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THE IMPLEMENTATION REPORT

sT~INING MONTGOmRY COmTYt S
DE~UP~NT AU~ORIZATION PROCESS

Introduction

Montgomery County’s development authorization procees (DAP)
has long been the subject of much discussion and debate. The
process can be long and is admittedly guite complex. At the same
time, the process has been recognized as playing a major role in
contributing to the guality of life enjoyed by Montgomery County
residents and businesses.

In recent years the combination of new re~irements and the
economic recession have focused even more attention on the DAP.
Earlier this year the County Council, County Executive and Plan-
ning Board all agreed that it was timely to review this process
with a goal of reducing the time reguired to obtain approvals
while maintaining other public objectives such as compatibility
of development, environmental protection, provision of public
amenities and adeguacy of public facilities (see Appendix A for
Council resolution and Executive and Planning Board statements).
For the purposes of this review, the process is defined as the
period of time between submittal of a preliminary plan of subdi-
vision and issuance of a building permit.

An interagency Steering Committee was formed to guide this
assessment. Its metiers represent the Maryland-National Capital
Park and Planning Commission Planning Department (M-NCPPC), the
County Departments of Environmental Protection (MCDEP) and Trans-
portation (MCDOT), and the Washington Suburban Sanitary CO~iS-
sion (WSSC). County Council staff and the Office of Legislative
Oversight (OLO) have also participated in several of the discus-
sions and worksessions involved in the preparation of this re-
port.

.. ....
The Steering Committees first product was a “Policy @vel

Report” released on April 15, 1992. The Policy Level Report
identified problems which inhibit streamlined development approv-
als and made ten recommendations for improving the development
authorization process. The first twelve pages of the Policy
Level Report and Appendix A from that report (Jurisdiction and
Responsibilities in the Development Process) are included in this
report as Appendix B.

This Implementation Report is organized around the ten
recommendations from the Policy Level Report. The Steering
Committee has focused most of its efforts on Recommendation A -
Clear Assignment of Responsibilities, Recommendation C - Succes-
sive Review Process Design, and Recommendation F - Certainty of
Review Times. The Committee believes that Recommendations “A”



and *’C”are the most critical for addressing the current obsta-
cles to a streamlined DAP. Recommendation “F” proposes the
implementation of Recommendations “A’@and C“. Many o’fthe other
recommendations are related to these two and some of the others,
such as development of guidelines and submission requirements,
rewire resolution .of these two first.

The Steering Committee believes that significant progress
has been made on all ten recommendations, and in particular on
#lAll, IICII,and 81FII. However, this Report is only the beginning of
the implementation phase. mile the Report discusses possible
solutions, there are some areas where specific details were not
finalized, pending review of the general proposal and further
discussion with the development community and citizen groups. If
the findings and recommendations of this Report are accepted, the
Committee will continue to develop the concepts outlined herein
and will begin to implement the suggested changes. Although much
has been accomplished, much remains to be done.

.. ... .
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Recommendation A. Clear Assignment of Responsibilities

One issue emphasized in the Policy kvel Report was the need
for unambiguous assignment of responsibilities among agencies.
This recommendation covers two basic issues. The first is that
of potential duplication between agencies; the second concerns
the designation of lead agencies when reviews are shared.

As part of assessing the duplication issue in July 1992,
each agency prepared a description of ite role in the DAP (see
Appendix C). After reviewing this information, the Steering
Committee concludes that the current roles played by the various
agencies are beneficial and should be continued. Although there
,is some overlap of responsibilities in a few areas, the Committee
believes that minimal overlap is necessary to ensure consistency
in moving from master and functional plans to the regulatory
review stage to construction. However, the Committee does recog-
nize the need to establish a lead agency for each functional area
in order to eliminate confusion and to reduce delay. The desig-
nation of lead agencies will also reduce the potential for dupli-
cation between agencies.

The need for a lead agency is most apparent in situations
where there is disagreement between agencies. Normally, intera-
gency issues will be resolved through negotiation, particularly
with increased use of team reviews. If the agencies cannot come
to agreement, however, it is important that one agency be in a
position to “call it.”

