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I. SINWlY AND NAJ'Oll CONCWSIONS/REC<BIENMTIONS 

Suburban District. In 1927, the Maryland General Assembly created a 
special taxing area, the Montgomery County Suburban District, encompassing the 
urbanized areas of the lower County. In the sixty-five years since its 
creation, the Suburban District has gone through a number of significant 
changes: its geographical size has increased slightly; the fundamental 
purpose for creating the Suburban District (i.e., to develop a public 
infrastructure) is no longer applicable; Suburban District bonds are no longer 
issued; the special services provided in the District have been significantly 
modified; and three Urban District enclaves have been created in the three 
central business districts that once were a part of the Suburban District. An 
additional significant change has been a reduction in services provided the 
residents of the Suburban District. Currently, only leaf collec_tion and 
recycling, tree maintenance, and minimal mowing and street sweeping services 
are provided. 

For reasons detailed in the report, OLO concludes that the Suburban 
District is an anachronism and reconnnends that the Council abolish it as a 
special taxing district. The report further reconnnends that those services 
currently provided Suburban District residents and funded with a Suburban 
District Tax be expanded to residents of other developed and developing areas 
of the County and funded from general revenues or a special County-wide tax. 

Urban Districts. In February 1986, the Council enacted legislation 
that created three Urban Districts out of the central business districts 
(CBDs) of Bethesda, Silver Spring and Wheaton. The intent of the Council in 
taking these three CBDs out of the Suburban District and creating three Urban 
Districts was to provide an administrative and financial framework to 
accomplish specific and unique goals in areas of the County experiencing 
intense development. These goals include: increase the number and 
maintenance of streetscape amenities, promote commercial and residential 
interest, and increase cultural and community activities in these areas. 

The OLO report concludes that the desired goals of the Urban 
District legislation are being met. However, the report recommends a number 
of non-legislative changes to the current method of providing administrative 
support and funding for the Urban Districts. 

B. Major Conclusions/llec:011-emlations 

Suburban District 

The Montgomery County Suburban District is an anachronism in that 
the circumstances and conditions that existed in 1927 and necessitated the 
creation of the Suburban District do not exist in 1992. The Council should 
adopt a resolution abolishing the Suburban District. 
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The two major services currently provided the District, leaf 
collection and recycling and street tree maintenance are scheduled to be 
expanded beyond the District's statutory boundaries to other urbanized 
sections of the County. Accordingly, the Council should use that opportunity 
to fund these services within and outside the Suburban District from general 
revenues or create a special County-wide tax. 

Montgomer,y Cmmty Urban Districts 

County Code Chapter 68A, Montgomery County Urban Districts, 
specifies an appropriate set of goals and provides a suitable administrative 
and financial framework to accomplish these goals, albeit in varying degrees, 
among the three individual Districts. 

The Urban Maintenance Section _of the Department of Transportation 
(DOT) currently has responsibility for administ"rative support of the Urban 
Districts, a responsibility that is more in line with the mission assigned to 
the Directors of the Government Services Centers. Accordingly, the Executive 
should relieve the Director, DOT, of these responsibilities and designate the 
Director of the Government Services Center in which each Urban District is 
located responsibility for administrative support of that District. 

The Director, Department of Transportation should be relieved of all 
other responsibilities in the Urban Districts that do not directly relate to 
the Department's statutory mission, such as management of promotion contracts. 

All statutory and ad hoc government-supported organizations and 
groups in the Urban Districts should be reviewed and consolidated where 
duplication and overlap of functions and responsibilities are found. 

The County should discontinue charging optional method developers a 
fee for maintaining streetscape amenities which the developer installed on the 
public right-of-way. Instead, the costs associated with all streetscape 
maintenance should be charged equitably to all Urban District property owners 
and funded from the appropriate Urban District Special Revenue Fund. 

There is a need for closer coordination between the Urban Design 
Division, M-NCPPC, and the Urban Maintenance Section, DOT, on matters relating 
to optional method development; and among Executive Branch departments/offices 
in activities relating to billing, collecting and enforcing payments due the 
County from optional method developers for streetscape maintenance services. 
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II. Atr.l'BORiff, SCOPE, METHODOLOGY Alm ORGAKIZATION OF mE REPORT 

A. Authority 

Council Resolution No. 12-144, subject: CY 1991 Work Program of the 
Office of Legislative Oversight, adopted March 26, 1991. 

B. Sco_pe 

This report examines the Montgomery County Suburban District and the 
three Urban Districts: Bethesda, Silver Spring and Wheaton. Each has been 
created in law, the Suburban District in 1927, and the three Urban Districts 
in 1986, for a specific purpose. Each District has its.own special tax and 
special District Revenue Fund. This OLO study describes and evaluates the 
statutory bases, the current missions and operations, and the funding and 
organizational structures of the Suburban District and the Urban Districts, 
with the Bethesda Urban District selected for more indepth examination. · · 

c. Methodology 

This project was conducted during November 1991-March 1992. The 
research design included review and analyses of: 

• Current and past State and County laws and other legislative 
records; 

• Applicable County and Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Conunission (M-NCPPC) policies, regulations and 
procedures; 

• Statistical data provided by various Executive Branch 
Departments and the M-NCPPC; and 

• Interviews with appropriate County officials and citizens 
familiar with the Suburban and Urban Districts. 

Although data was collected for all three Urban Districts, and 
analysis presented applies to all three, time constraints limited indepth 
docwnent review and interviews to ·the Bethesda Urban District. 

D. Organization of the Report 

This report is essentially two reports, the first on the Suburban 
District and the second on the Urban Districts. 

Chapter III describes the Suburban District and examines its legal 
basis, funding and budget, organization, operations, and services. 
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Chapter IV describes the Urban Districts and examines its legal 
requirements, funding sources, organization and administrative 
support, and operations and services. 

Chapter V evaluates the current and future role of the Suburban 
District. 

Chapter VI evaluates the Urban Districts in general and Optional 
Method Development and administrative support of the Districts in 
more detail. 

Chapter VII describes and evaluates five issues related to the 
Districts. 

Chapter VIII contains OLO's conclusions. 

Chapter IX contains OLO's recommendations. 

III. DESCRIPTION OF DIE MONTG<IID.Y COUNTY SUBUllBAR DISDICT 

A. Overview 

In 1927, the Maryland General Assembly created a special taxing 
area, the Montgomery County Suburban District, encompassing the urbanized 
areas of the lower portion of the County. Currently, the District comprises 
an area bounded on the north by the Northwest Branch Park and Bel Pre Road, on 
the east by the Prince George's County line, on the south by the District of 
Columbia line and the Potomac River, and on the west by the Rockville City 
limits and Interstates 270 and 495. Excluded are the three Urban Districts 
(Bethesda, Silver Spring and Wheaton), all federal and State properties, 
municipalities and special taxing areas, and property of the Board of 
Education, the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission and the 
Washington Suburban Sanitary CoDDDission. (See map at Exhibit A) 

Under the 1927 Maryland law, the Montgomery County Commissioners 
were empowered to provide funding for developing and controlling the public 
infrastructure (highways, construction, communications) within this special 
taxing area; and enacting rules, regulations and ordinances to safeguard and 
protect the health, safety and welfare of those residing in the District. 
Funding to carry out these responsibilities were provided through the issuance 
of bonds, which were retired by the levy of a special tax on all assessable 
property within the District; and an additional tax on property within the 
District to fund administration, road maintenance, street lighting and other 
services. 

In the sixty-five years since its creation, the Suburban District 
has gone through a number of significant changes: its geographical size has 
increased slightly; the fundamental purpose for creating the Suburban District 
(i.e., to develop a public infrastructure) is no longer applicable; Suburban 
District bonds are no longer issued; the special services provided in the 
District have been significantly modified; and three Urban District enclaves 
have been created in the three central business districts that once were a 
part of the Suburban District. Another significant change has been a 
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reduction in services provided the residents of the Suburban District. 
Currently, only leaf collection, tree maintenance, mowing, and street sweeping 
services are provided by contract services or by staff of the Urban 
Maintenance Section of the Division of Operations, Department of 
Transportation. 

More than 40 percent of the County's population and households are 
in the Suburban District region. The 1990 census did not specifically 
identify the population and number of households in the Districts; however, 
using census data provided by the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission, OLO has calculated the population and number of households as 
follows: 

Totals 
Suburban District 
Bethesda Urban District 
Silver Spring Urban District 
Wheaton Urban District 
Remainder of County 

B. Legislative History 

Population Cl) 

757,027 
313,075 

4,317 
5,477 
1,537 

432,261 

(100.0%) 
(41.4%) 

(0.6%) 
(0.7%) 
(0.2%) 

(57.1%) 

Households Cl) 

282,228 
122,652 

2,806 
3,077 

616 
153,077 

(100.0%) 
(43.SS) 

(1.0%) 
(1.1%) 
(0.2%) 

(54.2%) 

The Montgomery County Suburban District was created by Chapter 692 
of the 1927 Laws of the State of Maryland in recognition of the need to 
control development and provide public facilities maintenance for the growing 
population in that portion of Montgomery County bordering on the District of, 
Columbia. The law designated the County Commissioners as the district council 
for the Suburban District with broad powers to: 

• make regulations affecting buildings; 

• construct, maintain and light roads, streets, sidewalks; 

• inspect, license and regulate hospitals, homes for the aged and 
children, places of amusement; 

• make laws for the protection of health, safety and welfare; 

• regulate trade, manufacturing and business; 

• issue and sell County bonds for the construction of roads within 
the District; and 

• levy and collect taxes on assessable property in the District to 
pay interest on, and retire the bonds. 

The original area that comprised the Suburban District was smaller 
than the present District. The initial northern boundary of the District ran 
roughly parallel to Randolph Road. In 1953, the Council approved enlarging 
the District to the north and east along Bel Pre Road-Bonifant Road-Northwest 
Branch Park, where it has remained essentially unchanged to the present. In 
1986, the Council created the Bethesda, Silver Spring and Wheaton Urban 
Districts and removed these three areas from the Suburban District. 
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In the 65 years that it has been in existence, there have been 
several statutory changes affecting the Suburban District. After Montgomery 
County received its Charter, specific Suburban District legislation was 
enacted by the County Council as Chapter 102 of the Montgomery County Code, 
1950. Essentially, the Cowity statute paralleled the State law, making only 
those modifications which were necessitated by the Charter form of 
government. The new County statute eliminated the authority to issue Suburban 
District Bonds, but retained the provision for an annual tax levy not to 
exceed 30 cents on each $100 of the assessed value of taxable real and 
personal property to fwid administrative and maintenance operations. 

In 1970, when Montgomery County amended the Charter to establish a 
County Executive form of government, the Suburban District law was amended to 
designate the County Executive as the executive officer of the District with 
those duties previously performed by the Cowicil (to set the rate of license 
fees, promulgate regulations, etc.). However, the Cowicil's power to enact 
laws relating to public infrastructure in the Suburban Dist"rict remained 
essentially W1changed. Two years later, when the County Code-was recodified, 
the chapter on the Suburban District was moved from Chapter 47 to Chapter 68. 

In 1972, the CoW1ty Executive proposed legislation to expand the 
Suburban District to include the entire CoWlty (except for incorporated 
municipalities and special taxing areas), and to modify the services provided 
in the District. After a public hearing and extensive debate, the Council 
voted not to enact the legislation. 

The last attempt to modify the bowidaries of the Suburban District 
was in 1988 when the County Executive proposed in his recommended FY89 
operating budget that the Suburban District be expanded to include 
approximately 30 subdivisions west of the District's 1-270 boW1dary. A public 
hearing on a resolution to authorize the expansion was conducted in Jwie 
1988. CoW1cil action immediately following the public hearing deferred action 
one year W1til FY90. However, the CoWlty Executive did not pursue the matter, 
and his FY90 recommended operating budget did not include any expansion of the 
Suburban District. 

c. Suburban District Tax and Fund 

When the Suburban District was created in 1927, the Montgomery 
County Commissioners were authorized to issue bonds for the purchase of land 
and the construction and maintenance of roads, streets, bridges, and other 
infrastructure, and also levy two taxes on real and personal property within 
the Suburban District. One tax, the rate to be determined by the 
Commissioners, was to pay the interest on special bonds and to retire those 
bonds. The other tax, the rate not to exceed 30 cents on each $100 of 
assessed value of the property was to provide revenue for services within the 
Suburban District wider four special fwids: administrative, road maintenance, 
street lighting and miscellaneous services. The Cowity no longer issues 
special Suburban District Bonds for projects within the District. Since 1955, 
when bonding authority was put into Cowity law, the debt service on CoW1ty 
bonds, with some limited exceptions, is fWlded on a County-wide basis. (An 
example of one exception is that bonds for projects within a specific Parking 
Lot District are financed by taxes collected on properties within that 
specific district). 
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The other tax to fund services in the Suburban District remains in 
effect. The statutory limit of the annual Suburban District Tax has remained 
unchanged since 1927 at 30 cents on each $100 of assessable value of real and 
personal property; however, the tax has seldom been set near the limit. In 
recent years the tax rate has been considerably less than the 30 cent limit. 
Table 1 reflects the Suburban District assessable base, tax rate and tax levy 
for the most recent seven fiscal years. 

1986 
19s7b) 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 

Table 1 

Suburban District 
Assessable Tax ,..e 

Fl86 - FJ928 

Assessable Tax Base 

$6,243,732,632 
6,778,015,390 
6,243,431,205 
6,701,852,897 
7,266,732,247 
7,979,961,887 
8,690,000,000 

a) FY86-FY91 - actual; FY92 - estima~e. 

Tax Rate 

$0.09 
0.07 
0.07 
0.085 
0.085 
0.08 
0.06 

Tax Levy 

$5,617,155 
4,744,359 
4,370,349 
5,696,604 
6,176,746 
6,383,971 
5,204,000 

b) In FY87, the three central business districts of Bethesda, Silver Spring 
and Wheaton were removed from the Suburban District and established as 
separate Urban Districts. In FY88, Cowicil levied the first taxes in the 
three Urban Districts. 

Sources: Department of Finance reports; Comprehensive Annual Financial reports. 

The actual properties on which the Suburban District Tax is levied 
are identified and grouped into specific tax classes. Within Montgomery 
Cowity there are approximately 75 separate tax classes. Thirty-eight of these 
classes are located in lower Montgomery Cowity in the Suburban District and 
its immediate vicinity. Of these 38 tax classes, properties in 13 receive the 
special services provided by the Suburban District and are assessed the 
Suburban District Tax. Properties in the remaining 25 tax classes pay either 
an Urban District Tax (10 tax classes) or a mwiicipal/special tax. Table 2 
(page Ba) is a list of the 38 tax classes in the Suburban District and its 
immediate vicinity. 

It is important to note that within the Suburban District some 
properties assessed the Suburban District Tax do not receive all of the 
services funded by that tax. These properties include country clubs 
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shopping centers; and cemeteries. However, they do receive the other services 
such as street cleaning on County streets and tree maintenance on the public 
right-of-way adjacent to their properties. 

D. Orgpization and Services 

1. Urban Ma.inteqpce Section. The revenue collected by the 
Suburban District Tax is accounted for in a special Suburban District Fund, 
and is used exclusively to fund services within the Suburban District. These 
services are provided by the Urban Maintenance Section, an activity of the 
Division of Operations, Department of Transportation (DOT). Table 3 (page Sb) 
is a three-year history of revenues of the Suburban District Fund and 
expenditures by the Urban Maintenance Section. (Note: As will be discussed 
later in the report, the Urban Maintenance Section also provides services to 
the three Urban Districts using funds from three separate special Urban 
District Funds). 

The Urban Maintenance Section is organized into three major 
subdivisions: administration, Bethesda Unit, and Silver Spring Unit. The FY92 
authorized personnel complement of the section is 63 full time and 66 part 
time positions. The large complement of part time positions, used for mowing 
in the swmner (6 positions) and leaf collection in the fall (60 positions), 
work an average of 6-8 weeks. Table 4 is a listing of the authorized 
personnel for the Urban Maintenance Section for the seven-year period, FY 
1986-FY 1992. 

Fiscal Full-Time 
Year Positions 

1986 85 
19878 ) 65 
1988 65 
1989 67 
1990 68 
1991 68 
1 

Table 4 

Urban Maintenspme Section 
Personnel Cmqplement 

FYB6-n92 

Part-Time Total Total 
Positions Positions Work Years 

10 95 104.2 
8 73 88.0 
8 73 80.0 

81 148 93.2 
66 134 82.4 
66 134 85.7 

2 

% Change From 
Previous Fiscal Year 
Positions Work Year 

(23%) 
0% 

103% 
(9%) 

0% 
4 

(16%) 
(9%) 
17% 

(12%) 
4% 

a) In FY87, the Urban Maintenance Section was created out of the former 
Services Section in the Division of Operations, DOT. 

Source: 0MB: Approved Personnel Complement 
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Table 2 

Tax Classes in the Suburban District 
and its IDlllediate Vicinity 

Assessed 
Suburban 

Tax Classes District Tax 

9 
14 
15 
17 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
34 
35a) 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
46 
47 
48 
56 
63 
74 
76 
78 
79 
808 ) 

81 
82 
83 
84 
.85. 

Totals: 38 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
_x 

13 

Assessed Urban 
District Tax 

X Silver Spring 

X Silver Spring 
X Silver Spring 

X Bethesda 
X Bethesda 
X Bethesda 
X Bethesda 
X Wheaton 
X Wheaton 
X Wheaton 

10 

Excluded from Suburban 
and Urban District Taxes 

X Swnerset 
X Friendship Heights 
X Drummond 
X Oakmont 
X Chevy Chase Village 
X Chevy Chase Sec. 3 
X Town of Chevy Chase 
X Chevy Chase Sec. 5 
X Village of Martin's Addition 
X North Chevy Chase 

X Garrett Park 
X Kensington 
X Chevy Chase View 
X Glen Echo 

X Takoma Park 

15 

a) Battery Park Special Taxing Area is divided between two tax classes: Tax 
Class 35 which is in the Suburban District and Tax Class 80 which is in the 
Bethesda Urban District. 

