
T &E COMMITTEE #1 
April 24, 2014 

MEMORANDUM 

April 22, 2014 

TO: 

FROM: 

Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy & Environment Committee 
if.) 

Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Administrator 

SUBJECT: FY15·20 Capital Improvements Program - Parking District and Mass Transit projects; 
Resolution on FY15 transportation fees, charges, and fares; 
FY15 Operating Budget: Mass Transit Fund, Parking Lot District Funds, Rockville 
Parking District NDA, and General Fund follow-up 

Those anticipated to attend this worksession include: 

Arthur Holmes, Jr., Director, Department ofTransportation (DOT) 
Edgar Gonzalez, Deputy Director for Transportation Policy, DOT 
Al Roshdieh, Deputy Director, DOT 
Carolyn Biggins, Chief, Division of Transit Services, DOT 
Rick Siebert, Chief, Division of Parking Management, DOT 
Tony Alexiou, Chief, Management Services, DOT 
Alicia Thomas, Budget Analyst, DOT 
Phil McLaughlin, Manager of Operations Planning, Division of Transit Services, DOT 
Sandra Brecher, Chief, Commuter Services Section, Division of Transit Services, DOT 
Brady Goldsmith and Deborah Lambert, Budget Analysts, Office ofManagement and Budget (OMB) 

I. FY15 Operating Budget: General Fund follow-up 

The Committee wished to consider adding to the Reconciliation List funding for the following 
infrastructure maintenance items. All of the data below is from the latest Report of the Infrastructure 
Maintenance Task Force (March 2014). For each item the amount proposed by the Executive is 
compared to the "Annual Requirement": how much funding is needed for all the work that should be 
conducted, optimally. The tabl(( also displays the Task Force's "Criticality Rating" for each item, on a 
l·to-5 scale (5 is the highest rating). 



Infrastructure Maintenance 
Annual Approved Proposed ICriticality 

Element Component 
Activity Requirement Budget Budget . Rati 

In FY15$ FY14 I FY15 ng 

Residential 
Crack seal, slurry seal, 

I Resurfacing Roadways 
other preventive $4,015,200 $1,789,410 $1,789,410 4 

. maintenance 

All ad I Includes pothole repair, 
Patching 

ro ways 0 

$1,618,557 $1,521,322 $1,612,825 4I 0 taO d emergency, spot, skm 
mam me 'dp, thO 19,:an acm, 

Curb & Gutter 
Curb & gutter Preventive maintenance 

Repair 
within right and repair of curb and $300,000 $173,887 ! $173,887 3 
ofway gutters 
Sidewalks 

Preventive maintenance 
Sidewalk Repair within right 

and repair of sidewalks 
$300,000 $116,874 $116,874 3 

: ofway 

Tree 
Trees within Emergency pruning, 

. Maintenance County tree removal, and stump $7,950,000 $4,530,898 $4,530,898 5 
. easements removal 

Crosswalk Crosswalks in . Three-year cycle per 

Maintenance County I Pedestrian Safety $370,500 $276,990 $276,990 5 
system , Committee guidance 

Streetlight 
Streetlights 

Re-lamping and 
Maintenance on County 

servicing $512,200 I $454,300 $454,300 5 
roadways 

Sign Repair & 
Signs on 

Repair and replacement ICounty $800,000 $368,660 $368,660 5
Replacement 

roadways 
ofsigns 

Centerline Paint 
Roadways 

Paint centerline on 
Program 

throughout 
roadways 

$900,000 $550,420 $550,420 4 
the County 

i Signal County Repairs and service, to 
I $1,687,600. $1,398,936 $1,398,936 5I Maintenance signals signal devices L-­

Correction. In the April 21 packet C.ouncil staff rep.orted that the distributi.on .of Highway User 
Revenue w.ould be $38,029 higher than n.oted in the Rec.ommended Operating Budget. In reviewing this 
subsequently with OMB, C.ouncil staff rec.ognizes that, in fact, the distributi.on will be exactly what 
appears in the Rec.ommended Budget. C.ouncil staff regrets the err.or. 

II. FY15 Transportation Fees, Charges, and Fares 

Acc.ording t.o Secti.on 2-57 A .of the M.ontg.omery C.ounty C.ode, all fees, charges, and fares f.or 
any transportati.on .or transp.ortati.on-related service .or product pr.ovided by the Department .of 
Transp.ortati.on must be set by C.ouncil res.oluti.on ad.opted after a public hearing and appr.oved by the 
Executive, unless any law expressly requires a different process. If the Executive disappr.oves a 
res.oluti.on within 10 days after it is ad.opted and the C.ouncil read.opts it by a v.ote .of six 
C.ouncilmembers, .or if the Executive d.oes n.ot act within 10 days after the C.ouncil ad.opts it, the 
res.oluti.on takes effect. The fees, charges, and fares currently in effect are th.ose in C.ouncil Res.oluti.on 
17-746 ad.opted.on May 15,2013 and approved by the Executive.on May 23, 2013. 
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On March 17 the Executive submitted his FYI5 Operating Budget predicated on revising some 
Ride On fares to comport with WMATA's potential Metrobus fares. However, on March 27 the 
WMA T A adopted Metrobus fares that were somewhat lower; consequently, the Executive transmitted 
an updated set of recommendations in the afternoon on April I. A resolution incorporating his most 
recent recommendations is on ©1-8. His new Ride On fare proposals would: 

• Equalize the regular cash and S~arTrip fares at $1.75, and for seniors at $0.85. 
• Increase the Route 70 (Germantown-to-Bethesda) Express fare to $4.00. 
• Increase transfer charges commensurately. 
• Extend the eligible hours for Kids Ride Free to 8:00 pm (from 7:00 pm) weeknights. 

For FY15 the Executive recommends no changes to parking fees, fines, or charging hours, nor does he 
recommend changes to the residential permit parking fee or transportation management district fees. 

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive. Typically, the County sets Ride 
On fares to match Metrobus fares for simplicity for bus patrons and also for an equity reason: most of 
the bus service in the East County is provided by Metrobus, and County residents there should not be 
paying more or less than residents elsewhere. 

III. FY15 Operating Budget: Rockville Parking District NDA 

The Executive is recommending $376,600 for this non-departmental account, which is $5,650 
less than the $382,250 budgeted for FY14 (©9-1O). This NDA pays for three categories of costs 
associated with parking in the Rockville core: 

• 	 There is an annual payment in lieu of taxes to share in the overall expenses of the Parking 
District, which for FYI5 is $123,130, $4,255 higher than the $118,875 budgeted for FYI4. This 
is due to the slightly higher value assessed to this property. . 

• 	 There is an annual payment of $180,000 as the County's share in the repayment of outstanding 
debt for the garages in the Parking District. This commitment will continue for the life of the 30­
year bonds issued by the City to fund construction of the garages. 

• 	 There is a reimbursement due to the Parking District for revenue lost due to free parking being 
provided for County employees in the Rockville Library building. The estimate of revenue that 
will be lost in FYI5 is $73,470: $9,905 less than the $83,375 budgeted in FYI4. This is due to a 
more accurate accounting of charges to the NDA. 

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive. 

IV. FY15-20 CIP - Parking Lot District projects 

1. "Consent" projects. These are continuing projects about which there are no specific changes 
recommended to the Executive's recommendations by public hearing testimony, the Planning Board, or 
Council staff. Each project would be recommended for approval unless a Committee member 
specifically asks for it to be discussed. Two information items are presented for each project: 
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• 	 Funding Change: the percentage difference in cost from the Approved or Amended FY13-18 CIP 
to the Recommended FY15-20 CIP. 

• 	 Timing Change: the acceleration or delay of the project's completion, comparing the completion in 
the Approved or Amended FY13-18 CIP to that in the Recommended FY15-20 CIP. 

Consent bridge pro,jects (page) Funding Change Timing Change 
Bethesda Lot 31 Parking Garage (20-2) None none 
Facility Planning Parking: Bethesda PLD (20-4) None not applicable 
Facilit~ Planning Parking: Silver Spring PLD (20-5) None not applicable 

1 Facility Planning Parking: Wheaton PLD (20-6) None not applicable 
Parking Bethesda Facilit): Renovations (20-7) None not applicable 

I Parking Silver S2ring Facility_Renovations (20-9) 
Parking Wheaton Facility Renovations (20-11) 

None 
None 

not applicable 
not applicable I 

I Silver Spring Lot 3 Parking Garage (20-13) None none 

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive. 

2. Parking Lot Districts Services Facility (©11). On March 17 the Executive recommended 
this new project that would consolidate the meter maintenance shop (currently on the ground floor of 
Silver Spring's Garage 4 on Fenton Street north of Sligo Avenue) and the existing parking maintenance 
office (currently in leased space on Spring Street). Garage 4 will likely have to undergo a major 
rehabilitation or, alternatively, be demolished as part of a potential redevelopment. The maintenance 
office lease will not be renewed, although the landlord would likely grant an extension until this new 
facility is completed. The facility will be 11,500 sf of offices and maintenance shop space, and be sited 
at the rear of Silver Spring Lot 2, the parking lot behind the current Park & Planning Commission 
building. 

This new building is warranted, not only because of the circumstances at the existing 
maintenance office and shop, but because of the management efficiency of combining the two functions 
into one building. The Department of General Services found that the net annualized cost of buying or 
leasing another building exceeded that of constructing a new building by 35-40%. 

The project's design and construction is anticipated to be $3,585,000. Since the building would 
be sited on an existing County parking lot, there is no land acquisition cost. (Historically this lot is 
underutilized, so it does not take away spaces that are used by Silver Spring employees or customers.) 
The Executive recommends funding the project entirely with Current Revenue from the Silver Spring 
PLD. However, since the facility serves all the PLDs, it should be funded by all four districts 
proportionately. 

Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive, except to allocate the funding 
across all PLDs in proportion to their respective Operating Budgets (see below). The budget shares 
are as follows: Bethesda, 45%; Montgomery Hills, 0.5%; Silver Spring, 48.5%; Wheaton, 6%. The 
recommended allocation is shown below ($000): 
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Total FY15 I FY16 FY17 
f Current Revenue Parking - Bethesda 1,613 0 0 1,613 
Current Revenue Parking - Mont. Hills 18 18 0 0 
Current Revenue Parking - Silver Spring 1,739 407 • 1,089 0 
Current Revenue Parking - Wheaton ,-­ . 

215 215 0 
Total 3,585 425 1,304 1,856 

v. FY15 Operating Budget: Parking Lot District Funds 

Overview. The Executive's recommendations for the Parking Lot District (PLD) Funds are 
attached on ©12-24. For FY15, the Executive recommends total expenditures of $28,461,931 for the 
Parking Lot District Funds, a $2,605,536 (10.1%) increase from the FY14 approved budget. Operating 
Budget FTEs would increase by a net of 1.3 FTEs (+2.7%), to 49.89 FTEs. The most significant 
increases in the budget are to fund installation of 1,200 Smart Meters in Silver Spring ($1,300,200) and 
the operational cost for the new Garage 31 in Bethesda starting in January 2015 ($607,000). Offsetting 
this latter cost is an anticipated revenue of $875,000 from Garage 31 in the latter six months ofFY15. 

Security. With one exception, the Executive's recommends exactly the same spending for 
parking garage and lot security as in FYsI2-14. All the security again will be provided by contract 
security guards, with the exception of 6,000 hours in the Silver Spring PLD, which will be provided by 
the Clean & Safe Team. The only change would be to add $77,000 (+l3.7%) for the cost of 3,616 more 
contract security patrol hours in the Bethesda PLD, associated with the opening of Garage 31. The 
costs/hour for contract security and Silver Spring's Clean & Safe Team are unchanged, and the number 
ofannual patrol hours is also unchanged. A chart detailing the security in each district is on ©25. 

South Silver Spring residential permit pilot. Two years ago the Council piloted a special 
Parking Convenience Sticker (PCS) for residents of South Silver Spring (the area bounded by Blair Mill 
Road, Georgia A venue, and Eastern Avenue) whereby they could pay for a pass for unlimited parking in 
Garages 9 or 16 for $95/month, $28/month less than the regular $123/month Silver Spring PCS. The 
first permits were sold in November 2012; since the program went into full swing in 2013, 68 pennits 
have been sold on average each month, about a third less than was anticipated. On average about 15% 
of the eligible households are acquiring these permits (©26-27). 

Last July the Parking Division surveyed those who acquired the South Silver Spring residential 
permit. Of the surveys received, 84% had used the regular PCS in the past at some point, and 19% 
noted that, prior to acquiring the discounted South Silver Spring pennit they had parked in a private 
garage (©28). The private garages in the neighborhood charge $125/month, virtually the same as the 
$123/month for the regular PCS. 

This spring the South Silver Spring Neighborhood Association conducted a survey of three of the 
residential buildings in South Silver Spring, representing 308 of the 434 units in the area. It found that 
most of those owning cars are not parking on the street; most are using the new South Silver Spring 
permit or one of the other pennits sold by the County. The Association also asked respondents if the 
permit cost even less, how much less would the cost need to be for them to buy them. The median 
response was $50/month (©29-32). 
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The main reason why the program was piloted in 2012 was the concern if there were too many 
users there would be a significant drain on revenue to the Silver Spring PLD. The foregone revenue to 
the PLD under the current program and current use levels is just under $23,000 annually: a $336 annual 
subsidy for each participant. This is not a high draw on resources, which is why the Executive 
recommends continuing the discount. As with every parking fee, the South Silver Spring residential 
permit will be reviewed annually by the Council. 

Advertising in parking garages. Two years ago the Council urged DOT to develop a program to 
display advertising in PLD garages. During FY14 DOT piloted display ads in Garages 7 and 11 in 
Bethesda, and Garages 57 and 61 in Silver Spring. The full program will be initiated in FY15, but 
because of the uncertainty associated with this startup, the Executive has not assumed any net revenue 
from it in his PLD fiscal plans. 

Fiscal health olthe PLDs. A reasonable objective is to have each PLD's end-of-year available 
fund balance exceed 25% of resources. Each of the PLDs is measured against this standard in the 
analyses and recommendations that follow. 

Montgomery Hills. This PLD is in satisfactory fiscal shape. Even with assigning $18,000 of the 
Parking Services Facility project cost to it, the year-end fund balance as a percent of resources will 
remain above 25% through FY18, and be above 20% in FYs19-20. 

Year-end balance as % of resources FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 
Executive's fiscal plan (©22) 36.88% 36.04% 34.86% 32.94% 30.12% 26.49% 
Council staffs fiscal plan (©33) 28.78% 30.63% 29.45% 27.44% 24.40% 20.40% 

Wheaton. Council asked DOT and OMB to create a new fIScal plan that makes some 
corrections and changes: 

• 	 Account for the $292,320 annual transfer to the Wheaton Urban District. The Executive's 
fiscal plan showed this transfer out of the PLD only in FY15, but his Wheaton Urban District 
fiscal plan assumes receiving a $292,320 from the PLD every year. 

• 	 Show the battery backup item in FY20 as a $22,000 savings, not as a $22,000 cost. 
• 	 Reflect the opening of the new parking garage beneath the new County building on Lot 13 

by the start of FYI9, which DOT estimates will generate $336,288 more in fee revenue and 
$81,900 more in fme revenue, offset by $122,111 more in operating costs, resulting in a net 
additional annual revenue of $296,077 beginning in FYI9. 

• 	 Assign $215,000 of the cost of the Parking Services Facility project to the Wheaton PLD in 
FYI6. 

The resulting changes from the Executive's fiscal plan are shown below. The year-end fund 
balances as a percent ofresources will remain above 25% through FY20. 

i Year-end balance as % of resources FY15 FY16 FYI7 FYI8 FY19 FY20 
I Executive's fiscal 'QJan (©24) 35.22% 43.15% 47.78% 51.86% 53.81% 54.84% 
ICouncil staffs fiscal plan (©34) 35.22% 27.50% 29.70% 29.51% 33.55% 38.22% 
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Bethesda. The fiscal health appears much worse than last year. In the FY14 Fiscal Plan, the 
projection was that there would be an end-of-FY15 balance of $9,984,213, or 36.4% of reserves. The 
changes between last year's projection for FY15 and this year's are not significant: the end-of-FYI5 
balance is now forecasted to be $8,329,563, 32.5% of resources. The main change is that the fiscal plan 
now explicitly recognizes that a large portion of Bethesda's balance is the Revenue Bond Restricted 
Reserve: $7,088,062 in FYI5, and slightly higher amounts in later years. These are funds that cannot be 
used for the regular Bethesda PLD operating budget. Therefore, the "available" end-of-FYI5 fund 
balance for the Bethesda PLD is only 4.84% of resources. 

Therefore, the Bethesda PLD's fiscal situation now is quite tenuous. The Executive's fiscal plan 
shows an "available" end-of-year balance below 12%--less than half of the 25% objective-every year, 
and less than 1 % in two of the years. A positive balance in FYl5 was only achievable because of the 
Executive's recommendation to transfer $1.5 million from the Silver Spring PLD in FYI5, to be 
returned in an equal transfer in FYI6. A Council Attorney has reviewed the County Code and finds no 
authority for such a transfer (see ©35-36). Therefore, Council staff does not recommend these transfers. 

Alternatively, Council staff recommends doubling the Bethesda PLD real property tax rate 
for the next three years to 24.8¢/$100 (and doubling the associated PLD tax rates as well), 
returning to the current 12.4¢/$100 rate in FY18. The rates in FYs15-17 would still be lower than 
long-time rate of 28.0¢1$100 that was assessed prior to the Council-approved tax reductions over the 
past few years. The other recommended change is to assign $1,613,000 of the cost of the Parking 
Services Facility project to the Bethesda PLD in FYI7. 

The resulting change from the Executive's fiscal plan is shown below. The year-end fund 
balance will still be low in FYI5, but be at sustainable levels in FYsI6-20. 

Year-end balance as % ofresources FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 
Executive's fiscal plan (©21) 4.84% 8.46% 0.67% 10.39% 11.48% 0.88% 
Council staff's fiscal plan_(©37) 11.02% 25.81% 22.22% 28.92% 29.16% 22.06% 

Silver Spring. Conversely, the fiscal health forecast of the Silver Spring PLD is excellent, 
despite the fact that the Executive is now recommending that the debt service remaining in FY s 15-17 on 
MEDCa bonds used to build the two Town Center garages that is being paid by the General Fund be 
reimbursed by the PLD over the next 15 years, starting in FYI5. The reimbursement would be 
$1,108,650 annually, so the total draw on the Silver Spring PLD between FY15 and FY29 would be 
$16,629,750. 

Council staff agrees with the Executive that this is an appropriate draw on the PLD. The PLDs, 
as enterprise funds, are supposed to be self-supporting. In the 1990s, when the finances of the Silver 
Spring PLD were at a low ebb, some of the basic renovations in the existing garages were paid by the 
General Fund, with the condition that it would be reimbursed when the PLD's fiscal condition 
improved; the improvement was enough over the first decade of the century for the PLD to make that 
reimbursement. Now that the PLD's fortunes are even brighter, it should be assuming the balance of the 
debt service on its Town Center garages, from which it is drawing revenue. In fact, it could be argued 
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that the PLD should also reimburse the General Fund for the MEDCO debt service payments it has been 
making through FYI4. 

Instead, Council staff has a different proposal to deal with a more pressing concern. Without a 
countervailing action, raising the Bethesda PLD rates would cause the tax-supported budget to exceed 
the Charter's limitation on property tax collections. In order not to impact the Charter limit, the real 
property tax rate in the Silver Spring PLD should be lowered in FYsI5-17, from 31.7¢/$100 to 
21.0¢/$100, and the associated PLD rates lowered in the same proportion. This will roughly 
balance the additional revenue generated from the higher rates in Bethesda, thus assuring no impact on 
the other tax-supported funds in the budget. The fiscal plan should also assume: 

• 	 Not transferring $1,500,000 to the Bethesda PLD in FY15 or receiving a transfer from the 
Bethesda PLD in FY16 (see above). 

• 	 $6,825,000 in revenue from the sale of Garage 21 to United Therapeutics in FYI6. 
According to the General Development Agreement between the County and United 
Therapeutics, a payment of $9,100,000 will be made by April 2015 for the sale of the garage. 
However, the agreement allows for up to two successive six-month extensions, so conservatively 
the funds should not be anticipated until FYI6. Furthermore, in any land sale 25% of the 
proceeds are allocated to the Housing Initiative Fund, so the HIF would receive $2,275,000 in 
FY16 and the Silver Spring PLD would receive the $6,825,000 balance. 

• 	 Spreading the cost of the Parking Services Facility project across all four PLDs, and not 
ascribing the entire cost to the Silver Spring PLD. As noted above, this would be 
accomplished by reducing this PLD's contribution to the project cost by $18,000 in FYI5, 
by $215,000 in FY16, and by $1,613,000 in FY17. 

The resulting changes from the Executive's fiscal plan are shown below. The year-end fund 
balances will still be well above 25% of available resources through FY20 and beyond. 

I Year-end balance as % of resources FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 
38.35% 

FY19 
35.57% 

FY20 
33.04%I Executive's fiscal plan (©23) 43.64% 43.95% 37.29% 

I Council staff's fiscal plan (©38) 41.23% 51.51% 43.54% 42.22% 39.64% I 37.32% 

VI. FY 15-20 CIP: Mass Transit budget adjustments 

1. Ride On Bus Fleet (©39). This projectfunds replacement and added buses to Ride On's 
fleet. The Executive's January 15 recommendations for funding in FYs15-18 were identical to that in 
the amended CIP approved last spring; with his proposed funding for FYs19-20, the six-year total 
recommended was $87,930,000. His March 17 budget adjustment would increase funding by 
$7,212,000 over the period. The adjustment recognizes $14 million of State aid that is coming to the 
County for bus acquisition, another consequence of the General Assembly's passage of the 
transportation revenue increase last year. The net result is that the $l3,732,000 contribution from the 
Mass Transit Fund to this project can be zeroed out in FY15. The Executive is recommending an 
increase of $6,994,000 from the Mass Transit Fund in FYsI6-20s. 
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Unfortunately, these additional funds will pay only for the same number of buses each year as 
had already been assumed in the January PDF, with the exception that in FY15 it will fund the 
replacement of one less bus. Bid prices in the industry have increased since the January PDF was 
developed. Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive. 

2. Montgomery Mall Transit Center (©40). This project will construct a new transit center in 
concert with the redevelopment of Westfield Shoppingtown Montgomery (Montgomery Mall). The 
project has been delayed by another year once again, to FYI5. The cost has remained at $1,342,000. 

Westfield's contact now believes that it will not undertake its expansion until calendar year 
2016, at the earliest. Therefore, the County funds should be shown in FY16 instead of FYI5. Earlier 
this spring the Committee (and later, the Council) tentatively decided to defer the $1,311,000 spending 
balance from FY15 to FYI6. In this March 17 budget adjustment, the Executive concurs. 

3. Rapid Transit System and Purple Line-related projects. The Executive is expected to 
transmit shortly budget adjustments to the Rapid Transit System, Bethesda Metro Station South 
Entrance, Capital Crescent Trail, and Silver Spring Green Trail projects. Depending upon when they are 
transmitted, these projects will either be reviewed in an addendum to this packet or will be scheduled for 
review at the Committee's May 1 meeting. 

