Permits. At $95 per month, the cost of a monthly parking permit isidentical in the
Bethesda, Silver Spring and Wheaton PLDs.

Carpool Discounts: In the Bethesda and Silver Spring PLDs, the County discounts the $95
monthly parking permit for carpools. In Bethesda, a monthly parking permit for a two-person
carpool is $70 (a 26% discount) and a permit for afive-person carpool is $10 (an 89% discount).
The carpool discountsin the Silver Spring PLD are even higher. The County does not offer
discounted rates for carpoolsin the Wheaton PLD.

In many urban centers around the country, commercial entities control the majority of paid
parking spaces. In communities such as these, the private sector sets parking prices based on
market demand. Commercial parking facilitiesin urban centers must raise revenue to cover the
cost of facility construction and operations. While the Council must set PLD rates to meet

* Council Resolution 16-589, adopted May 22, 2008.
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revenue bond and operating requirements, its price setting does not take market considerations
into account. Asaresult, PLD parking ratesin some areas fall well below rates charged in
privately-operated commercial facilities. For example, while the County charges $95 for a
monthly PLD permit, amonthly pass in acommercia facility in the Bethesda Central Business
District currently costs between $120 and $145 according to arecent DOT pricing survey.

C. Other Publicly Managed Parking Spaces

The five urban centers that are the focus of this report include two areas that do not have parking
lot districts: North Bethesda and Friendship Heights. Even without aformal parking lot district,
asupply of public parking existsin these two areas. In North Bethesda, the County manages
over 1,000 parking spaces. On-street spaces are paid, while parking lot spaces are free. As
shown in Table 4-7, amajority of these spaces are designated for short-term parking.

Table 4-7: County-Provided Parking Spacesin North Bethesda

Parking Duration Parking Spot L ocation
Short-Term Metered Spaces 632
On-Street Spaces 889
Long-Term Metered Spaces 257
Non-Metered Spaces 200 Parking Lot Spaces 200
Total spaces 1,089 Total spaces 1,089

Source: Department of Transportation

In the Friendship Heights Transportation Management District, the Village of Friendship Heights
manages 200 short-term on-street parking spaces.
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CHAPTER V: TRANSIT AND TRANSPORTATION DEMAND M ANAGEMENT FUNDING

Transportation infrastructure, including rail and bus systems, bikeways, and pedestrian facilities
are funded through multiple County and non-County sources. This chapter describes the major
sources of funding for County transit and transportation demand management programs in four
sections:

Section A, Transit System Funding, identifies the funding sources for transit systems
serving the County.

Section B, County Transportation Demand M anagement Program Funding, identifies
the funding sources for County transportation demand management programs.

Section C, State and County Transportation Funds, describes two transportation funds
that are major sources of transit and transportation demand management funding.

Section D, County Special District Revenue, presents information on the sources and uses
of revenue collected in County transportation management and parking lot districts.

A. Transit System Funding

Asdetailed in Chapter 111, multiple public transit systems serve Montgomery County. Each
system receives funding from different sources.

1. WMATA Funding

The Washington Metropolitan Transit Authority (WMATA) operates the Metrorail and Metrobus
systems. WMATA receives most of its operating revenue from passenger fares, parking and
advertising fees, and payments from state and local governments. WMATA funds its capital
program primarily through Federal grants and contributions from state and local governments.
The State of Maryland uses revenue from the Maryland Transportation Trust Fund to pay
Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties’ obligationsto WMATA. (See page 42 for a
discussion of the Maryland Transportation Trust Fund revenue sources.) In FY 08, the Maryland
contribution to WMATA for Montgomery County was $118.9 million.

2. Ride On Funding

The Department of Transportation operates the Ride On Bus system. Funding for the Ride On
system comes from the County’s Mass Transit Fund. In FY 08, the operating budget for Ride On
was $94.9 million. (See page 42 for adiscussion of the Mass Transit Fund revenue sources.)

3. MTA Commuter Busand MARC Train Funding

The Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) manages commuter bus services and the MARC
commuter rail service through contracts with private organizations. The Maryland
Transportation Trust Fund is the funding source for MARC train service and MTA Commuter
Buses.
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B. County Transportation Demand M anagement Program Funding

Multiple revenue sources fund County transportation demand management programs.