Source: Department of Finance Property Tax Schedule. 
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Revenues 

Suburban District Tax 
(Rate) 

Surplusb) 

Investment Income 

Otherc) 

TOTAL: 

Expendituresd) 

Personnel 

Operating Expenses 

Capital Outlay 

TOTAL: 

Table 3 

Suburban District 
Revenues and Egenditrs 

ff 1990 - n 19928 

FY90 FY91 

* l * 
$6,251,321 90.7 $6,367,238 

(0.Rli) (O.R0) 

264,069 3.8 934,218 

186,927 2.7 243,759 

192,500 2.8 0 

$6,894,817 100.0 $7,545,215 

FY90 FY91 

* l * 
$2,950,327 53.7 $3,232,070 

.,,. V 

2,536,255 46.1 2,641,300 

11,885 0.2 6,080 

$5,498,467 100.0 $5,879,450 

FY92 
l * 

84.4 $5,204,310 
(0.60) 

12.4 1,037,100 

3.2 14S,OOO 

0 0 

100.0 $6,386,410 

FY92 
l * 

55.0 $3,143,460 

44.9 2,611,660 

0.1 0 
--

100.0 $5,755,120 

~= a) FY90 and FY91-Actual; FY92-Budget. 
b)) Unexpended funds from the prior year's operating budget. 
c End of year adjustments. 
d) Expenditures are for operational expenses of the Urban Maintenance 

Section and include contract services and charge-backs to other 
departments. 

l 

81.5 

16.2 

2.3 

0 

100.0 

l 

54.6 

45.4 

0 
--

100.0 

Sources: Department of Finance and 0MB reports; Comprehensive Annual Financial 
Report. 
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2. Services. Before describing the operations of the Urban 
Maintenance Section, it is important to note that the services currently 
funded with revenues derived from the Suburban District Tax have little 
resemblance to the services outlined in the original 1927 Maryland ordinance 
or the current County statute (Chapter 68, Montgomery County Code). The 
original Maryland law specified that the revenues collected through the 
Suburban District Tax would be allocated between four major fund categories: 
administration, road maintenance, street lighting and miscellaneous. The 
current County statute states that the Council is authorized to expend the 
Suburban District tax funds " ••• for the grading, construction, maintenance or 
drainage of roads, streets or highways in the Suburban District." (Code 
Section 68-5) 

Many of the services specified in the legislation to be provided 
in the Suburban District and funded by the Suburban District Tax are no longer 
unique to the District. For example, road construction and maintenance, new 
construction of gutters and sidewalks, and s~reet lighting, are _provided 
County-wide by using general revenue funds. 

Currently, the following services are provided only in the 
Suburban District: leaf collection, tree service, street cleaning, and 
mowing. The only capital improvement projects (CIP) in the past two decades 
dedicated exclusively to the Suburban District involved the purchase and 
planting of trees along District streets (FY74: $20,000), and the renovation 
and expansion of the Urban Maintenance Section facilities in the Silver Spring 
Brookeville Road Depot (FY79: $158,000). A $1.3 million FY92-FY97 CIP project 
to plant trees County-wide, to include the Suburban District, was deferred. 

J.eet Collection and Recycli,ug 

The most visible and popular service provided Suburban District 
residents is the curbside bulk vacuum collection of leaves. Leaf collection 
constitutes the largest work activity of the Urban Maintenance Section. Prior 
to 1992, leaves were collected by vacuwn collectors in three cycles, two in 
the fall and one in the spring. For the FY92 fall collection period, most of 
the operating staff of the Section, plus a significant augmentation from DOT's 
Highway Maintenance Section, devoted over five weeks (6 days a week/10 hours 
per day) to bulk leaf collecting using approximately 50 vacuums. 

Once the leaves are collected, they are placed in two holding areas, one 
at the Brookeville Maintenance Facility and the other at the Gude Yard Waste 
Site in Rockville. Then, under a contract partially funded with Suburban 
District taxes, the leaves are transported from the two holding areas to the 
County's composting facility at Dickerson where they are processed, bagged, 
and marketed as compost. The County's contract for the transport, composting 
and marketing of leaves is with the Maryland Environmental Service, and is 
administered by the Department of Environmental Protection. In FY91, the 
total cost of the contract was $747,630. The Urban Maintenance Section's 
share funded with Suburban District funds was $316,810 

Table 5 illustrates the volume of leaves and the total Suburban 
District's operating and contract costs for their collection for the most 
recent five fiscal years. 
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1987 79,730 
1988 62,890 
1989 59,110 
1990 55,950 

1 

Table 5 

Suburban District 
Leaf Collection and Processin,g 

nB7-IY91 

Collected 
3rd 

k 

26,650 2,680 109,060 $1,358,229 
32,730 3,630 99,230 1,594,629 
63,740 1,950 124,800 1,724,819 
52,210 1,600 109,760 1, 74_8,312 

1 1 2 1 

Cost Per 

$12.45 
16.07 
13.82 
15.93 
1 

a) The three collections occur in a single fiscal year but span two calendar 
years. For example, the FY 1987 leaves were collected in two pickups in 
October-November 1987 and a third pickup in April 1988. 

b) Includes the cost of leaf collection and temporary storage at two holding 
areas (approximately 85% of the cost), and the District's share of the 
contract cost to transport and process the leaves at the Dickerson Compost 
Facility (approximately 15%). 

Source: Urban Maintenance Section Reports. 

The Urban Maintenance Section accepts leaves at their two temporary 
holding areas from the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
(M-NCPPC) and five municipalities, where they are added to the Cowity's 
leaves. The mwiicipalities are charged a fee of $7.00 per ton to recover the 
cost of transporting and processing the leaves and marketing the compost. In 
FY91, almost 18,000 cubic yards were accepted from M-NCPPC and the 
mwiicipalities and $102,810 in fees were collected from mwiicipalities. 
M-NCPPC is not charged a fee; in exchange for accepting leaves from M-NCPPC, 
the Urban Maintenance Section is permitted to dump wood chips at a M-NCPPC 
site. 

Tree Services 

Prior to 1987 when the DOT Services Section became the Urban Maintenance 
Section, the Services Section had a separate Tree Unit that included over half 
of the operating staff of the entire Section. In addition to assisting in 
leaf collection, the Tree Unit was responsible for prwiing, tree and stump 
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removal, pesticide application, and planting of trees.* Today the Urban 
Maintenance Section is authorized an Arborist and a total of 12 tree service 
personnel. The Arborist primarily performs field inspections in response to 
citizen complaints, and the tree personnel only remove trees and perform 
minimwn pruning services. The remainder of the tree services performed in the 
District is by service contracts. Currently, there are five tree-related 
service contracts. A description of the contracts and their related costs for 
the last two fiscal years are at Table 6. 

Table 6 

Suburban District 
Contract Tree Services 

ff90 and ff91 

Contracted Tree Service 

Tree Maintenance 
(Two separate contracts) 

Tree Planting 
(Replace trees on public 
right-of-way) 

Tree Spraying 

Stwnp Removal 

Total Costs: 

FY90 
Approx. II . 

8,070 

500 

2,980 

600 

$730,803 

$40,000 

$ 31,769 

$ 39,914 

$842,486 

Source: Urban Maintenance Section. 

FY91 
Approx. II . 

9,460 

625 

2,680 

714 

$570,475 

$49,950 

$ 29,916 

$49,260 

$699,601 

The Urban Maintenance Section estimates that there are approximately 
100,000 trees in the Suburban District. The current cycle of pruning in the 
District is 10-11 years; the ideal cycle is 4-5 years. 

* Street trees are defined as those trees which are located on the public 
right-of-way. 
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The Urban Maintenance Section is the repository of two mandatory 
State permits relating to the service of trees. One permit, the Roadside Tree 
Care Permit, is required to apply herbicides and to cut, trim, prune, remove 
or replace any street tree on the public right-of-way. The Chief of the Urban 
Maintenance Section holds this permit and is designated as the Roadside Tree 
Care Expert. The other State.permit, also issued to the Urban Maintenance 
Section, is for the application of pesticides. 

Other Services 

Other services funded by Suburban District taxes include street 
sweeping, mowing, and trash collection. (Note: other transportation-related 
services in the District that are provided by the Department of Transportation 
and funded from general revenue funds include: snow removal; street and road 
maintenance; and curb, gutter, sidewalk, and storm drain maintenance). 

• Street Sweepi,u,s. Residential streets in the Suburban District are 
swept two times a year and arterial roads are swept 12 times a year. For the 
past few years this function has been performed by contract. The cost for 
residential street sweeping service in FY91 was $338,761. 

• Mowing. About 225 acres in approximately 500 locations are mowed 
between 8-12 times per year by a combination of Urban Maintenance Section 
staff (85%) and contract services (151). The total cost of this mowing in 
FY91 was $380,193, of which $59,244 was for the contracted services. 
(Included in "mowing" service are herbicidal applications on public 
rights-of-way and trash cleanup on dead ends and mowed areas). 

• Trash Collection. Prior to FY92, the Urban Maintenance Section 
serviced by contract approximately 70 receptacles located within the Suburban 
District at an annual cost of approximately $30,000. Beginning on 
July 1, 1991, the service was discontinued and all cans were removed except 
for seven that are being serviced by nearby businesses. 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF THE MONT(DIERY comrrr ORBAN DISTRICTS 

A. Overview 

In March 1982, the Office of Legislative Oversight published an 
evaluation of the Suburban District (OLO Report 82-2). A conclusion in the 
report was that the County had failed to recognize the major impact of rapid 
urbanization on the three central business districts (CBDs)--Bethesda, Silver 
Spring and Wheaton. In response to this and other report conclusions, the 
Executive appointed a task force to make an independent analysis of the OLO 
reconnnendation. A June 1983 report of this task force confirmed OLO's 
conclusion concerning the CBDs and reconnnended the creation of an urban 
maintenance district in each of the three CBDs. 

There followed many months of meetings involving representatives 
from government, business, and the three connnunities to develop legislation 
that would create and fund a new entity to increase the services in the three 
CBDs. The result was Bill 9-86, enacted in June 1986, which created an Urban 
District in each of the business districts of Bethesda, Silver Spring and 
Wheaton. 
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B. Legislative History and Code Provisions 

Bill 9-86 was introduced in February 1986 and enacted by the Council 
in June 1986 to be effective in July 1986 (FY87). The bill was codified as 
Chapter 68A of the Montgomery County Code. 

1. Legislative Finding and Intent. The Council's finding (Code 
Section 68A-4), was that certain areas of the County were, or may become, 
intensely developed communities containing diversified conunercial, 
institutional, and residential development. To maintain and enhance these 
areas as prosperous, livable urban centers, and to avoid blight, the Council 
created special districts to provide an administrative and financial framework 
to accomplish the following goals within each district:· 

• Increase the maintenance of the streetscape and its 
amenities; 

• Provide additional public amenities, such as plantings, 
seating, shelters and works of art; 

• Promote the commercial and residential interests of these 
areas; and 

• Program cultural and community activities. 

2. Three Urban Districts Created. The legislation immediately 
created the Bethesda, Silver Spring, and Wheaton Urban Districts. For FY87, 
the Council appropriated $322,914 for the Bethesda Urban District and $291,042 
for the Silver Spring Urban District by transferring parking fee revenues from 
their respective Parking Lot Districts. The Council did not appropriate any 
funds for the Wheaton Urban District in FY87. In FY88, the Council levied a 
tax and approved a budget for each of the Districts. 

3. Urban District Boued•ries. The bonndaries of the three Urban 
Districts generally parallel the Parking Lot Districts of their respective 
areas. At Exhibit A is a map of the Connty showing the location of each of 
the three Districts. At Exhibits B, C and Dare sketch maps showing the 
bonndaries of each of the three Urban Districts and their respective Parking 
Lot Districts. 

4. Pur_pose of the Urban Districts. The specific legislative 
purpose for the Urban Districts (Code Section 68A-3) was to create an, 
administrative and financial framework through which to provide public 
services and facilities that primarily benefit the property and persons within 
the Districts. Also, these public services and facilities were to be in 
addition to those that the County provided generally. The legislation 
provided for many uniform characteristics, activities and services among the 
three Districts. However, the legislation also recognized that there were 
fundamental differences in the history, character and level of development 
among the three, and made allowances for those differences. 
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The specific public services and facilities authorized in the 
legislation fall under four broad categories: 

• llaintenen~e. Streetscape and streetscape amenities on the 
public right-of-way and property used by the general public, 
to include: cleaning, repairing, rehabilitating or replacing . . * streetscape amenities; 

• Promotion. Promoting and programming public interest, 
recreational and cultural activities, and commercial and 
other special events that benefit both residential and 
commercial interests; 

• Additional public facilities. Providing additional 
streetscape amenities up to $200,000 annually in each 
District; and 

• Safety and Security. Monitoring activities to enhance 
safety and security of persons and property in public areas. 

S. Administrative and Q_perational Sup_port Services. The law 
authorizes the County Executive to designate a County department or office to 
perform the fwictions required by the legislation (Code Section 68A-1(1). 
Because of the similarities of functions and the proximity to the Suburban 
District, the Executive assigned responsibility for administrative and 
operational support to DOT's Services Section, and changed its name to the 
Urban Maintenance Section. 

Administrative support services are primarily in the form of 
staff support to the Urban District Advisory Committees, budget preparation, 
fund management, and management of the various service contracts. 

Operational support services include maintenance activities 
performed under contracts managed by the Urban Maintenance Section, minimal 
direct services, and services performed by the Department of Transportation 
(DOT). Contracts for services provided in the Urban Districts that are 
managed by the Urban Maintenance Section include: streetscape maintenance 
(mowing, trash receptacles, tree maintenance, litter collection, and sidewalk 
cleaning), street sweeping, and tree planting. Other services provided the 
Urban Districts that are performed or managed by DOT include: promotion and 
progrannning of public interest activities; curb and sidewalk repair; routine 
road maintenance (resurfacing, pothole repair, etc.); roadway snow removal; 
and street light maintenance services. 

* Streetscape amenity includes such items as bulletin boards and electronic 
displays; containers for growing things; functional and decorative lighting; 
seating and other street furniture; pedestrian shelters; sidewalks; trees and 
other plantings; trash containers; works of art; and any outdoor item that an 
optional method developer agreed to install and maintain as a condition of 
site plan approval (Code Section 68A-1(8)). 
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It is important to note that the law authorizes DOT, at its 
discretion, to maintain streetscape amenities on "any property used by the 
general public" (Code Section 68A-3(c)(l)). Currently, the Urban Maintenance 
Section does not maintain any streetscape amenities that are used by the 
public if the amenities are located on private property. 

6. Funding and Budgets of the Urban Districts. All services 
performed in the three Districts are funded from separate Urban District 
Special Revenue Funds. The sources of these funds are an Urban District Tax, 
parking fees, and maintenance fees on optional method development (Code 
S~ction 68A-4)". 

• Urban District Tax. Since FY88, the Council has levied a 
separate special tax against all assessable real and personal property in each 
of the three Urban Districts. The tax is limited to 30 cents on each $100 of 
assessable property, and is levied and collected as other County taxes. The 
tax rates may differ from one District to another. 

• Parkin,g Fees. The legislation authorizes the Council to 
transfer revenue to the Urban Districts from parking fees of the three Parking 
Lot Districts from which the fees are collected. (No transfer is made from 
parking fees from the Montgomery Hills Parking Lot District). The amount of 
revenue from parking fees that is authorized in the legislation (Code Section 
68A-4(a)(2)) to be transferred must not be greater than the amount ·calculated 
by multiplying the number of parking spaces in the particular Urban District 
by the number of enforcement hours per year and then multiplying by 10 cents. 

• Maintemrnce fees on Qptional Method Developnent. A charge 
is made against optional method developers for the cost of maintaining 
off-site amenities.* The maintenance charge may be collected in the same way 
that county taxes are collected, and bears the same interest and penalties as 
County taxes. (Optional method development is discussed in detail later in 
this chapter). 

To safeguard against either the Urban District Tax or the 
parking fees being used exclusively, the law (Code Section 68A-4(b)) specifies 
that the proceeds from the tax and parking fees transferred into the 
respective Urban District Fund must each be not more than eighty percent of 
their combined total. · 

Separate Urban District Funds have been established for each 
District, and can be used only for the District in which they were obtained 
and for the purposes set forth in the Code. Surplus funds in a District at 
the end of the fiscal year can be used only to fund the budget of that 
District in the subsequent fiscal year. 

* An off-site amenity is defined in the legislation as a streetscape amenity 
installed by an optional method developer on a public right-of-way. In 
contrast, an on-site amenity is a streetscape amenity installed by an optional 
method developer on property owned by that developer or on other private 
property. 

-15-



. l 

7. Urban District Advisory C0111Dittees. The legislation establishes 
an advisory connnittee in each Urban District (Code Section 68A-5). Committee 
members are appointed by the County Executive, confirmed by the County 
Council, and serve a three-year term without compensation. Appointments to 
the respective Urban Districts are as follows: 

Silver 
category Bethesda Spring Wheaton 

Nominated by the respective 
Chamber of Commerce - - - -

Represent Optional Method 
Developers - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Represent a business with 
fewer than ten employees- - - - - -

Represent a residential community 

2 

3 

1 

in the Urban District - - - - - - 1 

Represent a residential community in 
or outside the Urban District and 
nominated by the respective Citizens 
Advisory Board - - - - - - - - - - - - _l_ 

TOTAL: 8 

2 

3 

1 

1 

8 

* If no OMD = O; if one OMD = 1; if two or more OMD = 2. 

2 

* 0-1-2 

2 

1 

1 

6-7-8 

The duties of the Urban District Advisory Committees are (Code 
Section 68A-5(c)): 

• Advise the County government on all aspects of the program, 
management and finances of the District; and 

• Advise, review and resolve differences concerning the 
programs and budgets of the District. 

A unique provision in the legislation concerns the advisory 
committees' role in the preparation of the annual budget of their respective 
District (Code Section 68A-7). The legislation specifies that each Urban 
District Advisory Committee have an opportunity to review and comment on the 
annual budget of their District. In the event the advisory committee and the 
Executive disagree on any provision of the District's budget, the County 
Executive must specifically note the area of disagreement in the final 
recommended budget that is submitted to the Council. 
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c. Urban District l'lmding 

1. Overview. As stated earlier, the three primary sources of 
revenue for each Urban District Fund are: a District tax, parking fees, and 
maintenance fees from optional method development. Additional revenue has 
come from investment income, surplus funds carried over from the prior year, 
and miscellane~us funds from liquidated prior year encwnbrances. 

Expenditures of Urban District funds are for services provided 
by the Urban Maintenance Section of the Department of Transportation (DOT). 
Services include administration and contract management, maintenance services 
on the public right-of-way performed by contract or by other County entities, 
minimum direct maintenance services, and contracted promotional ·activities. 

Following are four tables detailing the revenue and expenditures 
for the three Urban Districts. Table 7 (page 17a) contains combined revenue 
and expenditure data for the three Districts for three fiscal years FY90, FY91 
and FY92. Tables 8, 9 and 10 are revenue and expenditure data for the same 
three fiscal years for the Bethesda Urban District (page 17b), the Silver 
Spring Urban District (page 17c), and the Wheaton Urban District (page 17d). 