The lead agency is responsible for reviewing and approving
certain activities, including coordinating comments with other
agencies and resolving conflicts. The designation of a lead
agency does not mean that other agencies will lose their
oPPotiunity for input. It does mean, however, that comments from
other agencies must be directed to the lead agency rather than to
the applicant. As a result, the applicant will no longer be
faced wi~h potwtially conflicting reguests fron-.different
agencies. The burden for resolving inter-agency conflicts is
shifted from the applicant to the goverment.

Steering Committee members spent a great deal of time in
Ilone-on-onetadiscussions before finally coming to agreement on
lead agency designations and responsibilities. These discussions
were guite frank and involved many turf issues. The Committee
finds this agreement to be a significant accomplishment that
should result in major improvements in the DAP. The lead agency
responsibilities are shown in Tables 1 - 3 (pages 4 - 6 of this
report) and are discussed on the following pages.
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Tabk 1

LEAD AGENCY DESIGNATIONS
Environmental Reviews

WNCPPC MCDEP

1. Stormwater Management L

2. Sdment Control L

3. Flood~Ans L

4. Stream Btiers L

5. Steep Slopes L

6. Wetisn& L

7. Forest mnservation L

6. Noise L

mile the designation of lead agencies will significantly
affect the staff review process, it will not change the public
review process through the Planning Board.
Board,

If the Planning
after hearing public testimony, believes that a particular

recommendation is not workable, it may decline to approve the
plan and;-return_it to the appropriate lead agewy for modifica-
tion. The” importance of an independent, citizen metier pla~ing
comission overseeing the review process cannot be overstated.
This arrangement also provides ample opportunity for public
participation. At the same time, the Planning Board recognizes
that approved plans must be consistent with the reguirsments of
permitting agencies in order to be implementable.

As Planning Board staff, the Planning Department will con-
tinue to be responsible for packaging preliminaq plan and site
plan reviews and preparing recommended conditions of approval.
These recommendations will be consistent with the Planning
Departmenttis responsibility for overall site layout and design
and will reflect the lead agency recommendations for the various
functional responsibilities discussed below.
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Table 2

LEAD AGENCY DESIGNATIONS
Non-APF Transportation “Reviews

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Overall Site Layout and Design

Street Clasificstions

Design Speed, ConstructionStsndsr& and Cross

Setiions

Aass Points and intersections

Speed MitigationMeasures

Street Interconnectionswith Adjaosnt Properties

R-OW Ded~tions

Slope Easements for Highways

Length of culde-sa=

Sidewalks, bikeways, transit stops and shelters, entry

gates, noise walls, streetsq, street furniture, lighting,

etc. in R-GW

Pedestrian paths, bikeways, access to transit, lighting,

noise walls, pating gmages, etc. not in R~-W.

Truck routes through parking and loading docks.

Curb parking and vehicle stacting

Cro-Wwdks qd under/overpasses

Driveways and garages

.—— ——— —

● Where State highways are invo~sd, SHA would be the

lead agency in heu of MCDOT.

WNCPPC

L

L

L

L

L

L

-.

L

MCDOT

L

L

L

L

L

L

L

L
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Table 3

LEAD AGENCY DESIGNATIONS
APF Transpotiation Reviews

WNCPPC MCDOT

1. Detemine staging oeiling for the area (AGP) L

2. Determine neadfor aLoml Area TransWrtation Review L

(LATR)

3. Review Trip -gnments L

4. Inform developer of backgroundppehne (Approved but L

not Built)

5. Determine which intemections to evaluate L

6. What are existing traffic wunts L

7. Review trip generation L

B. Review traffic study -3 parts:

● For mmpleteness L

● A~d Review of the study L

● Operational feasibility and solutions L

9. Determine if developer-suggested recommended L

improvements are technidly feasible

(MCDOT has final word on technisal

feasiMlity) L

10. Coo~dinate e~isting CIP roadhran:portation projeb . ...

(ARP) with proposed development L

11. Traffic mitigation proposals (planning and negotiating) L

12. Traffic mitigation proposals (operational and technial)

-——————
. Where State highways are invo~ed, SHA would be the

lead agency in tieu of MCDOT.