VII. FY15 Operating Budget: Mass 'Transit Fund 

Overview. The Executive's recommendations for the Mass Transit Fund are attached on ©41-47. 
The Executive recommends total expenditures of $125,013,667 for the Mass Transit Fund, a $3,659,766 
(3.0%) increase from the FY14 approved budget. Operating Budget workyears would increase by 9.56 
Full Time Equivalents (FTEs), to 825.62 FTEs, a net 1.2% increase. 

Revenue. In his March 17 transmittal the Executive assumed $24,100,000 in fare revenue for 
Ride On. However, this estimate was based on Ride On's fares rising to the levels then being 
considered by WMA TA for Metrobus. As noted above, when WMA TA reduced the magnitude of its 
fare increase on March 27, the Executive revised his recommendation so as to have Ride On's fares be 
consistent with the smaller fare increase for Metrobus. DOT has recalculated its estimated FY15 fare 
revenue to $23,555,492, a $544,508 reduction. Council staff recommendation: Assume $544,508 
less revenue for Ride On than stated in the March 17 recommended budget. 

Bus service. There are no significant additions or reductions proposed. An additional cost of 
$104,370 is for the annualization of Clarksburg Meet-the-MARC service (Route 94) initiated in January. 
The table on ©48-49 displays-in descending order-the effectiveness of existing Ride On routes on 
weekdays, Saturdays and Sundays. Most routes meet Ride On's minimum performance standards: 15 
riders per platform hour for peak-period-only routes that are served by full-size Ride On buses; 12 riders 
per platform hour for peak-period-only routes served by small buses; and 10 riders per platform hour for 
all-day routes. 1 Those routes that fall consistently or significantly below these minimum standards 
should be curtailed or eliminated. The buses on consistently underperforming routes would be better 
deployed to supplement other routes that are currently oversubscribed. 

1 The Ride On system's average in October 2013 was 23.6 riders/hour. 
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Adding new peak-period routes or increasing the frequency of peak-period service will not be 
possible in FYI5, given that all the buses in the fleet are either already committed to existing routes, in 
extensive repair, or on call to fill in should there be a breakdown. However, should the Council wish, it 
could provide funds to expand the frequency and/or duration (i.e., span) of service in the off-peak: 
middays, late evenings, weekends, and holidays. 

Council staff asked DOT to prepare good candidates for expanding the span of service. From 
these candidates, Council staff has identified 15 routes where the extension of service earlier in the . 
morning or later in the evening on weekdays would be relatively cost effective (©50). On six routes, 
weekday service would be extended one hour later in the evening. On four routes, weekday service 
would be extended two hours further into the evening. On four routes weekday service would start an 
hour earlier in the morning. And on Route 11, a peak-period-only service, the route would run one hour 
later in the morning. DOT estimates the annualized cost of adding this service at $559,692, offset by 
$166,402 in fare revenue, for a net cost of $393,290. The fiscal impact in FY15 would be reduced by 
half if these service improvements were initiated as part ofthe January 2015 pick. 

Council staff recommendation: Add to the Reconciliation List $279,846 (offset by $83,101 
in additional fare revenue) for the span improvements on ©50, starting in January 2015. 

Bus cost allocation. More than a decade ago the Council hired an independent consultant to 
develop a means of comparing Ride On and Metrobus costs so that the Council could follow how they 
tracked from year to year. Ride On costs have usually been lower than those of Metrobus. 

Following the directives from the consultant, DOT calculated the recommended partially 
allocated cost of Ride On for FY15 to be $92.11/hour, compared to $89.31/hour in FYI4. This is the 
rate that should be used in deciding whether it would be more cost effective to add Ride On or Metrobus 
service. The corresponding partially-allocated rate for Metrobus is $118.89/hour for FYI5, which is up 
from $110.19 from FYI4. Therefore, at the margin, it is still generally more cost-effective for the 
County to add Ride On service rather than Metrobus service. DOT has provided a more detailed 
breakdown of Ride On's $92.11/hour partially allocated and $11O.88/hour fully allocated costs (©51). 

Call 'N' Ride. The Call 'N' Ride Program provides subsidized taxi service for low-income 
seniors (age 67 or older) and low-income persons with disabilities (age 18 or older). Through FYI4, an 
individual has had to earn $25,000 per year or less for a household of one to buy up to $120 worth in 
taxi fares per month. Over 85% of program participants earn less than $14,000 annually. Traditionally 
the subsidy levels for one-person households have been as follows: 

• A person earning less than $14,000 pays $5.25 for $60 of rides (91.3% subsidy). 
• A person earning $14,001-$17,000 pays for $10 for $60 ofrides (83.3% subsidy). 
• A person earning $17,001-$20,000 pays for $20 for $60 ofrides (66.7% subsidy). 
• A person earning $20,001-$25,000 pays for $30 for $60 of rides (50.0% subsidy). 

Council staffhas long advocated revising these income criteria to reflect inflation. For FY15 the 
Executive is recommending just that. For FY15 he recommends, for one-person households: 
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• A person earning less than $15,857 pay $5.25 for $60 of rides (91.3% subsidy). 
• A person earning $15,857-$21,403 pay for $10 for $60 of rides (83.3% subsidy). 
• A person earning $21,404-$26,951 pay for $20 for $60 ofrides (66.7% subsidy). 
• A person earning $26,952-$32,499 pay for $30 for $60 of rides (50.0% subsidy). 

A table showing both the existing and proposed income ranges for one-, two-, three-, and four-person 
households is on 1052. The number of participants by household size and subsidy level is on 1053. 

DOT estimates that about 500 of the program customers will shift from a higher to a lower 
income category, thus reducing their co-payments, and that there will be approximately 430 additional 
applicants who will become customers. Nevertheless, even with a full-time FTE assigned to this 
program, the Executive estimates that the cost will be reduced by $85,000 from the FY14 level, due to 
the relative efficiency-and the reduced fraud-by replacing the former coupon system to the new 
swipe card system, which went into effect last spring. 

Kids Ride Free and Seniors Ride Free. Kids Ride Free allows for students to ride free on 
Metrobus and Ride On within the county between 2-7 pm on weekdays. The corollary program in the 
District of Columbia is changing to 2-8 pm weekdays and WMATA is revising its tracking system to 
account for this longer period; extending this benefit within Montgomery County could be done without 
further administrative cost. Therefore, the Executive is recommending increasing the benefit untit8 pm 
weekdays as well. In FY14 about 335,000 annual riders on Metrobus and about 409,000 annual riders 
on Ride On are anticipated; with the additional hour DOT estimates these figures will grow by another 
30,000-31,000 on each system in FYI5. 

The costs for Kids Ride Free are two-fold: foregone fare revenue to Ride On and an 
appropriation to reimburse WMAT A for its foregone revenue on Metrobus. DOT estimates lost revenue 
to Ride On of $33,813 due to extending Kids Ride Free to 8 pm. DOT estimates the reimbursement to 
WMAT A in FY15 to be $68,240 higher than in FYI4. However, only $30,970 of this amount would be 
due to extending the hours; the balance is due to an underestimate of the Metrobus reimbursement. Kids 
Ride Free on Metrobus has been about 12% higher than was anticipated. 

Seniors Ride Free allows seniors to ride free on Metrobus and Ride On weekdays during the 
middle of the day: 9:30 am-3:00 pm. (At other times, every senior fare is half the regular fare.) The 
Executive is not recommending a change to this program for FYI5. However, again due to an 
underestimation of Metrobus use, the appropriation for this program is proposed to be increased: by 
$56,763 in FYI5. Seniors Ride Free on Metrobus has been about 49% higher than was anticipated. 

A detailed breakdown of these cost changes is on 1054. 

Safety program. The Executive is recommending creating eight more positions in the Division 
of Transit Services-two program managers and six instructors (two each for the Crabbs Branch, 
Brookeville, and Nicholson depots)-to beef up the training program for Ride On. These positions are 
proposed to enhance the safety training for Ride On operators and maintenance workers, as well as to 
meet new FTA requirements stemming from provisions in Congress's MAP-21 (Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21 st Century) transit authorizations. The additional cost in FY15 for these eight positions 
is $629,785, and the duties of these positions are outlined on 1055. 
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Climate Survey and Assessment Report. Last year DOT and the Office of Human Resources (in 
collaboration with MCGEO), hired John Antonishak, an independent program evaluator, to survey Ride 
On employees to gauge their opinion on Ride On leadership, communication, supervision, safety, work 
place policies, job satisfaction, advancement, and morale. The report was shared with Ride On 
employees last December. The Executive Summary and recommendations in the report are attached 
(©56-68). 

DOT will explain what steps it has taken and plans to take in response to the report's 
recommendations. 

f:\orlin\fy 14\t&e\fy lSop\140424te,doc 
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--------Resolution: 

Introduced: April 1, 2014 

Adopted: 


COUNTY COUNCIL 

FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

By: County Council 

SUBJECT: Setting transportation fees, charges, and fares 

Background 

1. 	 Under Section 2-57 A of the Montgomery County Code, as of July 22, 2004 all fees, charges, and 
fares for any transportation or transportation-related service or product provided by the 
Department of Transportation must be set by Council resolution adopted after a public hearing 
and approved by the Executive, unless any law expressly requires a different process. If the 
Executive disapproves a resolution within 10 days after it is adopted and the Council readopts it 
by a vote of six Councilmembers, or if the Executive does not act within 10 days after the Council 
adopts it, the resolution takes effect. 

2. 	 The fees, charges, and fares currently in effect are those in Council Resolution 17-746 adopted on 
May 15,2013 and approved by the Executive on May 23,2013. 

3. 	 In order to be consistent with action approved by the Metro Board of Directors, the County 
Executive recommends decreasing the price of the regular cash fare/token charge for local bus 
fare from $1.80 to $1.75 and increasing the regular SmarTrip fare for local bus charge from 
$1.60 to $1.75; the SeniorlDisabled cash/token fare decreases from $0.90 to $0.85 and 
SeniorlDisabled SmarTrip fare for local bus increases from $0.80 to $0.85; the Express Route 70 
SmarTrip fare increases from $3.65 to $4.00 and the SeniorlDisabled SmarTrip fare for Express 
Route 70 increases to $2.00. The Kids Ride Free Program will expand service hours (by an 
additional hour), Monday through Friday from 2:00 pm to 8:00 pm. No changes are 
recommended in parking rates. 

4. 	 A public hearing on this resolution was held by the Council on April 22, 2014. 

Action 

The County Council for Montgomery County approves the following resolution: 

Transportation fares, fees, and charges in Resolution 17-746 are amended as described in Table 
1,. attached. 

The amendments increase the cash and SmarTrip fares and expand the Kids Ride Free service 
hours. All amendments will be effective July 1,2014. 

(r), ! 
\ • I 
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Resolution No.: 

This is a correct copy of Council action. 

Linda M. Lauer, Clerk of the Council Date 

Approved 

Isiah Leggett, County Executive Date 

? 




-----Resolution No.: 

TABLE 1: TRANSPORTATION FARES, FEES, AND CHARGES 


I. 	Transit Fares 
Regular cash fare or token [$1.80] $1.75 
Regular fare paid with SmarTrip [$1.60] $1.75 
Route 70 cash fare or token $4.00 
Route 70 fare paid with SmarTrip [$3.65] $4.00 
VanGo Route 28 and Route 94 shuttle[s] Free 
Designated routes in Free-Wheeling Days promotion Free 
Kids ride Free Program [(2- [71~ pm weekdays)] Free 
Give and Ride Program Free 
MetroAccess Certified and/or Conditional Customer with ID Free 
MetroAccess - Companion of Certified and/or Conditional customer with ID Free 
Children under age 5 Free 
Local bus-to-bus transfer (SmarTrip only) Free 
Metrorail-to-Ride On bus transfer with SmarTrip [$1.10] $1.25 
Metrorail-to-Route 70 transfer with SmarTrip [$3.15] $3.50 
Local bus-to-Route 70 transfer with SmarTrip [$2.05] $2.25 
Metrobus Weekly pass' Free 
MARC weekly, monthly. TLC passes transfer to Ride On Free 
MTA Commuter Bus Pass transfer to Ride On Free 
Ride On Monthly Pass $45.00 
Boarding Route 70 with weekly or monthly pass [$2.05] $2.25 
Youth Cruiser Pass . $11.00 Per Month 
Youth SmarTrip Card (one-time fee) $2.00 
Summer Youth Cruiser pass (for 3-month period of June, July. and August) $18.00 
'C' Pass (for current County employees) Free 
'U' Pass (for Montgomery College transportation fee-paying students) Free 

except express Route 70 bus [Free] $2.25 
Senior* with identification card from 9:30 am-3:00 pm weekdays Free 
Senior* with identification card except from 9:30 am-3:00 pm weekdays 

with cash fare or token [$0.90] $0.85 
with SmarTrip card [$0.80] $0.85 
Metrorail-to-Ride On bus transfer (SmarTrip only) [$0.30] $0.35 
Local bus transfer (SmarTrip only) Free 

Senior* with identification card for express Route 70 except from 9:30 am-3:00 pm 
weekdays with cash fare or token $2.00 
with SmarTrip card [$1.80] $2.00 
Metrorail-to-Route 70 with SmarTrip [$1.30] $1.50 
Local bus-to-Route 70 with SmarTrip [$1.00] £ill 
Boarding with weekly or monthly pass with SmarTrip [$1.00] $1.15 

* 	For the purposes ofthls resolution, a person with disabilities not certified for MetroAccess with no 
condition service is treated the same as a senior. 
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-----Resolution No.: 

II. Parking Fees (Note: No payment is required for motorcycles in spaces or areas where only 
motorcycle parking is permitted. No payment is required for any vehicle at all public parking spaces 
on Sundays and County holidays.) 

A. Bethesda Parking Lot District 

1. Meters on-street from 9 am to 10 pm, Monday through Saturday, and in lots from 7 am to 10 pm, Monday 
through Friday, and in garages from 7 am to 10 pm, Monday through Friday 

Parking in spaces within the right ofway ofpublic streets 
Parking in spaces on a surface parking lot 
Parking in spaces in a parking garage 

2. Garage 49 
Daily Maximum 
Lost Ticket 

3. Special Permits 
a. 	 Parking permits 


Parking Convenience Sticker 

Daily Parking Permit 

"AMlPM" Parking Permit 


b. Carpool Permits 

2 Persons 

3 and 4 Persons 

5 or More Persons 


c. Townhouse Resident Permit 

4. Bethesda Library parking lot 

B. Silver Spring Parking Lot District 

$2.00 Per hour 
$1.25 Per Hour 
$0.80 Per Hour 

$12.00 Per Day 
$12.00 Per Day 

$150.00 Per Month 
$12.00 Per Day 
$20.00 Per Month 

$107.00 Per Month 
$58.00 Per Month 
$15.00 Per Month 
$2.00 Per Month 

$1.00 Per Hour 

1. Meters on-street from 9 am to 6 pm, Monday through Friday, and in lots and garages from 7 am to 

7 pm, Monday through Friday, and in garages (except Garages 60 and 61) from 7 am to 7 pm, Monday 

through Friday 

Short-Term (First4 hours) 
Long-Term (More than 4 hours) 

2. Special Permits 
a. 	 Parking permits 


Parking Convenience Sticker 

Daily Parking Permit 

"AMlPM" Parking Permit 


b. Carpool Permits 

2 Persons 

3 and 4 Persons 

5 or More Persons 


$1.00 Per Hour 
$0.65 Per Hour 

$123.00 Per Month 
$7.80 Per Day 
$20.00 Per Month 

$87.00 Per Month 
$49.00 Per Month 
$11.00 Per Month 

4 



--

c. 	Townhouse Resident Pennit 
d. 	 Pennit in Garages 9 and 16 for residents in the area bounded by 

Blair Mill road, Eastern A venue and Georgia Avenue 

3. Garages 60 and 61 
Monthly Pennit 

C. Wheaton Parking Lot District 

Resolution No.: 

$2.00 Per Month 

$95.00 Per Month 

$1.00 Per Hour 
$189.00 Per Month 

1. Meters on-street from 9 am to 6 pm, Monday through Saturday, and in lots from 9 am to 6 pm, 
Monday through Saturday, and in garages from 9 am to 6pm, Monday through Friday 

Short-Tenn (First 4 hours) 
Long-Tenn (More than 4 hours) 

$0.75 Per Hour 
$0.60 Per Hour 

2. Special Pennits 
Parking Convenience Sticker 
Townhouse Resident Pennit 

$113.00 Per Month 
$2.00 Per Month 

D. Montgomery Hills Parking Lot District 

1. Meters on-street from 9 am to 6 pm, Monday through Friday, and in lots from 9 am to 6 pm, 
Monday through Friday 

Short-Tenn (First 4 hours) 
Long-Tenn (More than 4 hours) 

2. Special Permits 
Parking Convenience Sticker 
Townhouse Resident Permit 

E. Areas Outside Parking Lot Districts 

1. 	 Meters on-street and in lots from 7 am to 7 pm, Monday through Friday 
Short-Term (First 4 hours) 
Long-Tenn (More than 4 hours) 

2. 	 Special Pennits 
Parking Convenience Sticker 

$0.50 Per Hour 
$0.50 Per Hour 

$90.00 Per Month 
$2.00 Per Month 

$1.00 Per Hour 
$0.65 Per Hour 

$123.00 Per Month 
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-----Resolution No.: 

UI. Parking Fines and Other Charges (with County Code Section Citations) 

A. Motor vehicles, traffic control and highways, generally 

31~6(b)(2) Snow emergency - Parked in Right-of-Way 
31-7 Unregistered vehicle/parking prohibited 
31-8 Impeding traffic, threaten public safety 

B. Parking regulations generally - on-street 

31-11(b) 
31-12 
31-12 
31-13 
31-14 

31-16 
31~17 

31-18 
31-19 
31-20 

EmergencyfTemporary no parking sign 
Violation ofofficial sign (except residential permit parking) 
Residential permit parking violation 
Parking ofvehicle - snow accumulation 
Parking of heavy commercial vehicles, recreational vehicles, 

or buses 
Over 24 hours 
Within 35 feet of intersection 
Posted time limit 
Obstructing driveways (within 5 feet) 
No person will: 
(a) Stop, stand or park a vehicle whether occupied or not: 

(1) Impeding traffic 
(2) On a sidewalk 
(3) Within an intersection 
(4) On a crosswalk 
(5) Alongside street repair 
(6) On bridge/ in tunnel 
(7) On any highway ramp 
(8) Official school boardIMontgomery College sign 
(9) Rush hour restriction 

(10) Behind Official sign in Right-of-Way 
(b) Stand or park a vehicle, whether occupied or not, 

except momentarily to pick up or discharge a passenger: 
(1) within 15 feet of fire hydrant 
(2) within 20 feet of painted crosswalk 
(3) within 30 feet of traffic control signal/device 
(4) at a firehouse entrance clearance 
(5) at a No Standing sign 
(6) double parking 
(7) at a posted/marked fire lane 
(8) in front of theaters, posted 
(9) more than 12 inches from curb 

(10) opposite the flow of traffic 
(11) blocking another vehicle 
(12) not within designated parking space 
(13) at a posted bus stop 

$85.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 

$60.00 
$60.00 
$50.00 
$60.00 

$75.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 

$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 

$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 

$250.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
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Resolution No.: 
~----

(14) at a posted taxi stand 	 $60.00 
(15) in a handicapped parking space 	 $250.00 

(c) Park a vehicle, whether occupied or not, except temporarily for the purpose of 
and while actually engaged in loading or unloading merchandise or passenger: 

(1) within 50 feet ofa railroad crossing 
(2) at an official No Parking sign 

C. Off-street public parking regulations 

31-26 (a) No person shall park a vehicle on a public parking facility: 
(1) in violation of an official sign 
(2) in a No Parking zone 
(3) not within a designated parking space 
(4) in or on driving aisle/driveway/signwalks 
(5) at a bagged meter/temporary signlbarricade 
(6) blocking another vehicle 
(7) over 24 hours where not authorized 
(8) vehicle unregistered/inoperative 
(9) in violation, front-in-only, posted 

(10) straddling marked parking spaces 
(11) unattended/running 
(12) impeding traffic 

31-27 (b) Prohibited vehicle/weight/size/type 
31-30(c) (c) Snow/ice emergency 

D. Parking meters generally 

31-35 
31-36 
31-37 
31-38 

Expired parking meter 
Overtime parking at parking meter 
More than 3 feet from parking meter 
More than 1 vehicle in parking space except motorcycles 

E. Administration, enforcement, penalties, and collection 

31-62 (c) Impoundment or immobilization fee 

31-52 (e) Fee for withholding the registration of a vehicle 

31-57(a) First late penalty for failure to fully pay fine or appeal citation 
within 15 days 

$60.00 
$60.00 

$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 
$60.00 

$45.00 
$50.00 
$45.00 
$45.00 

$115.00 

$10.00 

$25.00 

31-59 Second late penalty for failure to fully pay the original fine and penalties 
within 45 days of the original issuance of the citation $25.00 

F. Residential Parking Permits 

31-48(h) Annual fee 	 $20.00 

7 



Resolution No.: 

IV. Transportation Management District (TMD) annual fees 

In this section Gross Floor Area (GFA) is defined as described in Section 52-47 of the County Code. 

A. Bethesda Transportation Management District 

Commercial space occupied before July 1, 2006 where payment ofTMD fee 
was a condition of subdivision or optional method approval 

Commercial space first occupied on or after July 1, 2006* 
$O.lO/square foot GF A 
$O.IO/square foot GF A 

B. Friendship Heights Transportation Management District 

Commercial space occupied before July 1,2006 where payment ofTMD fee 
was a condition of subdivision or optional method approval 

Commercial space first occupied on or after July 1, 2006* 
$O.IO/square foot GFA 
$O.IO/square foot GF A 

C. North Bethesda Transportation Management District 

Commercial space occupied before July 1,2006 where payment ofTMD fee 
was a condition of subdivision or optional method appt:oval 

Commercial space first occupied on or after July 1, 2006* 
$O.lO/square foot GFA 
$O.lO/square foot GFA 

D. Silver Spring Transportation Management District 

Commercial space occupied before July 1,2006 where payment ofTMD fee 
was a condition of subdivision or optional method approval 

Commercial space first occupied on or after July 1,2006* 
$0. 1 O/square foot GF A 
$0.10/square foot GFA 

E. Greater Shady Grove Transportation Management District 

Commercial space occupied before July 1,2011 where payment ofTMD fee 
was a condition of subdivision or optional method approval 

Commercial space first occupied on or after July 1,2011 * 
$0.10/square foot GFA 
$0.10/square foot GFA 

* Between July I, [2013] 2014 and June 30, [2014] 2015,2.5 cents/sfGFA will be charged for each 
full quarter after a use and occupancy permit has been issued. 
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As a first step in addressing the future costs of retiree health benefits, COWlty agencies developed current estimates of the costs of 
health benefits for current and future retirees. These estimates, made by actuarial consultants, concluded that the County's total future 

,--«(Ost of retiree health benefits ifpaid out today, and in today's dollars, is $1.5 billion - approximately twenty-nine percent of the total 
;Y15 budget for all agencies. 