1. Transportation Management District (TMD) Activities

The Department of Transportation manages the Friendship Heights and Silver Spring
Transportation Management Districts and contracts with private organizations for the
management of the Bethesda and North Bethesda Transportation Management Districts. As

detailed in Chapter 111, TMD personnel manage and promote a series of programs to encourage

alternative commuting modes. TMD staffing and programs are funded from transportation
management fee revenue (see pages 42-43) and from the County Mass Transit Fund. Some

TMDs also receive atransfer of parking revenue collected in the district (see page 43). Table 5-1

summarizes the FY 08 funding sources for each TMD.

Table5-1: FY08 Funding Sourcesfor Transportation Management Districts

North Downtown Frietjdship Silver Spring
Bethesda Bethesda Heights
Parking Revenue 4 4 *
TMD Fees v v v * ok
Mass Transit Fund v v

*Use of Silver Spring parking revenue is authorized in County Code, and in FY 09 the budget assumes that
PLD revenue will support the Super Fare Share program in Silver Spring.
**DOT expectsto collect TMD feesin FY09.

Although thereisno TMD in Wheaton, the County uses Parking Lot District Fund and Mass
Transit Fund revenue to support transportation demand management activities in Wheaton.

2. Commuter Services

The Commuter Services Section of the DOT Division of Transit Services implements and
promotes programs to encourage alternative commuting modes (see Chapter 111). In FY08, the
annual budget for the Commuter Services Section was $5,514,060." The Montgomery County
Mass Transit Fund is the primary funding source for the Commuter Services Section. Commuter
Services aso receives funding from TMD fees, share-a-ride parking reduction fees, parking
revenue, and grants from the Maryland Transit Administration and the Metropolitan Washington
Council of Governments.

! The FY 08 Commuter Services Section budget included $671,840 for operation of the Bethesda Circulator shuttle
bus. Thisitem was transferred to the budget of the Bethesda Regional Services Center in FY 09.
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C. Stateand County Transportation Funds

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, two special transportation funds are major sources of transit
and transportation demand management funding.

1. Maryland Transportation Trust Fund

The Maryland Transportation Trust Fund is a dedicated fund supporting the programs and
activities of the Maryland Department of Transportation. The Transportation Trust Fund
finances Department operating, capital, and debt service expenses, including the State’s
contribution to WMATA and the operation of MARC trainsand MTA Commuter Buses. The
largest revenue sources for the Transportation Trust Fund are a State gas tax and motor vehicle
taxes and fees. Although the Fund receives dedicated revenue, Fund resources are subject to
appropriation by elected officials and are not earmarked for specific programs such as transit.

2. Montgomery County Mass Transit Fund

The County’s Mass Transit Fund finances the planning, development, and implementation of
transit programs and facilities. More specifically, the Mass Transit Fund supports operation of
the Ride On bus system, transportation demand management programs, and other activities of
the DOT Division of Transit Services. Asillustrated in Table 5-2, Mass Transit property tax
revenue contributes about two-thirds of all Mass Transit Fund resources. Other large
contributors to the Mass Transit Fund are State aid and Ride On fare revenue.

Table5-2: FY08 Mass Transit Fund Sour ces of Revenue

Revenue Source FY08 Amount Per cent of Total
Mass Transit Property Tax $87,469,710 66.5%
State Aid $25,092,540 19.1%
Ride On Fare Revenue $13,470,470 10.2%
Other $5,523,980 4.2%
Total $131,556,700 100.0%

Source: Office of Budget and Management

D. County Special District Revenue

The County’s transportation management districts (TMDs) and parking lot districts (PLDs) each
collect revenue that support County transportation demand management activities.

1. Transportation Management District Revenue

The County Code authorizes the County to charge afeein TMDs to fund transportation demand
management activities, including TMD administration and implementation of traffic mitigation
plans and agreements.? Transportation management fee revenue must be used in the district in
which the devel opment or property subject to the feeis located.

2MCC § 42A-29.
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The current transportation management fee for all County TMDsis $0.10 per square foot of
gross floor areain commercial properties. The fee applies only to commercial properties either
occupied after June 2006 or subject to a TMD fee as a condition of subdivision or optional
method approval in June 2006 or earlier.® In FY 08, the County collected atotal of about
$270,000 in transportation management district fee revenue from the Bethesda, North Bethesda,
and Friendship Heights TMDs. In FY 08, the County did not receive any TMD revenue from
Silver Spring because no developments required to pay the fee had been completed. DOT
expects to begin collecting TMD feesin Silver Spring in FY Q9.