1—. E~IRONME~AL ISSUES

The clear delineation of agency responsibilities in the
areas of stormwater management, sediment control, floodplains,
and nontidal wetlands has been identified as a need by the devel-
opment community. Frustration has been e~ressed due to ambigu-
ous roles, overlap of r~spon:ibili:iesl Conf:icts in re~ire-
ments, and lack of predlctablllty in the review process. Al 1
these have contributed to the necessity of identifying a “lead
agency ttin each of the areas of water resources management as a

major part of the implementation process.

The Department of Environmental Protection, Division of
Water Resources Management (DEP-D~) and the Maryland-National
Capital Park and Planning Commission, Environmental Planning
Division (~CPPC-EPD) are the two principal agencies with direct
involvement in stormwater management, sediment control, flood-
plain, and nontidal wetlands reviews and approvals. Each agency
is interested in the protection of natural resources in accord-
ance with their respective mandates while striving to improve the
~ality, responsiveness, and efficiency of the development au-
thorization process.

The agency responsibilities in the development process can
be linked to their respective roles. DEP-D_ has a regulatory
permitting and protection role while the ~CPPC-EPD has a plan-
ning, resource identification, and protection role. These roles
have been discussed in detail by both agencies to help establish
the following recommendations for clear assignment of responsi-
bilities.

In the development authorization process, DEP-D~ will be
the lead agency for stormwater management, sediment control,
floodplaln management, ana nontlaal wetl ands identification and
permlttinq (Dendlna ue delegation) . MNCPPC-EPD will be the
lead agency in implementing its environmental guidelines for
protection of stream buffers, steep slopes, and other environmen-
tally sensitiv=areas identified in the guidelines, and for
implementing and enforcing regulations regarding forest conserva-
tion. These guidelines are entitled tlEnvirO~ental Management in
Montgomery County, Maryland” (Decetier, lg91), and are periodi-
cally updated and amended by the Planning Board.

MCDEPIS lead agency (permitting) responsibilities recognize
the role of the Planning Board in implementation of the Subdivi-
sion Regulations and Zoning Ordinance. In particular, the Plan-
ning Board must find through approval of the preliminary plan and
site plan that site layout options for avoidance or minimization
of disruption to environmentally sensitive areas have been satis-
factorily considered. Avoidance (Preservation) or minimization
are the primary methods of protection of environmental ly sensi-
tive areas identified in the guidelines for ItEnv~ronmental nan-
~ent in Montgomery Countyt~, and in ~nal
plans. 1’hese areas include but are not limited to wetlands,
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floodplains, springs, seeps, ~.sep slopes, and rare, threatened,
and/or endangered species. The issuance of any neceseaq permits
for proposed disruption in these areas would occur only after
Planning Board approval of the preliminary plan and site plan, if
reguired.

DEP-D~ will be responsible for the final approval of the
stormwater management concept plans and stormwater waivers re-
~ests. ~CPPC-EPD will comment on all waiver reguests through
an administrative referral process. The concept plans reqired
by DEP-DW will identify the needed stormwater controls for the
site while considering upstream and downstream impacts, and other
environmental constraints such as nontidal wetlands, forests, and
stream ~ality. ti appropriate stormwater management strategy
will be identified to control the ~antity and guality of runoff
with the goal of protecting the overall watershed integrity using
watershed plans where they are available. Final detailed storm-
water plans will be approved by DEP-D~ to ensure compliance
with all design criteria and regulatory requirements. ~CPPC-EPD
will continue to provide comments and coordinate with DEP-D- to
ensure that projects are consistent with the environmental goals
of the General Plan, functional plans, and master plans, and that
there are no conflicts in areas where ~CPPC-EPD has the lead.

v<
DEP-D= will also be responsible for the final approval of

sediment control plans. This will include apDroval of the design
details such as the size and type of sedimen%-basins, location of
traps, and specific devices used. close coordination with
~CPPC-EPD will be needed to ensure that sediment control plans
and forest conservation plans are consistent with one another,
and that specific references to best management practices in
master, functional, and sector plans are considered.