One approach used to address retiree health benefits funding is to determine an amoWlt which. if set aside on an annual basis and 
actively invested through a trust vehicle, will build up over time and provide sufficient funds to pay future retiree health benefits and 
any accrued interest on unfunded liability. This amount, known as an Annual OPEB Cost or "AOC", is estimated at $104.9 million. 
This amount consists of two pieces - the annual amoWlt the COWlty would usually payout for health benefits for current retirees (the 
pay as you go amoWlt), plus the additional amoWlt estimated as needed to fund retirees' future health benefits (the pre-funding 
,portion). The .pay as you go amoWlt can be. reasonably projected based on known facts about current retirees, and the pre-funding 
portion is estimated on an actuarial basis. 

The County has committed to an approach of "ramping up" to the AOC amount over several years, with the amoWlt set aside each 
year increasing steadily Wltil the full AOC is reached. A total of $31.9 million for all tax supported agencies was budgeted for this 
purpose in FY08. In May 2008, the County COWlcil passed resolution No. 16-555 which confirmed an eight-year phase-in approach 
to the AOC. Consistent with this approach and based on the County's economic situation, the County contributed $14.0 million to the 
Trust in FY08, $19.7 million in FY09, $3.3 million in FYIO, and $7.3 million in FYI!. Due to fiscal constraints, the County did not 
budget a contribution for the General FWld in FYIO and FYl1! but did resume contributions in FY12. For FY12, the County 
contrIbuted $26.1 million from the General FWld to the Retiree Health Benefits Trust. In addition, on JWle 26, 2011, the County 
COWlcil enacted Bill 17-11 which established the Consolidated Retiree Health Benefits Trust. The bill amended existing law and 
provided a funding mechanism to pay for other post employment benefits for employees of Montgomery County Public Schools and 
Montgomery County College. In FY12, the County appropriated $20 million and $1 million for contributions on behalf of MCPS 
and 'the College, respectively. In FY13, these contributions were $41.4 million (County General Fund), $58.9 million (MCPS 
Consolidated Trust), and $1.8 million (Montgomery College Consolidated Trust). In FY14, these contnbutions were $51.3 million 
(CoWlty General FWld), $87.8 million (MCPS Consolidated Trust), and $2.5 million (Montgomery College Consolidated Trust). The 
COWlcil and the Executive have mutually committed to the CoWlty's rating agencies to achieve full pre-funding by FY15. These 
contnbutions satisfy that,commitment. In FY15, the County and all other agencies will implement the Medicare Part D Employer 
Group Waiver Program for Medicare eligIble retirees/survivors effective January I, 2015. This will reduce retiree drug insurance 

.. ~sts and the CoWlty'S OPEB liability. 

FY15 Recommended Changes 

FY14 Approved 

Expenditures 

48,902,589 

FTEs 

0.00 
Decrease CO$t: Implementation of Medicare Part D Employer Group Waiver Program for Medicare eligible 

retirees/survivors effective January I, 2015 
-10,325,109 0.00 

FY15 CE Recommended 38,577,480 0.00 

Risk Management (General Fund Portion) 
This NDA funds the General FWld contnbution to the Liability and Property Coverage Self-Insurance Fund. The Self-Insurance 
Fund, managed by the Division of Risk Management in the Department of Finance, provides comprehensive insmance coverage to 
contnbuting agencies. Contribution levels are based on the results of an annual actuarial study. Special and Enterprise Funds, as well 
as outside agencies and other jurisdictions, contnbute to the Self-Insmance Fund directly. A listing of these member agencies and the 
amoWlts contrIbuted can be fOWld in the Dep~ent ofFinance, Risk Management Budget Summary. 

FY15 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY14 Approved 20,564,342 0.00 
Decrease CO$t: Risk Mancaement A~ustment -1,016,402 0.00 

FY15 CE Recommended 19,547,940. 0.00 

r Ro;kville Parking Disfrief' = ~ 
This NDA provides funding towards the redevelopment of the City of Rockville Town Center and the establishment of a parking 

district. The funding reflects a payment from the CoUnty to the City of Rockville for County buildings in the Town Center 

development and is based on the commercial square footage ofCounty buildings. 


. A 1.s0 included are funds to reimburse the City for the cost of hbrary employee parking and the County's capital cost contrIbution for 

~ garage facility as agreed in the General Development Agreement. ' 


, -' 
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FY15 Recommended Chr:mges 	 Expenditures FTEs 

FY14 Approved 
Decrease Cost: Revised Estimate 	 -5,650 0.0 

"'____ ____ ____--------------------------_____________________________ _OOFY_'_5_C_E_R_~ P 
mm_e_nd_ed 3_7_6_ ________--J 

Snow Removal and Storm Cleanup 
This NDA funds the snow removal and storm clean up costs for the Department of Transportation and General Services above the 
budgeted amounts in these departments for this purpose. This program includes the removal of stoim debris and snow from County 
roadways and facilities. This includes plowing, applying salt and sand, equipment preparation and cleanup from snow storms, and 
wind and rain storm cleanup. 

FY15 Rer:ommended Changes 	 Expenditures FTEs 

FY14 Approved 5,8 , o 
FY15 CE R~mended 5,884,990 0.00 

State Positions Supplement 
This NDA provides for the County supplement to State salaries and fringe benefits for secretarial assistance for the resident judges of 
the Maryland appellate courts. . 

FY15 Rer:ommended Changes 

FY14 Approved 

Expenditures 

44p62 

FTEs 

0.00 
Increase Cost: Annualization offY14 Personnel Costs 16,094 0.00 

FY15 CE Recommended 60,756 0.00 

State Property Tax Services 
This NI)A reimburses the State for three programs that support the property tax billing administration conducted by the Depart:lr" 
of Finance: the Montgomery County's Homeowners Credit Supplement, the Homestead Credit Certification Program, and, 
County's share ofthe cost of conducting property tax assessments by the State Department ofAssessments and Taxation (SDA1). " 

FY15 Recommended Changes 	 Expenditures FTEs 

FY14Approved 
I Increase Cost: SOAt Reimbursement 

3,333,398 
85,912 

0.00 
0.00 

I Increase Cost: Homestead Tax Credit Certification 45,300 0.00 
I FY15 CE Recommended 3,464,610 0.00 

State Retirement Contribution 
This NDA provides for the County's payment oftwo items to the State Retirement System: 

Maryland State Retirement System: Unfunded accrued liability, as established by the Maryland State Retirement System 
(MSRS), for employees hired prior to July 1, 1984, who are members of the MSRS (including former Department of Social 
Services employees hired prior to July 1, 1984), and for those who have retired (all County employees participated in the State 
Retirement System until 1965.) The County's contnbution for this account is determined by State actuaries. Beginning in FY81, 
the amount due was placed on a 40-year amortization schedule. 

• 	 State Library Retirement: Accrued liability for retirement costs for three Montgomery County Public Library retirees who are 
receiving a State retirement benefit. These were County employees prior to 1966 who opted to stay in the State plan. 

FY15 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

App ,1 0 000 
Increase Cost: Acl"ustment to Reflect Actuarial Schedule 59,423 0.00 

FY15 CE ~m.nded 	 1,251,603 0.00 

, 

Takoma Park Ubrary Annual Payment 
The annual amount provided in this NDA is a fimction of County expenditures for the Montgomery County Public Libraries (as a 
share of property tax~fimded spending) and the City of Takoma Park's assessable base. The payment is authorized by Section 2-53 of 
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Parking Lot Districts Service Facility (P501551) 

Category Transportation Date Last Modified 2/26/14 
Sub Category Parting Required Adequate pubrlC Facility No 
Administering Agency Transportation {AAGE30) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Silver Spring status Preliminary Design Slage 

Thru Total Beyond 6 
Total FY13 EstFY14 6Yeal'S FY15 FY16 FYi7 FYi8 FY19 FY20 YI'S 

EXPENDITIJRE SCHEDULE {$OOOs} 

IPlanninQ, DesiQn and SuPElNision 729 0 0 729 425 114 190 0 0 0 0 

land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I Site Imorovements and Utirlties 227 0 0 227 0 210 17 0 0 0 0 

Construction 2.514 0 0 2,514 0 980 1.534 0 0 0 0: 

Other 115 0 0 115 0 0 115 0 0 0 0 

Total 3,585 0 0 3585 425 1304 1856 0 0 0 0 

iCurrent Revenue: Parkin 

OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT {$OOOs} 

Enerov 200 a 0 50 50 50 50 

Maintenance 268 0 0 67 57 67 57 

Proaram-O!her -1036 0 0 -259 -259 -259 -259 

Net Impact ·568 0 0 -142 -142 -142 -142 

! 
I 

. APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDmJRE DATA (ODDs) 

IAPpropriation Reauest FY15 3585 
IAoorooriation Reauest Est. FY15 0 
Supplemental Appropriation Reauest 0 
Transfer 0 

Cumulative APpropriation 0 
1ExpemfJture I Encumbrances 0 
Unenc:umbel'ed Balance 0 

Date First APpropriation FY 15 
FII'St Cost Eslimate 

Current Scope FY 15 35851 
Last FY's Cost Eslimate 01 

Description 

The PLD Service Facility is proposed to include offices for the meter and maintenance teams, shops for meter repair and cleaning, dry 

storage and staff facilities for everyday use amd emergency service cal/backs. The facility will allow consolidation of the existing Parking 

Maintenance office directly across Spring Street (currently in leased space) and the Meter Maintenance Shop currently located on the 

around floor of Garage 4 near Thayer Avenue and Fenton Street 


Location 

1200 Spring Street (adjacent to the northem wall of Garage 2), Silver Spring. Garage 2 has sufficient capacity to fully meet the needs of 

parkers displaced by the project. 


Capacity " 

The facility will consist of 11,500 gross square feet of office, shop, and staff facilities space to support approximately 30 to 35 staff members 

and contractual employees. 


Es~mated Schedule 
Design will be performed in FY15 and construction during FY16 and FY17 

Justification 
Moving the Meter Maintenance Shop will allow the futur.esalelredevelopme"nt of the property. The existing lease for the Parking 
Maintenance Office is located in a building that has been purchased by a new owner. The County has been put on notice that the lease will 
not be renewed at its scheduled termination. The Meter Shop currently is located In Garage 4 In South Silver Spring. This facility will either 
need extensive rehabilitation for continued use or may be the subject of a future demolition and redevelopment Combining these teams in 
one location will allow space saving for conference rooms, kitchen and break room. Garage 2 also has space for additional employee 
parking and secure parking for Meter Maintenance vehicles. An analysis by the Leasing Office of the Department of General Services has 
determined that leasing or buying an existing building will cost significantly more than the construction of a new facility on PLD owned land. 
Operating expenses are expected to decrease by combining the two current facilities into one. 

Fiscal Note 
There will be no land costs since the facility will be built on a surface lot owned by the Parking Lot District Full appropriation is being 
requested in FY15 in order to accomplish a designlbuild contract. 

Disclosures 
A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project 

Coot:dination 
PEPCO, WSSC,Department of Technology Services, OMB, MNCPPC @

" II 



_Parking District Services 
"' 

MISSION STATEMENT 
The mission ofParking District Services is to: 

Support the role of public parking in commercial areas throughout the COWlty. Parking management is an important tool for 
achieving public objectives ofeconomic development and transportation management; 

• 	 Support the comprehensive development of the Silver Spring, Bethesda, Wheaton, and Montgomery Hills central business 
districts and promote their economic growth and stability by supplying a sufficient number of parkitlg spaces to accommodate 
that segment of the public demand which is neither provided for by developers nor served by alternative travel modes; 

Promote and complement a total transportation system through the careful balance of rates and parking supply to encourage the 
use of the most efficient and economical transportation modes available; and 

Develop and implement parking management strategies designed to maximize the usage of the available parking supply in order 
to enhance the economic development ofspecific central business districts. 

BUDGET OVERVIEW 
The total recommended FY15 Operating Budget for the Parking Districts FWlds is $28,461,931, an increase of $2,605,536 or 10.1 
percent from the FY14 Approved Budget of $25,856,395. Personnel Costs comprise 17.0 percent of the budget for 52 full-time 
positions, and a total of49.89 FTEs. Total FI'Es may include seasonal or temporary positions and may also reflect workforce charged 
to or from other departments or funds. Operating Expenses and Debt Service account for the remaining 83.0 percent of the FY15 
"udget. . 

.. In addition, thiS departmenfs Capital Improvements Program (CIP) requires cUrrent Revenue funding. 

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

+ 	A Responsive, Accountable County Govemme~t 

+ 	An Effedive and Efficient Tronsportation Network 

+ 	Strong CflJd VibrCflJr Economy 

DEPARTMENT PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
Perfonnance measures for this department are included below. with multi-program measures displayed at the front of this section and 
program-specific measures shoWn with the relevant program. The FY14 estimates reflect funding based on the FY14 approved 
budget. The FY15 and FY16 figures are perfonnance targets based on the FY15 recommended budget and funding for comparable 
service levels in FY16. 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES 
+.Begon tfte roll-out of 0 license plate bcrsed virluol permit system to reploce poper pennits in residentiol porlcing 

permit crrecrs. This system ollows registrCJtion and renewol on-line or through 0 24-hour coli center CJS well os 
through troditionol moll or In-person melftods. Accuroq and efficiency ofporldng enforcement is olso enhonced. 

+ 	Reploce the porking meters on-street and in publle porking lois in Silver Spring with 0 combinCJtion of new 
customer friendly Smort meters and PCJy By Spoce systems. 

+ 	Select 0 vendor for 0 Power PurchCJSe Agreement (PPAJ for the solor generotion 0' electrlcffy. The PPA vendor will 
own, install and mointain solor pGnels on the rooftops of selected County owned goroges and would provide the 
generotecl power to the County CJt negotiCJfed below morlcet rCJfes under 0 20 to 30 yeor ogreement. 

Tronsporlotion 46- 1(Ii 




.. 	Open Ifte Capital Crescent Garage (Public Parking Garage 3J) In Bethesda at Woodmont and Bethesda A~ues. 
This new, state of the ad, 950 space public parking facility will include 60 foot clear spans and raised ceilings, a 
security sysfem with video cameras and call sfafions, electric vehlc:fe charging stations and enhanced blcv" ~ 
parking for easy access 10 Ifte adjacent Capital Crescent Trail. 

.. 	Completed a conversion of parking citation revenue recordation from the former County financial sysfem (FAMIS) to 
the current Oracle accounting system. This was a major effort invoMng the County's citation management S}'Sfem 

, vendor, the Department of finance, Ifte Department of Technology Services, the Enterprise Resources Planning unit 
and staff of the Division of Parking Management. Also implemented a new aulomated revenue reconciliation 
process Iftat Impraved the efficiency of Ifte reconciliation. 

.. Instituted a new parlcing ra1e structure based on demand instead of length of stay. This sysfem aligns the most 
desirable parking spaces with Ifte highest rate and allows people to make an individual decision on cost versus 

. convenience. 

.. 	Replaced the individual on-street Belftesda parking meters with new Smart meters. The new meters provide an 
easy to read video screen Iftat displays parking rates, time purchased and any specific meter restrictions. They 
accept credit cards and inc:fude an in-street sensor that allows parking availability to be displayed on Ifte County 
website and available to private application developers. 

PROGRAM CONTACTS 
Contact Rick Siebert of the Parlcing Districts Funds at 240.777.8732 or Brady Goldsmith of the Office of Management and Budget at . 
240.777.2793 for more information ~ this department's operating budget . 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 

Management Services and Properly Development 
This program supports the overall Parlcing Services program objectives through the management of Information Technology. Budget. 
Human Resources and Planning staff to optimize organizational effectiveness. The Program strategically plans for the 
re-development ofParlcing Lot District real property to promote the economic growth and stability of associated urban districts. '/'" 
responsible for the drafting and coordination of Requests for Proposals for property development and provides support in 
negotiation and execution ofGeneral Development Agreements. 

FYI S Recommended Changes Expenditures fTEs 

m4Approved 2,784,445 10.50 
Decrease Cost.: Garo{le 58 Rental Lease - Silver Spring -200,000 0.00 
Multi-progrom adjustments, induding negatiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 

due to staff turnover reorganizations, and oth8r budget changes affecting multiple progroms .. 
205,026 0.10 

fY15 CE Recommended - 2,789,471 10.60 

financial Management Program 
The Financial Management Program has overall responsibility for recording and reconciling all parking district revenue and the 
administration ofthe Ad Valorem tax program. 

It is also responsible for the management of the encumbrance and invoice payment process. Within this process it is directly 
responsible for revenue bond debt, fixed costs and utilities programs. 

cost rotio 
2This measure repor1s the average customer roting for both permit holders and 'Yisitor parkers along the following scale (1. Poor; 2. 

Fair; 3. Good; 4, Excellent) for Montgomery County Public Parking Facilities. A survey will be conducted semial')Pua1Iy. 

@ 
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FY75 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

·oJ. FY'14 Approved ,64,.3 
, Increase Cost: Debt Service - Bethesda 948,850 0.00 
: Increase Cost: Risk Management Adjustment - Bethesda 690 0.00 

Increase Cost: Risk Management Adiustment- Montgomery Hills 510 0.00 
Increase Cost: Risk Management Adiustment- Wheaton 50 0.00 
Increase Cost: Risk Management Adjustment - Silver Sprina 10 0.00 

I Decrease Cost: Utilities - Silver Spring -500,000 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, induding negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 104,443 -0.10 

due to staff turnover reorganizations and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
FY'15 CE Recommended 8,196,946 5.21 

Parking Facility Maintenance and Engineering 
This program provides the maintenance of all parking lots. garages, and surrounding grounds. Facilities maintenance is programmed 
at a level which is designed to ensure the operational integrity of the facilities and the safety of parking patrons. Maintenance of 
parking facilities includes: snow and ice removal; housekeeping services; equipment maintenance for elevators, electrical systems, 
and Heating, Ventilation. and Air- Conditioning systems (HVAC); facility repairs for maintenance of damaged glass, asphalt, 
concrete, plumbing, pamting, space stripes, graffiti, doorframes, brick and block:, meter posts, and woodwork due to vandalism, use 
and age; and grounds-keeping services. . 

Additionally, the program supports a balanced system of public parking which promotes the economic stability and growth 'of the 
County's central business districts. This is implemented through the design and construction of new parking facilities, including 
mixed-use projects. The program also includes renovating and impToving existing parking facilities to ensure the p~servation and 
integrity of the parking system and its continued service to the public. This program also evaluates energy usage and recommends 
and implements improvements that reduce the amount of energy used by off-street facilities. 

FY7S Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

I 

FY' 4App 
Increase Cost: Emergency Back Up Batteries in Garages - Silver Spring 
Increase Cost: Em~ncv Battery Back Up in Garages - Bethesda 
Increase Cost: Em Back Up Batteries in Garages. Wheaton 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-TIme Items Approved in FY14 - M Hills 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One..TIme Items in FY14 - Wheaton 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One..TIme Items Approved in FY14 - Bethesda 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One..TIme Items Approved in FY14 - Silver Spring 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 
. due to staff turnover reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY'15 CE Recommended 

,22 • 
57,200 
38,500 
22,000 

-620 
-2,350 

-18,850 
-27730 

203,188 

5~3,270 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
1.30 

17.98 

Parking Operations 
This unit has overall responsibility for the collection and processing of all parking revenue, including revenue from individual 
meters, automated pay stations, cashiered facilities, parking permits, and parking fin~. Additionally it provides support to the Mass 
Transit Fund in the processing ofbus revenue for deposit. . 

The program is also responsible for the management of the parking citation database and provides management of the appeal prQCess 
for all parking tickets written within the County. Parking Operations maintains regularly scheduled parking enforcement patrols in all 
Parking Lot Districts (PLD), residential permit areas outside the PLD's and other designated County facilities. In addition. this 
program provides a comprehensive ~maintenance program to ensure all meter devices function properly_ 

Augmenting the public safety mission of the County Police, this unit also provides contract security guard services for parking 
facilities to detect and report theft, vandalism, and threats to personal security. Security support is also provided by the Silver Spring 
Clean and Safe Team. 

Parking Operations also manages and executes the Parking Outside the Parking Districts Program funded by the County's General 
Fund. 



FYJ5 Rer:ommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

fY14 Approved 10,207,625 16.) 
l Enhance: 1 ,200 On-StTeet Single Space Smart Meters - Silver Spring 1,300,200 o 
I 	 Increase Cost: Garage 31 Maintenance, Opercmons, and Utilities 607,000 o.\.~ 
I 	 Increase Cost: Hosted Centralized Server for Silver Sprina Garaaes 60 and 61 and Bethesda Garaae 11 100,600 0.00 

InCl"ea$e Cost: Debit/Credit Card Bank Fees for pay..()n-Foot and Pay-By-Space Machines - Bethesda 84,890 0.00 
Increase Cost: Debit/Credit Card Bank F_ for Pay-On-Foot and Pay-By-Space Machines - Silver Spring 84,890 0.00 

I 	 Enhance: Six Multi-Space Machines in KenneH Street Garage 9 - Silver Spring 69,960 0.00 
Increase Cost: Hosted Centralized Server for Silver S rin Gara es 60 and 61 and Bethesda Gara e 11 
Enhance: Four Multi-S e Machines on Two Surface lots - Silver S 
Enhance: 40 IPS Single Smart Meters on Surface lots - Silver Spring 
Increase Cost: Solid Waste Services - Silver Spring 

50,300 
44,600 
43,340 
31,910 

I 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

I I C SordW S Beth dncrease ost: I aste ervtces ­ esa 
Increase Cost: Contractual Increase for pay-On-Foot and Pev-Bv.;.Space Maintenance - Silver Sprina 

16 750 
6,510 

O.00 
0.00 

Increase Cost: Solid Waste Services- Wheaton 3,150 0.00 
! Increase Cost: Contractual Increases for Pay-On-Foot and Pay-By-Space Maintenance - Bethesda 2,870 0.00 

Increase Cost: Printing and Mail - Bethesda 2,157 0.00 
InCl"ea$e Cost: Debit/Cred"1f Card Bank Fees for pay-On-Foot and Pev-bv-Space Machines- Montaomery Hills 1,210 0.00 
Increase Cost: Solid Waste Services- Montgomery Hills 530 0.00 
Increase Cost: Contractual Increases for Pay-On-Foot and Pay-By-Space Maintenanc;e.. Wheaton· 240 0.00 

. Decrease Cost: Debit/Credit Card Bank fees for Pay-On-Foot and Pev-Bv-Space Machines- Wheaton -510 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Retiree Health Insurance Pre-Fundina Adiustment- Wheaton -11,300 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Retiree Health Insurance Pre-Funding Adiustment - Silver Spring ·-75,300 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Retiree Health Insurance Pre-Funding Adjustment - Bethesda -109,190 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Meter Lease Purchase - Silver Spring -166,530 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, induding negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -313,658 0.00 

due to staff tumover rearQanizations, and other budaet chanaes affectina multiple proarams. 
fY15 CE Recommended 11,982,244 16.10 

@ 
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BUDGET SUMMARY 

Actual Budget Estimated Recommended %Chg 
FY13 FY14 FY14 FY15 Bud/Rec 

-' BETHESDA PARKING DISTRICT 
EXPENDITURES 
Salaries and Wages 1,364 954 1,382866 1,426,822 1,567,412 13.3% 
Employee Benefits 473,802 529,231 530,716 569,313 7.6% 
8efhesda Parlcing District Personnel Com 1,838,756 1,912,,097 1,957,538 2,,136,725 ".1% 
OP!!l..rating Expenses 10,842,972 7,376,145 7,336,145 7,915,640 7.3% 
Debt Service Other 0 4,010,939 4,010,939 4959,789 23.7% 
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 -
8efhesda Parking Disfrlct Expenditures 12,681,728 ,13,299,JBJ 13,304,622 J5,DJ2"J54 J2.9% 