An analysis of the four tables reveals the following: 

• Transferred parking fee revenues from the Parking Lot Districts 
constitute the largest single source of revenue for each Urban 
District. 

• Maintenance fees from optional method development (OMD) in the 
Bethesda and Silver Spring Urban Districts have decreased in each of 
the past two fiscal years. (There is no optional method development 
in the Wheaton Urban District). These lower fees reflect lower 
streetscape maintenance contract costs. 

• Expenditures have slightly increased each fiscal year; however, 
expenditure levels vary among the Urban Districts. 

• Most of the expenditures are for operating expenses to pay for 
contracted services, as highlighted on Tables 8, 9 and 10 for the 
FY92 approved budgets of the three District·s. 
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Revenues 

Urban Districts' Taxes 

Parking District Fees 

OMD Maintenance Feesb) 

Investment Income 

Surplusc) 

Miscellaneousd) 

TOTAL: 

Expenditures 

Personnel Services 

Operating Expenses 

Capital Outlay 

TOTAL: 

Table 7 

Total of the Three Urban Districts 
Revenues and Egendit'fes 

ff 1990 - FY 1992a 

FY90 FY91 
s 1. * 1 

$ 979,513 32.5 $ 960,141 27.9 

1,464,930 48.6 1,424,650 41.4 

283,663 9.4 21.5,073 6.3 

64,388 2.0 115,970 3.4 

(5,408) ( .02) 651,723 18.9 

227,083 7.5 72,020 2.1 
-- --

$3,014,169 100.0 $3,439,577 100.0 

FY90 FY91 
i 1. i 1 

$ 265,783 11.7 $ 289,329 12.1 

1,953,711 86.1 2,105,702 88.0 

49,473 2.2 (2,550) (<.01) 
-- --

$2,268,967 100.0 $2,392,481 100.0 

FY92 
s 

$ 540,190 

1,500,000 

162,620. 

27,000 

887,970 

0 

$3,117,780 

FY92 
s 

$ 291,030 

2,420,560 

55,000 

$2,766,590 

Source: Department of Finance and 0MB reports; Comprehensive Annual Financial 
Reports. 

a) FY90 and FY91 - Actual; FY92 - Budget. 
b~ Optional Method Development fees for streetscape maintenance. 
c) Unexpended fwids from the prior year's operating budget. 
d Cancellation of prior year encwnbrances. 
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17.3 

48.1 

5.2 

0.9 

28.5 

0 
--

100.0 

% 

10.5 

87.5 

2.0 
--

100.0 
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Revenues 

Urban District Tax 
(Rate) 

Parking District·Fees) 
OMD Maintenance Feesb 
Investme~t Income 
Surplus CJ 
Miscellaneousd) 

TOTAL: 

Expenditures 

Personnel Services 
Operating Expenses 
Capital Outlay 

TOTAL: 

Table 8 

Bethesda Urban District 
Revenues and Eg,enditures 

Fl 1990 - Fl 19928 , 

FY90 FY91 

$ 528,069 34.9 $ 506,882 30.2 

Source: Department of Finance and 0MB reports; Comprehensive Annual Financial 
Reports. 

a) FY90 and FY91 - Actual; FY92 - approved Budget. 
b~ Optional Method Development assessment for streetscape maintenance. 
c) Unexpended funds from the prior year's operating budget. 
d Cancellation of prior year encwnbrances. 

e) At right is a detailed 
breakdown of the FY92 
approved budget: 

Ar.ti vi ties 
Staff S:u.:12:12ort 
Promotion& 
Litter Control 
Sidewalk Re:12air 
Tree Planting 
Qther Maintenance 
Street Swee:12ing 
Tree Maintenance 
Sidewalk Cleaning 
Signage 
Qtber Q:12erating 
Ca:12;ital Qutlax 

Total: 
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* % 

~ 22.620 Z.2 
250.000 20.3 
1881000 15.3 
1so.000 14.6 
1241000 10.1 
ss.oso 619 
zo.ooo 5.Z 
651000 5. 3 
63.0()0 5.1 
so.ooo 4.1 
321950 ZtZ 
251000 2.0 

h.230 .. 620 100.0 

12.4 



Revenues 

Urban District Tax 
(Rate) 

Parking District Fees) 
OMD Maintenance Feesb 
Investme~t Income 
Surplus CJ 
Miscellaneousd) 

TOTAL: 

bpenditures 

Personnel Services 
Operating Expenses 
Capital Outlay 

TOTAL: 

Table 9 

Silver Spring Urban District 
Revenues and Egendit,"s 

FI 1990 - n 19928 

FY90 FY91 

$ 347,446 27.6 $ 346,109 24.1 

182 100. 

FY92 

$ 268,110 

Source: Department of Finance and 0MB reports; Comprehensive Annual Financial 
Reports. 

a) FY90 and FY91 - Actual; FY92 - approved Budget. 
b~ Optional Method Development assessment for streetscape maintenance. 
c) Unexpended fwids from the prior year's operating budget. 
d Cancellation of prior year encwnbrances. 

e) At right is a detailed 
breakdown of the FY92 
approved budget: 

Activitie 
_s~t=a~f~f'---'"'S~u~pp~o~r~t ___ $148,360 

Promotions 300,000 
Litter Control 270,500 
Sidewalk Repair 160,000 
Other Maintenance 145,000 
Sidewalk Cleaning 73,500 
Street Sweeping 71,280 
Tree Plant & Maint. 65,000 
Other Operating 34,030 
Capital Outlay 2s,ooo 
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12.1 
24.4 
16.9 
13.0 
11.8 
6,0 
5.8 
5.3 
2.7 
2.0 

I 

19.2 
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Revenues 

Urb~n District Tax 
(Rate) 

Parking District Fees) 
OMD Maintenance Feesb 
Investme~t Income 
Surplus CJ 
Miscellaneousd) 

TOTAL: 

Egenditures 

Personnel Services 
Operating Expenses 
Capital Outlay 

TOTAL: 

Table 10 

Wheaton Urban District 
Revenues and E:q,endityes 

FJ 1990 - Fr 19928 

FY90 

$103,998 42.9 $107,150 33.5 $103,270 

Source: Department of Finance and 0MB reports; Comprehensive Annual Financial 
Reports. 

a) FY90 and FY91 - Actual; FY92 - approved Budget. 
b) Wheaton has no Optional Method Development. 
c)) Unexpended fwids from the prior year's operating budget. 
d Cancellation of prior year encwnbrances. 

e) At right is a detailed 
breakdown of the FY92 
approved budget: 

Activities 
Staff SYJ2J20[t 
Sidewalk Re;eair 
Litter Control 
Promotions 
Other Maintenance 
Street Swee;eing 
Iree Maintenance 
Other O;eerating 
Ca;eital Qutlax 

Iotal; 
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• ~ 45.050 
6Q.ooo 
57.500 
40.000 
38.200 
35.100 
17.500 

Z.250 
s.ooo 

306.300 

% 
14.Z 
12.6 
18.2 
13,0 
12.5 
11.6 
s.z 
2.6 
1.6 

100.0 

28.9 
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Fiscal 
Year 

1988b) 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

2. Urban District Taxes. The County Code authorizes a special 
tax on all assessable real and personal property in each of the three 
Districts. The tax is limited to 30 cents on each $100 of assessable 
property, is levied and collected as other taxes, and can differ from 
one District to another. Table 11 is a tabulation of the assessable 
base, tax rate and tax levy of each District for the five fiscal years 
that an Urban District tax has been collected. 

BETHESDA 

Assessable Tax 
Base (iQQQ} Rate 

$594,872 .07 

695,328 .07 

763,893 .07 

798,895 .065 

860,000 .02 

Table 11 

Urban Districts 
Assessable Tax Base. Tax Rate F4 Tax Leu 

FY 1988 - n 19928 

SILVER SPRING 

Tax Assessable Tax Tax Assessable 
Levx Base (tQQQ} Rate Levx ;8ase (iOOQ} 

$416,412 $384,166 .07 $268,917 $ 97,409 

486,731 406,116 .07 284,282 107,157 

534,726 463,139 .07 324,198 115,372 

519,282 502,239 .07 351,568 120,328 

168,810 530,000 .05 268,110 128,000 

WBEATON 

Tax 
Rate 

.09 

.09 

.09 

.09 

.08 

a) FY88-FY91 - actual: FY92 - estimated assessable base and budgeted tax levy. 

Tax 
Levx 

$ 87,669 

96,422 

103,835 

108,295 

103,270 

b) FY88 was the first year of a tax in the three Districts. However, in FY87, Bethesda and 
Silver Spring Urban Districts received $322,914 and $291,042, respectively, in transferred 
parking fees. 

Sources: Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports and FY92 Reconanended Operating Budget. 
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3. Parkin,g fees. The three Urban Districts receive parking fee 
revenues transferred from their corresponding Parking Lot District. County 
Code Section 68A-4(a)(2) specifies a formula for determining the maximwn 
amount of revenue that-can be transferred from parking fees to an Urban 
District to be as follows: the number of usable parking spaces in the 
particular Parking Lot District, multiplied by the nwnber of enforcement hours 
per year, and then multiplied by 10 cents. To date, the County has not 
transferred the maximum amount authorized by the legislation. 

The current number of enforced parking spaces in the three 
applicable Parking Lot Districts are shown on Table 12. 

Table 12 

Total Jl•wber of Enforced Parking Spaces 
and Apprmr;iwt:e Enforcement Hours for 

the Bethesda. Silver Spring and Wheaton Parking Lot Districts 
{Fr92) 

Parking Lot 
District 

Bethesda 
Silver Spring 
Wheaton 

Number of 
* Enforced Spaces 

5,598 
7,283 
1,141 

Approximate 
Enforcement Hours 

12,467,000 
13,320,000 

2,542,000 

* The total nwnber of parking spaces is greater than the number of enforced 
spaces. Approximately 15% of the total parking spaces in Bethesda and Silver 
Spring are not open to the public, and are, therefore, not considered enforced 
spaces. 

Source: DOT Parking Lot District report. 

Table 13 provides a comparison of the total parking fees 
collected in the Bethesda, Silver Spring and Wheaton Parking Lot Districts and 
the amount and percentage of those parking fees that were transferred in FY90 
and in FY91 to the respective Urban Districts. The data show that the total 
amount transferred varies considerably among the Districts, and that in FY91 
the amount transferred as a percentage of the total parking fees collected 
declined slightly from FY90. 
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Table 13 

Parking Lot Districts 
A CQlllHll'ison of Total Parking Fees Collected 

and Parking Fees Transferred to the Three Urban Districts 
n90 - "91 

IQtal Collected TQtal Transferred I transferred 
BEl'IIESD& 

Parking Fees FY90: $3,157,409 $565,480 17.91 
Parking Fees- FY91: 3,030,271 466,720 15.4% 

SILVER SPRING 
Parking Fees FY90: $3,572,510 $781,180 I 21.91 
Parking Fees FY91: 3,686,199 788,670 21.41 

WIIEA'l'ON 
Parking Fees FY90: $254,663 $118,270 46.41 
Parking Fees FY91: 463,013 169,260 36.61 

CmBINED DISTRICTS 
Parking Fees FY90: $6,984,582 $1,464,930 21.01 
Parking Fees FY91: 7,179,483 1,424,650 19.81 

So:u.rce: Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports, FY90 and FY91. 

The Code stipulates another condition relating to transferred 
parking fees. Code Section 68A-4(c) limits the proceeds from the Urban 
District Tax and the transferred parking fees to no more than eighty percent 
of their combined total. A review of Tables 8, 9 and 10 indicates that the 
relationship between parking fees and tax levies in the three Urban Districts 
vary widely. For example, in FY91 that relationship was as follows: 

Combined Total$ 
Urban District Urban Tax/Parking Fees $ % 

Bethesda $ 973,602 506,882 52.11 466,720 
Silver Spring 1,134,779 346,109 30.51 788,670 

h t n 2 1 1 2 

The closest that the combination of urban tax and parking fees 
has come to the statutory eighty percent limit is in the FY92 approved budget 
of the Bethesda Urban District, with the parking fees budgeted at 77 percent, 
and the tax at 23 percent. 

4. Maint-en,rn~e Fees on Q.ptional Method Developnent Cmml. The 
Urban District legislation gives the County Executive the option of performing 
streetscape maintenance on amenities on the public right-of-way, and assessing 
the OMD developer for those services. Since enactment of the legislation, the 
Executive has opted to have the maintenance services performed by the Urban 
Maintenance Section and to charge the OMD developers for the services. Before 
discussing OMD maintenance fees, however, it is important to understand what 
exactly is "optional method development". 
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D. Q_ptional Method Development 

1. Overview. Chapter 59, Zoning, of the County Code, authorizes 
the Montgomery County Planning Board to approve development under optional 
method of development procedures (Code Section 59-D-2.0). Optional method 
development (OMD) applies to five central business district (CBD) zones and 
six residential mixed use development (RMX) zones. 

Under the optional method of development, the Planning Board 
permits greater densities than wider the standard method of development. In 
exchange, the Planning Board requires that the developer provide certain 
public facilities and amenities. The presence of these facilities and 
amenities is intended to make possible " ••• the creation.of an environment 
capable of supporting the greater densities and intensities of development 
permitted" (Code Section 59-C-6.215(b)).* 

2. Additional density permitted. The add~tional density permitted 
under the optional method of development in the CBD zones is in the form of 
additional floor area as expressed as a floor area ratio (FAR). The FAR is a 
figure which expresses the gross floor area as a multiple of the gross tract 
area of the lot. The FAR is determined by dividing the gross floor area of 
all buildings on a lot by the total area of that lot. Under Code Section 
59-C-6.23, the maximum additional density of development in three CBDs is as 
follows: 

Co11UI1ercial Zone 

CBD - 1 FAR = 1 FAR = 2 
CBD - 2 FAR = 2 FAR = 4 
CBD - 3 FAR = 3 FAR = 6 

Thus, in the Bethesda and Silver Spring Urban Districts where 
optional method development has occurred in the CBD-1, CBD-2 and CBD-3 zones, 
the developers have been able to as much as double the total gross floor area 
of their commercial buildings.** 

* Public facilities and amenities may include, but are not limited to, green 
area or open space which exceeds the minimum required, with appropriate 
landscaping and pedestrian circulation; streetscaping such as street 
plantings, furniture, and lighting; provision of space with connnitment for 
public performances and events, vending and recreation; and finally, dedicated 
uses open to the public such as museums, art galleries, cultural arts centers, 
commwiity rooms, recreation areas, and child or elderly day care. (Code 
Section 59-A-2.l) 

** Currently, 15 optional method developments have been constructed in the 
Bethesda Urban District and nine in the Silver Spring Urban District. 
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3. PJmming Board requirements. The Planning Board has published 
specific procedures and requirements for submitting an application for 
optional method development. One of these requirements is the submission of a 
project plan prior to submission of a site plan. The project plan must 
contain sufficiently detailed information on program development to ensure 
that the OMD will include the public facilities, amenities and other design 
features that will support the greater densities requested by the developer. 

After the Planning Board approves the project plan, the site 
plan process must be completed. Board approval of the site plan requires that 
the developer enter into a Site Plan Enforcement Agreement (Code Section 
59-D-3.3). The combination of the staff report and Board approval of the 
project plan, the Board approval of the site plan, the site plan enforcement 
agreement, and the signature set of site plan drawings constitute the record 
of how the site will be developed, what specific public facilities and 
amenities the developer must provide, and where _these facilities and_ ame~ities 
must be located. 

4. mm in Bethesda and Silver Spring Urban Districts. In the 
Bethesda and Silver Spring Urban Districts, the Montgomery County Planning 
Board has approved optional method development in commercial zones CBD-1, 
CBD-2 and CBD-3. Major commercial development in these two Districts in the 
past decade has been almost totally under the optional method. As stated 
previously, the developers receive additional density in exchange for 
providing public facilities and amenities either on-site (on property owned by 
the developer or on other private property) or off-site (on the public 
right-of-way). In addition to providing the facilities and fl'enities, the OMD 
developer is also required to provide perpetual maintenance. 

5. Maintemr11;e services provided. With a few minor exceptions, all 
maintenance services of OMD streetscape amenities are performed under 
contract. The services vary, but generally include sidewalk cleaning (twice 
yearly), periodic landscaping (mulch, fertilizer), daily litter collection, 
trash receptacle services (three times a week), tree maintenance and 
replacement, globe cleaning and streetlight maintenance, and mowing. The 
Urban Maintenance Section administers the contracts and assesses each OMD 
developer a proportionate charge. 

6. Nainteoem;e Fees. Under an opt ion permitted in the Urban 
District legislation, the County has assumed responsibility for maintaining 
streetscape amenities on the public right-of-way, assessing a quarterly charge 
to the OMD developers for that maintenance service. The legislation also 
authorizes the collection of the County's cost of liability insurance, which 
the County assesses to the OMD developers. However, the County also assesses 
an administrative and overhead charge to the developers that is not 
specifically authorized in the legislation. 

* When the first projects were developed under the optional method in the late 
1970's, the developer agreed to maintain the public facilities and amenities; 
however, the agreements were not in writing. Beginning in the mid-1980's, 
general maintenance responsibilities were specified in the various approving 
documents of the Planning Board. (See Chapter V for a fuller discussion on 
OMD maintenance agreements). 
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• Naintmw~e Services. Maintenance charges are computed 
according to the square footage of streetscape, the number of trees, the 
nwnber of trash receptacles, etc. Actual billing and collections are made by 
the Department of Finance. 

• Jnsuranc;e. The County's Office of Risk Management annually 
assesses the Urban Maintenance Section an annual contribution to the Self 
Insurance Fund. The Urban Maintenance Section in turn allocates a percentage 
of that assessment to the Suburban District and to each of the three Urban 
Districts. In FY92 the proportional share was: Suburban District - 90 
percent, Bethesda and Silver Spring Urban Districts - four percent, and the 
Wheaton Urban District - two percent. Within the Bethesda and Silver Spring 
Urban Districts a portion of the four percent is further assessed to the 
optional method developments. As an example, in the Bethesda Urban District, 
the FY92 insurance assessment to OMD properties is $2050, prorated to each 
property owner according to the square footage of streetscape amenity oµ the . 
OMD property. 

• Overheed- Each OMD property is assessed an administrative 
overhead charge for Urban Maintenance Section management and administration of 
the contracted services provided the optional method developments. This 
charge is also prorated among the OMDs on the basis of the size of the 
streetscape amenity. 

Currently, OMD maintenance fees are billed quarterly and 
charges are assessed in three categories: service fees, insurance and 
overhead. (See Exhibit E for an example of the optional method development 
billing in the Bethesda Urban District for the period July 11 1991 to 
September 30, 1991). 