2. Parking Lot District Revenue

As detailed in Chapter 4, the County constructs and maintains public parking in the Bethesda,
Silver Spring, and Wheaton Parking Lot Districts. PLDs receive revenue from a special district
tax, parking fees, and parking fines.

Special District Tax: The County Code established each PLD as a special taxing district.
Within these districts, the Code authorizes the County to collect an annual ad valorem tax from
non-residential property owners who opt not to provide on-site parking.> The Code exempts
property owners of buildings that meet their entire off-street parking requirement from paying
the special district tax.®

The Council sets PLD real property and personal property tax rates by resolution annually. The
County Code limits the PLD special tax rate to no more than:

e $1.00 per $100 of assessed value for improved real property; and
e $1.00 per $100 of assessed value for personal property.’

Table 5-3 shows the Council-approved PLD special tax rates for improved properties for FY 08.

Table5-3: FY08 Parking Lot District Special Tax Rates®
(per $100 assessed value)

Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton
Improved Real Property $0.28 $0.28 $0.24
Personal Property $0.70 $0.70 $0.60

Source: Department of Finance

3 Council resolution 16-589, May 22, 2008.

*MCC § 60-1.

> MCC § 60-3.

® The exemption applies only to the building but not to the land on which it stands,
"MCC §60-3(a).

8 The rates for unimproved properties are one-half the rates for improved properties.
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Other PLD Revenue: PLDs also receive revenue from parking fees, parking fines, and

investment income. However, for each PLD, parking fees and special district taxes are the
largest sources of revenue. Table 5-4, below, shows estimated FY 08 PLD revenue by source.

Table5-4: Estimated FY08 Parking Lot District Revenue

Sour ce of Revenue Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton
Special District Taxes $5,162,550 $5,402,120 $497,570
Parking Fees $8,745,000 $7,804,610 $725,000
Parking Fines $4,700,000 $2,400,000 $493,120
Investment Income $932,400 $329,000 $58,800
Total Revenue $19,539,950 $15,935,730 $1,774,490

Source: Approved FY 09 Operating and Capital Budgets, Schedule C-3.

The County Code restricts spending taxes and fees collected in aPLD to uses within that PLD.°
The Code states that the primary use of PLD revenue isto acquire, build, restore, improve,
maintain, and operate off-street parking facilities. In addition, the Code allows the Council to
transfer parking fee revenue from a PLD for the following uses:

Funding an urban district;

Supporting the activities of a transportation management district;

Implementing transit and ridesharing incentive programs; and

A 0w NP

Establishing public-private partnerships to increase ridesharing and transit usage.

No legal requirement exists to direct parking fine revenue to any special fund. Nonetheless,
County practiceisto allocate $25 of each fine to the Mass Transit Fund to support transportation
demand management activities in the district where the parking violation occurred and to
allocate the remaining fine revenue to the PLD fund where the parking violation occurred.

In recent years, the Council has approved atransfer of funds from the Bethesda, Silver Spring,
and Wheaton PLDs to their respective urban districts. In addition, relatively small amounts of
revenue from each PLD were transferred to the General Fund to cover parking district overhead
costs.

In each year from FY 04 — 08, the County transferred Bethesda PLD revenue to support the
Bethesda TMD. During those same years, the Silver Spring PLD provided no fundsto the Silver
Spring TMD.®® As mentioned above, the County annually transfers funds from the Wheaton
PLD to pay for transportation demand management activities in Wheaton.

®MCC § 60-16.
1910 FY 09, the budget assumes a transfer of about $200,000 for the Silver Spring PLD to support the Super Fare
Share program in Silver Spring.
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Table 5-5 shows the FY 08 estimated PLD expenditures and transfers to other funds.

Table5-5: Estimated FY08 Parking Lot District Expendituresand Transfers

Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton
PLD Expenditures $19,137,350 $12,983,270 $1,465,050
Operating Budget $9,387,370 $9,973,250 $1,181,050
Capital Projects (incl. debt service) $9,749,980 $3,010,020 $284,000
Transfersto Other Funds $6,263,380 $1,948,370 $814,240
to Urban District $2,065,900 $1,718,700 $373,700
toTMD $1,745,810 $0 $0*
to Mass Transit Fund $2,236,780 $0 $408,110*
to General Fund $214,890 $229,670 $32,430
Total Expenditures + Transfers $25,400,730 $14,931,640 $2,279,290

Source: Approved FY 09 — 14 Public Services Program: Fiscal Plan

* The Wheaton PLD provides funds to the Mass Transit Fund to pay for transportation demand management
activitiesin Wheaton. In FY 08, the amount of this transfer was $195,260 and isincluded in the total transfer
from the Wheaton PLD to the Mass Transit Fund in the table.