PERSONNEL 
Full-lime 20 29 29 29 -
Part-lime 0 ° ° 0 -
FTEs 24.23 20.40 20.40 21.12 3.5% 

REVENUES 
Investment Income 9,358 55,300 1lJ10 22,720 -58.9% 
Miscellaneous Revenues -582,864 33,455,620 33,455,620 284,120 -99.2% 
Parldng Fees 12,355,800 12,998,730 12,998J'30 13,673,730 5.2% 
Parldng Fines 5,162831 4,829,000 4,829,000 4,829,000 -
Property Rentals' 687890 40,000 40000 40000 -
PropEl~Tax 2568,464 2478,318 2568146 2629783 6.1% 
Residential Parking Pennits -57 0 0 0 -
Smart Meters 0 316,000 116,000 316,000 -
Befhesda Parking District Revenues 20,20;,422 54,1~968 54,019,204 21,795,353 -59.8% 

MONTGOMERY HILLS PARKING DISTRICT 
EXPENDITURES 
Salaries and Wages 32,867 32,716 31,105 35,602 8.8% 
Employee Benefits 9,308 1l.?51 9,710 12,431 4.0% 

Hills Parking Disfrlct Personnel Costs 42,175 44,667 4O,81S 4B,033 7.5% 
" Operating 	 87,329 92,232 92,233 92,339 0.1% 

Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 ­
Hills Parking Disfrlcf Expendifures 129,504 136,899 133,048 140,372 2.S% 

PERSONNEL 
Full-lime 3 0 0 0 ­
Part-lime 0 0 0 0 -
FTEs 3.39 0.47 0.47 0.47 ­

REVENUES 
Miscellaneous Revenues -2,963 0 0 0 -
Parldng Fees 27,376 52,000 52,000 52,000 ­
Parking "nas 26136 25000 25,000 25,000 ­
Property_Tax 81,917 78,955 80,381 82762 4.8% 

Hills Parlcing Disfrict Revenues 132,466 J55,955 157,3BJ 159,762 2.4% 

SILVER SPRING PARKING DISTRICT 

EXPENDITURES 

Salariei and Wages 1,451,480 1,505,965 1,506..910 1,675,668 11.3% 
Employee Benefits 506,214 581,991 529,697 617,237 6.1% 
Silver_~ng Parking Disfrlct Personnel Com 1,957,694 2,,087,956 2,036,607 2,,292,,905 9.8% 
Operating Expenses 7809,001 9,009,878 9,009,878 9667,874 7.3% 
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 ­
Silver Spring ParkinrlDisfrict E1cpenadures 9,766,695 11,097,834 11,046~ 11,960,779 7.8% 

I PERSONNEL 
I 	

Full·lime 29 20 20 20 ­
Part-lime 0 0 0 0 -
FTEs 20.70 24.23 24.23 24.78 2.3% 

REVENUES 
Investment Income 5,583 58,100 6,980 13,540 -76.7% 
Miscellaneous RevenueS -454~43S 0 0 0 ­
Parlc!.na Fees 10,167,443 10,550,000 1~50000 10,550,000 -
Parldng Fines 3,049,057 2,256,250 2,256250 2,256,250 ­
Property Tax 6,935865 6,641,556 7,589621 7,808 396 17.6% 
Residential ParkinS!.Permits -87 0 0 0 -
SINer $pring Parking Disfrict Revenues 19,703,426 J9,505,906 20,402,85J 2O,62B,JB6 5.8% 

(t{, I 
\......./. 	 T _____ __
~J.: 
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A ..."" .... PARKING DISTRICT 
, EXPENDITURES 
I 	 Salaries and Wages 239,515 240,190 231,467 261~59 S..,,'" 

Employee Benefits 87,293 94,522 91,439 99,708 5.5% 
Wheaton Porldng Distrie:t Personnel Costs 326,808 334,712 32l.9D6 361,267 7.9% 
Operating Expenses 926,352 987,769 987,769 987,359 O.O"k 
Capital Outlay 0 ° 0 0 -
Wheafon Parldng District Expenditures J,25:t.J60 1,322,481 J,3'O,675 1,348,626 2.0% 

PERSONNEL 
full-TIme 0 3 3 3 -
Part-TIme 0 ° 0 0 -
FTEs 0.47 3.49 3.49 3.52 0.9% 

REVENUES 
Investment Income 	 196 0 250 490 ­

I Miscellaneous Revenues -97,088 0 0 0 ­
Parking Fees 996197 925200 925200 "-,925,200 , , 
Parking Fines 

! 
595,370 546,000 546,000 546,000 -I 

Properly Tax 477,628 413,542 467763 480,795 16.3% 
, Wheafon Porldng Distrie:t Revenuu J,972.303 1,884,742 1,939,213 1,952,485 3.6%: 

DEPARTMENT TOTALS 
Total Expenditures 23,831,087 25,856,395 25,794,830 28,461,931 10.1% 
Total Full-nme Positions 52 52 52 52 -
Total port-nme Position. 0 0 0 0 -
Total FTEs 48.79 48.59 48.59 49.89 2.7% 
Tota'Revenue& 4.2,009,6J7 75".7J9,57f 76,5'8,651 44,535,786 -4J.2% 

FY15 RECOMMENDED CHANGES 


\ 
FY140RlGlNALAPPROPRlATION 

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts) 
Increase Cost Debt Service - Bethesda [Financial Management Program] 
Increase Cost: Garage 31 Maintenance, Operations, and Utilities (parking Operations] 
Increase Cost Debit/Credit Card Bank Fees for Pay-On-Foot and Pay-By-Spoce Machines - Bethesda 

(parking Operations] 
Increase Cost FY15 Compensation Adjustment - Bethesda 
Increase Cost Hosted Centralized Server for Silver Spring Garages 60 and 61 and Bethesda Garage 11 

[parking Operations] 
Increase Cost Emergenc.y Battery Back Up in Garages - Bethesda (parking Facility Maintenance and 

Engineering] 
. Increase Cost: Solid Waste Services - Bethesda (parking Operations] 

Increase Cost Retirement Adjustment 
Increase Cost Group Insurance Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Contractual Increases for Pay-On-Foot and Pay-By-Spoce Maintenance - Bethesda (parking 

-Operations] 
Increase Cost: Printing and Mail- Bethesda [Parking Operations] 
Increase Cost Risk Management Adjustment - Bethesda [Financial Management Program] 
Ina-ease Cost: Annualization of FY14 Personnel Costs 
Decrease Cost: 8imination of One-TIme Items Approved in FY14 - Bethesda [Parking Facility Maintenance 

and Engineering] 
Decrease Cost: Retiree Heolth Insurance ~Funding Adjustment - Bethesda (parking Operations] . 

fY15 RECOMMENDED: 

MONTGOMERY HILLS PARKING DISTRICT 

fY140RlGlNALAPPROPRlATION 

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts) 
Increa.se Cost FY15 Compensation Adjustment- Montgomery Hills 
Increase Cost: Debit/CreDit Card Bank Fees for Pay-On-Foot and f'a)'-b\"-::iPace Machines- Montgomery 

Hills [Parking Operations] 

13,299,181 

948,850 
607,000 

84,890 

79,522 
50,300 

38,500 

16,750 
5,601 
3,883 
2,870 

.2,157 
690 

0 
-18,850 

-109,190 

15,012,154 

20.40 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.05 
0.00 

0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0,00 

0.00 
0.00 

"0.67 
0.00 

0.00 

21.12 

136,899 0.4 

1,663 0.00 
1,210 0.00 
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Increase Cost: Risk Management Adiustment- Mantgomery Hills [Financial Management Program] 510 0.00 
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment 99 0.00 
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 81 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-nme Items Approved in FY14 - Montgomery Hills [parking Facility -620 0.00 

Maintenance and Engineering1 

FY15 RECOMMENDED: 140,372 0.47 

SILVER SPRING PARKING DISTRICT 

FY14 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 11,097,834 24.23 

Changes (with service impacts) 
Enhance: 1,200 On-Street Single Space Smart Meters - Silver Spring [parking Operations] 1,300,200 0.00 
Enhance: Six Multi-Space Machines in Kennett Street Garage 9 - Silver Spring [parking Operations] 69,960 0.00 
Enhance: Four Multi-Space Machines on Two Surface Lots - Silver Spring [parking Operations] 44,600 0.00 
Enhance: 40 IPS Single Smart Meters on Surface Lots - Silver Spring [Parking Operations] 43,340 0.00 

. Other Adiustments (with no service impacts) 
Increase Cost: Hosted Centralized Server for Silver Spring Garages 60 and 61 and Bethesda Garage 11 100,600 0.00 

[Parking Operations] 
Increase Cost: Debit/Credit Card Bank Fees for Pay-On-Foot and Pay-By-Space Machines - Silver Spring 84,890 0.00 

[parking Operations] 
Increase Cost: FY15 Compensation Adjustment - Silver Spring 83,483 0.00 
Increase Cost: Emergency Back Up Batteries in Garages - SilVer Spring [parking Facility Maintenance and 57,200 0.00 

Engineering1 . 
Increase Cost: Solid Waste Services - Silver Spring (Parking Operations] 31,910 0.00 
Increase Cost: Contractual Increase for Pay-On-Foot and Pay-By-Space Maintenance - Silver Spring 6,510 0.00 

[Parking Operations] 
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment 5,768 0.00 
Increase Cost: Graup Insurance Adjustment 4,034 0.00 
Increase Cost: Risk Management Adjustment - Silver Spring [Financial Management Program] 10 0.00 
Increase Cost: Annualimfion of FY14 Personnel Costs 0 0.55 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-nme Items Approved in FY14 - Silver Spring [parking Facility -27,730 0.00 

Maintenance and Engineering1 
Decrease Cost: Retiree Health Insurance Pre-Funding Adjustment - Silver Spring [parking Operations] -75,300 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Meter Lease Purchase - Silver Spring [Parking Operations1 -166,530 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Garage 58 Rental Lease - Silver Spring [Management Services and Praperty Development] -200,000 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Utilities - Silver Spring [Financial Management Program) -500,000 0.00 

FY15 RECOMMENDED: 11,960,779 24.78 

FY14 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 1,322,481 3.49 

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts) 
Increase Cost: Emergency Back Up Batteries in Garages- Wheaton [parking Facility Maintenance and 22,000 0.00 

Engineering] 
Increase Cost: FY15 Compensation Adjustment- Wheaton 13,210 0.00 
Increase Cost: Solid Waste Semces- Wheaton [parking Operations] 3,150 0.00 
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment 1,010 0.00 
Increase Cost: Graup Insurance Adjustment 645 0.00 
Increase Cost: Contractual Increases for Pay-On-Foot and Pay-By-Space Maintenance- Wheaton [parking 240 0.00 

Operations] 
Increase Cost: Risk Management Adiustment- Wheaton [Financial Management Program] 50 0.00 
Increase Cost: Annualimfion of FY14 Personnel Costs 0 0.03 
Decrease Cost: Debit/Credit Card Bank fees for Pay-On-Foot and Pay-By-Space Machines- Wheaton -510 0.00 

[parking Operations] 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-lime Items Approved in FY14 - Wheaton [parking Facility Maintenance -2,350 0.00 

and Engineering] 
Decrease Cost: Retiree Health Insurance Pre-Funding Adjustment- Wheaton [parking Operations] -11,300 0.00 

I FY15 RECOMMENDED: 1,348,626 3.52 

WfojlEATON PARKING DISTRICT 

® 




PROGRAM SUMMARY 


Management Services and Property Development 
Financial Management Program 
Parking Facility Maintenance and Engineering 

1 

2,784,445 
7,642,393 
5,221,932 

10.50 
5.31 

16.68 
1 

2,789,471 
8,196,946 
5,493,270 

FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS 


15,012 15,012 

-30 -30 -30 -30 
will be eliminated from the base in the 

21 21 21 21 
service and associated benefits. 

70 70 70 70 

Debt ServIce 0 3 4 5 -1 
These figures represent costs associated with debt service induding n_ debt, pay down of existing debt, and fJuduations due to interest 
rate 

Garages o -39 '0 o 

HILLS PARKING DISTRICT 

SILVER SPRING PARKING DISTRICT 

11,961 11,961 11,961 
is included in 

Elimination of One-Time Items Approved in m 5 0 -1,294 -1,294 ·1,294 -1,294 -1,294 
Items approved for one-time funding in FY15, including smart meters and a server for Garages 60 and 61, will be eliminated from the 
base in the 

Labor 22 22 22 
and associated benefits. 

-2 -2 -2 

o .57 o ·57 o ·57 

6) 




1,349 

3 

1,349 1,349 

3 3 

1,349 

3 
service associated benefits. 

-22 -22 0 

\ 
I 



FYl5-20 Public Se:nica l'nlI- YJSCaI PIIUl 
BedIesda Park:iag Lot District Estimated Kecomm...ded Projected Projected Projected Projeeted Projecled 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 1020 

A.Dumptioas 

Property T"" RaIJ: RcalIImprovcd 0.124 0.124 0.124 0.124 0.124 0.124 0.124 
Assessable Base RcalIImprovcd (000) 1,522,200 1,576,500 1,634,100 1,116.600 l.817,2oo 1,921,600 2,034,100 

Property T"" CoOcan FlICIDr RcaI Property 99.20% 99.20% 99.20% 99.20% 99.20% 99.20% 9920% 

Property T"" RaIJ: PersouaIIImprov 0.310 0.310 0.310 0.310 0.310 0.310 0.310 
Asscssahle Base Pe:sonalIImprov (000) 167,500 164,200 151,600 154,200 150,200 146.400 142,SOO 
Property Till< CoD...::bon FlICIDr PIlrsoDaI Property 99.40% 99.40% 99.40% 99.40% 99.40% 99.40% 99.40% 
lDdin:ct Cost RaIJ: 15.69% 15.87% 15.17% 15.17% 15.17% 15.87% . 15.87% 

CPI (FISCal Y_) 1.80 2.20 2.50 2.90 3.30 3.70 4.10 
~ InI::omt: Yidd 0.30% 0.55% 1.25% 1.7S% 2.25% 2.75% 3.25'" 
I~ II'und B.....ce $ 16,716,696 $ 9,906.665 $ 1,329,563 $ 9,200.z17 $ 7,257,077 $ ',880,233 $ 10,309,D9S 

Rev...aes 
Taxes $ 2,568,146 $ 2,629,783 $ 2,618,236 $ 2,713,693 $ 2,904,583 $ 3,031,134 $ 3,168,201 

Omrgcs for Services $ 13,114,730 $ 13,989,730 $ 14,247,730 $ 14,247,730 $ 14,247,730 $ 14,247,730 $ 14,247,730 
Ymes &: Forfeits $ 4,829,000 $ 4,829,000 S 4,829,000 S 4,829.000 $ 4,829,000 S 4,829,000 S 4,829,000 

MiIIcclImt:oIls S 33,501,330 S 346.840 S 4,428,280 $ 435.770 S 5,312,260 S 3,55l,920 $ 614,600 

SUblD.... a-a.,. $ 54,DU,206 $ 21,795,353 $ 26,193,246 $ 22,296,193 $ 17,l93$13 $ 25,659,7" $ 22,859,531 

T ....... fers $ (8,021.335) $ (6,D3',300) $ (9,375,llS) $ (7,949,53S) $ (1,OlS,467) $ (l,094,30l) $ (1I,l60,DlO) 

Tnmsfi:n 10 GcncraI Fuod S (317,640) S (359,291) $ (339,098) S (339,098) $ (339:098) $ (339,098) S (339.098) 
iIIdirect Costs $ (300,010) $ (339,098) $ (339,098) $ (339,098) S (339,098) $ (339,098) S (339,098) 

Traasfen ID Special Fmads : Tn Supported $ (7,770,920) $ (7,1IO,01W) $ (7,S36,D37) $ (7,610,07) $ (7,686,369) $ (7.755,204) $ (7,8lO,922) 
Transponmion MaDapmcat DisWt $ (492,82O) $ (492,820) $ (492,820) $ (492,820) S (492,820) $ (492,820) S (492,820) 
BeIbr:sda UrlIaa Dislrict S (2,932,000) $ (2,823,989) S (3,lso.017) s .(3.254,417) s . (3,330,349) $ (3,399,1") S (3,464,902) 
MIls Tnmsit (Fmc RcM:ome) $ (4,346,100) S (3,863,200) $ (3,863,200) $ (3,863,200) $ (3,163,200) S (3,863,200) $ (3,163,200 

Tnmsfcr from Gc:o=al Fuod - Sbady ~Md1:r:5 $ 67,225 $ - S - S - $ . $ - $ . 
Tnmsfcr Ftam Silvct Sprin& PlD $ - S 1..soo,OOO $ (1,500,000) $ - S . S - S -

TobI R.eioan:es $ 62,714,S67 $ 25,662,718 $ lS,147,675 $ 23,S46,87S $ 26,525,184 $ 27,44S.71S $ lS,OOI,60S 

CIP Carnat R.nen .... AppropriatiOll S $ (2,311,000 $ (625,000) $ (s!IO.OOO) $ {S90,aoo $ (5941,000) $ (5!1O.000 
0dHlr CIP a-.... Appropriatioa ExpauIlmre $ (33,160,000) S - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Approp~~ 

()pandiDs Budpt S (9,293.683) S (10,052,365) S (10,346,355) S (111-,690,995) S (11,090,515) S (11,550,115) $ (12,075,785) 

E:x:istmg Debt SaW= $ (4,010,939) S (4,959,789) S (4,960,917) S (4,963,007) S (4.963.470) S (4,965,220) $ (4,958,970) 
Ammalizc and One-r_ Armlla1izatiOll S - $ - S 30,000 S 30,000 S 30.000 S 30,000 S 30,000 
Garage 31 $ - $ - $ (70,000) $ (70,000) S (70,000) S (70,000) S (70,000 
R.oIiree HcaIIh lDsunmco> Pn>-FlDldiug S - $ - $ 5,530 S 13,420 $ 19.810 S 27,.990 $ 35,880 
Battmy Backup $ - S - S 38,500 S - $ 31..soo $ - S 38,500 

Labor~ S - $ - S (19.21.5 S (19.21:n $ (19.215 S (19.215) $ (19,21S 
Sab....... PSP Operam.: Budget ApproPrlatioa $ (l3,304,6ll) $ (15,012,154) $ (15,3n,4S7) $ (15,699,797) $ (16,0S4,!1SO) $ (16,S46,6lO) $(11.019,5941) 

TobIDse or~........ $ (Sl,807,!J02) S (17.333.154) $ (lS,947,4S7) $ (16,289,797) $ (16,644,!ISO) $ (17,1]jj,6lO) $ (17,609,S90) 

V ..... End FmuI JIaIam:e $ ',906.66S $ 8,329,563 $ 9,200.z17 S 7,257,D77 $ 9,l18O,233 $ 11l,30!1,O!I5 $ 7,399.815 
Bud Restricted :Reserw $ 16.091,794 $ f7,CIIIL06l S f7,l08,S14 $ C7,I34,DS7) $ 17.IS1i,Ii88l $ f7.18!1"I158) $ (7,212,759 
V ..... End AvaIJahIe Fad JIaIam:e S 3,114,87l $ 1,241,501 $ 2,091,704 $ 123,021 $ 2,7l3.,S46 $ 3,1lO,D37 $ 186,256 

1....._ ..1'.....A__ I"uad BaJaIlCIII AS A rerceat 01 

~- 6.Or" 4.84% 8.32% 0.52% 10..l7% 11.37% 0.74% 

Assumptions: 
1. The cash balance includes funds nlqLlired to be held by the District to cover Bond 0M:nants. 

Bond c:overage (ammal net RlVellIIC:S over debt service requirements) is main13inctl at about 322 percent in FY15. The miDimum requiremcmt is 125 pcrcc:IIt.. 

2. ReallImproved property tax m'CIIlIC is assumed to iDcn:asc over the six years based on an.impRM:d assessable base. 
3. RlMlDIle for the air righIs lease for Garage 49 is assumed in FYI4 through FY2O. 
4. These pmjectiOllS are based on theExecutive's Recommended Budget and include the m'CIIlIC and resource assumptiOllS ofthat budget. FY16-20 expenditures are based 0 
1be "lIU\ior, known commitmeD!5" ofeIectctI oflicials and include JICgOtiatctI Iabor agreemcms, estimauIs ofcompensation and infIatiOll cost incrc:ases, the operating COSIlI of' 
facilities, the fiscal impad ofapproved legislatjOll or regulatiom, and other programmatil; COIIIIIIi1:meDI They do DOt include UIlIIppI'OVctI service i:tnproYemems. The projec 
expc:ruIiturcs. reveIIl.IC5, and fund balance may wry based on changes to fi:e or laX rates, lISIlJF, infIat:ion, fi.!Ime labor agn:emcnts, and oI:ba-l'acIms not IISSIlIIIed here. . '­

~L ,n T ______ __~~ 



FY1S-l0 P.m&: Senices Procram: F"ISCII flu 
Moatpme'Y Bilk Parldaz: LotDistrict Estima1ed ltecoouneDd... Projected Prtljeded Projeded Projected 

201 lOIS 2016 2017 2018 2019 
Assmn}MioDS 

Property Tax Rate ReaII1mpro'YCd (1240 0.240 0.240 0.240 0.240 0.240 
Assessable Base RcaIIImproved (000) 27.500 28,500 29,500 31.000 32,800 34,700 
Property Tax CoUcetiOl1 Fa::IllrR .... Property 99.20% 9920% 99.20" 99.20% 9920".4 99.20" 
Pr~~TaxRateP~OI1~~ed 0.600 (1600 0.600 0.600 0.600 0.600 
Assessable Base Pe:nouallImpro'YCd (000) 2,400 2,400 2,300 2,200 2,100 2,000 
~~TaxCODcetiQDFa::IllrPcrsooaiPr~~ 99.40% 99.40"", 99.4O'll 99.40% 99.40% 99.4OoA 
hldircs:t Cost Rate 15.69"'\' 15.87% 15.870/. 15.87% 15.87% 15.87'll 

CPI (Fiscal Year) 225 2.32 240 2.73 3.15 3.45 

luvesltnuit Income Yield 0.16% 0.19% 0.36% 0.7S% 135% I.SO'" 
FlUId Balauce $ 63,542 S 75,465 S 82,008 S 83,l29 S 81,'54 S 78,238 S 

~ 
TID<H $ 80,381 $ 82,762 $ 84,546 $ 87,521 $ 91.210 $ 95.137 $ 
Charges for Se:rviJ:er $ 52,000 $ 52,000 S 52,000 $ 52,000 S 52,000 $ 52.000 $ 
Fmes &. Fod"eits $ 25,000 S 25,000 $ 25,000 $ 25,000 $ 25,000 $ 25,000 S 
Miscellamooll5 $ . $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - S 

Subtobll aeveJI_ S 1.57,381 S 15!1,.762 S 161,540 $ 164,521 $ 168,210 $ 172.137 $ 

Transl"ers $ (12,410) $ (l2,84Ci) S (12,623 S (12,623) $ (12,623 S (12,623) S 
Ttalsf=s to Geocral Fund $ (12,410 $ (12,846) $ (12,623) S (12,623) $ (12,623 S (12.623) S 

Intircct Costs $ (7,OI0) S (7,381 S (1,623) $ (7,623) $ {7,623 $ (1,623) $ 
Tecbndogy ModcmizatiOll OP Project $ (400) $ {465 S - $ . S - S . S 
Regiooai Services Center $ (5,000 $ (5,000 $ (5,000) $ (5,000) $ (5,000 $ (5,000 $ 

T...talR...,....ces $ 20&,513 $ 222,3SO $ I30,!l31 $ 235,127 $ 237,541 S 237.752 $ 

Approprian-lExpeaditme 
Operatiog Budget $ (133,048) S (140,372) S (147'2?~ s (152,742) S (158,872 $ (16S,702) $ 
Labor Agrec:m...t $ . $ . S (431 $ (431) $ (431 $ {43l $ 

SoW_l PSP Open_I: Bu4£.tA 
, 

a $ (133,048) $ . (14G,372 S (l47,1Q3) S (153,173) $ (159,3113) $ (J1iCi.133) S 

Total Use ofResour.es S (133,048 S (140,372) S (147,103) $ (1.53,173) $ .115',3113 :5 (11iCi.133) S 

Vear Ead Available Flmd'BoIaace $ 750465 S 82.008 S &3.2211 $ SU54 S 1~ s 71,61' 
End-oJ.y.,. A 'I'llllable .1'I11III " ..... ace As A PfIUDf of 
R".....".,. 36.19"/0 36,88% 36.04% 34.86% 32.!14% 30.12% 

$ 

Pmjectetl 
2011 

0240 

36,700 
99.20% 

0.600 

1.900 
99.400/. 