As reflected in Table 7 (page 17a), the total OMD 
maintenance fees collected in the Bethesda and Silver Spring Urban Districts 
have declined in each of the last two fiscal years: FY90: $283,663; 
FY91: $215,073 (-24%); and FY92 (budgeted): $162,620 (-24%). In addition, OMD 
maintenance fees as a percentage of total revenues for the Bethesda and Silver 
Spring Urban Districts for the same two fiscal years have also declined: 
FY90: 10.2%, FY91(-6.9%), and FY92 (budgeted)(-5.9%). 

The decline in OMD maintenance fees is a reflection of the 
lower cost of the contracted services and uncollected fees from one OMD 
property that has been sold to the federal government (National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration), and two other properties that are several months 
in arrears of over $31,000. 

V. EVALUATION OF THE NONTG<IIERY COUNff SUBUBBAR DISTRICT 

A. Overview 

In March 1982, the Office of Legislative Oversight issued a report 
evaluating the Suburban District (OLO Report 82-2). The major conclusion of 
the report was that the Suburban District was an anachronism. OLO concluded 
that the circumstances and situations that existed in 1927 that necessitated 
the creation of the Suburban District no longer existed in 1982. Examples 
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cited in the 1982 report that supported this conclusion were: the urban area 
of the County was significantly larger than the original area identified in 
the 1927 law; with very few exceptions, the "special" services, laws, and 
regulations of the original Suburban District were generally applicable 
County-wide; and the level of services authorized under the 1927 law were 
inadequate to the needs of the three central business districts (CBD's) 
located within the Suburban District. 

The overall conclusion of this 1992 OLO evaluation is that the 
Suburban District remains an anachronism. The type and frequency of services 
currently funded by the Suburban District tax have been drastically reduced; 
the two most visible services that continue to be provided, leaf collection 
and recycling and tree service, are scheduled to be expanded beyond the 
District's boundaries; and the major urbanized portions of the Suburban 
District, the Bethesda, Silver Spring and Wheaton business districts, have 
been separated from the Suburban Distric~ and reeo~stituted as Urban Districts 
with their own independent taxes and budgets. 

The remainder of this chapter will present in more detail the 
changing characteristics of the County and the District which have led OLO to 
conclude that the concept of a Suburban District is archaic. The concept of a 
Suburban District and the current Suburban District law are out of date. 
Specifically: 

• Urbanization in the County has expanded beyond the District's 
statutory boundaries; 

• The Suburban District law does not accurately reflect the 
current purpose and intention of the District; 

• There has been a reduction in the type and the frequency of 
services provided to Suburban District taxpayers; and 

• The two principal services currently provided Suburban District 
taxpayers (leaf collection and recycling and tree maintenance), 
are scheduled to be expanded beyond the District's statutory 
boundaries. 

B. kpanded Urbanization of the County 

The Suburban District was originally created in response to the 
growing urbanization of the lower portion of the County. The original purpose 
for creating a special taxing area was to enable the controlled development 
and funding of the public infrastructure necessitated by that urbanization. 
The laws, regulations and programs that were instituted in the subsequent 
decades permitted the District to grow and develop in a controlled manner. 

In the 65 years since the District was created, other areas of 
Montgomery County have also dramatically grown and developed and become 
urbanized. However, the expanded urbanization of the County in the 1970's and 
1980's was neither included in an expanded Suburban District, nor funded as a 
special taxing area similar to the Suburban District. Today the current 
statutory borders of the Suburban District (see Exhibit A) clearly do not 
reflect the limits of urbanization in the County. 
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Many of the regulatory requirements and services that were once 
unique to the Suburban District have been applied to these new urban areas of 
the County and are being funded with general revenue funds. Consequently, a 
major result of the expanded urbanization and the changes in County policy 
concerning the funding for services in these urbanized areas renders the 
Suburban District law no longer current. 

c. The Pm:poae and Intention of a Suburban District Bas Changed 

Legislation creating the Suburban District in 1927 empowered the 
County Commissioners to prescribe in law standards affecting the kind, size 
and character of buildings to be erected in the Suburban District; to require 
licensing for the purpose of regulation or revenue every kind of_ business, 
public amusement, signs and sign boards, and health facility in the District; 
and to provide a variety of special services for residents of the- District. 

Currently, practically all the standards, regulations, licensing 
requirements and services that are prescribed in the legislation for the 
Suburban District, now apply to the entire County. Examples include the 
prohibition on open fires; licensing of places of amusement, hospitals and 
homes for the aged; regulations pertaining to trade and business activities; 
and a variety of public works such as street lighting, refuse collection, and 
road, gutter and sidewalk construction and repair. 

D. The Type and Freqwm<:Y of Services Provided in the Suburban District 
Have Ch,mged 

Of the many services specified in the Suburban District law to be 
provided exclusively in the District and funded out of the Suburban District 
Special Revenue Fund, only four are currently provided: street cleaning, 
mowing, tree services, and leaf collection and recycling. Prior to FY92, a 
fifth service was provided, emptying approximately 70 trash receptacles 
located on residential streets of the District at an annual cost of 
approximately $30,000. The Urban Maintenance Section eliminated the service 
for budgetary reasons, and is not recommending that the service be reinstated 
in FY93. 

1. Street Cleping. Only a minimal level of street sweeping is 
provided in the District. Under a service contract, residential streets in 
the District are swept twice a year, and arterial roads, 12 times a year. The 
cost of this service in FY91 was $338,761. In OLO's opinion, this service 
should be eliminated. As in the case of the elimination of residential trash 
receptacles, street sweeping residential streets is not a critical service. 
Except for roadways in the Urban Districts and some municipalities, 
residential streets and arterial roads in the remainder of the County are not 
swept. (The Maryland Department of Transportation reports that they sweep 
State highways in the County four times a year). 
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2. Mmwins. Currently, about 225 acres in approximately 500 
locations are mowed between 8-12 times each sunaner by a combination of Urban 
Maintenance Section staff (851 of the effort) and by contract personnel 
(151). In OLO's opinion, mowing areas within the Suburban District should be 
added to the mowing areas that are currently the responsibility of the 
Department of Transportation (DOT), and ftmded with general revenue fwids. 
(DOT annually mows approximately 1,900 acres outside the District). 

3. Tree Services. Except for emergencies, tree service by the 
Comity is provided only on the public right-of-way in the Suburban District.* 
The services provided include prtming, tree and stump removal, spraying and 
planting. The majority of these services are provided by contract. Despite 
tree-related expenditures of over $800,000 in FY90 and $700,000 in FY91, the 
level of service is significantly less than what is considered minimal. As 
stated earlier in Chapter III, the current cycle of prwiing is every 10-11 
years, while the ideal is every 4-5 years. 

4. Leaf Collection. As stated previously, the most visible and 
popular service provided Suburban District residents is the curbside bulk 
collection and recycling of leaves. Up tmtil this year, bulk leaves had been 
collected within the District three times each year, twice in the fall and 
once in the spring, using large mobile vacuums. After collection, and 
temporary storage at two holding areas, the leaves were transported to the 
Dickerson Compost Facility, where they were processed and marketed as 
compost. However, beginning in 1992, the method of collecting leaves in the 
spring has been changed. 

In April 1992, the spring collection of leaves in the Suburban 
District will not be collected curbside by mobile vacuums. Instead, Suburban 
District residents who choose not to compost will be required to place their 
leaves at curbside in kraft paper bags (available at local grocery and 
hardware stores) where the contractors of the Division of Solid Waste 
Management (DEP) will collect the bags and recycle them in the same manner as 
yard waste is processed. This change in the manner leaves are collected in 
the spring is part of a Cowity-wide yard waste recycling program, which is 
currently scheduled to begin on January 1, 1993. As of this writing there is 
no plan to eliminate the fall bulk collection by vacuum in the Suburban 
District. The Department of Environmental Protection considers the volume of 
leaves collected through the leaf vacuuming program critical to yard waste 
composting, as leaves provide the carbon bulking agent to mix with grass. 

* 

B. The Two Primary Services Currently Provided in the Suburban 
District- Tree Services and Leaf Collection and Recyclin&- are 
Scheduled to be Eg,anded Beyond the District's Boundaries 

The Urban Maintenance Section also responds to emergency requests for tree 
removal outside the Suburban District, charging-back the cost of the service 
to the appropriate agency. Tree service is also provided in the three Urban 
Districts, primarily wider contracts that are fwided from the appropriate 
Urban District Special Revenue Fwid. 
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1. Tree Services. In recent years, the County has focused new 
energy and legislation on preserving and increasing the tree population of the 
Count,. An April 1990, Tree Report issued by the Tree Ordinance Drafting 
Group called for a greater emphasis on tree conservation and reforestation, 
upgrading and expanding tree maintenance, and other tree-related 

** initiatives. The Tree Report addressed the maintenance of street trees both 
within the Suburban District and outside the Suburban District. 

According to The Tree Report, street trees within the Suburban 
District number about 100,000 and have an average age of about 30 years. As 
discussed previously, part of the Suburban District tax is used to maintain 
street trees, but the frequency of maintenance is significantly less than 
required. The Report estimates that currently only one.young tree is 
replanted for every three mature trees that die. 

The Tree Report estimates that street trees outside the Suburban 
District number about 150,000. Although these trees _are considerably less 
mature than those found within the Suburban District (in the 5-15 year age 
range), they should be under a tree maintenance program. However, there is 
neither a public tree maintenance program, nor a private program to cover 
street trees outside the Suburban District. (At Exhibit Fis an extract of 
The Tree Report describing in more detail street trees outside the Suburban 
District). 

The Tree Report recommends a comprehensive street tree package: 
a special tax district, a special tax, and a tree maintenance unit. 
Specifically, the Report recoDDDends creation of a Tree Maintenance District 
encompassing the Suburban District area and the developed and developing areas 
outside the District. Within the District a special tax would be levied to 
fund street tree maintenance to be performed by personnel of a newly created 
Tree Maintenance Division within DOT or by contract. As of this writing, the 
only formal action taken on any of the Report's recoDDDendations has been the 
approval of a capital improvement project (CIP) in FY92 to plant 400 street 
trees a year for a six-year period. The initial $100,000 appropriated for 
FY92 has been frozen; however, the project has been recommended in the FY93 
CIP at $100,000. 

* The Tree Ordinance Drafting Group was organized at the joint request of the 
Council's Planning, Housing, and Economic Development (PHED) Committee and 
Transportation and Environment (T&E) Committee. Membership included 
representation from County agencies, environmental and citizen groups, and the 
development community. 

** The County has recently enacted several laws, a subdivision regulation, and 
a zoning text amendment concerning forest conservation and related tree 
issues. The Maryland General Assembly has also enacted legislation on this 
matter (State Forest Conservation Act, effective July 1, 1991). One recently 
enacted County law addresses the planting of street trees (those trees that 
are located within the public right-of-way) as part of the construction of 
roads (Bill 49-91, effective July 1, 1992). 
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OLO does not take a position on the recommendations of The Tree 
Report relating to the creation of a Tree Maintenance District, a Tree 
Maintenance Division or a special tax to fund a street tree maintenance 
program. However, OLO does agree with the following fundamental concepts 
underlying The Tree Report's recommendations: 

• Street trees are a valuable and aesthetic environmental 
asset and should be preserved through an appropriate level 
of maintenance; 

• The existing street tree maintenance program is minimal in 
the Suburban District and non-existent in the area outside 
the Suburban District; and 

• The County should develop a County street tree maintenance 
and replacement program that applies to street trees within 
the Suburban District and outside the District's boundaries~ 

Accordingly, OLO believes that as a minimwn, the current 
Suburban District street tree maintenance program should be expanded beyond 
the District into the developed and developing areas of the County. Funding 
for the tree maintenance program both within and outside the Suburban District 
should be from the County's general revenues or, as recommended in The Tree 
Report, by a special dedicated tax. 

2. Leaf Collection and Recycling. With Council's enactment of Bill 
54-88, Solid Waste Recycling, in August 1989, and its adoption of Resolution 
12-327, Implementation of Multi-Materials Recycling Program, in August 1991, 
the County's recycling efforts were significantly expanded. One of the 
categories of recyclable solid waste that received particular attention was 
yard waste.* To encourage the systematic recycling of yard waste, the 
County's Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan was amended by the Council 
to prohibit the dumping of yard waste at the County's transfer station, 
landfill, or resource recovery facility after January 1, 1993. To implement 
this policy, the Executive Branch developed a County-wide yard waste recycling 
program to remove substantially all yard waste from the solid waste stream.** 
The most recent County plan for curbside collection of yard waste is reflected 
on the map at Exhibit G. 

The initiation of the County's yard waste recycling program 
presents an opportunity to develop a uniform leaf collection and recycling 
program in the County that includes the area inside the Suburban District and 
the developed and developing areas outside the District. The advantages of an 
expanded and standardized leaf collection and recycling program include: 

* Yard waste includes leaves, brush and tree cuttings, grass clippings, plants 
and garden trimmings. 

** A recent study of yard waste recycling commissioned by the Department of 
Environmental Protection indicates that yard waste makes up 18 percent of the 
total waste flow on an annual average, and 25 percent of the waste flow in 
late spring. 
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• A significantly higher percentage of leaves would be removed 
from the solid waste stream. The Department of Environmental Protection 
estimates that, with only 501 participation, curbside collection of leaves 
outside the _Suburban District in 1993 would only be 30,000 cubic yards. 

• A guaranteed supply of leaves would be available to make a 
grass recycling program feasible. To recycle grass into a usable and 
acceptable (for odor) product requires that grass clippings be mixed with 
leaves at a minimum ratio of 1:2 (grass to leaves) by volume. To meet this 
ratio, it is essential that leaves be collected and recycled from areas of the 
County both within and outside the Suburban District. 

• That residents inside and outside the Suburban District 
would have the same type leaf collection service. There is a perceived 
inequity between the leaf collection service within the District that permits 
leaves to be raked to curbside for vacu~ collecti~n, and~ leaf collection 
service outside the District that requires leaves be bagged and placed at 
curbside. Not only is there more work involved in bagging leaves, but also, 
at the current cost of 50 cents for a 30-gallon kraft paper bag, bagging 
leaves for many households may be more expensive than paying the Suburban 
District tax for bulk collection. 

A detailed cost benefit analysis would be required to determine 
the capital and labor costs of vacuwn collection compared to bagged 
collection. (The Urban Maintenance Section has an inventory of 50 vacuums 
representing a capital investment of approximately $700,000). However, 010 
suggests that as the County expands the yard waste recycling program, 
consideration should be given to standardizing the leaf collection and 
recycling programs both within the outside of the Suburban District. 

Note: Under current policy, the collection of residential 
recyclables, including yard waste, is funded through the Solid Waste Disposal 
Fund. Also, as stated earl!er, the Council has established a ban on dumping 
yard waste in the landfill effective January 1, 1993. However, the County 
Executive has proposed in his Reconnnended FY93 Operating Budget (March 1, 
1992, pp. 60-14 to 6-16), that, because of a decline in the solid waste 
tonnages and tipping fees, expansion of the recycling program be deferred. At 
this time, 010 has no indication whether this will affect the expansion of the 
yard waste recycling program and the January 1, 1993 ban. 

F. 81-NPJ:Y 

010 believes that the County Executive and County Council should 
review whether to expand or eliminate the Suburban Di~trict. Considering that 
essentially only two County services set the District apart from the rest of 
the County, street tree service and leaf collection and recycling, and that 
both of these services are scheduled to be expanded into County-wide services, 
this may be the appropriate time for such review. 

-29-



VI. EVALUATION OF 'I'BE NONTGmme.Y COUNff Ull1Wf DISDICTS 

A. Overview 

This chapter evaluates the Montgomery County Urban Districts using 
the following criteria: 

1. The degree in which the goals of the Urban District legislation 
are being fulfilled; 

2. The efficiency of the administrative and financial framework 
established in the Urban Districts to accomplish the legislative 
goals; and · 

3. The effectiveness of Urban District funding. 

B. Fulfilling the Goals of the Legislation 

The intent of the Council in creating the Urban Districts in those 
areas of the County experiencing intense development was to provide an 
administrative and financial framework to accomplish the following four 
specific goals: 

• Increase the maintenance of the streetscape and its amenities; 

• Provide additional public amenities; 

• Promote the commercial and residential interests of these areas; 
and 

• Program cultural and community activities. 

On the basis of personal interviews, docwnent review, and site 
visits, it is OLO's opinion that these goals are being met. OLO's opinion is 
also based on a comparison of the Urban Districts as they are now with the 
conditions a decade earlier in the three central business districts. 

As discussed earlier, in 1982 010 published a report on the Suburban 
District that concluded the County had failed to recognize the changes that 
METRO and conunercial development had brought to the Suburban District's three 
Central Business Districts (CBDs): Bethesda, Silver Spring and Wheaton. The 
report documented that the County had not provided increased services, 
especially in the areas of streetscape maintenance and litter control, in the 
three CBDs. The OLO report recommended that the Suburban District legislation 
be modified to authorize a higher level of services in the three Central 
Business Districts. 

Over the next four years, representatives of County government, 
primarily the Department of Transportation, the CBD conunercial and residential 
communities, and the Montgomery County Planning Board developed the concept 
and crafted the legislation that created a special Urban District in each of 
the three CBDs. 
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The majority of those interviewed by OLO in both County government 
and the private sector agree that the Urban District concept is basically 
sound. They point to the streetscape improvements, conununity activities and 
cultural events, and the art projects and other public amenities that have 
already occurred in the Districts, or are planned for the future. However, 
the progress is not equal in all three Districts. The Bethesda Urban District 
is conspicuously farther along in streetscape installation, public amenities 
and promotional programs. 

Not surprisingly, some of the same persons who support the Urban 
District concept and applaud its accomplishments feel that even more should be 
accomplished. Expanded streetscape projects, improvements in maintenance and 
litter control, additional public amenities, and more frequent cultural and 
community activities were among the issues most often cited. Also, there is 
concern over the level of administrative support and responsiveness by County 
agencies to Urban District needs. Members of the Bethesda Urban District 
Advisory Committee that were interviewed· critic"ized the slowness of County 
government in approving Conunittee requests, perceiving administrative and 
financial roadblocks in the process. These criticisms relating to the 
administrative and financial framework of the Urban District are examined 
below. 

c. Efficiency of the A,Jministrative and Fjnpcial Frmnework Wit:hjn the 
Districts 

Since their creation, responsibility for providing administrative 
and operational support to the Urban Districts has been assigned to the 
Department of Transportation (DOT). All administrative support and most 
operational support have been provided by DOT's Urban Maintenance Section,* to 
include: management of a variety of streetscape maintenance activities on the 
public right-of-way and limited direct maintenance services. In addition, 
operational support to the Urban Districts is provided by other elements of 
DOT, such as, highway maintenance, pedestrian and bicycle walkway maintenance 
and snow removal. 