Although the County has not established a parking lot district in North Bethesda, as described in
Chapter 1V the County provides public parking lots and on-street parking within the North
Bethesda TMD. In FY 08, the County collected about $975,000 in North Bethesda parking fees

and fines.
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CHAPTER VI: TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT IN OTHER COMMUNITIES

This chapter summarizes the current transportation demand management (TDM) practicesin
Montgomery County, identifies additional or alternative TDM practices, and discusses the
potential applicability of these additional or aternative practices to the County. This chapter has
five sections:

Section A, Dedicated Funding Sourcesfor Transit, presents methods used in other
jurisdictions to dedicate funding for transit.

Section B, Economic I ncentives, describes incentive programs to encourage commuting by
transit and other alternative modes.

Section C, Driving Disincentives, describes strategies used in other communities to make
driving alone less attractive than other commuting options.

Section D, Location and Design of Transportation Network, discusses how some
jurisdictions have altered transportation networks to promote efficient commuting practices.

Section E, Centrally Managed System Gover nance, describes transportation demand
management systems that consolidate a wide range of services into one integrated, centrally-
managed program.

A. Dedicated Funding Sourcesfor Transit

Most major transit systems in the United States receive a substantial portion of their capital
and/or operating resources from a dedicated revenue source. The Federal Government defines
the three characteristics of a dedicated funding source for transit:

e Funding must come from a specific designated revenue source;
¢ Revenue from the designated source must be provided directly to atransit agency; and
e Designated revenue must not be subject to appropriation.*

According to the United States General Accountability Office (GAQO), 23 of the 25 largest transit
agencies in the country receive funds from dedicated revenue sources.?> The Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) is one of the two largest systems that do not
receive dedicated funding. While the County’s Mass Transit property tax is dedicated to funding
transit programs, the tax rate has fluctuated significantly in recent years thereby reducing the
stability of this revenue source.

WMATA receives most of its operating revenue from passenger fares, parking and advertising
fees, and payments from state and local governments. WMATA fundsiits capital program
primarily through Federal grants and contributions from state and local governments. The State
of Maryland uses revenue from the Maryland Transportation Trust Fund to pay Montgomery and

! United States Government Accountability Office Report GAO-06-516, |ssues Related to Providing Dedicated
Funding for the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, May 2006.
2 |bid.
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Prince George’s Counties’ obligationsto WMATA. Maor revenue sources for the Maryland
Transportation Trust Fund include the State’s gas tax, motor vehicle taxes, and Motor Vehicle
Administration fees.

The County’s Mass Transit Fund supports operation of the County’s Ride On bus system and
other transit related activities. The three largest contributors to the Mass Transit Fund are
property tax revenue, State aid, and Ride On fares.

The County Code authorizes the County to charge afee in transportation management districts
(TMDs) to fund transportation demand management activities including TMD activities and
implementation of traffic mitigation plans and agreements.® Revenue from transportation
management district fees must be used in the district where the development or property subject
tothefeeislocated. While thisfee supports transportation demand management programs, it
does not directly fund transit system operating or capital costs.

1. SalesTaxes
Sales tax revenue is the most common dedicated revenue source for transit systemsin the
country. According to the GAO, 15 of the 23 largest transit agencies with dedicated funding
received a portion of their revenue from sales taxes.* Table 6-1 lists examples of metropolitan

transit systems that receive dedicated sales tax revenue.

Table6-1: Examplesof Metropolitan Transit Systemswith Dedicated Sales Tax Revenue

Area/ Sales Tax Revenue Dedicated to
Transit System Transit
Atlanta/ All revenue from a 1% sales tax
Metro Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) | levied in the region
Boston / 20% of revenue from a 5% sales tax
Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority (MBTA) | levied in theregion
Dallas/ All revenue from a 1% sales tax
Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) levied in the transit district
New York / All revenue from a 3/8% sales tax
Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA) levied in theregion
San Francisco Bay / 75% of revenue from a 1/2% sales tax
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) levied in the transit district
Seattle/ All revenue from a 4/10% sales tax
Sound Transit (ST) levied in theregion

®MCC § 42A-29.
* United States Government Accountability Office Report GAO-06-516, May 2006.
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