15.87'll 
3.73 

2150/. 

71,6.19 

99,302 
52,000 

25,000 . 
176,302 

(12,623) 
(12,623) 

(7,623 
. 

(5,000) 

235,298 

(172,532) 
(431 

.fl7.2,963 

(172,963) 

62,335 

16.49"/0 

Assumptions: 
1. Proper\)' laX """""'" i. usumod to incrusc ov ... the siJ:ye.... bued OR an improved .....sabl. base. 
1. These pr<!iecti- are bas«! ... theEltecutiw'.llccommondcd Budget aDd incmdek r__ 111111 _n:o a.SlllqlliOlllofthatbudgot. FYl~20~.. are based OIl the 

major. li:nowncommilm'lI!S ofeI..-ted officials and include ...gotiated labor ear-ems. .sllIlJIIes m.....pe....tion aud illfialiOli IXlSI ic"""",,", the <>pCI:1Itiag costs of tapi1l1 6".li.... 
fl. fiscal impact mapprovedl.gjslatioo orregul........ aDd otherprognlll1m"c ""lIIDilmelllS. They do DOt indude unapproved ...:.n"" ;mp"""""._ The pmj.acd futun, .xpCll<lituR:., 
",veouc .. aud lUnd bolancc may vary based 00 dwlj!<S ID fee or laxr-. ....ge, inf1a1ion. f_labor ._mems, I11III ather lilcton; not ,...,.".d he". 

-- • _" -II. ~ __ ..! ___ 



~IIPuhIic: Senices Proem"" F"JSCaJ l'IaJI p~~'Silver Spria: Parkia: Lot District 1'.sti_1itd Reeomm...ded Projected Proj~ Pro.iocte<l Pmjod:ed 
21114 2Q15 201 2017 2QI! 2019 202 

Auump""," 

~ TaxRm RcaiIImplOvcd 0.317 0.317 031 0.317 0.317 0317 0.31 
Assessable Base RcaIIImpl'O\lcd (000) 1,9:55,500 2,025,300 2.099,300 2,205,300 2,334,500 2,468,600 2,613.100 
~ Tax Collection Factor Ral Property 99.20"/0 99.20% 99.2f)0/0 99.20"" 9920% 99.200/0 99.200/. 
Prq>e:rty Tax Rate Pe!sanalllmprovcd 0.7925 0.7925 0.792 0.7925 0.7925 0.7925 0.7925 
Asses",,1ie Base PersoD&l/lmplOvcd (000) 120,000 )17,700 113,700 110,600 107,700 105,000 102,200 
Property T"" Co\leclioo Factor Persoml Propc:rty 99.40"/0 99.40% 99.4O"A 99.40"" 99.400/0 99.40% 99.40"A 
Indirect Cost Rate 15.690/0 15.87% 15.870/0 15.87% 15.87~ 15.87"A 15.87% 
0'1 (Fiscal y...,.) 2.25 2.32 2.40 2.73 3.15 3.45 3.73 
Inveslmmt Income Yield 0.16% O.I~ 0.36% 0.7,." L35'!i 1.800/0 11S'!i 

FlUId Balance $ 13,935,!172 $ 14,7".051 S 11,724,685 S Il.746,288 S 9,501.731 $ 9,034,553 S 8,335,112 

~ 

Taxes S 7,589,621 S 7,808,396 S 11.028,085 $ 8.363,485 S 8,779,215 S 9,213,184 S 9,681.734 
O"IJ~ f<r Scrvi<:cs S 10,550,000 S 10,550.000 S 10,,550,000 S 10,550.000 $ 10,550.000 $ 10,550,000 $ 10,550.000 
Fines & Forli:its S 2,256,250 $ 2.256,250 $ 2,256,250 $ 2,256,250 $ 2.256,250 S 2,256,250 S 2,256,250 
Misccllaoeous $ 6,980 $ 13,,540 S 38.710 $ 66,530 S 97,210 $ 135,740 S 173,090 

Subtotal Rev_ S 20.402,851 S 20.628,186 $ 20,873.045 $ 21,236,265 $ 21.682,675 $ 22,155,174 $ 22,661,1174 

Tnuufrn $ . (5,753,287) $ (8,451,773 $ (5,/124,626] $ (1,444,346 S (7,5";:'67) $ (7,693,919) $ (1,815,539 
Traasfczs to OCDcl1ll Fund $ (348,236 $ (1,478,797) S (1,472,534) S (1,472,534 $ (1.472,,534 $ 0,472,534 S (1,472,534 

Indirocl Coots S (327,600 $ (346)63 S (363,884 $ (363,1184 $ (363,8114 $ (363,l1li4 $ (363,884 
Teclmology Mode:mizatioo C1PPlOjcct S (20,636 S (23,984 S . S · S . S · $ -
Other T_sfms to GeDcraIFund $ - $ (1,108,650) S (1,108,650 $ (1,108,650) S (1.108,650 $ (1,108,650 S (1,108,650 
Other Tl1II1Sfcm to GeDcraI Fund S . $ (1.,108,650 S (1,108,650 S (1,108.650) S (1,108,6S0 $ (1,108,650 S (1,108,650 

Tnasf...... to SpecW Fomds : Tn Supporlitd S (5,437,430 $ (1I,972,9:~ $ (4,152,"'2 $ (5,971.812 $ (II,O!l6,733 S (6;:.21,38.5) $ (6,343,1105 
TtaIlSpOfIalion ManagcmCtJt District S (776,180 S (776,180 S (176,180 S (802,301 $ (831,7114 $ (864,044 $ (896,304 
Silver S ping IJroan DisIrict S (2,405,000 $ (2,440,546) S (2,819,662 $ (2,'13,261 S {3,008,699 $ (3)01,091 S (3,190,451 
Mass Transit (Fine Reveme) S (2,256,250 S (2.256,250) $ (2,256,250] $ (2,256,250 S (2.256,250 $ (2,256,250 $ (2,256,250 

! 

Tnasf..... I1n>m GeaenI FlUId $ 3l,l" $ · $ - $ · S - $ • S -
Shady Grove Mc:tenI $ 32,379 $ · S - $ · S . S - $ -

Total Resoan:es $ 28,S85,536 $ 26,945,464 S 26.773,1114 $ 25,538,207 $ 23,615,139 S 23,495.808 $ 23,18ll,647 

CJP c..........t lUowuue AppropriatioD Expemlitare $ (2,771l,000 $ (3,UiIlPOO s (4,054,0011 S (4,5511,000 $ (2,700.000 $ (2700,000 $ (2,7OIl,000 

Appropria~~ 
(10,860,779) S (11,201,159;Operating Badge! S (9,946,486 S S ( 11,601,069 $ (12.062,779 S (12,,591,3~~ S ( 13,039,049 

Anmaliz and 0IIe-Time Annualization $ - $ - S 1,294,060 S 1,294,060 $ 1,294,()6O $ 1,294,060 S 1,294,060 
Operating Leases S (1,100,000 $ (1,100.000 S. (1,100,000 $ {1.loo,Ooo S (l,loo'()oo S (1)00,000 S (1,100,000 
Rmircc HcaIth InswanccPrc-FIIl<ing . $ - $ · S 3,810 S 9,260 S 13,660 S 19,300 S 24,740 
Battery Bad::up S . S · $ 57,200 S · S 57,200 S· • S 57,200 
Labor A!P=nent S - $ · S (20,727] $ (20,727 S (ZIJ,727 S (ZIJ,727) S (20,727 
Lot 3 Prir'king Garage S . S · S (6,000 S (62,000) $ (62.000 S (62,000 S (62,000 

Subtotal PSP Opera...: BHget Appropriatioa $ (11,046,415 S (ll,96O,77!1) S (10,972,816) S (11,4811,476) S (11,1l1l11.'S86 S (12,460,"6] S (12.1145,776 

Tola' Usc oI'R.eoOlll'US S (13,816,415) S (I5,l2II.77l1] $ 15,026,816) S 16,106,476) $ (14,580,586 $ 15,160,696] $ (15,545,776 

Year End Av_hIe FUll B:oIaac:e S 14,7611,051 $ n,714,685 $ 11,746,288 $ 9,501,731 $ 9,034,553 $ 8,3lS,JIl $ 7,634,871 
tdld-ol-Year A .... IUlllanceAS A .l"orceat of 
Raou""", 51.67".4 G.5I% 43..87"-' 37.21% 3S.l6% 35.47% 32~.4 

AssumpIiOllll: 
I. l'r"Jl"'1Y bot "'_is .........d 10 iDc",_ over the six years baed on &II improvocl assessable base. 

2. L.w-SI' ........ble b_ in........ an: due to economic 8Jowth ..... new prQjects coming oolin .. 


3. These prqjec:ti..... .., based on the&camve'silecoullnondc:d BudgotaDdi""..""a.e r_uelOld ",,,,"a: assumpti...oflhatbucIgeL FYl~ ...,.ndi...... "'" based ... 
the 'major, bowu commitments' ofelocted official. ud include llC8«iatcd labor agnoemans, animates orCompclllUliOll ODd iof\aIio n cOIl illlmlSCl, 1be opem1iOS msts of capital 
filcilili... the liocal impact or ""proved IflIi....tioa or "'gulllliOlll, ODd odler programmatic eommitmaltl. They do DOl include \DI """"",cd .,mceimprovemClltS. The proj_d futun: 

...,.,.di....... ""'_....lOIdfimd balllDOClJII)' varybascd ... chonJlUtofcc or .... m",.. USIIge, "lIlIIion, limnlabor_ans, aDdOlhcrfac1orSDOt_cd bae. 
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FY1S-:W hhlie Senices Prog....: Yacal FI_ 
What. P....... Lol DilIrid: FmimaieG RuummeDdetl Projec:tecl ProjocieG Projemd Projected 

:W14 :W15 21116 :W17 1018 1019 
jAssumptiollS 

ProptStyTax R.aI1:RcaJlImp-oved 0.240 0.240 0.240 0.240 0.240 0.240 
AssessaIK Base Rcal/Imprtwed (000) 172,100 1711,200 184,700 194,000 205,400 217,200 
ProptSty Tax CoIlccti(ll Factor Rca Property 99.20"A. 99.20% 99.20')1 99.20')1 99.20% 99.20% 
ProptSty Tax Rate PcrsowdllmprOVed 0.600 0.600 0.600 0.600 0.600 0.600 
Assessable Base P..-so~ved (000) 8,200 8,000 7,700 7,SOD 7,300 7,100 
ProptSty Tax Collecti (II Factor P..-sowd Property 99.40""" 99.40~ 99.40% 99.40% 99.40% 99.40% 

Incirod Cost RaIc 15.69% 15.87~ 15.87% 15.87% 15.87% 15.87% 

CPl (Fisall Y_) 2.25 2.32 2.40 2.73 3.15 3.45 
In_cot Income Yidd 0.16% 0.19~ 0.36% 0.75~ L35% 1.80% 

Bq:iDDionc F1md BaJa""" S 1,0"',317 S 948..128 S 818,734 S 1,177,123 S 997,l13 S 7611,771 S 

Ile\teaues 
Taxes S 401.763 S 480.795 S 494,183 S 514,833 S 540,603 S 567.324 S 
CJarges for Services S 925,200 S 925,200 S 925,200 $ 925,200 S 925,200 $ 925,200 $ 

FiDes & Fcrfeits $ 546,()00 $ 546,000 S 546,000 S 546,000 $ 546,000 $ 546.000 $ 

MiscellaXlCOlI5 $ 250 $ 490 $ 1,400 $ 2,410 $ 3.520 $ 4,920 S 
Subtotal a"""".ul S 1,!l39,213 S 1,951,485 S 1-",,783 S 1,.988,443 S 1,0l5,3Z3 S 1,043,444 S 

T.--fers S (S7'1.;rrT) S (S7fi,l53 S (57,333) S (57,333) S (57,333) S (S7,333 S 
Tnmsfl:lS to 0eumiI FUlJd S (55,407) S (58,933 $ (57,333) S (57,333) S (57,333) S {57.333 $ 

Indirod Costs S (520520) $ (55.478) $ (57,333) S (57,333) S (57,333) S (57,333) $ 
Tcclmology Modcruiution OP Prqject S (2.887) S (3,455) S - S - S - $ - S 

Tnmsfen& ... Spec.iaI F1mds: Tn Suppi,nM S (SI7,31O) S (517,320) S - S - S . S - S 
Wh_ Uban Dislrict $ (292,320 $ (292,320) S • S · $ . S - S 
Mass Tl'IIlsit (FiDe Rewmue) S (2.25.000) S (225,000) $ - S · S - S - $ 

TeIlII Resources S 2,415,.(6 S Z,3Z4,360 S 2,728,184 S l,108,2l4 S 1,9S5,102 S l,7S4,882 $ 

CIPC........t Rev_ ~..............tiGa ExPCDdifon: S (.157,000 S (157,000 S _(157,000) S Ii45,OOOl $ 1i86,0001 S (sgS,OOO $ 

Appmpl'ia'oas/Expcadi_ 
0pcraliDg Budp S (1.310,675) S (1,348.626) S (1.418,9111) $ (1.469,761 $ (1.526,831) $ (1.590,461) S 
Amtualizc and One-JlIDeAnmalizatiaD $ · $ • S 2,350 S 2.,350 S 2,350 S 2,350 $ 
Rl:bn:eHeaJth Jnsunmce Pre-FllDdiDg $ · S • S 570 S 1.390 S 2,050 $ 2,900 $ 
BaIImy Baciup $ - $ • S 22.000 S · $ 22,000 S - $ 

i UIb<r -­ $ · S · s (3,2051 $ (3,2(5) S (3.205) $ (3,203 $ 

:Subtotal PSP o"enlinc Bud:etAppmpriatio.. S (1,310..,75) $ (l,l48,Qti) $ (1"l94,061 S U..Ui6,021) S (1,500,431) $ (1,585,l11) $ 

TeIlII Use ofReooun:es $ l1,467,675) S (l,SOS,Q6) S (1,551,061) S (1,111,021) S (2.186,431) $ (2,180,211 $ 

Year EIId A ",.lIable Fuod Balsoee S 948,128 $ 818,734 $ 1,177,W S !197.2l3 S 768,771 $ 574,671 $ 
ElJII.ol-Y_ AwilableF....... Balance As AP_"r 
Res ......... 3!I.lS% 35.ll% 43.15% 32.08% 16.01% :W.86'Y. 

Pnljeded 
102 

0.240 
229.900 
99.20% 

0.600 
6,900 

99.40% 
lS.8~ 

3.73 
2.15"" 

574,671 

596,188 
925,200 
546,000 

6.270 
1,1r73,65l1 

(57,333 
(37,333 
(57.333 

-
. 
-. 

2,S!ICl,996 

545,000 

(1,654,091 
2,350 
3.710 

(22,000 
(3,205 

(1,670,031 

(2.115,031 

375,91iS 

14.51% 

Assumptions: , 
1. PJOpertytax rew:uue is assumed to iDen:asco_ tile six)'I'8D based on aninproWld 8SSt:S111b1c'base. 
2. These p-qjections _ based em !he Executive's R<oco_dod Budget and iDclude th" """"'... BUd rcsClLUCC lI5SWDPtioDs oflhst budget. FYI6-2() expeIlditnICS are based 011 
the "mBjar, koo.... comDJit_· ofelected oflicials and indudenesotiated Jab(l' agreemcnIli, estimaIes ofcompensation and infbItion cost iDcrc:ascs, the opc:ratiDg eosts of 
capilallicililies, tile fisc:aJ ~ofappt>'Ioedlegislalion Ofrep1ationS, andotbcr proJ!lllUlDlllliecollllnilmcms. They moot include ..upprovedscrviccimp-OWllDCllIS. 
TheprQjected futme expcoditmes, --es, and fnnd balance IIlIIY very bllllCll on changes to fCc or _ ndes, usage, inflation, futme labor agreements, BUd olll ... 
facIms notassumcd bcre. 
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F\'14 Adopted Parking Security Patrol Budget 

Sworn orr",.. Patrols Bttlt..da I ljilverS.ri"" Whra.on Tollll 
Total County PoNu Hours 
Cost 

Total _.Police 
Cost 

Total,Sworn Officer Patrol Hours 
Cost 

SO( 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
$0 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

Cont..... S...rity Guards Belhwla 8ftVfl'Sori•• Wheat•• Total 
Scheduled Patrol Houn 
Cost 

15.S19 
5563,971 

3l1.402 
5848,684 

8.0SS 
5178,672 

72.006 
51,591,327 

a .... &s.r.T••m Belbwl. SanrS.rin" WhtR&on Total 
Total Patrol HOW'll 
CoS! 

0 
SO 

6,000 

5104,103 

0 

SO 

6,000 

SI04,103 

Total Bothwl. S_S.rin. Wlteaton Total 
Toto! Patrol Hou.. 
PLDCost 

25,519 
$563 971 

44,402 
$9SJ 387 

8,085 
5178.672 

78.006 
SI6960SO 

Changc from FY14 Adopted to FYI! CE R_mmended Parkillg Security Patrol Budget 

Sworn Oillur Patroll Btthesd. SiI""rSnrin. Wbt'aton To..1 
Total County Police Hours-Change 
Cost-Change 

ToIlIl Park Poli<:e-Olonge 
Cost-Change 

TOllil Sworn Officer Palrol Hours-Change 
Cost-Chana· 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
$0 

0 
$0 

0 
$0 

0 
$0 

0 
$0 

0 
$0 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

C...t....t Security Guards BetbesdA SlIVfl'Surint Wbeat•• Total 
Scboduled Patrol Hours-Cbango 
Cost-Change 

3,616 
577,000 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
$71,000 

a ••• &s.r.T..m Beth..da Sllv.rS.ri•• Wh..ton Total 
Total Patrol Hou.-..Chsng. 
Co.t-Change 

0 
$0 

0 
SI62 

0 
SO 

{) 

$162 

Total Brthesd. SlIv.r Sorina Wheaton Total 
Toto! Patrol H......Ch.n~. FYI4 to FYI5 
PLD Co,t-O.n.. FY1410 l'YI5 

3,616 
$77,000 

-
5162 

. 
$G 

G 
$77.162 

OBllUnding ro. O...g< 3 I 

PC Adju.tment 

FYI! CE RECOMMENDED PARKING SECURITY BUDGET 

S_rn om... P.t..... I Btlhesda sav..SurinE WIl.atOll Total 
Tot•• County POrtee Moo.., 

Cost 

Total Park Police 
CoS! 

ToIlIl Sworn Ollicer Pat.ol Hours 
CoS! 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
$0 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
SO 

0 
50 

I) 

SO 

Contract Security Gu ..... 8<1hw1. SiI••• Sorin2 Wheaton Total 
Scheduled Patrol Hour. (estimated) 
Cosf 

29,135 
$640,971 

31,402 
$848,684 

8,OSS 
5178,672 

75.622 
$1,668.327 

aean " s.r. Team Belhesd. sn...s....11II! WhtatOJll Tollll 
TOllil Patrol Hours 
CoS! 

0 
$0 

6,000 
51001,865 

0 
$0 

6.000 
5104,865 

1'0101 Btlhesda SilverS ........ WhealCD 1'ot.ol 
Tolal Patrol Ho .... 
PLDC05t 

29,135 
5640971 

44,402 
5953.549 

8,085 
5178,672 

81,622 
51.773192 

• Silver Spri.S Total CO$! in<:lude. $9,019 ofMonlS Hills CoS! 

'cost orl.O WY 

H:IIIUDGET\GIenn Orlln Secuniy Chart1Jdsx 



South Silver Spring CBn Residential Pennit 

Background 

In conjunction with the approval of the FY13 Silver Spring PLD Operating Budget, 
Council approved a pilot project to allow discounted monthly parking in the Kennett St 
and King St Garages for residents of the surrounding area. The pilot provided for a 
special monthly parking on a calendar basis in the two garages for $95 per month from 
Oct 1, 2012 through June 30, 2014. Eligible residents were defmed as those living within 
the boundaries of Eastern Avenue, Blair Mill Road and Georgia Avenue. 

Program Operation 

The program is operated similarly to the current parking outside the PLDs Residential 
. Permit Program. Silver Spring PCS permits with a special over stamp are sold on a 

monthly basis. The special permit is only valid for parking at the Kennett or King St 
Garages. A list ofeligible addresses has been identified and created. The eligible list 
was uploaded into the Duncan AutoProcess cashiering system similarly to the Residential 
Permit Program. October 2012 permit sales were available in person at the Silver Spring 
Sales Store. Sales required payment in advance by cash, check or credit card with proof 
of residency similar to the Residential Permit Program. Examples ofproofof residency 
are: a Maryland driver's license, vehicle registration, lease contract or current utility bill 
in the name of the permit purchaser at an eligible address. Once an account was created, 
new permits were available for purchase in person at the Silver Spring Sales Store, by 
mail or on-line (when the on-line permit sales system went live on November 1,2012). 
Permit sales are limited to one permit per vehicle registered at an eligible address or one 
permit per registered vehicle for County residents not required to register vehicles in 
Maryland. 

Publicity 

About 434 eligible addresses were identified. Letters were mailed to all eligible addresses 
on August 31,2012. Fliers were also provided to the South Silver Spring Neighborhood 
Association for distribution and listing for listserv. The letter and information outlined 
the operation of the Program and notified the addressees of October permit sales 
available at the Sales Store as of September 17, 2012. 