Included in the types of administrative support provided by the 
Urban Maintenance Section are: staff support to the Urban District Advisory 
Conunittees; preparing Urban District budgets, monitoring budget expenditures 
and Urban District fund balances; coordinating actions of the Urban District 
Advisory Committees with other governmental policy-making and service delivery 
elements; and promoting public interest activities that benefit both the 
residential and conunercial conununities of the Urban Districts. 

The assignment of administrative support of the Urban Districts to 
DOT was logical in that the Department of Transportation had been the 
principal agency involved in developing the concept of Urban Districts. In 
addition, the majority of the operational functions performed in the Urban 
Districts are statutorily the responsibility of DOT. Also, DOT had 
established special "action groups" within each Urban District to accelerate 
County government's response to the District's needs. 

* At the time the Urban Districts were created, DOT changed the name of its 
Services Section to the Urban Maintenance Section •. 
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Notwithstanding the relative success of the administrative support 
arrangement that has been in place for the past five years, it is OLO's 
opinion that DOT now should be relieved of that responsibility, and should 
concentrate on providing operational support that is conunensurate with its 
primary mission. Replacing DOT as the agency responsible for providing 
administrative support to the three Urban Districts should be the Government 
Services Center (GSC) in which the specific Urban District is located. 

Specifically, the County Executive should assign responsibility for 
administrative support to the Director of the Government Services Center in 
which each Urban District is located. No legislation would be required to 
make this change in assignment in that the Urban District law leaves 
responsibility for administrative support to the discretion of the Executive. 
Assigning administrative support to the GSC Directors would provide the Urban 
Districts higher visibility within the County government and would free the 
Department of Transportation from responsibilities unrelated to its statutory 
mission. · · 

Following are detailed OLO observations supporting the transfer of 
Urban District administrative support responsibility from the Director, 
Department of Transportation to the Director of the appropriate Government 
Services Center. 

1. Consistent with current GSC responsibilities. Adding 
responsibility for providing administrative support of the Urban District to 
the appropriate Government Services Center (GSC) Director would be consistent 
with the current mission of those Center Directors to coordinate improved 
policy-making and service delivery among public agencies serving the larger 
regions in which the Urban Districts are located. 

The Directors of the GSCs have been selected for their ability 
to analyze and formulate public policy; coordinate public service delivery, 
information exchange and problem resolution; and articulate County government 
programs and services. The Directors are already assigned responsibility for 
administrative support of their respective Citizens Advisory Board. There is 
a close connection between the Urban District Advisory Committees and the 
regional Citizens Advisory Boards. Both the Committees and the Boards are 
concerned with the program and service needs of their areas. Also, each of 
the three Urban District Advisory Committees has one member nominated by the 
respective Citizens Advisory Board in which the Urban District is located. 

Finally, the Directors of the Governmental Services Centers in 
the three Urban Districts are responsible for coordinating project selection 
for the Neighborhood Initiatives project. Although funding for FY92 and FY93 
has been deferred, the Neighborhood Initiatives project is designed to 
identify and implement, through citizen participation previously unaddressed 
capital improvement projects. Coordination of capital and operational 
improvements in the Urban District would be a logical extension of the GSC 
directors' coordination responsibilities for the Neighborhood Initiatives 
projects. 
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010 recognizes that adding the responsibility of administrative 
support of the Urban District Advisory CoimDittees will necessitate additional 
resources be given the three Government Services Centers. Funding for these 
additional resources should come from the appropriate Urban District Special 
Revenue Fund. 

2. Provide Urban Districts higher visibility. A repeated criticism 
from members of the Bethesda Urban District Advisory Committee was the 
frustration over the failure of the County agencies to implement projects the 
Committee had requested. The members were consistent in their criticism of 
how long it takes for County agencies to react to requests from the Urban 
District Advisory Conanittee for projects that have already been approved in 
the budget and for which funds have been approp~iate4. 

The Committee members' suggested solution to this problem was 
that County government should approve and fund an executive director's 
position in each Urban District. In the view of the Committee members, an 
executive director hired by the Conanittee, under the Committee's direct 
control, and answerable only to the Conanittee, would provide each Urban 
District Advisory Committee the necessary "clout" to successfully process 
their requests through the County government bureaucracy. 

010 does not agree with the members' suggestion that each Urban 
District Advisory Committee have authority and funds to hire its own executive 
director. The responsibility of the Advisory Committee is, as the title 
clearly states, "advisory". The Committees' function is not governance. Had 
the Council desired something more than advice from the Urban District 
Advisory Co11U11ittees, it could have included such provisions in the Urban 
District legislation. 

010 believes that assigning the Directors of the Government 
Services Centers responsibility for administrative support to the respective 
Urban District Advisory Conanittees would go a long way toward satisfying the 
Committees' desire for higher visibility and "clout" in that the Directors of 
the Government Services Centers report directly to the Chief Administrative 
Officer. 

3. Free the Deparbnent of Transportation COOT) from non-mission 
related responsibilities. As stated earlier, the DOT Director played a major 
role in the creation and development of the Urban Districts. This, coupled 
with the fact that the majority of the operational support functions in the 
Urban Districts fall under DOT's legislative responsibilities (roads, 
transportation, maintenance on the public right-of-way, etc.), it was natural 
that DOT was given responsibility for administratively supporting the Urban 
Districts. However, administrative support of the Districts necessitates that 
DOT perform non-mission related functions, such as managing promotional 
activities in each of the Districts. 
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• Promotional activities are contracted in the Silver Spring 
Urban District at an annual cost in excess of $250,000. Although DOT has 
contract management responsibility for the promotion activities, through an 
informal arrangement, the promotions contract is managed on a day-to-day basis 
by an employee of the Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD).* 

• Promotional activities in the Bethesda Urban District are 
also by contract, at an annual cost of $230,000. This contract is managed on 
a day-to-day basis by a private consultant under contract to DOT. The annual 
cost of the contract to manage the Bethesda Urban District promotions contract 
i_s approximately $12,000. 

Transferring administrative support of the Urban Districts 
to the Directors of the Government Services Centers would enable the Directors 
to manage the promotional contracts in their region. In addition, the 
transfer would relieve a DBCD employee from contract management duties _in the_ 
Silver Spring Urban District, relieve a DHCD-employee from promotional duties 
in the Wheaton Urban District, and enable the County to cancel the contract 
with the private consultant currently managing the Bethesda Urban District 
promotions contract. 

4. Reduce the ,11-ber of statutory and ad hoc Goveroment-sugported 
croups. Within each Urban District and its corresponding Government Services 
Center area, there are currently a minimum of three government supported 

** groups: 

• Urban District Advisory Committee (DOT-supported); 

• Citizens Advisory Board (GSC-supported); and an 

• Action Group (DOT-supported). 

Assigning responsibility for administrative support of the Urban 
District Advisory Committees to the Director of the appropriate Government 
Services Center (GSC) would complement the Director's current responsibility 
for administrative support of the Citizen Advisory Board in its region. Not 
only would this action add to the clarity of County government's role in 

* Promotional activities in the Wheaton Urban District are also the 
responsibility of a DHCD employee. Promotional events are charged directly to 
the Wheaton Urban District Fund. The level of promotional activity is 
significantly less in the Wheaton Urban District than in the other two 
districts (FY90-$26,880, FY91-$28,900 and projected for FY92-$40,000). 

** OLO is also aware of an ad hoc Bethesda Work Group comprised of 
representatives of the Urban District, Cultural Di·strict Committee, Chamber of 
Commerce, Community Advisory Committee and residential communities. As of 
this writing, the Work Group has not formally issued a report; however, the 
Group's conclusions and recommendations will W1doubtedly affect services in 
the Bethesda central business district. 
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supporting these groups, it would facilitate closer coordination within each 
GSC region. However, consolidation should be accomplished only after a 
detailed review of the groups' current function. As an example, OLO 
recognizes that the Citizens Advisory Boards have a regional advisory role 
beyond the Urban District boW1daries. 

OLO envisions that the three DOT-supported action groups could 
be dissolved and the DOT personnel currently administering those action 
groups, plus the Urban Maintenance Section personnel currently providing 
administrative support to the Urban District Advisory Connnittees, could be 
returned to DOT mission duties. 

There are a number of other private and public organizations in 
the Urban Districts that have a strong interest and participate in the affairs 
of their respective Districts. As an example, in the Bethesda Urban District 
are the Bethesda Chevy-Chase Chamber of Connnerce, the Bethesda Ever Green, and 

·The Bethesda Coalition. · 

The proliferation of public agencies and organizations in the 
down-County area apparently has also come to the attention of the County 
Executive. In his March 1, 1993, message transmitting the FY93 Operating 
Budget, the CoW1ty Executive included a reconnnendation Wlder Organization 
Inter-Agency and Other Structures, that in FY94 a new structure be established 
in each of the three central business districts (Bethesda, Silver Spring and 
Wheaton). The goal of the new organization would be to end the proliferation 
of committees, advisory boards, action groups, and even districts, and 
establish a single organizational structure. The Executive anticipates 
forwarding a more complete proposal to the CoWlcil in early May. (See VOL I, 
pp 62-63, Reconnnended FY93 Budget). 

D. The Effectiveness of Urban District Fundin1 

1. Overview. Chapter IV of this report described in detail the 
following sources of fWlds for the Urban Districts: an Urban District Tax; 
parking fees transferred from the appropriate Parking Lot District; and, where 
applicable, maintenance charges on optional method development. Additional 
revenue is realized in the form of interest income on investments and transfer 
of surplus fWlds from a prior year's budget. A review of Tables 8 through 10 
illustrates that the major sources of funds in all three Urban Districts are 
the transferred parking fees, and, to a lesser extent, Urban District taxes. 

It is OLO's opinio~ that the funding of the Urban Districts is 
soWld and, with one exception, should continue in its current arrangement. 
The one exception is that the maintenance charges for optional method 
development currently collected in the Bethesda and Silver Spring Urban 
Districts should be phased out; and future development Wlder the optional 
method not include a perpetual maintenance requirement. 

Specific OLO observations supporting the finding that funding of 
the Urban District with special taxes and transferred parking fees is a sound 
policy are: 
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• The Urban District Tax and the transfer of parking fees is a 
fair and equitable method of generating revenue for projects and programs 
within the respective Urban Districts. 

• The Urban District legislation provides sound safeguards for 
guaranteeing a revenue base for the Urban District: a limit on the Urban 
District Tax rate of 30 cents per $100 of assessed property value; a limit of 
10 cents that can be transferred for each enforceable parking space hour; and 
the requirement that the proceeds from the Urban District Tax and the 
transferred parking fees must each be not more than eighty percent of their 
combined total·. 

• Other provisions of the law that reinforce the soundness of 
current method of funding the Urban Districts include, the requirement that 
the Urban District Tax rate may differ among the Districts; and that Urban 
District funds are separately accounted for, must be used in the District in 
which they were obtained, and only for Urban District purposes.· 

2. Discontinue Assessing Mainte:nQce Fees on 0.ptional Method 
DevelQpnent. County Code Section 68A-4(a)(3) gives the County Executive the 
option of charging each optional method development (OMD) the cost of 
maintaining OMD off-site amenities, that is, a streetscape amenity on a public 
right-of-way. The law also authorizes the charges to include the County's 
cost of liability insurance. Currently, the County is assessing the cost of 
maintenance and liability, plus an administrative overhead charge, to optional 
method developments in the Bethesda and Silver Spring Urban Districts. For 
the reasons outlined below, 010 believes that these maintenance charges should 
be discontinued, and funds necessary to maintain streetscape on the public 
right-of-way should be funded from the Urban District Tax by assessing all 
property owners in the District, and/or from transferred parking fees. 

• The County receives a relatively fair ex~be:nge for 
pennitting mm developers extra density. In exchange for extra density, the 
Montgomery County Planning Board requires a variety of public facilities and 
amenitie~. These facilities and amenities may include placing utilities 
underground; installing special (and more costly) benches and decorative light 
fixtures; on-site art and public walkways; and a variety of streetscape 
amenities (sidewalk pavers, trees, soil enhancements, plantings, etc.). The 
public facilities and amenities are installed on-site (on the developer's 
property), or off-site (on the public right-of-way adjoining the developer's 
property). In addition, the Planning Board may require the OMD developer to 
install streetscape amenities on a public-right-of-way not adjoining the OMD 
development. 

In OLO's opinion, the County receives a relatively fair 
exchange for the extra density permitted the OMD developer without charging, 
in perpetuity, streetscape maintenance fees. The developer pays for all 
capital costs of the on-site and off-site amenities, pays for the maintenance 
of the on-site amenities and artwork, and also pays the additional property 
and Urban District taxes on the added density. It seems inappropriate for the 
County to exercise the option permitted in the Urban District legislation 
(Code Section 68A-4(a)(3)a) to also assess maintenance fees for OMD 
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developer-installed off-site streetscape amenities. If the County has a 
concern as to the quality and vitality of the OMD developer-installed 
streetscape amenities, it could require the developer to post a cash bond or 
an irrevocable letter of credit to cover an initial 24 or 36 month period 
after installation of the amenities. 

• Maintenence fees 8.1).Pe•r to constitute a "double cherge" to 
mm developers. In addition to paying a maintenance fee on off-site 
streetscape maintenance, which includes liability and administrative overhead 
costs, the optional method development is assessed the general County property 
tax and the Urban District Tax in the same manner as is other development in 
the Urban District. Many of the other Urban District properties that were 
developed under the standard method of development, or were developed prior to 
introduction of OMD in late 1970's, also have streetscape amenities installed 
on the public right-of-way adjoining their property. However, these amenities 
were either installed by the County or by an OMD developer at the direction of 
the Montgomery Cowity Planning Board as ·a condition for approval of the 
optional method of development. Maintenance costs for streetscape amenities 
installed by the County or installed prior to the introduction of OMD are paid 
for by all Urban District taxpayers, including OMD developers. 

• The method of coqputing some cOIQPODE!llts of the maintemmce 
charge amwers ilqprecise. The method of computing the liability component of 
the maintenance charge (authorized in the law) and the administrative overhead 
component (not authorized in the law) are imprecise. The current method of 
computation is based on a percentage of the overall liability and 
administrative costs incurred by the Urban Maintenance Section. Although OMD 
maintenance fees have been assessed for some time, the percentage distribution 
of liability and overhead charges continues to vary. The percentage assesse~ 
the Bethesda and Silver Spring Urban Districts in FY91 for liability and 
overhead was 15 percent, but in FY92 it was four percent. 

• Not all mm develo_pers have signed •in~e:nauce agreements. 
Beginning in the mid-1980's with the rapid development in the Bethesda Urban 
District, the Montgomery County Planning Board required an OMD developer to 
sign a Site Plan Enforcement Agreement that specifically referred to the OMD 
developer's obligation to maintain public amenities. Prior to that time, OMD 
developers were not required to execute a maintenance agreement. However, 
there is a question as whether the Site Plan Enforcement Agreement or any of 
the other documents or plans required by the Planning Board legally binds the 
OMD developer to perpetual maintenance in that the agreements do not include 
any language in contract format that expressly spells out the perpetual 
maintenance responsibilities of the OMD developer. 

--e Not all mm properties are pg:ing main~emmce charges and 
the Co1D1ty be& not used the collection provisions of the legislation. Of the 
14 OMD properties in the Bethesda Urban District and eight in the Silver 
Spring Urban District that should be paying maintenance fees, four properties 
are not currently being charged: 

One OMD property in Silver Spring was sold to the federal government 
and the Cowity ceased billing for maintenance fees; 
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Two properties in Bethesda are in some stage of bankruptcy or 
receivership and have not paid for several months; and 

One property in Bethesda received a use-and-occupancy permit several 
months ago; however, billing for maintenance has not been initiated. 

County Code Section 68A-4(a)(3) authorizes the County 
Executive to collect the maintenance charges in the same way that the County 
collects taxes, to include interest and penalty charges. The County has 
chosen not to collect maintenance fees on the tax bill and has, as of this 
writing, not opted to add interest or a penalty to maintenance charges that 
are in arrears. (The next chapter, Related Issues, includes a discussion of 
OMD maintenance billing and collection procedures, and OMD property purchased 
by the federal government). 

VII. REIATED ISSUES 

A. Overview 

This chapter of the report discusses several items that, while not 
directly a part of an evaluation of the Suburban and Urban Districts, are 
closely related. The following related matters are presented here and 
discussed in more detail in subsequent paragraphs: 

• Coordination between the Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission's (M-NCPPC) Urban Design Division and the 
Department of Transportation's Urban Maintenance Section.* 

• Enforcement of subdivision regulations. 

• Billing and collecting procedures for optional method 
development maintenance fees. 

• Other development projects within the Suburban and Urban 
Districts. 

B. Coordiuat:ion between the Urban Design Division. M-BCPPC- and the 
Urban Maintemrn,;e Section, DOT 

As discussed in detail earlier in this report, the installation of 
public facilities and amenities in the Urban Districts through the optional 
method of development has contributed to the number and variety of streetscape 
and public art projects both on private property and on the public 
right-of-way; has heightened commercial and community interest in the Urban 
Districts; and has expanded cultural and community activities. The staff 
agency responsible for providing these facilities and amenities is the Urban 
Design Division of the Montgomery County Planning Department, M-NCPPC. The 
staff agency responsible for maintaining those amenities installed on the 
public right-of-way is the Urban Maintenance Section of the Department of 
Transportation. 

* All references to the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
relate to the Montgomery County Planning Department component. 
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The Urban Design Division is responsible for negotiating with the 
OMD developer the amount and type of public facilities and amenities that must 
be provided for the OMD developer to receive additional density. In addition, 
the Urban Design Division is responsible for the various staff reports 
required by the project plan and site plan review/approval process; and once 
the development has received Planning Board approval and construction begins, 
the Urban Design staff is responsible that the project is constructed 
according to the approved site plan. Finally, the Urban Design Division 
maintains an inventory of projects that are pending, under construction, and 
completed wide~ the optional method of development. 

The Urban Maintenance Section of DOT is responsible for all 
streetscape maintenance on the public-right-of-way regardless of whether the 
streetscape facilities were installed by an OMD developer or by the Cowity. 
In addition, the Urban Maintenance Section is responsible for compiling the 
quarterly charges that OMD developers must pay the Cowity for the maintenance 
services performed on the OMD developer-installed streetscape. 