Both agencies have a specific mandated role in the area of
floodplain management. DEP-Dm will review, approve, and permit
all floodplain district activities including mitigation plans
when necessary. Where an accurate floodplain delineation does
not exis%, DEP-DW will rewire and review a floodplain study to
define the 100-year floodplain limits. mCPPC-EPD floodplain
protection functions will also continue, but are focused on
developing watershed floodplain studies and restricting new
development from occurring within floodplains in its review of
preliminary and site plans and by using conservation easements
and building restriction lines. my updates to the Countyts
floodplain maps will be closely coordinated by both agencies so
that the maps are kept current.

DEP-D~ does not currently have nontidal wetlands permit-
ting authority, but intends to seek the necessary delegation from
the State next year. The purpose of local delegation is to
expedite reviews and to identify wetlands issues early in the
process, thus avoiding later delays and costs due to extended
reviews or site redesigns. Wetlands will then be considered
concurrently with other considerations and constraints in the
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plan review process. Another alternative to achieve these p~r-
poses is county funding of a dedicated position on the state
staff, whose primary function would be to address wetland issues
of importance to Montgomery County. WSSC has used a eimilar
approach for waterway constriction and forest conservation per-
mits with great success, assuring both timely and objective
review and approval.

~CPPC-EPD Wil”l continue to review plans for new development
to ensure that the overall site design, including lot layout,
internal roadway alignments, utility locations, recreational
facilities and other ancillary features responds positively to
the preferred approach to avoid or minimize wetland disturbance.
mcPPC-EPD will seek to develop comprehensive wetland management
plans as part of an ongoing program integrated with master plan
preparation. The combined effect of early identification of
potential wetland issues in master plans and development review,
and a local permit process that is more responsive than state or
federal programs, will help to prevent avoidable impacts, delays,
costs , and conflicts between development and wetlands goals.

~CPPC-EPD will be the lead agency for its role in the
implementation of environmental guidelines related to stream
valley buffers, steep slopes, and other environmentally sensitive
areas identified in the guidelines, the implementation of master
and functional plan recommendations not under the purview of
another lead agency, and the implementation of the new forest
conservation requirements. A person must submit to the ~CPPC-
EPD a forest stand delineation and forest conservation plan for
regulatoq review and approval. A forest stand delineation
identifies the character of existing forest resources, and prior-
itizes them according to their value. A forest consemation plan
is intended to govern conservation, maintenance, and any affores-
tation or reforestation requirements applicable to the site.

~CPPC-EPD will also be the lead agency for natural resource
inventoq, identification, protection, and prioritization of
environmental resources conducted as part of dev.e.lopinga master
plan, functional master plan, or technical watershed study. The
goal is to provide a detailed inventory of environmental parame-
ters, including but not limited to floodplains, nontidal wet-
lands, forests, streams, buffers, steep slopes, etc., and to
balance these parameters with the development goals of the plan.
The desire to achieve other policy objectives (e.g., housing,
employment, transportation, etc.) inherent in the master plan
process may result in the need for more stringent and cohesive
environmental protection than normally reqired, in order to
offset the environmental effects of more intense development.
The proper blending of resource protection, best management
practices, and minimization of the effects of development through
selection of appropriate land uses and densities is an integral
part of the master plan process. These efforts ultimately con-
tribute to greater success in the achievement of environmental
objectives. in the development authorization process.. ... .. . .
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The designation of water and sewer sarvice areas is a func-
tion of the Comprehensive Water Supply and Sewerage systems Plan
(Ten Year Plan). The water and sewer service designations are a
mapping of the availability and priority of service to properties
within the County. These maps are a part of the Ten Year Plan.
As such, DEP-D= is the lead agency responsible for coordinating
changes to water and sewer service area designations and respon-
sible for the administration of the Ten Year Plan. under the
proposed changes to the water and sewer service category change
process (see Recommendation “E”), H-NCPPC will continue to be the
lead agency for developing land use recommendations and staging
priorities during the master plan process. Information from WSSC
on the technical, economic, and environmental feasibility and
life cycle costs of alternative methods of providing water and
sewer service shall be considered in the master plan process.
using this information, DEP-D~ will develop a draft amendment
to water and sewer service designations for the master plan areas
in conformance with the proposed land use, staging and Ten Year
Plan policies. These draft designations will be sent to all
coordinating agencies for discussion during the master plan
process, but will not be approved as part of the master plan.
Once the master plan is adopted by the County Council, the County
Executive will submit the new.comprehensive water and sewer
service designations to the Council for consideration as an
amendment to the Comprehensive Water Supply and Sewerage Systems
Plan. This sequential action is important since the Ten Year
Plan is a functional plan that must follow the guidance provided
in the master plan.