South Silver Spring Permits sold 

Year/Month Permits Sold Revenue $95 per permit Eligible households % usage 
2012 

Oct 0 434 0.00 
Nov 49 4655 434 0.11 
Dec 56 5320 , 434 0.13 

2013 
Jan 60 5700 434 0.14 
Feb 66 6270 434 0.15 
Mar 65 6175 434 0.15 
April 69 6555 434 0.16 
May 67 6365 434 0.15 
June 67 6365 434 0.15 
July 68 6460 434 0.16 
Aug 70 6650 434 0.16 
Sept 76 7220 434 0.18 
Oct 71 6745 434 0.16 
Nov 73 6935 434 0.17 
Dec 65 6175 434 ·0.15 

2014 
Jan 69 6555 434 0.16 
Feb 69 6555 434 0.16 
Mar 71 6745 434 0.16 

April* 27 2565 434 0.06 
May 434 0.00 
June 434 0.00 

Total: 1158 110010 

, 

" 

*Current month not complete 



South Silver Spring Survey 

A survey was conducted in July 2013 for the South Silver Spring residential parking 
permit. This area includes two separate private parking facilities managed by Atlantic 
Parking with a monthly rate of$125 per month. Atlantic does not collect user and 
occupancy data, but does have capacity for 8 zip cars. The survey consisted of five 
questions. Survey was distributed to all eligible addresses, hard copy fliers to residences 
and electronic links to a listserv. 100 total responses were received. 

Questions! Answers 

1. 	 How long have you lived at your current residence? 

Answers: 50 % of the respondents have been there less than 6 years 


2. 	 How many vehicles do you own? 

Answers: 77 % ofthe respondents own 1 car and 23% have 2 cars 


3. 	 Have you ever used a Parking Convenience Sticker (pCS PERMIT)? 

Answers: 84% of the respondents have used PCS Permit. 


4. 	 If you have a South Silver Spring Residential Parking Permit (SSSRPP), where do 
you park? (check all that apply) 
Answers: 81 % of the respondents park in Garage 9 

5. 	 Where did you park prior to the creation of SSSRPP? Thank you for investing 
your time in helping improve our service to you. 
Answers: Before the Special Permit, only 19 respondents parked in private 
garage'" 

"'Private garage rates $125 per month 



South Silver Spring Neighborhood Association 

MarchiApri12014 Parking Survey 


Executive Summary 

Since becoming available in November 2012, the Residential Parking Permit has been 
highly utilized by the core constituency for which it was intended with nearly 57% of 
Eastern Village Cohousing car owners using it. Eastern Village residents represent about 
half of the programs utilization, slightly less than half come from the Aurora, with a 
small percentage come from 8045 Newell Street. 

While the program has reached its intended audience, the car owners that still park on the 
street indicate that price is the only reason for not using the municipal facilities. 

Survey responses indicate that non-participants would likely begin purchasing the RPP if 
the price was lowered to between $60 and $75. 

Overview 

In 2012, The Montgomery County Council established a Residential Parking Permit pilot 
program. This program began in November of2012 and was established to solve a 
number of neighborhood problems in the South Silver Spring neighborhood. 

Objective: 

The pilot program was established without any parameters for success. Therefore, the 
main objective of this survey was to determine the activity of residents with respect to 
this pilot program. 

Methodology 

A census survey was distributed to the residents of Eastern Village Cohousing, 8045 
Newell Street, and the Aurora Condominium. While the Residential Parking Pennit 
program is available to all residents within a designated zone (South Silver Spring), the 
core constituents for the program reside in those three condos. 

Furthennore, we wanted to be able to minimize the non-response bias that could be 
problematic with this type of survey. 



Response Rate 

The response rate from the three properties surveyed varied widely. Therefore, the 
responses are going to be aggregated at times and broken out at other times. 

Property Units Respondents Response Rate 
Eastern Village 65 63 97% 
Aurora 123 25 20.3% 
8045 Newell 120 31 25.8% 

Number of Carsjn South Silver Spring 

Since the council saw South Silver Spring as a transit hub and an area for smart growth, 
we wanted to determine what percentage of units in our area had cars. 

For the property at Eastern Village Cohousing (where we had a near 100% response rate) 
there are approximately 0.8 cars per unit. This agrees with figures provided to the 
county by The Blairs in their justification for their Master Plan parking scheme. This is a 
figure that would be expected for a smart growth oriented neighborhood. 

Utilization of the Residential Parking Permit 

NEARLY ALL PERMIT SALES ARE FROM THE 3 TARGETED BUILDINGS 

Based on figures provided by the county DOT, we know that approximately 60 
residential parking permits are purchased each month. Fifty-two (52) of the respondents 
to this survey reported purchasing the Residential Parking Permit. This supports the 
contention that the core constituents for the South Silver Spring RPP reside at the three 
surveyed properties. 

PERCENTAGE OF CAR OWNERS USING THE RPP 

More than half (57%) ofcar owners at Eastern Village Cohousing indicate that they use 
the Residential Parking Permit. While that is a strong percentage, why isn't everyone 
using the Residential Parking Permit? 

11 car owners (21%) report utilizing other types ofpermits (handicapped, AMlPM, etc.) 
that allow them the ability to park in one of the county parking facilities. 

According to the survey, 17 car owners (33%) at Eastern Village Cohousing report 
parking on the street. 12% of Aurora car owners are street parkers, while only 3% of 



8045 Newell car owners are street parkers. One of the goals of the program was to move 
long term street parking off of the streets and into the Wlder-utilized garage. While the 
RPP program appears to have achieved that goal, we could do more. 

WHY ARE CAR-OWNERS STILL PARKING ON THE STREET? 

One hWldred percent (100%) of the 17 car owners that park on the street at Eastern 
Village (some of these purchase permits sometimes) indicate the reason they do so is due 
to the cost of the permit. 

The average South Silver Spring street parker indicated that they would begin to purchase 
the RPP if it was priced at $51.66 (A median of $50 per month, Max $80, Min $25). 
While the utilization rate for the pilot program appears to be high, if the council wanted 
to increase utilization a rate of somewhere between $60 and $75 would appear to do just 
that without impacting overall revenue for the program. 

WOULD OWNERS ABANDON PRIVATE LOTS IF THE RPP PERMIT PRICE WAS 
TOO LOW? 

One ofthe concerns raised by cOWlcil staff when the RPP was instituted was the potential 
for the RPP to stifle commerce at private garages by setting the market at a rate that was 
lower than what private garages could compete with. 

Only one user comment across the three buildings surveyed indicated that price would be 
a factor in switching from their current private garage to the COWlty garage. The resident 
of 8045 Newell (which does have a private garage serving some residents) indicated that 
if the price fell below $50 per month that they would stop parking in their private garage 
and move their vehicle to the COWlty facility. 



Survey Questions 

1. 	Do you own a car? Y eslN 0 

2. 	Ifyes, how many cars? (Open Ended) 
3. Do you know about the residential parking permits? 

YeslNo 
4. 	Buy the RPP: Always, Never, Occasionally 
5. 	If you do not buy the permit, where do you park? 
6. 	If RPP cost less, would you use it? Y eslN olMaybe 

a. 	 If yes or I;I1aybe to buying the RPP, what would the 
price need to be? (Open Ended) 

7. 	Do you Know about the AMIPM Permit? YeslNo 
a. 	Would buy AMIPM Permit? YeslNo 



1~ $ l$lI,513 S :t22,"IeG $ ll2,nl S 217,1%7 S W,541 $ 21l','7Sl S %17,298 





Orlin, Glenn 

From: Faden, Michael 
Sent: Wednesday, April 16, 20143:55 PM 
To: Orlin, Glenn 
Subject: Use of parking district funds 

You asked whether the current law would allow funds from one parking lot district to be temporarily 
transferred or "loaned" to another parking lot district, assuming an operating budget resolution would 
authorize that transfer. 

I don't see anything in the parking lot district law, County Code Chapter 60, that would allow any such 
transfer or loan. The relevant provision of that Chapter, §60-16, is quite explicit in limiting the use of 
parking lot district funds to the district where the funds originated. Note the various examples, 
highlighted below, of limiting language in that section: 

Sec. 60-16. Purpose of parking lot funds. 
(a) The Director of Finance must keep the special taxes and parking fees 

collected from each district in a separate fund for each district, and each fund must be 
used so that enough funds are available to pay the principal and interest, as they become due, 
upon any bonds issued to acquire, build, restore, or improve the off-street parking facilities in 
the particular district from which the money in that fund is collected. The balance must 
be used to acquire, build, maintain, or operate off-street parking facilities in that district and to 
reimburse the County for general revenues advanced to that district under subsection (b). If 
in any fiscal year any balance remains after those payments, the Director of Finance must hold 
it until the following fiscal year and apply it as provided in this subsection. 

(b) On-site expenses in connection with the acquisition, improvement, operation, or 
maintenance of the off-street parking facilities must not be paid from the general revenues of 
the County. However, the Director of Finance may temporarily advance general revenues to 
acquire, build, restore, or improve those facilities. Any transfer that will not be repaid before the 
end of the fiscal year must be expressly approved by the County Council in an annual budget 
resolution or a separate resolution, and is subject to any condition imposed in either resolution. 
The County Executive may, by regulations issued under method (2), regulate the amount of 
general revenues and parking lot district funds transferred under this subsection. 

(c) (1) Notwithstanding the limits in subsection (a) or (b) or any other provision of 
this Chapter, the County Council may transfer revenue from parking fees to: 

(A) the fund of any urban district from which the fees are collected, as 
limited by Section 68A-4(a)(2)b; 

(8) fund activities of the Department of Transportation to implement 
transportation system management under Section 42A-13 and Section 42A-23. Parking fee 
revenue transferred to fund activities in a transportation system management district must not 
exceed parking fees collected in that transportation system management district; and 
(C) fund activities of the Department of Transportation in a parking lot district, other than any 
parking lot district where a transportation system management district is operating to: 

(i) promote, develop, and implement transit and ridesharing incentive 
programs; and 

(ii) establish cooperative County and private sector programs to increase 
ridesharing and transit usage. 

Parking fee revenue transferred to fund these activities must derive only 
from parking fees collected in that parking lot district. 

l® 



{2} In this subsection, "parking fee" means revenue from parking meters, 
parking permits, or any other user charge for parking. 

(d) Notwithstanding the limitations in subsection (a) or (b) or any other provision of 
this Chapter, the County Council may transfer district funds from the unencumbered balance 
of the district fund set up under subsection (a) to assist mixed-use parking facility projects 
in the district as contemplated by Section 60-2(b}. In this subsection, a mixed-use parking 
facility project means a mixed-use project that includes a significant public parking component 
and is approved in the County capital improvements program. Unless the County Council in 
the capital improvements program waives all or part of the repayment, each transfer of funds 
must be conditioned on a reasonable repayment agreement that is based on the nature of the 
mixed-use project. 

(e) Notwithstanding the limits in subsection (a) or (b) or any other provision of this 
Chapter, the County Council may transfer revenue from the Montgomery Hills Parking Lot 
District parking tax: 

(1) to fund activities of the Silver Spring Regional Services Center in the 
Montgomery Hills Parking District, an amount in Fiscal Year 2005 that does not exceed 
$15,000, and in each succeeding fiscal year does not exceed the maximum amount for the 
previous fiscal year increased by the annual average increase, if any, in the Consumer Price 
Index for all urban consumers in the Washington-Baltimore metropolitan area, or any 
successor index, for the previous calendar year, to: 

(A) provide and maintain amenities, facade improvements, streetscape 
improvements, and property in public rights-of-way; 

(B) promote and implement activities that benefit residential and 
commercial interests in the district. These activities may incidentally benefit neighboring 
communities; and 

(C) enhance the safety and security of persons and property in public 
areas; and 

(2) to fund projects in the Capital Improvements Program that improve the 
street and sidewalk infrastructure serving the Montgomery Hills Parking Lot District. 

Let me know if you need anything else. 

Michael E. Faden 
Senior Legislative Attorney 
Montgomery County Council 
240-777-7905 
mike.faden@montgomerycountymd.gov 

I am frequently out of the office on Wednesdays and Fridays. 
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Ride On Bus Fleet (P500821) 

Category Transportation Date Last Modified 3/6114 
Sub Category Mass Transit Required Adequate Pubfic Facility No 
Administering AQenr:;y Transportation (AAGE30) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Countywide Slatus . Ongoing 

Thru Total 1Beyond 6 
FY13 EstFY14· 6 Years FY20 ! YrsTotal FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE /JOOOs} 

i Plannina. Desion and Suoervislon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
rLand 0 0 0 0 0 01 0 0 0 0 0 

ISite Imoravemenls and Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ConstnJction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other 188 002 52961 95142 16000 14111 8873 17247 21591 17260 0 

Total 188002 ~!8931 52,967 95142 16000 14171 sarl 17,247 21,591 17.260 . 0 

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($00051 

Bond Premium 956 0 956 0 0 0 '0 0 0 0 01 
i Contnbutions 475 0 415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O . 

• Fed Stimulus (state Allocation 1 6550 6550 0 0 0 0 .0 0 0 0 O! 

Federal Aid 28165 3344 15.221 9600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 0 

Mass Transit Fund 71853 1621 1090 69142 0 12171 6873 15.241 19591 15260 0 

Short-T arm Financina 57663 23638 34.025 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

State Aid 22340 4140 1200 16400 14400 400 400 400 400 400 0 

Total 188002 39,893 52961 95.142 16000 14171 8873 17,247 21591 17,261) 0 
.,' -'" 

APPROPRlAnON AND EXPENDITURE DATA (ODDs) 

fAoorooriation Request FY15 16000 

IAppropriation Request Est. FY16 14171 

Supplemental Appropriation Request 0 

Transfer 0 

Cumulative Appropriation 92860 

ExoencflbJre I Encumbrances . 59648 

Unencumbered Balance 33.212 

188,002 
143,913 

o 
o 
o 

DeSCription . 

This project provides for the purchase of replacement and additional buses in the Ride On fleet in accordance with the Division. of Transit 

Services' bus replacement plan ancj the Federal Transportation Administration's service guidelines 


Estimated Schedule 

FY15: 10 full-size CNG. 21 full-size diesel, and l' small diesel; FY16: 23 full-size CNG and 2 full-size diesel; FY17: 15 full-size CNG; 

FY18: 23 full-size CNG and 5 full-size hybrid. FY19: 9 full-size hybrid and 31 small diesel, FY20: 321a~e diesel 

Cost Change . 

Includes updated bus prices. additional bus in FY15 for Clarksburg service that began in FY14. deferral of 2 full-size diesels from FY15 to 

FY16, and the addition of FY19 and FY20 bus replacements. 


Justification 

The fuJi-size transit buses have an expected useful life of twelve years. Smaller buses have an expected useful life of ten years. 


Fiscal Note 

In FY15. additional state aid from gas tax proceeds will be applied to bus replacement costs. 


Disclosures 

Expenditures will continue indefinitely. 

The Executive asserts that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth; 

Resource Protection and Planning Act 

Coordination 

Department of General Services 




Montgomery Mall TransifCenter (P500714) 

category Transportation DatE! Last Modified 316114 
Sub Category Mass Transit Required Adequate Public Facility • No 
Administering Agency General Services (AAGE29) Relocation Impact None 
Planning Area Potomac-Travilah Status Final Design Stage 

Total 
Thru 
FY13 EstFY14 

Total 
BYears FY15 FY11S FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

Beyond IS 
Yrs 

EXPENDlT JRE SCHEDULE I$OOOs} 

PlanninQ, Deskm and Suoervision 175 29 0 146 0 146 0 0 0 0 0 

Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o! 

Site Improvements and UllTllies 

Construction 

Other 
Total 

0 

1167 

0 

1342 

0 

2 

0 

31 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1165 

0 

1311 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1165 

0 

1311 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Mass Transit Fund 

Total 

Energy 

Maintenance 

OPERAllNG BUDGET IMPACT f$OOOsl 

56 0 

60 O· 

0 

0 

14 

15 

14 

15 

14 

15 

141 
15 

Net Impact 116 0 0 29 29 29 291 

APPROPRlA1l0N AND EXPENDf11JRE. DATA (0005) 

,Appropriation Ret1uest FY15 ·1311 
IAppropriation Ret1uest Est FY16 . 1.311 
Supplemental Appropriation ReQUest 0 
Transfer 0 

Cumulative Appropriation 1.342 
IExpenditure I Encumbrances 31 
Unencumbered Balance 1311 

FY07 

FY13 1.342 
1342 

Description 

This project provides for the County portion of the new Montgomery Mall Transit Center. Mall owners will develop the land and construct all 

bus and passenger foundation structures including utilities. The County will design and fund construction, as well as maintain the patron 

waiting area with weather/wind protected sides, passenger seating, a transit center canopy to protect patrons, and a driver restroom. This 

project also includes construction oversight. 


Estimated Schedule 

The Montgomery Mall Transit Center project construction is scheduled to start in FY15 along with Montgomery Mall expansion by the 

developer. 


Justification 

On January 27, 2005, the Planning Board granted Westfield Montgomery Mall conditional approval for a 500,000 square foot mall 

expansion. This expansion requires Westfield to participate in construction of a new and expanded Montgomery Mall Transit Center 

adjacent to the 1-270 right-of-way. Westfield will provide construction of all base infrastructure, valued at $2 million. Westfield win pay for 

design and construction of drives, ramps, platfonn pads, and utility access. The County will pay for the transit center canopy and all 

passenger and bus operator amenities on the passenger waiting pad. 


Other 

The construction of the County portion is expected to start in FY 15 in order to coordinate with the Montgomery Mall expansion by the 

developer. The design of this project has been completed through Facility Planning: Transportation. 


Fiscal Note 

Project is funded based on an agreement with the site owner. Work will proceed as the site owner delevop5, at which time the County will 

fund a portion of the improvements. Changes are made based upon the site owner's schedule. 


Disclosures 

A pedestrian impact analysis will be perfonned during design or is in progress. 


Coordination 

Department of Transportation, Westfield, Inc., Utilities, Department of Pennitting Services, Maryland-Nationai Capital Pari< and Planning 

Commission, Department of Economic Development, Facility Planning: Transportation 




Transit Services 

MISSION STATEMENT 
The mission of the Division of Transit Services is to provide an effective mix of public transportation services in Montgomery 
County. 

BUDGET OVERVIEW 
The total recommended FY15 Operating Budget for the Division of Transit Services is $125,013,667, an increase of $3,659,766 or 
3.0 percent from the FY14 Approved Budget of $121,353,901. Personnel Costs comprise 54.6 percent of the budget for 815 full-time 
positions, and a total of 825.62 FTEs. Total FTEs may include seasonal or temporary positions and may also reflect workforce 
charged to or from other departments or funds. Operating Expenses account for the remaining 45.4 percent ofthe FY15 budget. 

The general obligation bond Debt Service for the Mass Transit Fund is appropriated in the Debt Service Fund and is not displayed in 
this section. To pay for the Debt Service, a transfer of funds from the Mass Transit Fund to the Debt Service Fund of$14,Oi5,l10 is 
~W~· . 

In addition, this department's Capital Improvements Program (eIP) requires Current Revenue funding. 

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

+ An Elfecfive Clnd Efficient TrClnsportation Network 


.. Heolthy Clnd SusfClinClble Neighborhoods 


+ 	V'''''' Uving for All of Our Residents 

DEPARTMENT PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
Performance measures for this department are included below, with multi-program measures displayed at the front of this section and 
program-specific measures shown with the relevant program. The FY14 estimates reflect funding based on the FY14 approved 
budget The FY15 and FY16 figures are performance targets based on the FY15 recommended budget and funding for comparable 
service levels in FY16. 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES 
+ 	EnhClnce CClII-n-llide eligibility requirements to IncreClse subsidies of the monthly payments for 500 current 

pClrli~ipClnfs, Clnd Cldd 43 I new pClrlicipClnts to the progrClm. 

+ 	Will replf!lce 3 I buses In FYI5 cmd Cldd one bus for -Meet the MAIlC- bus service. 

+ 	EnhClnced scdefy progrClm to provide focused ClpproClch on reducing Clccidents Clnd Injuries, scde work methods.,. 
prooctive scdefy owmeness, Clnd compliClnce fn:Iinlng in defensive driving Clnd scde work methods. 

+ 	E.xfended hours for Kids Ride Free ProgrClm Mondoy through Fridcry from 2pm until Bpm (previously 7pm) Clnd 
supported increCJSed ridership_ 

+ 	Over J00 Ride On bus operClfors were certified In five diHerent IClngUGges (SpClnish, French, AmhClric, Chinese, Clnd 
V'.efnClmese) to better serve our pClssengers. 

• Added Ride On Focebook pClge Clnd Twitter ClCcount to enhClnce communlcCltion. 

_.., Received 40 new buses Clnd ClcceleRlfed bus replClcement plCln with retirement of ChClmplon buses. 

+ 	Implemented customer service refresher "Cllning for bus operClfors rwe CClre- ProgrClm); ClII employees will hove 
received "Clining in FYI 4. 

• _____!.a. r __..:___ 



.. 	A translation service for Call-n-Ride wiItt multiple language capability has been made available to assist Umlted 
or non-English speaking participants when scheduling Call-n-Ride trips wifft taxicab companies' dispatch. 

.. 	A new Call-n-Ride website ~rtal was developed where participants can view their account information, incluo•. ... 
card usage and balance. 

.. 	Developed and Implemented new Youth Cruiser SmarTrip card. 

.. 	Implemented new -Meet the MARC- bus service from aarlcsburg to Germantown in January 20r4. 

.. 	Productivity Improvements 

- On April r, 20r3 the Call-n-Ride program eliminated the use of coupons which has made the program more 
user-friendly for both parlicipants and transportation providers, eliminating the bulky coupon vouchers and 
replacing them wifft an automated swipe card. Th& new system has reduced the time it takes to add value to 
participants' cards from rOto 5 business days after their copayment is received. 

- Moved paper monthly passes and youth monthly and summer paper passes to electronic SmarTrlp card. Sales 
can be activated via the Internet. 

- Implemented schedule remediation to 35 routes to Improve schedule reliabiliry wifft scheduling efficiencies 
realized from new Scheduling Software 

- Restructured bus service in Olney to provide expanded service area, faster service, and improved reliability 

PROGRAM CONTACTS 
Contact Darlene Flynn of the Division of Transit Services at 240.777-5807 or Brady Goldsmith of the Office of Management and 
Budget at 240.777.2793 for more infonnation regarding this department's operating budget 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS f 
Medicaid and Senior Programs 
Special Transportation Programs provide: Medicaid transportation to and from Medical appointments for eligible participants; a 
user-side subsidy program (Call-n-Ride) that provides travel options for low-income elderly and disabled; and information on public 
private transportation programs available to seniors and persons with disabilities. 

FYJ 5 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY14 Approved 8,225,840 7.85 
Technical Adj: Adjustment for workvears charged to Commuter Services and Medidad grants 9,393 -0.18 
Enhance: Call-n-Ride by expanding eligibility to serve approximately 431 more residents -85,000 1.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 

due to staff turnover, reorgani%anons, aiKf other "';dget changes affecting multiple programs. .. 
109,647 2.18 

m 5 CE Recommended 8.259,880 10.85 

Rid.e On 
Fixed-route bus service is provided by the Ride On system throughout the County. Ride On operates primarily in neighborhoods and 
provides a collector and distributor service to the major transfer points and transit centers in the County. Ride On supplements and 
coordinates the County's mass transit services with Metrobus and Metrorail service which is provided by the Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority. The Ride On transit system operates and manages more than 78 routes; maintains a strategic 
plan for replacement of the bus fleet; trains new bus operators and provides continuing safety. remedial and refresher . instruction for 
existing operators; arid coordinates activities with a state of the art Central Communications Center; which also operates Ride On's 
computer-aided dispatch/automatic vehicle location system. 