When OLO examined the relationship between the two staff agencies 
relating to OMD developer-installed streetscape amenities, there appeared to 
be a lack of both informal and formal coordination. The following examples 
illustrate that lack of coordination: 

• The Urban Design staff does not coordinate with the Urban 
Maintenance Section on the type of nursery stock that they specify be placed 
on the public right-of-way. However, after installation of the streetscape 
plantings, the Urban Maintenance Section is responsible for their 
maintenance. Over the years, Urban Maintenance Section staff have identified 
plantings that are less adaptable to streetscape uses; however, some of the 
plant varieties continue to be specified. 

• There is no formal procedure for the Urban Design staff to 
notify the Urban Maintenance Section staff that a specific project is being 
developed wider the optional method and hence will require that the Urban 
Maintenance Section eventually assume maintenance responsibility for any 
streetscape amenities on the public right-of-way. A signature set of site 
plans is not consistently provided the Urban Maintenance Section. Also, once 
an OMD project is completed, there is no formal procedure to inform the Urban 
Maintenance Section that streetscape maintenance billing should begin. During 
the conduct of the OLO evaluation it was revealed that the Urban Maintenance 
Section had been performing streetscape maintenance for several months on a 
site in the Bethesda Urban District without realizing that the property had 
been developed under the optional method and the developer should have been 
billed. 

• The Urban Design Division requires a series of plans and 
documents from OMD developers: a project plan, site plan, site plan 
enforcement agreement, etc. These plans and documents, plus the opinions of 
the Montgomery County Planning Board, refer in general terms to the OMD 
developer's responsibility for maintenance of all developer-installed off-site 
and on-site public facilities and amenities. However, there is no record 
document that contains express language in a legal contract format that 
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specifies the OMD developer's maintenance obligations. The execution of such 
a contract document by the Urban Design Division, in coordination with the 
Urban Maintenance Section, would provide the County a legal docwnent to 
enforce the collection of fees for maintenance services performed by the Urban 
Maintenance Section. 

c. Enforcement of Subdivision Regulations 

Code Section 59-D-3.6, Failure to Comply, outlines a procedure that 
the Planning Board must follow when it finds that the terms, conditions and 
restrictions upon which the site plan was approved are not being followed. 
Briefly, those procedures require due notice of non-compliance, a hearing, and 
a decision by the Planning Board. Should the Board find that the terms and 
conditions of the site plan are not being followed, the Board may approve a 
plan of compliance or revoke approval of the site plan. Should the Board 
decide to revoke approval of the site plan, the Board would request the 
County's Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) to invalidate all 
applicable building permits and use-and-occupancy permits issued pursuant to 
prior Board approval of the site plan. 

The invalidation of a use-and-occupancy permit for failure to comply 
with the terms and conditions of the approved site plan is, in OLO's opinion, 
appropriate action for serious deviations for non-compliance. However, 
invalidating a use-and-occupancy permit appears to be too severe to be a 
practical means of enforcing non-compliance for such conditions as the failure 
of an OMD developer to complete installation of public facilities or to 
maintain amenities. A Board decision to revoke approval of the site plan and 
subsequent request to invalidate the use-and-occupancy permit of an occupied 
connnercial building for failure to maintain trees, plantings or other 
streetscape in the public right-of-way would, in OLO's opinion, most likely 
never happen. 

The Planning Board's limited range of enforcement powers were 
recognized by a recent task force examining Article 28, Regional District Act, 
of the Maryland Annotated Code. In its September 1991 report, the task force 
reconnnended that the Planning Board be given authority to impose civil 
monetary fines, penalties, and stop-work orders for a violation of subdivision 
regulations. A bill currently before the 1992 Maryland General Assembly 
(PG/MC 38-92), includes provisions to give the Planning Board those 
enforcement powers. 

D. Billing and collecting procedures for Qptional Method Develognent 
maintem1m:e fees 

There is an apparent lack of coordination among departments of the 
Executive branch for the billing, collection and enforcement of charges due 
the County for maintenance services on streetscape installed by OMD developers 
and maintained by the Urban Maintenance Section. The current responsibilities 
are as follows: 
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• Urban Maintegpn~e Section, DOT: calculates for each OMD 
developer the assessment for maintenance services provided. The charges vary 
by type service provided (trash receptacles, litter pickup) and the size of 
area serviced (number of trees, square footage of brick sidewalk washed). 
After adding a proportional share (based on square footage of streetscape) of 
the liability insurance and overhead is added to the service charges, the 
maintenance assessments are grouped by Urban District (Bethesda or Silver 
Spring) and forwarded quarterly to the Department of Finance for billing. 

• Department of Fjnp~e. The quarterly charges are received in 
the Division of Accounting, Department of Finance, where bills are prepared 
and mailed to the appropriate debtor. ·When payment is made, it is received by 
the Division of Revenue, Department of Finance, and deposited in the Bethes2a 
or Silver Spring Urban District Fund, depending on the location of the OMD. 
For those payments not received, the Division of Accounting, on the next 
quarterly billing, includes a statement of bills not paid •. If the payment is 
not received within a 30-day period, the.debtor is ·re-billed monthly. When 
any account is not paid for one year, the Division of Accounting sends the 
record to the Delinquent Accounts Section of the Department of Finance's 
Division of Revenue where attempts are made to collect the unpaid balance. 
Throughout the process, the Urban Maintenance Section is not informed on 
accounts that are paid or are in arrears. 

The above process is informal and appears to work for those accounts 
that are paid in a reasonable time. However, when payments are not received 
after one year, the process appears to break down. The following two examples 
illustrate that conclusion: 

• <1Ur1teveloped property sold to the Federal Government. A 
connnercial building developed under the optional method in Silver Spring was 
completed in early 1987, and the Urban Maintenance Section began performing 
streetscape maintenance. The Urban Maintenance Section prepared an assessment 
of charges for services performed during the period January-June 1987, and a 
bill was sent to the connnercial developers by the Division of Accounting. 
When the bills went unpaid for a year the Delinquent Accounts Section was 
informed and it was determined from correspondence with the original developer 
that the building had been sold to the General Services Administration (GSA). 

The County began billing the GSA, but with no success. In 
October 1990, the Division of Accounting was informed by the Urban Maintenance 
Section that no future billings should be made for fees past due or for any 
future maintenance. While not specifically stated in the correspondence to 
the Division of Accounting, the Urban Maintenance Section reported to OLO that 
it believed the fees could not be collected because the building was owned by 
the federal government. To date, after four years, maintenance services 
continue to be performed by the Urban Maintenance Section on the OMD 
developer-installed streetscape, but maintenance fees are no longer billed or 
collected from either the original OMD developer or the GSA. 

* There is currently no OMD in the Wheaton Urban District. 
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OLO is not questioning whether GSA, a federal agency, is exempt 
from the payment of maintenance fees. However, OLO does question why the 
decision was made in the Urban Maintenance Section to stop billing the GSA. 
There is no record of either the Urban Maintenance Section or the Delinquent 
Accounts Section requesting an opinion from the County Attorney on this 
matter. Nor is there any record that either the Urban Design Division or the 
Montgomery County Planning Board's legal staff were contacted for an opinion 
since it was the Board that originally imposed the maintenance requirement on 
the OMD developer and required that the streetscape be maintained. 

• <IID-developed property in bankruptcy or receivership. Two 
properties developed under the optional method of development in the Bethesda 
Urban District are currently in arrears in the payment of maintenance fees. 
Recently, both accounts have been referred to the Department of Finance's 
Delinquent Accounts Section, but no collections have been made. When 
questioned by OLO, a Delinquent Accounts Section staff member reported that he 
believed at least one of the properties is in some stage of bankruptcy, but 
was not aware that the County Attorney had been informed so legal- action could 
be initiated to safeguard the County's interest. · 

In the opinion of OLO, the above two examples indicate that the 
agencies involved in the assessment, billing, and collection for maintenance 
charges should develop, with assistance from the County Attorney's Office, a 
formal procedure to ensure that all payments due the County are collected or 
that appropriate and timely legal action is initiated when payments are not 
received. 

B. Other developnent/revitalization projects wi~hin the Suburban and 
Urban Districts 

There are a nwnber of other development/revitalization projects 
within the Suburban District and in the Silver Spring and Wheaton Urban 
Districts. These projects, which are the responsibility of the Department of 
Housing and Community Development, include streetscape improvements (new 
sidewalks, benches, trees, planters, etc.), street lighting, and 
undergrounding of utilities. Three projects within the Districts are at Piney 
Branch-University Boulevard and Piney Branch-Flower Avenue in Silver Spring, 
and at Viers Mill and Randolph Roads in Kensington/Wheaton. Funding for these 
projects are from private contributions, Community Development Block Grants, 
and general obligation bonds. Although Suburban and Urban District funds are 
not used in the construction of these projects, Suburban District funds are 
used to maintain the streetscape in these projects. 

VIII. CONCLUSIONS 

A. Montsomer,: County Suburban District 

1. The Montgomery County Suburban District is an anachronism. The 
circwnstances and conditions that existed in 1927 and necessitated the 
creation of the Suburban District do not exist in 1992. 
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2. The services and regulatory functions provided currently in the 
Suburban District are not an accurate reflection of what is specified in 
County Code Chapter 68, Montgomery Cotmty Suburban District. 

3. Urbanization in Montgomery County has expanded well beyond the 
Suburban District's statutory.boundaries. 

4. The two services currently provided Suburban District taxpayers 
that sets the District apart from the rest of the County, leaf collection and 
recycling and ~treet tree maintenance, are scheduled to be expanded beyond the 
District's statutory boundaries to other urbanized sections of the County. 

5. Funding for an expanded leaf collection and recycling program 
and street tree maintenance services should be from either a general revenue 
or a special tax fund that is levied in all areas of the County that receive 
these services 

B. Montgomer_y County Urban Districts 

1. County Code Chapter 68A, Montgomery County Urban Districts, 
specifies an appropriate set of goals and provides a suitable administrative 
and financial framework to accomplish those goals. 

2. The goals enwnerated in the Urban District legislation are being 
met, albeit in varying degrees, among the three individual Districts. 

3. The Urban Maintenance Section of the Department of 
Transportation currently has responsibility for administrative support of the 
Urban Districts, a responsibility that is more in line with the mission 
assigned to the Directors of the Government Services Centers. 

4. The Department of Transportation has other responsibilities in 
the Urban Districts that do not directly relate to the Department's statutory 
mission; specifically, administrative support of the three Urban District 
Advisory Committees and management of promotion contracts. 

5. There are a nwnber of statutory and ad hoc government-supported 
organizations and groups in the Urban Districts that appear to have 
overlapping functions and responsibilities. 

6. The current policy of charging optional method developers a fee 
for maintaining streetscape amenities which the developer installed on the 
public right-of-way should be discontinued because the County benefits from 
these public amenities and the maintenance fees appear to constitute a double 
charge to the developers. 

7. There is a lack of coordination between the Urban Design 
Division, M-NCPPC, and the Urban Maintenance Section, DOT, on matters relating 
to optional method development. 

8. There is a lack of coordination among Executive Branch 
departments/offices in activities relating to billing, collecting and 
enforcing payments due the County from optional method developers for 
streetscape maintenance services. 
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lX. REC<N'IENDATIONS 

A. Montgmnery County Suburban District 

1. Under the provisions of County Code Section 68-7, the County 
Council should adopt a resolution abolishing the Suburban 
District. 

2. The two major services currently provided the District, leaf 
collection and recycling and street tree maintenance, should be 
continued inside the former Suburban District and expanded to 
the other developed and developing areas of the County. 

3. The County Council should establish a policy on how leaf 
collection and recycling and street tree maintenance services 
will be funded. 

B. Montgmery Cmmty Urban Districts 

1. The County Executive should relieve the Urban Maintenance 
Section of the Department of Transportation from its 
responsibility for administrative support of the Urban 
Districts, and, under the provisions of Code Section 68A-l(l), 
designate the Director of the Government Services Center in 
which each Urban District is located responsibility for 
administrative support of that District. 

2. The Department of Transportation should be relieved of all other 
responsibilities in the Urban Districts that do not directly 
relate to the Department's statutory mission, such as management 
of promotion contracts. 

3. All statutory and ad hoc government supported organizations and 
groups in the Urban Districts should be reviewed and 
consolidated where duplication and overlap of functions and 
responsibilities are found. 

4. The County should discontinue charging optional method 
developers a fee for maintaining streetscape amenities which the 
developer installed on the public right-of-way; the costs 
associated with all streetscape maintenance should be charged 
equitably to all Urban District property owners and funded from 
the appropriate Urban District Special Revenue Fund. 

5. The Urban Design Division, M-NCPPC, and the Urban Maintenance 
Section, DOT, should develop coordination procedures for all 
matters relating to optional method development in the Urban 
Districts. 

6. The appropriate elements of the Departments of Finance and 
Transportation and the Office of the County Attorney should 
develop coordination procedures for billing, collecting and 
enforcing payments due the County from optional method 
developers for streetscape maintenance services. 
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z. AGINCY C<HUN1S CII lllA1T UPOllT 

On March 30, 1992, OLO circulated a draft of this report to the Chief 
Administrative Officer, appropriate Executive Branch staff, the Chairman, 
Montgomery County Planning Board and appropriate Conmiasion ataff, and to the 
Council Staff Director. All technical corrections received orally or in 
writing are incorporated into thi1 final report. Written cOD1Denta received on 
the draft report are included below in their entirety. 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

e-
-"b~~O:,.cnmm. 

aoc:avlLl4- twm.AIID .... 

MEIIOIIANDUM 

Andrew Manllnne, JI., DlrlCIDr -
Office of Legillativt CMlllgtd 

WIiiiam H. Hulsrnlnn ~. 
Chief Admlniltrativl 0fflclr e::;-, 

DRAFT OLO Report 191-1. A Description and Eyafuation pf tbt MPnlQQmlrV QNnly 
Suburban District and Urban Diltrki1I 

Thank you tor the opportunity to comment on the Draft OLO Report 111-1, A Qncrlptipn and 
Eyaluation of the Montgomery County Suburban District and Urban Districtl. Thll report providll a 
comprehensive description and evaluation of the Suburban District and Urban Dlstrlcll. Thi OOfflffllft1I 
trom the Department of Transportation, the Department of Environmental Protection, the~ 
Chase Government Services Center, the Sliver Spring Government Servicel Center, the WhlalDn 
Government Services Center, the UpCounty Government Servicel Cent•, lhl Offiee of Manlglmlnl and 
Budget. and the County Anomeyts Off"ICI art IIIIChld. 

With regard to the recommendation to lbollsh the Suburban D11tr1ct. lhe ExlCUtlve Branch wll bl 
anatyzlng the ft&cal and aervice lmplcl of llklng IUCh an action and will Inform you of our pollllon once 
.. have concluded lhl ....,.... 

We are In basic agreement with lhl reoommendltionl ooncemlng thl Urban Dlltrlcll, bul would 
lkl to highlight lhrll --= 
1) Aa you mentioned In thl Draft Aeporl. Ill ExecutlYI II recommendlng 1h11 by FY 14 a 111W 

atructure be •tablishld In uch of lhe thrN CBDI. The Executive Branch II woc1dng with Ill 
co~unlty to develop recommendatlonl concerning tht County Govemmenra organlzlllon and 
management presence In thl lhrtt CBDI. Thi recommendltiora In OLO Report 111-1 wl1I bl 
considered In lhl contul of lhl work that II already undel -,. Thi recornmendltion ol 1111 
ExlCUtlvl Branch WOltdng grcq, wlll bl avalllblt In 1111 May• June. 

I) As lllted In the Draft Aeporl. a trlnlflr of aelmlnlltrattYe auppon reaponltilltill from DOT• Ill 
Government Services Centn wlll require additional resourc11. The DlrlCIOrl of lhl GovlfMllftl 
Services Clnttr1 have all oonfirmld this need In their responaes. To..,,. 1h111h11 ftllcl II not 
overlooked. I would 11<1 to reiterate 1h11 Point. 
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Andrew Mansinne, Jr., Director 
Office of Legislative Oversight 

April20,1992 
Page2 

3) .As part ol lheir work to establish a new structure In each of three CBDs, the Executive Branch 
working group Is reviewing and looking tor possible consolidation of various citizen advisory 
groups. However, It may not be appropriate to consolidate certain groups because their scopes 
of responslblllties allow them to function more effectively as separate groups. The Government 
Services Center Citizens Advisory Boards are regional and.not confined ID the Urban Districts. 
The Action Groups are confined to traffic and transportation issues, not llmlted to the CBDs, and 
provide direct communication between the citizens and senior management In the Department of 
Transportation. 

The Executive Branch· looks forward to discussing CLO Report· n,-a upon 11B release by the 
County Cou~I. Thank you again tor the opportunity to comment. 

WHH/rrn 

TO: 

FROM: 

MEMORANDUM 

!rew Man~!~;lce of Legislative oversight 

~N~)t~lrector :;;t~~1

of Transportation 

Apr 11. 1 ~, 19~2 

SUBJECT: Draft Office of Legislative Oversight Report 91-8: A Description and 
Evaluation of the Montgomery County Suburban District and Urban 
District 

Ne have reviewed the draft report "A Description and Evaluation of 
the Montgomery County Suburban District and Urban District" and make the 
following conments. Ne have also enclosed reconmended technical corrections 
as wel 1. 

1. OLO Rec011111endatton: Under the provisions of County Code Section 68~7, 
the County Council should adopt a resolution abolishing the Suburban 
District. 

DOT Comment: The Suburban District has served a number of purposes, some 
of which remain. Prior to abolishment, provision 11Ust be made to 
acc0111n0date those which remain. The services provided by the Suburban 
District are not appropriate yet for the entire County so provision Must 
be made for delineation of the expanded areas within which the service 
would be provided. 

2. OLO Reconnendatton: The two 1111.jor services currently provided by the 
District - leaf collection and recycling and street tree 1111lntenance -
should be continued Inside the former district and expanded to the other 
developed and developing areas of the County. 

DQT Comment: Ne agree that the leaf collection Issue should be 
comprehensively reviewed. In areas wtth large numbers of 111ture trees 
bagging, using expensive recyclable paper bags, would be expensive for 
citizens. Vacuum pickup ts the preferred 111ethod. As noted above, 
criteria would be required to establish ellglblltty for the County service. 

3. OLO Rec011111ndatlon: The County Council should establish a policy on how 
leaf collection and street tree maintenance services will be funded. 

DOT CQ111Dtnt: None 
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Andrew Manstnne -2- Aprt 1 16, 1992 

4. OLO Recoaendatton: The County Executtve should relteve the Urban 
Matntenance Sectton of the Department of Transportation from tts responst­
btltty for admtntstrattve support of the Urban Dtstrtcts, and under the 
provtstons of Code sectton 68A-1(1) destgnate the Director of the 
Government Servtces Center, tn whtch each Urban Dtstrtct ts located, 
responstbtltty for admtntstrattve support of that district. 