For category change reguests for parcels outside of areas
where master plans are being updated, the Committee supports
WSSC’S proposal for a more rigorous analysis of potential envi-
ronmental, economic, engineering, and community impact issues up
front prior to approval of a category change. In this manner,
lengthy delays can be averted later in the process. Wsscvs
proposal.to address this issue is Appendix D of this report.

.. ..
2

......
. TRANSPORTATION ISSUES

The Policy Evel Report also identified the need for a clear
delineation of agency responsibilities in the areas of on-site
and adeguate public facilities-related transportation reviews.
Many of the same problems described in the environmental section
apply to the transportation arena as well.

The Department of Transportation, Division of Transportation
Engineering, Div~sion of Traffic Engineering, and Office of
Plannlng and Pro]ect Development, and the Maryland-National
Capital Park and Planning Commission, Transportation Planning
Division are the two principle agencies involved in transporta-
tion reviews. Each agency is interested in the development of an
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ade~ate, safe and efficient transpo*ation sYStem while attempt-
ing to improve the ~ality, responsiveness and efficiency of the
DAP .

As with the environmental issues, the agency responsibili-
ties in the development process are linked to their respective
roles. MCDOT has a regulatory permitting role while M-NCPPC has
a Plannin9 and ade~ate P~lic facilities (ApF) .dete~ination
role. After a number of discussions, the agencies have agreed on
the following recommendations for clear assignment of responsi-
bilities:

M-NCPPC will be the lead agency for most aspects of the APF
review, including determination of when a traffic study is re-
wired, trip generation and assignments, background traffic,
intersections to evaluate, traffic counts, completeness of study,
and conformity with Annual Growth Policy and Subdivision Ordi-
nance re~irements. The traffic study will identify improvements
necessary for an application to pass the APF test.

MCDOT will comment on the traffic study through an adminis-
trative referral process. MCDOT will be the lead agency for
determining whether the proposed improvements are feasible from
an engineering, constructability and operational perspective.
MCDOT is also responsible for coordinating CIP projects with
proposed development.

For on-site transportation reviews, the lead agency delinea-
tion essentially follows a planning/engineering distinction. For
example, M-NCPPC is responsible for overall site layout including
street classif~cations, interconnections with adjacent proper-
ties, right-of-way (ROW) dedications, lenyth Of cul-~e-sacst and
issues associated with paths, bikeways, llghtlng, noise walls,
etc. that are located outside of the ROW.

MCtiT is the lead agency. for design speed,...constnction stand-
ards, cross-sections, intersection locations, speed mitigation
measures, slope easements, routing trucks through parking lots,
curb parking and vehicle stacking, crosswalks and under/ove~ass-
es and issues associated with sidewalks, bikeways, transit stops,
noise walls, streetecape, lighting, etc. that are located within
the ROW.