Actual Actual Estimated Target Target
Program Performance Measures 	 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FYl 6 

Number of Reported Collisions Between Ride On Buses and a Pet$()n or 
Object, per 100 000 miles driven 
Scheduled Ride On Roundtrip Circuits Missed, in Whole or in Part, per 
1 ,000 Roundtrip Circuits 1 

4.0 

8.30 

4.0 

B.3 

4.0 

5.56 

4.0 

5.12 5.12 

Passengers Transported Per Capita (Ratio of the Number of Passengers 
Boarding a Ride On bus Within the Fiscal Year and the County Population) 

27.9 27.1 27.26 27.42 27.58 

47-2 Tmnsoortotion 	 (4)_ ) FY15 Ooemtina Budaet and Public Services Prooram FY15-20 



operator po$itiom. 
2 New measure; data to be collected in the future. 
3 Service hours are defined as platform hours. These are hours that the bus is providing service including non-revenue trips 
4 fY14-Annualized new service implemented in fY13; "Meet the MARC· Clarksburg service began mid-year 
S Assume annualization of fY14 new service in fY15 and growth of 1.1 % in fY15 and fY16 

FY15 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY14 Approved 98,032,331 748.18 
Enhance: S~tem Sofety 629,785 8.00 
Increase Cost: Annualization of Clarksburg to Germantown MARC Station Service 104,370 1.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and ather budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
2,836,404 -4.27 

FY15 CE Recommended 101,602,890 752.91 

Commuter Services 
The Commuter Services Section promotes alternatives to the single occupant vehicle - including transit, car/vanpooling, biking, 
walking and telework-to reduce traffic congestion and improve air quality. Programs and services are concentrated in the County's 
five Transportation Management Districts: Silver Spring, Friendship Heights, Bethesda, North Bethesda and Greater Shady Grove, 
and in the Wheaton Tnmsportation Planning & Policy area. Commuting information and assistance is also provided to businesses, 
employees, and residents throughout the County. Programs are developed to support use of transportation options and the section 
coordinates with other local, state and regional agencies on efforts to improve effectiveness of those options. 

15 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY14 Approved 3,331,740 16.60 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 8,464 1.20 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budg~t chane.-es affecting multiple programs. 
FY15 CE Recommended 3--!4O,204 17.80 

Taxi Regulation 
The Taxi Regulation program is responsible for issuance, enforcement, renewal, and management of passenger vehicle licenses and 
taxicab driver IDs. This program administers the taxicab regulation, licensing, and permit activities of chapter 53 of the Montgomery 
County Code. 

FYI5 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY14 ro e 798,290 7.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 13,496 0.00 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and ather txidget changes affectiM\i multiple programs. 
FY15 CE Recommended 811,786 7.00 

Customer Service 
The CustOiner Service program is the interface between Ride On's service delivery and customer info:rrnation. In addition to 
managing the distribution of paper transit timetables. web sites are maintainecI and updated as well as real time information is 
provided through various media (phone, web, mobile apps and signs). In addition, system information is provided by way of 
electronic system maps and informational displays inside and outside of buses and bus stop shelters. As needed, public forums are 
arranged for proposed service changes. 

15 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

\,14 Approved 1,460,220 6.00 
Increase Cost: Kids and Seniors Ride Free 125,003 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time Items roved in fYl4- Quadrennial Review 0.00 



due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
6.:.FY'15 CE Recommended 1,626,034 

Transit Parking Facility Maintenance 
The Transit Parking Facility Maintenance program fimds the operation and maintenance of the Park & Ride Lots as well as Transit 
Centers. The Division ofParking Management Operations section provides and manages the maintenance services. 

FY15 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY'14 Approved 293,120 1.32 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 8,224 -0.21 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
FY'15 CE Recommended 301,344 1.11 

Transit Operations Planning 
The Transit Operations Planning program provides comprehensive, coordinated, and integrated services to assure the County's transit 
needs are met To accomplish this objective, the program plans and schedules Ride On service; evaluates and develops Ride On 
routes; and coordinates bus service with the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority. 

FY15 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY'14 Approved 2,185,070 17.70 
Increase Cost: Maintenance for Trapez. Plan and Post software programs 37,540 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 216,418 1.00 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
FY'15 CE Recommended 2,439,028 18.70 

Passenger Facilities 
The Passenger Facilities program provides for the safe, comfortable, clean, and accessible entIy for transit customers into the transit 
system. The program is responsible for supervising the construction and maintenance of bus shelters and the collection of the 
County's share of revenues generated through advertising sales, as provided under a IS-year franchise agreement It is also 
responsible for the purchase, installation, maintenance and replacement of all equipment. including but not limited to bus benches. 
trash receptacles. transit infonnation display units, and other passenger amenities. The program installs and maintains all system 
signage, including poles and bus stop flags. 

FY15 Recommended Changes 

FY'14 Approved 

Expenditures 

959,870 

FTEs 

4.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
58,090 0.00 

FY15 CE Recommended 1,017,960 4.00 

fixed Costs 
The Fixed Costs program contains certain cost items that involve long-term funding commitments independent of the annual scope of 
program costs. Fixed costs included in this category are utility payments and insurance. Casualty insurance for Ride On is provided 
through the Division of Risk Management The costs are required or "fixed" based on the existence of the programs, but the actual 
amount is based on anticipated rates and the proposed size and scope of the related unit or program. 

FY15 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY'14 Approved 3,476,450 0.67 
Decrease Cost; Risk Management Adjustment -359,934 0.00 
Multi-program adiustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -15,245 0.00 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multipte programs. ,­

FY'15 CE Recommended 3,101,271 0.6' 



AdministraHon 
The Administration program provides general management, planning, supervision, and support for the Division. It perfonns financial 
'~agement tasks, administers contracts, manages grants, provides personnel management functions, and provides Montgomery 
junty's financial support to the Washington Suburban TranSit Commission. 

FY1S Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY14 Approved ,5 ,970 6.74 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensotion changes, employee benefit changes, changes -77,700 -0.29 

due to staff turnover, rear anizations, and other bud"""et,-,-c_ha~n-",-,-_aff_ect_in-"--m_ul_ti...'_e-,--o-,,,-ra_m-,-s-,-.-------:::--==-=-==--""""7-:'::"---1 
FY15 CE Recommended 2,513,270 6.45 

BUDGET SUMMARY 


GRANT FUND MeG 
EXPENDITURES 

'Kleral Grants 
~scellaneous Revenues 

491,282 
90000, 

1,763,357 
o o 

1,763,357 
o 

1,763,357 -I -
State Grants 2,401,354 2,924,812 2924,812 2,934,205 0.3% 
Other Intergovernmental 100,000 0 0 0 -
Grant Fund MCG RtWenlH!S 3,OB~636 4,688,169 4,688,169 4,697,562 0.2% 



FY15 RECOMMENDED CHANGES 

MASS TRANSIT 

FY14 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 

Changes (with service impacts) 
Enhance: System Safety [Ride On] 
Enhance: Call-n-Ride by expanding eligibility to serve approximately 431 more residents [Medicaid and 

Senior Programs] 

Other Adiustmenls (with no service impacts) 
Increase Cost: FY15 Compensation Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Motor Pool Rate Adjus1ment 
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjus1ment 
Increase Cost: Kids and Seniors Ride Free [Customer Service] 
Increase Cost: Annualization of Clarksburg to Germantown MARC Station Service [Ride On] 
Increase Cost: Maintenance for Trapeze Plan and Post software programs [Transit Operations Planning] 
Increase Cost: Printing and Mail 
Decrease Cast: Elimination of One-TIme Items Approved in FY14- Quadrennial Review [Customer Service] 
Decrease Cost: Risk Management Adjustment p=ixed Casts] 
Decrease Cast: Annualization of FY14 Personnel Casts 

FY15 RECOMMENDED: 

GRANT FUND MeG 

FY14 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts) 
Technical Adj: Adjustment for workyears charged to Commuter Services and Mediciad grants [Medicaid 

and Senior Programs] 

FY15 RECOMMENDED: 

Expenditures 

116,665,732 

629,785 
-85,000 

2,620,704 
990,592 
151,629 
127,294 
125,003 
104,370 
37,540 
32,817 

-90,000 
-359,934 
-634,427 

120,316,105 

FTEs 

800.95 

8.00 
1.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
1.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
-o.~ 

810.69 

4,688,169 15.11 

9,393 -0.18 

4,697,562 14.93 

PROGRAM SUMMARY 
FY14 Approved FY15 Recommended 

Program Name Expenditures FTEs Expenditures FTEs 

Medicaid and Senior Programs 8,225,840 7.85 8,259,880 10.85 
Ride On 98,032,331 748.18 101,602,890 752.91 
Commuter Services 3,331,740 16.60 3,340,204 17.80 
Taxi Regulation 798,290 7.00 811,786 7.00 
Customer Service 1,460,220 6.00 1,626,034 6.13 
Transit Parking Facility Maintenance 293,120 1.32 301,344 1.11 
Transit Operations Planning 2,185,070 17.70 2,439,028 18.70 
Passenger Facilities 959,870 4.00 1,017,960 4.00 
Fixed Costs 3,476,450 0.67 3,101,271 0.67 
Administration 2,590,970 6.74 2,513,270 6.45 
Total 121,353,901 816.06 125,013,667 825.6" 
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CHARGES TO OTHER DEPARTMENTS 

FY14 fY1S 

Charged Department Charged Fund TotalS FTEs TotalS FTEs 

MAss TRANSIT 
Health and Human Services County General Fund 425,194 0.00 282,694 0.00 

GRANT FUND MeG 
Health and Human Services Grant Fund MCG o 0.00 127,000 0.00 

FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS 


6 120.316 120.316 120.316 120.316 16 

766 766 766 
and associated benefits. 

-57 -57 -57 
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FY14 Route Proflle 

Rout.Due on 

Wkd HllIondale-Northwest PIIIk-Slivar Spo 

Center 

Ho""ltal-Srookmont-Sa Road·Friendship Heights 

Aspe" HHI·Weller Rd~-GI..,rnant 
La loy Pari<-Mopl......,-Sliver Spring 

Takoma-Flower Avenue-Wayoe Awnue-Silver Spring 
TravHIe T~dy Grove-Hospital..shady Grove 

GTe, Gu""", LaI<e, GTe 

Shady G~ Colle 'Ue Piko-Medieal Center 

GTC-5h Grow 
Aspen Hill-Weller Rd...Qienmont 

Shady G~omery Col ockvlJl. Pike-Medlcal Center 

Shady Grov~ Road-Piccard Dr"';,ockvm. 

Twinbrook-GIenmcnt-WhHe Ool<-Hliiondale 

l.ake!oreot-Qulnca Qrcharcl-Sh Grove Hospital_Ie 

GTC-Graat Sen"", Hwy,-Shady Grove 

Aspen Hill-Weller Rd,-Glenmont 

8 
30 
30 
15 
20 
15 
20 
25 
20 
25 
15 

_. PM~ 

30 

30 

30 

513 
514 
644 
604 
500 

,640 
616 

LuI 
AlII 

lvu\uaI RldIDI'1I 
Platform Per Plat 

1944 57 557 7,472 19,0 
2235 64 640 1516 18,9 

@ 




FY14 Route Proflle 

Sat 
Wkd Forest Glen-Wheaton 

Sun Glen Echo-Friendahip Heights 

GTe, Kingsvlew, GCC, Cinnamon WootJa 

White Flint..-Mantgomery Men 
GTC, Kingsview, Scccerplex 

White Flint-Montgomery Moll 

. GTC, KingovIew, Socoerplox 

Garm_ MARC-Clarksbu'1l Moot tho MARC Janaury 2014 

30 

30 

30 30 

30 30 30 
30 30 30 

30 30 30 
30 30 30 

25 25 

TnwiileTC-North p_Glove 

Gionmont-Aspen HHI-T_-MonIgomery Mall 
Shady Grov~ OtMI-Shady Grove Hospit.eJ-TraviJlo TC 

GTC, Gunn.... Lake, GTC 
Langley Park-WHhin on _II!~pIo Avo-Takoma 

Sil,., Spnng !lownIown {VanGel 
Modi"," Con,.,.p"""" HIII-Ilolhosda 

Wheaton-White Flint 

Whooton-_ Flint 

O"""""",,"Woodfieid Rd- ,.. 

Grand Pre-8el Pre. Connedlcot, Friendship Hts Station 

Friendship His, RIwr Rd, Falla Rd, ROCkIIIlle W. 
Glonmont-KAmslngton-Me<i1ca1 Cent... 
Naval Shi R&[)..Cabin John..BethHda 

Sibley Hospital-Brookmont-Sangamore Road-Friendship Heights 

PO! SIvd.-Ilotl1esda 

_ 51_Spring 

Montgomery \/Illege-Quall Valley·Emo!y C,.,.,..shady Grove 

Grand Pre-Bol Pno. ConnediclJt. Frlon<lOl1lp His Station 

RockvIlle-T...... O.ka-White Flint 
Grosvenor-Parkside-Montgomery Mail Loop 

Bothoedo-Glen EOho-F_ip Holghls 

Briggs Chsney-Tamaraok-Oumont Oai<a-S11ver Spring 
Follog""","Rockvillo-_ 

Friendship Hili, River Rd, Fall. Rd, Rockville W. 

42 'Wkd 
83 Sat 
18 Sat 
3 Wkd T_Or.-l.I_Spring 

18 Sun La ley Park-Takoma 

93 Wkd 
83 Sun GTC-Wete" Landing-Milostano 

lui 
Annual 

Platform Per Plat 

4.7 
4.1 

4,0 
2.6 

1,1 

1,140.833~ 

All resources are as of October 2013 

Partial Ridership 

Roula. 38, 42, 94, 98 partial Y'"'' ridetahlp 




Increase Span of Ride On Service 

FY1S FYi! 
P\'Ojected eua FY15 Coat­ ProJectad Reven...... P\'Opoaod 

Annual Annual Opl January 2015 R1dar..January January 2015 Exlatlng Prop08ld Added 
Route Servlc. category Hou ... Annual COlt Ride ... Annual Rav Reqd Start 2015 Start Start Froq Froq Span Service A",. 

54 WkdV Span 

74 Wkdy Span 

48 Wkdv Span 

23 Wkdv Span 

43 Wkdv Span 
11 Wkdv Span 

13 Wkdv Span 

24 Wkdv Span 
25 Wkdy Span 

33 Wkdv Span 
96 Wkdy Span 

66 Wkdy Span 
39 Wkdy Span 

67 Wkdv Span 

7 Wkdy Span
-­

1.288 
1,288 
1,104 

773 
388 
156 

230 
248 
350 
267 
294 
193 
244 
129 

64 

$ 102770 
$ 102,770 
$ 8B,088 
$ 61,678 
$ 30,799 
$ 12,447 
$ 18,352 
$ 19,788 
$ 27927 
$ 21,304 
$ 23,489 
$ 15,399 
$ 19,452 
$ 10293 
$ 5138 

34,700 
31396 
29,743 
26,438 
17350 
9914 
9,228 
7,849 
7,684 
7,574 
7,436 
5921 
5659 
2892 
1,652 

$ 2B,107 O.B $ 51,3B5 
$ 25431 0.8 $ 513B5 
$ 24092 0.7 $ 44,044 
$ 21,415 0.5 $ 30,839 
$ 14054 0.2 $ 15,399 
$ 8,030 0.1 $ 6224 
$ 7,473 0.1 $ 9,176 
$ 6,358 0.2 $ 9894 
$ 6,224 0.2 $ 13963 
$ 6135 0.2 $ 10,652 
$ 6,023 0.2 $ 11745 
$ 4796 0.1 $ 7700 
$ 4,584 0.1 $ 9,726 
$ 2343 0.1 $ 5,146 
$ 1338 0.1 $ 2,569 

17,350 $ 14054 N/A 
15698 $ 12715 N/A 
14872 $ 12,046 N/A 
13,219 $ 10,707 N/A 
8,675 $ 7,027 N/A 
4957 $ 4,015 N/A 
4,613 $ 3737 N/A 
3925 $ 3179 NIA 
3842 $ 3112 N/A 
3787 $ 3,067 N/A 
3718 $ 3,012 N/A 
2961 $ 2,39B N/A 
2,830 $ 2,292 N/A 
1,446 $ 1,171 N/A 

826 $ 669 N/A 

30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
20 
30 
30 
30 
30 

10p-12a 
ep.1Op 

1Op-12a 
8p-l0p 

SlHla 
9a-l0a 
6p-7p 

7p-8p 

7p-Bp 
7p-8p 
5a-6a 
Elp-7p 
SlHla 
6p-7p 

Sa-6a 

Rockville, Research, Washingtonian, Muddy Branch, P9fTy, lakelorest 

Shady Grove, Washingtonian, Great Seneca, KenUands, Germantown, GTC 
Whaaton, Par1<1and, Bauer, Uncaln Park, Rockv",e 

.sibley HOSpital, Brookmont, Sangamore. Westbard, Friendship Heights 
Shady Grove. Shady Grove Hospital, TraYilie 

Sliver Spring, Eas!-West, Connecticut. Friendship Heights 
Takoma Park, Carroll. Flower, Mancha.ler, SMver Spring 

Takoma Park, Piney Branch, Northampton, Hilland"le 
Takoma Pari<, Maple, Carroll, Langley Pari< 

Medical Center, Kensington, Newport Mill, Glenmont 
Grosvenor. Tuckerman, Rock Spring, Montgomery Mall 

Shady Grove, K;ng Farm, Piccard, Medical Canter, Traville 
Glenmont, Layhill, Bonilant Good Hopa. Briggs Chaney 
Traville, TravMah, Dulief Mill, King Farm, Shady Grove 

Fores! Glen, Inwood, Wheaton 

Span 7,014 $ 559,692 205,434 $166,402 4.4 $ 279,848 102,718 $ 83,201 

® 



FY15 CE Recommended Budget 

Operating Cost of Ride On Bus Service 


Cost Elenlent 
Bus Operators 
Motor Pool 
Coordinators 
Other Operating Labor 

Schedule/Communications 
Customer Service/Safety 
Other Non-labor OperlMgmt Svcs/ 

General Administration/Other 
Indirect 

Fully Allocated Cost 

CostIHour 
FY15 Dollars 

Cost Cumulative 

$2.85 

$6.30 
$9.62 

$110.88 

$46.43 $46.43 Rate for any new 
service added $35.491 $81.921 .. 

$3.09 $85.01 
$3.72 $88.73 

WMATANon­
$3.381 $92.111 ... Regional Rate 


$118.89 (FY15)$94.96 

$101.26 
$110.88 

COST PER HOUR CE Ree FY15.xls 
4/9/2014 



Breakdown of New Categories for Call'n Ride Proposed Changes for FY 15 Budget 

Cost Per [ Income Limits by Household Size 
Categories $60 value I-Person 2-Person 3-Person 4-Person 
Levell up to $14,000 

}~>Upto$i5,856< .., 
$14,001- $16,999 
2$15,a57;0;$21j40

$17,000 - $20,249 
~~$21;404"$26;9S0· 

$20,250 - $23,499 
.$26~951,,.:$32;498· 

Level 2 Current I $ 10.00 I $14,001- $17,000 1$17,001- $21,200 1$20,250 - $25,750 1$23,500 - $30,300 
Proposed·'., l~1~l~~7~$2.i~{4~m~~~,~ .. $~~ilfQ.t1l$r61~~()~~~":ij4041$32~~rl;$~7~489 

lLevel3 Current I $ 20.00 I $17,001- $20,000 1$21,201- $25,100 1$25,751- $30,625 1$30,301- $36,150 

l Proposed. 1L ·1:$.21A()4'~$.26~.~I_$~;40~·-~"$29.~9511$3i/405.~~$36IZ~W$37i~~O,Ji1$42;5QOl 

C]j 

Level 4 Current I $ 30.00 I$20,001 - $25,000 I $25,101 - $31,400 I $30,626 - $38,300 I $36,151 - $45,200 

Proposed.' I· $26;95i~S327,4§91'$lg;9S:2;:;$32:gsi ()1'$36;7:26S!$4:2;80 L$42~5Q~"!1$i7;1()2 





FY13 FY14 FY15 

Budget $ 100,000.00 $ 321,730.00 $ 389,970.00 

Actual $ 382,781.00 $ 359,000.00 

Billing Rate $ 1.07 $ 1.07 $ 1.07 

Ridership 356,088 334,964 364,458 

Seniors Ride Free 

Budget $ 79,220.00 $ 128,240.00 $ 185,003.00 

Actual $ 182,845.00 $ 190,812.00 

Billing Rate $ 0.80 $ 0.80 $ 0.80 

Ridership_'_ll.
Kids Ride Free 

228,557 238,515 231,254 

Ridership 379,776 409,111 440,712 

average cost/trip $ 1.07 $ 1.07 $ 1.07 

Ride On revenue impact $ 406,360.32 $ 437,748.77 $ 471,561.75 

Seniors Ride Free 

Ridership 758,680 640,684 640,684 

1/2 price cost/trip $ 0.80 $ 0.80 $ 0.80 

Ride On revenue impact $ 606,944.00 $ 512,547.20 $ 512,547.20 

Kids Ride Free 

Kids Ride Free and Seniors Ride Free Program Data and Costs 



,.~,. 

Safety Program - Ride On 
• 	 Safety Instruction 


Depot level: 2 instructors (grade 19)/depot + 2 program managers (grade 21); 


• 	 Follow up re-training on all accidents. Training will be conducted the first day after the accident occurs. This will 
be an all day observation where practical while the operator is in revenue service. First split if the run is the run is 
split. 

• 	 Follow up re-training on all injuries. Training will be conducted the first day the operator returns to work. This will 
be an all day observation where practical while the operator is in revenue service. 

• 	 Annual Safety Ride (Concentration on Defensive Driving) with all operators 

® 
., ' Annual Safety Work Methods training (Using ergonomically correct methods for lifting and lowering, pushing and 

pull, etc.) with all operators ~ 
• 	 Certify all management in Defensive Driving and Safe Work Methods 
• 	 Conduct depot safety meetings and co-chair the committee. The safety supervisor is responsible for posting daily 

safety statistics and creating safety awareness in the depot. ' 
• 	 Safety Recognition as appropriate 
• 	 Conduct Facility Audits as required 
• 	 Track Safety Driving points for each depot and recommend operators for safety awards 
• 	 Conduct annual training on ADA accommodations 
• 	 Conduct fire drills in each depot annually 
• 	 Conduct Customer Service Training annually 
• 	 Weekly and Monthly Audits - On VCR's usage, use safe work methods}, on road observations (following an operator 

while they are in revenue service), seat belt and idling policy, etc. 
• 	 Any additional compliance training that may be required in the future 



Ride On - Climate Survey and Assessment Report 

JDA & Associates was retained by the Montgomery County, Maryland, Office of the 
County Executive, in June 2013, to assist the Office of Human Resources, Department of 
Transportation {DOT}, and in collaboration with UFCW Local 1994 MCGEO, to conduct a 
climate survey and assessment for the Department of Transportation, Transit Services 
Division, Ride On program. 

This survey request was conducted due to a significant amount of concern among the 
DOT Ride On employees regarding future direction and changes of Ride On. The primary 
purposes of the Climate Survey and Assessment are to: ascertain employees' perception 
of Ride On; provide the County with information regarding employee satisfaction of Ride 
On operational methods; identify desired improvements as a result of this survey; and, 
to gather information that could assist in policy decisions. 