DOT comment: our assumptton ts that this reconnendatton leaves the 
matntenance management function wtth DOT, and thus we concur. Ne tnfer 
from the report a notton that admtntstrattve resources are avatlable for 
transfer to the GSC. Thts ts .Ill the case. The only admtntstratlve 
support provtded Is budget preparatton, whtch ts a peripheral duty of the 
OperaUons Dtvtston's Budget Analyst and atnutt taktng at 110nthly 111ettngs. 

s. OLO Rec011111endatlon: The Department of ·Transportation s-hould be-relieved 
of all other responslblllttes In the Urban Dtstrtcts that do not_ directly 
relate to the department's statutory mission, such as 111nage1111nt of 
promotton contracts. 

DOI Conlnent: Concur. Resources will be requtred In the GSC to 1111n1ge the 
promottons contracts, as In the past they have been 111naged by personnel 
borrowed <part time> from DHCD or by a contracted 111n1ger. 

6. OLO Rec01111111ndatton: All statutory and ad hoc government supported 
organtzatlons and groups In the Urban Dtstrlcts should be revtewed and 
consolidated where dupllcatton and overlapptng of functions and 
responstblltttes are found. ' 

DOT C011111ent; Concur. As noted In the report the Executive has a 
commtttee revtewlng this 111atter wtth rec011111endatlons due tn May or June. 
Ne do note that the Action Groups were listed as fitting the criteria. 
The Action Groups are a DOT customer service outreach effort not limited 
to CBDs. It ts a c011111untcatlon 111echantsm to allow any clttzen or group to 
communicate traffic and transportation Issues dtrectly to the D1rector and 
Dtvlslons of the Department of Transportatton. Astde from the Ctttzen 
Outreach Coordinator tn the Director's Office, who has thts as one of many 
duties, there are no admlnlstrattve resources supporting this effort which 
would be available for transfer. 

7. OLO Recoaendatton: The County should discontinue charging optional 
method developers a fee for 111lntatnlng streetscape amenities whtch the 
developer tnstalled tn the publtc rtght-of-way; and the costs assoctated 
wtth all streetscape maintenance should be charged to the appropriate 
Urban District Special Revenue Fund. 

DOT comment: None 

8. OLO Recoaendatlon: The Urban Design Dlvtslon <M-NCPPC) and the Urban 
Maintenance Section <DOT> should develop coordination procedures for all 
matters relating to optional 11ethod development tn the Urban Districts. 

DOT Connent; Concur 
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Andrew Manstnne -3- Aprtl 16, 1992 

9. OLO Recoaendatton: The approprtate elements of the Departments of 
Ftnance and Transportatton and the Offtce of the County Attorney should 
develop coordtnatton procedures for btlltng, collecttng, and enforctng 
payments due the County from opttonal •thod developers for streetscape 
111tntenance servtces. 

DOT Comteot; None 

10. OLO Colllent In Report: Elt•tnate street sweeptng. 

DOT Comment; Elt•tnatton of at least annual street sweeptng tn 
urbantzed, suburbantzed areas of the County on closed sectton streets 
could have negattve tapacts on wate.r qualtty, stor• dratnage, and 
aesthettcs·. 

11. OLO Coaent In Report: The County should develop a tree matntenance 
and replacement program that appltes to street trees wtthtn the Suburban 
Dhtrtct and outstde the Dlstrtct boundaries. Fundtng for the tree 
matntenance program should be wtth General Revenues or, as reconnended, 
tn the Tree Report by a dedtcated ·tax. _ 

DOT Comtent; Ne agree that tree ulntenance and replaceffltnt ts sever·ly 
underfunded. However, tn terms of the total utntenance backlog, tt does 
not compete well for fundtng. A spectal tree tax would provtde dedtcated 
fundtng, but the question rematns whether this Item should be fully 
funded prtor to such ttems as stor• dratn 111tntenance, whtch ts also 
stgntftcantly underfunded. 

12. OLO Coaent: A repeated crtttctsm from 1111mbers of the Bethesda Urban 
Dtstrtct Advtsory Conntttee was the frustratton over the fatlure of the 
County agenctes to Implement projects the c011111tttee had recommended. 

DOT Comment; Care should be taken not to generalize from these connents 
as they tnvolved a few Items held up tn the procurement freeze caused by 
the ftscal sttuatton. Addtttonally, there were questtons as to whether 
several of the ttems dtdn't properly belong In the Police budget. Thts 
was acknowledged by the c011111tttee durtng a 1111ettng wtth the Dtrector, DOT. 

GJN:llld:5296Z 

RECOMMENDED TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS 

TO 0L0 REPORT NO. 91-8 

(1) Pages 7 & 8. Concerning country clubs and.their receipt of Suburban 
District services, Urban Maintenance services are provided to any 
land owner in the Suburban District which has property adjacent to a 
County maintained right-of-way. The Chevy Chase Country Club ts 
surrounded on three sides by the Chevy Chase special tax districts 
and on the east side by a State road. Thus, they have no boundaries 
adjacent to a County 1Uintained roadway and, therefore, do not 
receive Suburban District services. Shopping centers 1n the 
Suburban District (excluding the Urban Districts) which are adjacent 
to County maintained roads are eligible to receive and do receive 
any services we provide to the limits of our approved funding. 
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Wheaton Plaza does not receive Suburban District services because ft 
is fn the Wheaton Urban District. It received Urban District 
services fn accordance with fts need and exposure to County 
maintained roads: 

(2) Page 7. The tax tables are fn error and should reflect as follows: 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

{9) 

1986 -
1989 -
1990 -
1991 -
1992 -

S .09/$100 assessed value 
$.085/$100 assessed value 
S.085/$100 assessed value 
$ .08/$100 assessed value 
S .06/$100 assessed value 

~- Leaf collection fs no longer exclusive to the Suburban 
lJls'trfct. DEP conducts a mildly successful bagged collection fn a 
n1111ber-of thefr recycling areas. 

Page 12. The $338.761 fs either fn error or only reflects a sfngle 
sweeping fn FY91. Possibly. the arterial or CBD sweepings were left 
out of the total as we usually spend over $500,000 per year on all 
sweeping. 

Mowing service also includes herbicf~al applfcations ~-n pu~lfc 
rights-of-way as as well as trash cleanup on dead ends and th, areas 
we mow. 

Page 13. The Wheaton Urban Di strfct was created a year later than 
the Bethesda and Sflver Spring. 

Pafe 15. The Section maintains areas that appear to be.public. We 
ac uaiiy maintain small private areas fn front of businesses where 
there fs irregular rfght-of-way lfnes. 

Page 17. Lower streetscape maintenance costs are a result of 
competitive bfddfng and use of new rates from our streetscape 
contractor to both public rights-of-way and OMO properties. 

Page 24. Paragraph #2 does not mentfon.sweepfng or 110wfng as 
visible services. These are very visible services. 

Page 25. Paragraph #4 should read $309,000 and not $30.000. 
Additionally, the sweeping we conduct is important fn that ft 
reduces clogging of stonn drains and channels wfth particles. 
Sweeping also reduces pollution of our waterways and the Bay by 
removal of particulates and heavy metals. 

(10) Page 26. The Urban Maintenance Section will not collect leaves fn 
the spring fn paper bags set out by Suburban Dfstrfct residents. 
This is a DEP recycling contractor obligation. The Urban 
Maintenance Section gave up this responsfbility (wfth one work year 
and associated funds) fn FY92. 

(11) Page 27. The fourth paragraph should read •Tree Maintenance 
D1v1s1on within DOT or by contract• and not contrast. 

(12) Page 29. The third paragraph should read •suburban District• and 
not Orban District. 

(13) Page 29. DOT takes exception wfth the fdea that only two services 
set the Suburban District apart from the rest of the general 
County. The mowing we conduct fs far more frequent (8-12 
times/year) than that perfonned by the Highway Maintenance Section 
outside the Suburban Dfstrfct (twfce per year). 

Additionally, mowing includes chemical weed control on major 
arterial roads which goes unobserved unless ft ts discontinued. 
This fs an uninvestigated aspect of our mowing effort. 
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(14) Paee 32. As DOT provides the greatest portion of services to the 
Or an District, ft should remain the lead agency responsible for 
Administrative Support. Replacing DOT with the Governnent Centers 
would involve (1) a new layer to the operational hierarchY whfch may 
further reduce governnent responsiveness and (2) add three managers 
(each Goverment Center) directing DOT operations where DOT 
currently manages its own operations. 

(15) Paee 33. DOT does not manage the promotional activities of the 
Ur an b1strfct. "This is contracted out and admfnistrative support 
comes from DHCD/Conmercial Revitalfzatfon. DOT •rely budgets the 
dollars (See page 34). 

(16) Page 34. The Goverrunent Service Center Directors already exert 
considerable influence in the area of promotions. · 

(17) Page 36. Agree with discontinufng OMD fees. Somewhat confused 
about usage of term off-site. OMD's are charged maintenance fees 
for all amenities on adj~cent rfghts-of-way and other locations on 
rfghts-of-way. - · · · ·· · 

(18) Page 37. The method used to apportion lfabilfty and ovtrhead are 
consistent. The base figures upon which the percent is apportioned 
changes from year to year. 

(19) Page 41. DOT did not decide the GSA should not be billed. The 
Finance Department investigator felt the bill was uncollectable. 
Urban Maintenance told Finance ff, fn fact, they detennfned the bill 
was uncollectable, to stop sending bills. 

(20) Page 42. In the •other Development/Revitalization• section, there 
1s a misconceptfon. The Suburban District does expend funds to 
maintain shopping centers and revitalfzation efforts within the 
Suburban Dfstrfct. Example: Flower Avenue and Pfney Branch Road. 

PMT/bch:0206A/10 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Andrew Mansinne, Jr., Director 
Of~ice of Legislative oversight 

April 17, 1992 

VIA: Johanna Ettl, Management and Budget Specialist III 
Total _aua~it~ Ma agement Unit 

FROM: Edward u. . , Director 
Departmen Environmental Protection 

SUBJECT: Comments on Draft OLO Report 191-8, A Description and 
Evaluation of the Montgomery County Suburban District and 
Urban Disticts, 

The Dep·artment of Environmental Protection has reviewed this report 
and generally concurs with its recommendations. Our primary 
concern is that the County continue to vacuum leaves in the Fall 
from at least the existing Suburban District, and ideally from an 
expanded area of suburban and urban developed areas. The over 
100,000 cubic yards of leaves we capture each Fall is critical to 
being able to compost other yarc;l waste. . It provides the carbon . 
source with which to mix grass. ·without thfs quantity of l~aves, 
we would be unable to operate a successful yard waste composting 
facility. 

Few leaves are collected in areas outside the Suburban District 
that currently have only a bagged collection system. In the 
Suburban District, we estimate that we capture nearly 901 of the 
leaves; outside the Suburban District less than 101. It is 
important to note that the leaf vacuuming services and the curbside 
yard waste collection being provided in the Suburban District are 
not duplicative but rather complementary. The curbside yard waste 
collection program is designed to collect primarily grass and 
brush. The leaf vacuuming service collects leaves. Few residents 
choose to pay the cost of the brown paper bags to dispose of their 
Fall leaves through the curbside recycling pick-up. Yet without 
the leaves, we cannot compost the grass. Vacuuming them is 
essential to our program. 

In addition to the advantages for our solid waste programs, 
vacuuming and the continuation of mechanical street sweeping 
improve the quality and flow of stormwater runoff - - another 
important concern for our agency. For this reason, we recommend 
that the current street cleaning practice also be continued in the 
lower countv. 

The recommendation· that the curbside leaf vacuuming service be 
expanded with the creation of a special tax district for the 
service is supported by DEP. We would advocate that the special 
taxing district remain under DOT authority and that DOT administer 
an expanded service area for the Fall vacuuming. There is no need 
to provide a Spring service, as this report revealed that we 
capture very little material; bagged collection sho~ld suffice fo; 
the Spring. . 

Thank you for allowing us to review this well prepared report. We 
look forward to working with you in refining Montgomery County's 
programs to assure we are providing quality services in a cost­
effective manner. If you have any further questions regarding our 
solid waste programs, do not hesitate to contact Jeff Dunckel at 
ext. 2360. I also have attached some minor editorial comments to 
this memorandum for your consideration. 

JRD:jrd 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM 

Andrew Mansfnne, Jr., Dfrector 
Of~ffce of !fslatfve _o~ersfght . 

Gaf hnian, frector · 
Be -Chevy Chase Government Center 

Aprfl 15, 1992 

C011111ents - OLO Report 91-8 
Mo~tgomery County Suburban I Urban Dfstrfcts 

****************************************************************************** 

Thank you for the opportunfty to review and comment on the above-referenced 
draft report~ I would like to offer the f~lJowing c~nts: . 

o I support the concept of transferring the responsfbility for administrative 
support for the Urban Districts to the Government Service Centers. I 
understand this reconnendation to relate only to the provision of 
administrative support to the Urban District Advisory Committee and to the 
monitoring of the Urban District promotions contract. These additional 
responsibilities would require additional resources for the various 
Government Servfce Centers. 

o In a related vefn, there fs an on-going Executfve Branch fnftfatfve looking 
at the County government's organization and management presence fn the 
three CBD's (Wheaton, Silver Spring. and Bethesda). The goal of such a 
reorganization would be to reduce the multiplicity of committees and to 
consolidate County government supported activities in the CBD's. The 
recommendations of this Executive Branch working group will be available in 
late May or June. 

o While I agree there are many overlapping c011111ittees, I would not support 
the elimination of the Bethesda Action Group (B.A.G.). This group has a 
very specific focus (traffic and related problems in the CBD). It does not 
concern itself with policy recommendations or broad-based fssues that would 
•dilute• this focus. It is essential that DOT senior staff be present to 
address the action items that are brought to the table by interested 
citizens and business representatives. 

o I support the recommendation that the Urban Design Divisfon (MNCPPC) and 
the Urban Maintenance Division (DOT) should develop coordination procedures 
for matters relating to optional method development. The on-going 
maintenance of public amenities on private property and the identffication 
of these amenities as a public amenity has been an on-going problem (at 
least in Bethesda). 

o The discussion of the Government Service Centers' role fn coordinating the 
Neighborhood Initiatives CIP should have a footnote. While this project 
remains fn the CIP, funding for FY92 and FY93 has been deferred due to the 
County's current fiscal situation • 

. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 986-4190. 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft report. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM 

April 16, 1992 

Andrew Mans~ff' Jr., Director, Office of Legislative Oversight 

Andrea Eaton~ctor, Silver Spring Government Center . 

Response to OLO Draft Report 91-8, A Description and Evaluation of 
the Montgomery County Suburban District and Urban Districts 

Sun111ary 

The conclusions and recomendations contained in OLD Draft Report 91-8 are 
certainly headed in the right direction. However, implementation of changes 
involving the Urban Districts would require a complex-and broad set of actions 
which would have significant impact on County Government operations in a 
number of areas, including DOT, DHCD, DEP, and three of the four regional 
Government Centers. 

Assuring a smooth and successful reorganization of the Urban District 
functions will necessitate two important measures. First, a consensus 
concerning what steps to take and a timetable to carry them out should be 
reached among all of the agencies which would be affected by the proposed 
changes. In addition, the OLO recomended reassignment of Urban District 
administration would need to be accomplished concurrently with the Executive's 
•concept of reorganizing the central business districts in downtown areas• 
(Reco11111ended FY93 Budget, Volume 1, page 63). Even though the Executive's 
proposal involves a number of other functions in the CBDs in addition to those 
of the the Urban Districts, the Urban District plays such a key role in the 
CBDs that its functions or configuration will likely be affected in some 
significant fashion by the proposal. 

I am only responding to the reconnendations and conclusions in the Draft 
which would directly affect the operation of the Silver Spring Government 
Center. I feel that the agencies which would be affected by other changes 
proposed in the Draft are in a much aore informed position to connent on them. 

Urban Districts 

There are four areas of connent regarding the Urban Districts section of 
the Draft. 

1. Consolidation/abolishment of co11111ittees/organizations within the Urban 
Districts. 

Reconnendation 13 on page 44 of the Draft indicates that all types of 
government supported groups which advise on Urban District aatters should be 
reviewed and consolidated. The Government Center Advisory Boards should not 
be subject to review or consolidation because their realm of advisory function 
is regional, and not merely confined to the Urban Districts. It would be 
helpful if this point could also be clarified in the body of the Draft (page 
34, point 14). -
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2. Resources needed for Government Center provtston of admtntstrattve support 
to the Urban Districts. 

Placing Urban District administrative functions in the Government Centers 
would involve managing the promotions contract, and coordinating the Urban 
District Advisory Connittee with its subconnittees and other governmental 
policy-making and service delivery elements. It would also generate.a large 
number of additional incoming inquiries and complaints regarding a wide 
variety of issues within the CBDs. Many of these would require Government 
Center staff follow-up and possibly intervention. 

Therefore, the substantial increase tn workload at the Government Centers 
as a result.-of this new responsibility would require more resources, as 
reconmended on page 33 of the Draft. Additional resources for the affected 
Government Centers would need to include both management and clerical 
support. Additional operating resources, including an increase in accounts 
such as postage and supplies, computer hardware, and furnishings, would also 
be necessary. In some Centers, space for additional personnel may also have 
to be found. 

3. Continuing Urban District maintenance and budgeting functions in DOT. · _ 

The Government Centers have neither the infonnation nor the expertise 
necessary to get involved in Urban District maintenance· and budgeting, both of 
which have historically been ongoing functions of DOT staff. 

4. Combining the OLO Report reconmendations concerning Urban Districts with 
the Executive's reconnendations concerning the reorganization of 
government supported activities within the CBDs. 

It is illlJ)ortant to connect the OLO reconnendations regarding Urban 
Districts with the Executive's expected proposal to reorganize County 
Government functions tn the CBDs. The Executive's plan, which ts expected to 
be completed and forwarded to the Council tn late May or in June, will 
•refocus and c~nsolidate all County Government supported activity• within the 
CBDs. This statement by itself indicates that the plan will likely have a 
substantial impact on the configuration, role, and functions of both the Urban 
District Advisory Board and Urban District admtnistrative support functions. 
Consolidating the OLO report and _Executive prop_osa1 reconmendatio~s would. 
likely increase the efficiency of implementing both operations. · 

AE/RW:btn 
92CBD/am0416 
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'l'O: 

VIA: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

M E M O R A N D O M 

April 1S, 1992 

Andrew Mansinne, Director 
Office of Legislative oversight 

Joanna Ettl 
Office of the county Executive 

.ltU&o- ;}10-,,a, oA:. 
Freda Mauldin 
Director, Wheaton Government services center 

OLO Report 91-8 

Thank you for the very comprehensive report on the 
proposed reorganization of the CBD's. At this point, the 
affected committees in Wheaton (Urban District; Revitalization 
Strategy and citizens Advisory Boa~dl are pl,as~d ~ith.~oth the 
concept of reorganization and with the administrative support 
for the CBD coming from Wheaton Center. The Citizens Advisory 
Board (who will remain intact as a Board) believes that their 
members who will serve on the Orban District committee should 
come from the •southern half• of the Board's service area 
(which recently extended its boundaries to the Howard county 
line). 

In order for the center to provide staff support, 
however, it is important that a half-time position be added. 
current staff strength is not adequate for proper 
administration of the Orban District. I hope that a funding 
source can be found for this position. 

TO: 

FRm-1: 

SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM 

April 16, 1992 

Andrew Mansinne, Director 
Office of islative Oversight 

~~67J.i:~-=--c. te he o e • Director 
Upcounty Government Services Center 

Connents on Draft OLO Report 91-8, A Description and Evaluation of 
the Montgomery County Suburban Distr-ict and Urban Districts. 
April 1 • 1992 

This Office has reviewed the subject report and endorses the 
reconmendation in the report that some of the services currently provided 1n 
the Suburban District be •expanded to the other developed and developing areas 
of the County.• This Office periodically receives requests for street tree 
maintenance in the •developed and developing• areas of the Upcounty. At the 
present time I infonn citizens that such services are only available in the 
suburban District where additional taxes are paid. Most are still interested 
in receiving the service despite some additional cost. Little interest has 
been expressed to this Office for leaf collection. 

The expanded service area could be defined through the use of master 
plan boundaries and/or zoning boundaries and need not include the entire 
Upcounty. For example. the entire Agricultural Reserve would logically be 
excluded. Working with the Upcounty Citizens Advisory Board. I could assist 
in redefining the service area. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM 

April 16. 1992 

Andrew Mansinne~ Jr., Director 
Office of Legislative Oversight 

Robert K. Kendal, Director ~ 
Office of Management and Budge ,,.-

OLO Report No. 91-8, A Qescr~iUon of the °Montqoniecv -
county Suburban District and Urban Qistrtcts · 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this OLO report. As 
usual, your report provides a comprehensive and thoughtful presentation of the 
relevant issues. 

I understand that 0MB staff have provided you with technical 
conwnents and corrections by phone. The following conaents address Section IX, 
RECOMMENDATIONS. 

Regarding Reconwnendation Al (abolish the Suburban District), I 
believe that the County should proceed cautiously on this matter. While I 
agree that the circumstances ~hat existed when the District was created are 
different, the services now offered •ay in fact be needed in other areas of 
the County that have developed with suburban characteristics. Issues of which 
services are offered and at what level, how to organize these services, and 
who pays for these services should be taken into account when considering 
whether to abolish the Suburban District or even whether it should be drawn 
differently and perhaps expanded. 0MB will be working with the appropriate 
departments to bring this issue to the County Executive•s attention after 
release by the Council of the OLO report. We do not anticipate that this 
issue will be decided before the Council adopts the FY 93 budget on or before 
May 15. 

On a similar issue, it aay be premature to reconnend discontinuing 
charging for optional method development. While your report concludes that 
the policy should be discontinued because the County benefits from public 
amenities, there are costs associated with offering these amenities that must 
be considered, not to mention the additional cost to the public that aay 
result from the additional density allowed under Optional Method Development. 
The County should proceed cautiously before eliminating this revenue source at 
this time due to the fiscal situation, but the Executive Branch will give your 
proposal consideration. On a related note, Reconmendations BS and B6 
(developing coordination procedures related to optional •thod development) 
would be unnecessary if Reconmendation 84 (discontinue optional •thod 
development) ts implemented. 

101 Monroe Saeet. 1-Mh Floor. Rocbille. lwJland 20850. 501/217-2789, 2820, 2800 
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TO: 

VIA: 

PROM: 

RE: 

MEMORANDUM 

April 17, 1992 

Andrew Manalnne, Jr. , Director 
Office of Legislative Overal1ht 

Joyce R. Stern---/}---, c..a.., /(; ~ 
County Attor'-y TY 
M~rc P. Hansen '1174,,IU. ~4,w,.i&.& 

Senior AHlstant County Attorney 

Draft OLO Report 91-8, a Description and Evaluation of the 
Montaomery County Suburban District and Urban Districts 

We have reviewed draft OLO Report" 91-e; a Description and 
Evaluation of the Montgomery County Suburban District and Urban 
Districts. Our comment• follow. 

On page 36, the Report Indicates that the Optional Method 
Development (OMD) maintenance fee appears to constitute a double charge to 
OMD developers. We disagree. OMD developers agreed to undertake the 
cost of maintaining certain public amenities In exchange for Increased 
development density. When the government took over responslblllty for 
maintaining theae amenities under the urban district legislation, the OMD 
developers were required to pay for the coats of maintenance for these 
amenities. This does not con1tltute a double charge because the OMD 
developers were already required to undertake this expense. 

The Report states on page 37 that the method of computing the OMD 
maintenance charge lncludea an administrative overhead component which ls 
not authorized by law. We disagree. Section 68A-4(3)(a) atatea that the 
County Executive may charge "each optional method development for the cost 
of maintaining off-site amenities for that development, Including the County's 
cost of liability Insurance." We believe that allocating administrative costs 
&Hoclated with provldln1 maintenance services to OMD developers clearly falls 
within the parameters of the urban district legislation. 

The Report states on page 37 that: 

• • • there ls a question as whether the Site Plan 
Enforcement Agreement or any of the other documents or 
plan• required by the Planning Board le1ally bind• the 
OMD developer to perpetual maintenance In that the 
agreements do not Include any language In contract 
format that expreHly spells out the perpetual maintenance 
responalbllltles of the OMD developer. 
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We believe that the before this concll1 slon appears In a public document that 
OLO •hould aak the Park and Planning CommlHlon and the County 
Attorney'• Otfloe for a legal analy•ls of thl• IHue. 

The Report •tates on page 40 that the only option for the Planning 
Board to enforce compliance with an OMD Site Plan Agreement I• to •eek 
revocation of the use and occupancy permit. It Is unclear whether the 
poHlblllty or •eekln1 Injunctive relief baa alao been conaldend by the 
Plannln1 Board and OLO. · . _. · 

The Report on page 41 •tates, •ow I• not queatlomn1 whether 
GSA, a federal agency, I• exempt from the payment of maintenance fees." 
We believe that the federal 1overnment may be liable for maintenance fees. 
Accordln'-ly, we arree that thla matter •hould be explored by the County 
Attorney • Office. 

If you have any questions regarclln1 these matter•, pleaae contact 
thl• office • 

.. . 

MN 
THE I MARYL~ND-NATIONAL 

pp 
CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

8787 Georgie Avenue • Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760 

•
I I 

I 

Mr. Andrew Mansinne, Jr~,Director 
Office of Legislative overaight 
100 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville, MD 20850 

RE: ~ID Report 91-8 

Deary.iGnsinne: 

(301 J 495-4605 

Montgomery County Planning Board 
Office of the Chairman 

April 17, 1992 

Yesterday, staff briefed the Planning Board on the OLO draft 
report, "A Description and Evaluation of the Montgomery county 
Suburban District and Urban Districts•. The Board discussed the 
report in detail and offers the following comments to be incorpo­
rated into the final report that you will submit to the county 
council. 

The Board believes that the description and evaluation of the 
Suburban District is complete and accurate. We concur with the 
OLO recommendation regarding the Suburban District. 

While the Board believes that the description of the Orban Dis­
tricts is also complete and accurate, we do have some concern 
regarding several of the proposed conclusions and recommenda­
tions. 
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The Bethesda Work Group, which comprises representatives of the 
Urban District, cultural District Committee, Chamber of Commerce, 
community Advisory Committee and residential communities, has 
been meeting during the past five months to discuss approaches to 
the delivery of enhanced aervices in the CBD. They have conclud­
ed that a quasi-governmental, non-profit corporation is the 
preferred mechanism for managing urban district services. 

In light of the Work Group's activity, though on-going, we feel 
that the OLO report should recognize the Work Group's efforts, 
list their conclusions and perhaps comment on the feasibility of 
their recommendations. 

The Board agrees with your conclusion that the maintenance 
charges for the OMD projects could be discontinued; however, the 
OLO ahouid consider recommending that the District Tax rate be 
adjusted. 

We understand that in the opinion of OLO, the County receives a 
relatively fair exchange for the extra density permitted the OMD 
developer. our staff will be conducting a detailed study on this 
question in PY.1993. · · 

our Urban Design staff was unaware of the need for better coordi­
nation with the Urban Maintenance Section of DOT until they 
reviewed the draft report. our staff will contact the Urban 
Maintenance.Section to discuss the establishment of the proper 
coordination procedures. The Ur~an Design staff recommendations· 
on streetscape plantings are carefully developed with considera­
tion of a number of factors. Some of these are form, height, 
seasonal interest, longevity, drought resistance, shade charac­
teristics, growth and ease of maintenance. The report implies 
that the maintenance of plant material, which is the primary 
concern of the Urban Maintenance Section, is the only criteria 
for plant selection •. 

The Board appreciates the opportunity to provide you with our 
comments. We hope that you will find them useful and construc­
tive. 
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Sincerely, 

Gus Bauman 
Chairman 
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BETIIESDA URBAN DISTRICT 

Legend: Parking Lot District BolDldary--------­
Expanded Bmm.dary for Urban District--.•.-.~•~-
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Legend: Parking Lot 
District B01.mdary ___ _ 

Expanded Botmdary for· 
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SILVER SPRING URBAN DIS1RICT 
EXHIBIT C 
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WHEATON URBAN DISTRICT 

Legend: Parking ·Lot District Bmmdary: -------­
Expanded Boundary for Urban District ... ,.._, • ..._ • .._. 
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Bethesda Opt;onal M~tllod Developer Billing 
,July 1, 1991 to September 30, 1991 

Bethesda Air Rights Center Litter Collection 
Special Landscaping 
Tree Maintenance 

. Overhead 
Insurance 

$ 401.70 
29.01 

147.87 
68.85 

232.47 
879.90 TOTAL: $ 

Gateway Building 

Clark Building 

Metro Center 

Guest Quarters 

One Bethesda Center 

Litter Collection 
Trash Can Collection 
Paver Washing 
Tree Maintenance 
Overhead 
Insurance 

TOTAL: 

Litter Collection 
Special Landscaping 
Paver Washing 
Tree Ma;ntenance 
Overhead 
Insurance 

TOTAL: 

Litter Collection 
Special Landscaping 
Paver Washing 
Tree Maintenance 
Overhead 
Insurance 

TOTAL: 

Litter Collection 
Special Landscaping 
Trash Can Collection 
Paver Washing 
Tree Maintenance 
Overhead 
Insurance 

TOTAL: 

Litter Collection 
Special Landscaping 
Trash Can Collection 
Grass Mowing 
Paver Washing 
Tree Maintenance 
Overhead 
Insurance 

TOTAL: 

_$ 211.90 
344.40 

0 
401.37 
113.96 
113.57 

$1,185.20 

$ 251.55 
153. 70 

0 
338.00 
88.44 

143.29 
s 974.98 

$ 257.40 
261.00 

0 
380.25 
106.93 
141 .45 

$1,147.03 

$ 451.10 
182. 70 
918.40 

0 
1,018.00 

305.85 
238.00 

$3,114.05 

s 406.25 
204.45 

1,492.40 
24.96 o-

823.88 
351.28 
215.66 

$3,518.88 
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Artery Plaza Litter Collection ·$ 295.10 
Trash Can Collection 803.60 
Paver Washing 0 
Tree Maintenance 549.25 
Overhead 196.10 
Insurance 153.34 

TOTAL: $1,997.39 

Oxford Bun ding Lftter Collection $ 250.25 
Trash Can Collection 574.00 
Paver Washing 0 
Tree Maintenance 359.13 
Overhead 140.82 
Insurance 138.58 

TOTAL: $1,462.78 

Hampden Square Litter Collection $ 364.65 
Special. Landscaping 71.05 
Trash Can Collection 574.00 
Grass Mowing 201.76 
Paver Washing 0 
Tree Maintenance 676.00 
Overhead 224.60 
Insurance 211.15 

TOTAL: $2,323.21 

Bethesda Crescent Litter Collection $ 331.50 
Trash Can Collection 459.20 
Paver Washing 0 
Tree Maintenance 443 •. 63 
Overhead 371.49 
Insurance 176. 91 

TOTAL: $1,782.73 

Chevy Chase Garden Plaza Litter Collection $ 494.65 
Special Landscaping 150.80 
Grass Mowing 100.88 
Paver Washing . 0 
Tree Maintenance 633.75 
Overhead 164.22 
Insurance 286.38 

TOTAL: $1,830.68 

Total ~thesda Optional Method . · 
Development 5/1/91 to 9/30/91 $20,216.83 

EXHIBIT E-2 



Extract (pp B.2.3. - B.2.4) 

The Tree Report 
Tree Ordinance Drafting Group 

April 1990 

ISSUE ft: lllnl•DIDCI pf atrnt tms cmtstdt tbl 5vmltln Dht,:lgt 

Tlltrt 11 no public •tnttnanct or r1qulrtd private Mlnt1nanc1 of 1tr11t 
trees located outside the County's suburban District. . 

lactprpund: Tht N-IICPPC typically requires tht tnsta11atlon of 1tr11t 
trtts for 111 dtv11opaent approvtd undtr the 1ltt plan rtvltw process. 
Tht N-NCPPC 1stlaat1s that 55-601. of tht dtvt1opment activity occurlng In 
tht County undergoes site plan review. For dtvt1opment occurlng undtr 
subdivision rtvltw, tht N-NCPPC 1ncour1111 tht prtstrvatlon of existing 
trets In connon areas and In strtu buffer areas. However, the planting 
of 1tre1t tre11 ts 11nerally not required •. 

Street trees planted dvi to 11te plan review regutremtnt1: Since· 
1917, tht M-NCPPC has approvtd ovtr 1500 •ltt plans, aost of which had 
10111 rtqulrt•nts for 1tr11t trtt plantings. Tht pr1pond1ranc1 of site 
plans <about 1100 or about 7CJI.> wtrt approved since 1980. Through 1181, 
tht N-NCPPC 1stlaat1s that It requlrtd plantings of about about 141,000 
strttt tr11s through sltt plan r1vt1w. Tht M-NCPPC tstlaates that ovtr 
100,000 of thtst trtts w1r1 p1anttd during tht past dtcadt, In· 
rights-of-way within tht County's principal growth areas and beyond tht. 
boundaries of tht t•lstlng Suburban District. At tht prtstnt ti•, tht 
County's Dtpartaent of Transportation <DOT> only provides •tnttnanct to 
1tr11t trets Inside tht Suburban District (figure 1). 

prty1t1 street tee• 1J1nttnp1: DOT btlt1v1s thtrt •Y bt up to 
another 100,000-200,000 str11t trtts outside of tht Suburban District 
that wtrt planted by Independent citizen action, usually In undtvtloptd 
portions of rights-of ways abutting private property. Malnttnanct of 
these trtts occurs 11 •Y bl provided by abutting property owners or 
nearby r11ldtnt1. 

Ag• of street tr11s: Nost 1trttt tr111 required undtr N-NCPPC site 
plans are at 1tast 5 years old and z.s-s.o Inches In callptr when 
planted. Dtpendtng upon tht ti• of site plan dtvelopment, thtst strttt 
trtts range In 191 froa S-28 years. Since tht aajorlty of sltt plan 
d1v11op•nt occurred since 1180, aost str11t tr11s planted under site 
plan r1vl1w art 11tlut1d to rangt free 5-15 y11r1 tn 1g1. It Is 1110 
assu•d that the aaJorlty of cttlztn Initiated 1tr11t tr11 plantings 
outsldt of tht Suburban District occurrtd during the 118011 growth 
period, 11ktwlst yl1ldtn1 strttt trtt populations ranging froa S-15 years 
In uturtty. Trtts of this age art at a critical stage of d1v1lop111nt 
and art In nttd of fertilization and soat pruning cart to r1110v1 1.ow 
hanging 11abs and Mlntala tr1111111th. 

IIIJ.n.u.nance Provided: Thi Planning Board •kts dtve1opers 
rtsponslb1t for 1tr11t tree sunlva1 and condition only until tht trees 
art Inspected and acc1pttd by tht N-NCPCC. Dtptndlng on tht 1tz1 of tht 
sltt plan, tht d1v1lop1r•1 responsibility for tht 1tr11t tr111 survival 
•Y last froa 11v1ral aonths to 1-Z y1ar1 btfort final 1cc1ptanc1 froa 
M-NCPPC. . . . • 

TIit Planning Board tapos11 ,trtua11y no r1qutr1•nt1 on homtowntr's 
associations (HQ\'1> for 1tr11t trtt Mlntenanct once tht dtve1o;tr'I 
rtsponslblltty ts reaoved. Unfortunately, aost ·a•1 do not choose to 
budget sufficiently to •lntaln 1tr11t tr11s, e•ctpt perhaps for 
occasional aulclllng. In •ny casts, NOA 11 art not expert In taow to 
aalntaln strttt tr111. Alty watering or fertilization that occurs ts 
usually done 11 a r11ult of Individual citizen taltlatln. 

Svwcr: Outs1dt of tht Suburban District thtrt ts a large and 
expanding population of 1tre1t trtts In netd of •lnttnanct. If adequate 
Mlntenanct Isn't provided, thtse laportant rtsourcts wll1 dtttrlorate In 
attr1ctlv1n111 and vitality, with lncrtastd potential for pr1aatur1 1011. 
DOT ts 111ln1 Increasing r1qu11t1 for 1tr11t tr11 aalnttnanct outside of 
tht Suburban District, but retains ao records on tht voluae of requests 
or coaplatnts ·rtctlvtd, · 
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Curbside Collection 
of Yard Waste 

- Upper County 
Yard waste collection to be 
phased in during FY93. 

Mid-County 
Yard waste has been collected 
since July 1990 

- Lower County 
Collection, including brush, ~ins in Spring 
1992. Fall vacuum collection o leaves to be 
continued in the suburban district. 

D Munlclpalltles 
County does not collect, but does 
receive,arf waste at cost. 

NOTE: Beginning on January 1, 1993, all yard waste wall be banned from the landfill 
Scuce: Oaparlment of Envirol ffl8nllll Proa:dan 
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