The survey was designed to measure satisfaction on a broad range of issues considered 
to be important to Ride On employees In areas of leadership, communication, 
supervision, safety, work place policies, job satisfaction, advancement and morale. The 
results of the survey are based on the respondents' perceptions of the effectiveness and 
quality of service that were secured from the respondents' responses to specific focus 
group discussion questions, online questions, email comments and phone conversations. 
TheSe results should serve as informative data for improvement efforts and for creating 
a pathway to successfully move forward. 

Of the approximately 737 Ride On employees Invited to partiCipate in this climate survey, 
194 submitted valid responses for a response rate of 26%. Of these Ride On 
respondents, 86% (44 out of 51) of the non~unlon representative employees, which 
include: Senior Leadership, Depot and Central Chiefs, Program Managers and Specialists, 
Transit Services Supervisors, Transit Communication Supervisors, Transit Operations 
Supervisors and Trainers participated In the surveYi whereas, 17% (114 out of 686) of 
MCGEO members participated. Specifically, Transit Coordinators, Information 
Technicians, and Principle Administrative Aides participated and represented 67% (30 
out of 45), while Bus Operators which are the largest group of Ride On employees given 
an opportunity to participate, actually represented the smallest percentage of 
respondents with a response rate of 13% (84 out of 641). Of the 194 submitted 
responses, 39 respondents did not provide their position or demographic data, or 
elected not to give It, or the consultant was unable to collect it. (For specific job position 
particfpation data, refer to pages 3()"32). 

The collected demographic data, indicating employees' length of service with DOT and 
time in current position, divulged noteworthy findings. Of the 38 Depot and Central 
Chiefs, Transit Services Supervisors, Transit Communication Supervisors, Transit 
OperatIons Supervisors, Program Managers, Specialists, and Trainers who responded, 

,.. " -., .. ,.,.:: ',,, ' ~ ". 
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Ride On - Climate Survey and Assessment Report 

58% (22 out of 38) have been in their current position less than 5 years and 95% (36 out 
of 38) have been in their position less than 8 years. Furthermore, 47% (14 out of 30) of 
Transit Coordinators,lnformatlon System Technicians, and Principle Administrative Aides 
have been in their position less than 5 years and 70% (21 out of 30) have been in their 
position less than 8 years. Of the 84 Bus Operator respondents, 33% (28 out of 84) have 
been in their position less than 5 years, and 71% (61 out of 84) have been in their 
position less than 10 years. 

The analysis of the data collected across-the-board overwhelmingly reveals: 
• 	 Most employees lack confidence, respect and trust in the Chief of Operations and 

in the direction in which the organization is moving; 
• 	 The Chief of Operations and three of the four Depot and Central Chiefs are 

negatively affecting employee job satisfaction and performance; and 
• 	 A majority of MCGEO local 1994 members express dissatisfaction with the Union's 

lack of best interest commitment to transit service needs; additionally, non· 
members reflect that the Union has too much control and decision-making power. 

Regardless of the position the employee holds, it Is important for employees to feel 
respected and valued by his/her supervisor and by the organization{s), and that is not 
the current experience for any of the survey groups. 

Compensation can be interpreted as an objective measure of an employee's worth to the 
organization. Employees who have seen their compensation erode and the salary 
differentials they have earned through Job experience taken away from them perceive 
this action as a lack of respect. Although these factors are outside of DOT control, 
employees indicate that it makes them feel as though their efforts are not appreciated, 
and thus their job satisfaction is diminished. 

Employees feel respected when they perceive that the organization values their health 
and safety by providing clean and professional workspaces and equipment. Poorly 
maintained vehicles and equipment signals to employees that the work taking place Is 
not important. Although fleet maintenance falls outside of DOT responsibilities, many 
employees express a lackadaisical and non"taring attitude because they believe that the 
organization doesn't care enough to provide clean and properly working equipment and 
workspace. This, too, has resulted in diminished productivity. 

The data show that the employees who strive for excellence in job performance become 
disheartened because they know that there are those who do not perform to standard, 
yet face little or no consequences. Employees who perceive this lack of accountabOity 
for poor performance are made to believe that their efforts are of little value to the 
organization. They state that if excellence were valued by the organization, those who 
do not perform would face consequences. Moreover, many depot and central 
respondents expressed resentment by the amount of favoritism, preference and 
unfairness taking place across the organization by supervisors and managers at all levels. 

:"....'~' '1'~"" y,'> '.' •• " ,', " ",,,, 
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Ride On - Climate Survey and Assessment Report 

Comments about accountability primarily focus on respondents" desires to see changes 
In Incentives for safe behavior or in disciplinary practices for unsafe behavior. Numerous' 
respondents stated that they would like the current safety awards program expanded so 
that all Individuals who work safely and perform would be rewarded more frequently 
than once a year. These respondents especially favor an opportunity to have incentives 
and receive rewards for safe behavior practices. Meanwhile, respondents express 
disapproval over the current disciplinary system for employees whose behavior is/was 
unsafe and underperforming. They believe that harsher punishments, including 
termInation, are needed for employees who violate serious safety regulations. 
Respondents who made comments on accountability also frequently note that service 
and morale will be Improved if all employees - regardless of management level, position, 
union membership, or whrstleblower status - are held to the same consistent standards, 
expectations, and system of posItive and negative consequences. 

Numerous responses note that pressure to meet route schedules and deadlines is 
undermining safety regulations and places employees and customers at risk. 
Respondents state that leadership, including immedi.ate supervisors, often talk about 
prioritizing safety, but do not consistently follow through with this commitment while 
wo~k is in progress, particularly when timelines and budgets are tight. Incentives for 
managers to meet budget and schedule demands are regarded as detrimental to 
workforce safety • .This leaves employees feeling that leadership does not genuinely value 
theIr personal safety. 

Numerous respondents discuss personally experlencin& wItnessing or hearing about 
retaliation taken against employees who bring safety concerns and personnel issues to 
the attention of management. Comments vary In where they place blame - senior 
leadership, middle management, or supervisors, and sometimes all levels of 
management. Some respondents Indicate that the retaliation is more than subtle and 
leads to strained relationships with Senior leadership, Operations Chief and a few Depot 
and Central Chiefs who reportedly view or treat the employee who raises a concern or 
issues astop work as a "trouble maker." Numerous respondents state that raising safety 
concerns and personnel issues makes them vulnerable to transfer from their current 
position or even termination. Workforce restructuring created a climate in which 
employees were less willing to raise concerns so that they can keep their jobs. 

Comments also note that incentives to management for meeting production goals or 
having no accidents or infractions within Ride On leads employees to feel a backlash if 
they report a problem that interfered with achieving these goals. 

Employees made clear their desire to know that Senior Leadership is listening to them. 
Most importantly they want to see management take action now that they know what 
employees need. 

."'~....... ". ~... ~":r. ", ,:, ., M ... • ....... ,. '," ••, ,' .... ' •• , • '.' • ,. ', ....':..., ~ .. .t·,., .... "', ' 
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Ride On - Climate Survey and Assessment Report 

One survey respondent put it this way: 
'7hls survey ;s our last hope. However, If we aren't made aware ofwhat the findings 
and recommendations are, how to address them and take action, then thIs survey 
was another waste of time, energy, resources and money. If we don't see any real or 
honest changes, then there Is no hope for Ride On." 

JDA & Associates recommends that Ride On take a multi-pronged approach to address 
the findings, Issues and concerns revealed by the survey results; and, to identify specific 
actions and strategies for organizational improvement and employee satisfaction. 

The recommendations are categorized into five areas: 
I. 	 Trust, Communication and Collaboration 
II. 	 Leadership, Organizational Structure and Accountability 
III. 	 Policies, Procedures, Planning and Personnel Performance 
IV. 	 Customer Service, Safety and Maintenance 
V. 	 Recognition, Accomplishments, Advancement and Evidence of Success 

Each of the five categories contains several defined recommendations pertaining to that 
area. However, all of the recommendations must be viewed holistically to successfully 
plan and implement the necessary changes for organizational Improvement. Some 
recommendations will require further study and entail more long-term planning than 
others, while many can be implemented immediately. 

Rationale: 

. I:ffectlve communication between senior management, middle management and 
employees is extremely important especially during times of uncertainty and during 
times of economic downturns. Effective and timely commUnication reminds employees 
and provides employees with understanding of the organizations' goals, policies, and 
vision and keeps them informed about what is going on in the organization. Open and 
honest commUnication provides the workforce with direction, dispels rumors. institutes 
commitment and promotes trust. Employees should not feel uncomfortable or afraid to 
pose questions, suggestions or concerns to management. Organizations should ask the 
question, "Can employees question the decisions of management without fear of 
repercussions?" 

Recom mendations: 

1. 	 Increase occasions for Division, Operations, Depot and Central Chiefs to be more 
visible by Informally visiting depots and work areas to dialog with employees 

November 2013 	 Page 7 JDA & Associates 
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Ride On - Clim~te Survey and Assessment Report 

2. 	 Expand and refine the methods for communicating Ride On news and items to all 
employees 

3. 	 Have senior management improve communications with direct reports and 
employees, verbally and in written form 

4. 	 Have employees practice Trust Behaviors (refer to pages 33-34) 

5. 	 Create transparency among Ride On employees 

6. 	 Utilize a variety of means to inform and solicit Input from employees 

7. 	 Convey trust and communication as a shared responsibility of all employees 

8. 	 Keep employees informed 

9. 	 Build and develop deeper trust and rapport opportunIties among employees 

10. Have DiviSion, Operations, Depot and Central Chiefs hold town hall meetings with 
employees to provide direction, clarify priorities and procedures, and answer 
questions 

11. Create a work environment to encourage employee creativity and openness to 
make suggestions 

12. Promote 	a Hwe" and "'our" organizational mentality and verbalization, and 
discourage the organizational "I" and limine" attitude and verbalizatIon 

13. Conduct quarterly Nail depot" meetings to inform, deliver consistent messages 
and provide opportunities to build relationships 

14. Create opportunities for employees to meet face-to-face to develop trust and 
rapport and to eliminate the barriers of separate depots, buildings and floors 

15. Build and develop deeper trust and rapport opportunities among employees, 
managers, supervisors and leadership 

16. Cultivate a team attitude and a commitment of "shared responsibility" 

I!il Accuracy of Communication 

m Communication Barriers 
!.ill 	 Consistent Message 

I!il Empowerment 

I!I Group Dynamics 

iii listening 

iii loyalty 

til 	 Morale 

Ja 	 Motivation 

til Recognition 

iii 	 Reputation 

Ill! 	 Respect 

I!I Support 

Ii Transparency 

"Few things can help an individual more than to place responsibility on /tim, and to let 
him know that you trust him. " 

-Booker T. Washington 
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Rationale: 

Leadership is often seen as a key factor in coordinating and aligning organizational 
processes, As with any aspect of organizational functioning, it should focus on 
organizational performance, and most importantly, it should focus on effectiveness in 
achieving desired outcomes. An effective leader of an organization Initiates action, 
motivates employees, provides guidance, creates confidence, builds morale and 
strengthens working environments. 

Accountability is a crItical and challenging aspect of leadership. It is especlally challenging 
for an organization, which serves a broad array of constituencies, is devoted to public 
service and In which outputs can be difficult to measure. 

Recommendations: 

1. 	 Create an environment of leading by empowering employees and eliminate 
leading by dictating, intimating, neglecting and favoritism 

2. 	 Have employees with supervisory responsibilities create an open door approach 
and a safe environment for employees to share thoughts, concerns and Ideas 

3. 	 Assess the effectiveness of the current organizational structure 

4. 	 When announcing deciSions, include how the .decislon is consistent with the 
mission of Ride On and the process followed in arriving at the decision 

5. 	 Develop, revise or make available written expectations for items such as: 
a. 	 work performance 
b. 	 job responsibilities 
c. 	 work schedules 

6. 	 Provide training for employees with supervisory responsibilities on poliCies and 
procedures, effectively acknowledging employees, and leadership and 
management competenCies 

7. 	 Foster an attitude with supervisory staff that knowledge is power, but keeping 
and not. sharing, or micromanaging the knowledge with employees is, destructive 
and detrimental to organizational success 

8. 	 Hold employees accountable for their actions 

9. 	 Promote, encourage and reward employees' positive behaviors, actions, and 
Ideas 

10. Stay true to commitments and accomplish them in a timely manner 

11. Improve and mend relationships and trust behaviors between county and union 
representatives 

12. Provide union members with the opportunity 	to select transit representatives 
and establish a limit to the length of term in office for representatives 

w··.· •. '· .".' ".<...,' " '.'~"« «" •• ~ ...~~'•..,: •• -."""'.. ~ ,'••"" \ ••••••• , •••••• j.. "~"••" •••• ~...... 
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Ride On - Climate Survey and Assessment Report 

13. Improve accountability procedures for achieving assigned tasks, responsibilities 
and timelines 

14. Incorporate opportunities for feedback from direct reports regarding supervisor 
competencies of all employees with supervisory responsibilities 

15. Expand supervisor autonomy and decision-making practices 
16. Utilize the talents. and skills of employees 
17. Explain how budget allocations and spending decisions are made at various levels 
18. Identify future funding opportunities and challenges 
19. Designate, assign or hire a project manager to carry out the recommendations, 

actions, and implementation of this climate assessment 

I!iI Alignment IiJ Involvement 

Ii) Accountability i!I Mission 

Ii!] Confidence El Priorities 

!!iI Decision-making Skills IIiiI Responsibilities 

EI Empowerment I!!I Structure 

ll!I Evaluation m Transparency 

I!!I Integritv iii Vision 

"Leadership is solving problems. The day soldiers stop bringingYOlt their problems is 
the day you have stopped leading theln. They ltave either lost confidence that you can 
help or concluded you c/Q not care. Eiiher case is (t failure ofleadership. " 

. -Colin PoweU 

"~". '~'-" ...... ... " ... - . 
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Ride On - Climate Survey and Assessment Report 

Rationale: 

Organizational planning Is paramount to achieving desired results. Strategic planning is 
the process by which an organization develops the most desirable vision of the future, 
taking Into account the constraints it Is likely to work within, and how it can realize that 
vision. Planning sets the direction and establishes priorities for an organization. It defines 
the organization's view of success and prioritizes the activities that will make this view a 
reality. Without clearly defined and articulated strategies, organizations discover that 
priority initiatives-the ones that will drive the highest success-are often given 
secondary treatment or never achieved. 

Most successful organizations have recognized that functional and enforceable policies 
and procedures are the arteries to guide the organization and streamline effectiveness 
and ,efficiency. Policies and procedures are always put in writing to help In governance, 
compliance and smooth continuity of processes within an organization. Developing 
clearly written policies and procedures that are documented, updated and followed, 
brings structure to an organization and assists In the day-to-day decision-making 
processes. Policies and procedures also serve as an Internal control method so that 
supervisors and managers cannot take free license to make creative or unauthorized 
decisions. 

Recommendations: 

1. 	 Update existing policies, procedures and regulations 
2. 	 Adhere to and be consistent with enforcing policies, procedures and regulations 
3. 	 Develop a comprehensive strategic plan to reach the goals of Ride On 

4. 	 Review, amend or develop operational processes 
5. 	 Amend or develop a more effective attendance policy for bus operators and 

coordinators 
6. 	 Establish procedures for disseminating accurate Information to all employees 

about what decisions were made and what topics were discussed at the senior 
level meetings 

7. 	 Develop processes to reduce communication layers to deliver relevant 
information to employees 

8. 	 Modify and· revise the attendance policy for bus operators and transit 
coordinators 

9. 	 Improve processes for employees to ask questions and check for understanding 
before decisions are implemented that effect them 
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Ride On - Climate Survey and Assessment Report 

10. Refine and improve the processes for disseminating Information bi-dlrectionally 
to eliminate the breakdowns in the communications flow or the filtering of 
information 

11. Strengthen the philosophy of a lIone transit service" organizational model that 
focuses and aligns human and capital resources. 

12. Continuously share the vision, mission and goals of Ride On 

13. Offer those closest to the work the opportunity to take the lead In providing 
solutions to improve processes and results 

14. Create, unify and enforce processes consistently among depots 

15. Assess the method and effectIveness of the .current employee performance 
evaluation process 

16. Reevaluate the criteria for measuring effective job performance 

17. Establish transparency in how overtime is allocated and leave Is approved 

·:~~~pr~\~'~d!nIS~~. POlicles/Proced~,j~;: ~ari~~_nsa6~':p'.·rso';ri~r.;,erfofn.i~n~~i!;:·~D\ ·;::i~:(j};~~~.l~~:~:;~ 

1m Change Management 
Ii.! levels of Decision-making

I!!I Consistency 
!ill Priorities Processes 

lSI DutIes and Responsibilities 
II Project Management 

!iii Employee Involvement 
iii Shared Responsibility

IliI Enforcement 
iii Strategic Planning

iii Evaluation 

"The best time to plant a tree is twenty years ago. The second best tUne is today. " 

- Chinese Proverb 
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Ride On - Climate Survey and Assessment Report 

Rationale: 

Research indicates that customers will stop using a service or product not because of 
price or product quality issues, but because they dJd not like the human side of doing 
business with the provider of the product or service. Customer service Is a highly 
Important component of every service providing organization. Organizations that are 
unable or unwilling to properly service their customers {and employees} stand to lose the 
customers' business. An organization that best demonstrates excellent customer service 
characteristics will have a distinct advantage over its competition. CUstomer service­
external and internal - is critical and essential to increasing revenue and retaining 
employees. 

In order to provide successful customer service, Montgomery County must properly 
manage their fleet of buses and vehicles. Although, fleet maintenance falls outside of 
DOT responsibilities, it is imperative that maintaining the operation and mechanical 
condition of the equipment Is critical to ensure safe, efficient vehicle performance and 
lengthened life span. Having an effective vehicle maintenance program in place reduces 
maintenance cost, decreases downtime, lowers accident incidences and Improves 
employeeJs morale. Providing well maintained vehicles and equipment enhances the 
organization's Image as a safety minded and caring entity. 

Recommendations: 

1. 	 Increase collaboration and obtain results with Fleet Management to: 
a. 	 PrOVide safe, operational, and modernized eqUipment and tools for employees 

to properly perform their duties and responsibilities; 

b. 	 Improve the quality control of bus inspections, service and maintenance; 

c. 	 Increase the capacity to repair or replace equipment In a more timely manner; and 

d. 	 Improve the cleanliness of buses and county vehicles 

2. 	 Promote "safety first" attitude and actions for employees and passengers 

3. 	 Increase new bus operators knowledge of routes. customer service, bus operation 
and protocol procedures 

4. 	 Provide employees with proper personal safety gear, equipment and 
communication devices 

S. 	 Establish protocol procedures for emergency situations (I.e. hurrIcanes, terrorists, 
etc.) 

6. 	 Property adjust and revise bus route time schedules,· stops and breaks to safely 
transport passengers and improve employees' personal needs 

7. 	 Advertise and provide public awareness on proper passenger behavior, fare 
reqUirements and safety issues 
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8. 	 Improve internal customer service practices and attitudes to inform, collaborate, 
and support each other with integrity and respect 

9. 	 Improve and revise employees dress code and provide the appropriate quality and 
quantity attire to match their job position and weather conditions 

Ii Attitude and Behaviors In 	 Professionalism 

iii 	 Decision-making Procedures Ii 	Quality Control 

II 	Diversity Ii 	Resource Allocations 

m 	Equipment Replacement Iii Return on Investment 

IiIl 	 Health ED Reliability 

/ill Priorities III Service 

~lThe more you engage with cu.vtomers the clearer things become and tlte easier it is to 
determine what you should be doing. " 

-JoJm Russell, President, Harley Davidson 
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Rationale: 

Measuring the success of an organization requires defining success and requires 
collecting evidence to measure success. Performance measurements consist of 
collecting. analyzing and/or reporting information regarding the performance of an 
individual, group, organization, system or component. It can Involve studying processes 
and strategies within an organization. Without measuring performance, an organization 
can flounder, drift, implode or dissolve. 

Measuring success Is of utmost importance; however, doing something about or with the 
success is even more crucial if an organization is to benefit from the success as well as 
assure its continuation. High~performance organizations understand the necessity of 
offering awards and Incentives that recognize, validate and value outstanding work. 
These awards and incentives keep employees motIvated and are an effective means of 
reinforcing the organization's expectations and goals, especially in times when merit 
budgets are low (or' even frozen), or in times when promotions are rare, health care 
premiums are on the rise, and overall job satisfaction is low. 

For a program to be effective, howe¥er,' it must create value. This means that the 
program must have a performance component, or it will be meaningless. Many 
supervisors and managers dismiss recognition and reward programs as feel-good 
activities. Evidence suggests that there is a strong link between noncash awards and 
incentives and improved job performance. 

Successful organizations cite a number of reasons for adopting recognition programs, 
which include: reducing costs; attracting and retaining key employees; Increasing 
employee productivity, competitiveness, revenues and profltability; improving quality, 
safety and customer service; and lowering stress, absenteeism and turnover. 

Recommendations: 

1. 	 Recognize and accept the diversity of work styles and methods 

2. 	 Recognize the talents, skills, and knowledge that each employee offers 

3. 	 Celebrate and recognize individuals and depot accomplishments 

4. 	 Establish events, programs and incentives to recognize Individuals and Ride On 
accomplishments 

S. 	 Create a structure for identifying, posting and publishing Ride On 
accomplishments 

6. 	 Determine how each person likes to be recognized for hls/her accomplishments­
then recognize them appropriately 
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7. 	 Deliberately and Intentionally advocate for recognition of the contributions and 
work that Ride On performs 

8. 	 Recognize the skills, abilities, and knowledge of current employees and promote 
from within 

9. 	 Identify available funding resources for professional development opportunities 
10. Work with the Office of Human Resources to allow for job experience to become 

a qualification criteria factor for advancement and promotion 
11. Utilize the professional development opportunities offered by the county to 

elevate employees abilities 
12. Provide more opportunities for ~mployees to expandl utilize, and advance their' 

skills and knowledge 
13. Establish data guidelines to measure transit service effectiveness 
14. Establish quarterly transit service performance measures and goals 
15. Recognize and capitalize on the wealth of experience, knowledge, commitment 

and dedication of Ride On employees 
16. Develop quarterly or semi-annual Ride On progress reports and monitoring plans 
17. Utilize stakeholders' feedback to document success and to improve results and 

effectiveness 
18. Creatively build on past successes and future opportunities 
19. Promote "healthy employees" programs, incentives and practices 

"!~W,*pK~;~~~inp,r,RCtc.lti,otl,'''c;ec,mptiS:h,ijl~~t~~; ~~y'ari~~~~hta~ct~VJd~ij~):~f.(S~¥,e.$#'~:1:;/ti· 
m 	Acknowledgement 

!iii 	 Incentives 
!iii 	 Appreciation 

l!!I 	 Performance Measures 
til 	 Career Opportunities 

I!lI 	 Promotions 
m! 	 Continuous Improvement 

m 	Respect
m 	Data Analysis 

iii 	 Team Effectiveness 
Iii 	 Expertise' 

m 	Values 
I!iI 	 Group Dynamics 

"A pat on the back is only a few vertebrae removed from a kick in tlte panlS, but is miles 
ahead in results. 

-EUs Wheeler Wilcox 
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