MCDOT will also be the lead agency for addressing storm
drain issues within a ptilic right-of-way. This reqires coordi-
nation with MCDEP and M-NCPPC. The agencies have agreed that
there is a need to develop additional guidelines for considera-
tion of environmentally sensitive areas in the preparation of
storm drainage plans.
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3. ZONING ISSUES

With regard to interpretations of zoning regulations, MCDEP
will be the lead agency for resolving interpretive issues as part
of their building permit review authority. For interpretation of
those zoning regulations and procedures applicable to development
plan, project plan .and site plan approvals (Article 59-D of the
Zoning ordinance), M-NCPPC will be the lead agency. This is
basically how interpretations presently occur. Where there is a
disagreement between the agencies concerning interpretation of a
zoning standard, the legislative intent of the regulation should
be ascertained in cooperation with staff of the County Council
and the County Attorney. A formal interpretation should then be
prepared by MCDEP and distributed to other agencies with copiee
made available to the public.

4~ CONCLUSION

Perhaps the best way to summarize the lead agency responsi-
bilities is with several examples. The purpose of the lead
agency is to make the final determination in its particular
functional area. For example, DEP ie the lead agency for both
stormwater management and wetlands. If there was a conflict
between the location of a stormwater management pond and the
presemation of an area of wetlands on a particular development
proposal, DEP and M-NCPPC would evaluate the situation and dis-
cuss alternatives, but the final decision as to which takes
precedence on the plan presented to the Planning Board would be
up to DEP.

On the other hand, if the conflict was between the location
of a stormwater management pond and a proposed highway, the
situation would change because two different lead agencies are
responsible for the competing priorities. In this caee, M-NCPPC,
in its role as overall packager, would determine which function
took precedence. If it became necessary to identify a new storm-
water management location, M-NCPPC would aek DEP.,as the lead
agency for that function, to do eo.

The Steering Committee believes that the delineation of
these lead agency responsibilities will be a significant step in
eliminating confusion and delay in the DAP.
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Recommendation B. Clear, Current and Consistent Published
Development 8tandar~s, Guidelines and Submis-
sion Requirements

Staff has compiled a list of the present standards,
guidelines and submission requirements for the various plan
application processes involved in the DAp. The Committee has not
yet focused specific attention to consolidating and updating the
materials because the assignment of agency responsibilities and
changes to the successive review process must first be resolved.
Once these decisions have been finalized, development manuals and
flow charts will be prepared to document the entire process.

Independently, some of the agencies/departments have been
working toward consolidating and updating their submission re-
quirements and guidelines. The Planning Board has approved
guidelines entitled the “Environmental Management of Development
in Montgomery County, Maryland.” This consolidated a number of
different environmental guidelines (i.e., steep slope, stream
buffer, floodplain, wetlands guidelines, etc.) that had been
enacted over the last ten years. On Thursday, Septetier 10,
1992, the County Council approved Planning Board regulations for
implementing the Montgomery County Forest Conservation hw. On
Septetier 24, 1992, the Planning Board held a public hearing on
proposed traffic mitigation guidelines to facilitate the submis-
sion and review of traffic mitigation programs and agreements.
As part of the Planning Department’s approved work program for
this fiscal year, site plan guidelines are to be developed for
aPPrOval by the Planning Board.

The DEP-D~ has contracted the Council of Governments to
prepare a comprehensive stormwater management specification and
design manual in response to this recommendation. This manual
will be a comprehensive document that will guide developers,
engineers, and citizens through all phases of the stormwater
management process. The manual should be in a final draft form
by the spring of 1993. Additionally, the Maryland Department of
the Environment has completed its final draft of the statewide
standards for sediment and erosion control. These new standards
may reduce the need to identify e~raordinary control measures in
the master plan procees, and should be ready for distribution
soon.

Clear, current and consistent standards, guidelines and
submission requirements are essential if the time lines for
governmental review shown in Recommendation “F” are to be accom-
plished. The Committee strongly believes that the submission of
complete plans is an important element for the timely review of
development projects.
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Recommendation C. Successive Review Process Daeign

The APril f#policY ~vel Reportt! stated %at the 0Xistin9

sequential review process has attracted criticism because deci-
sions made early in the development approval process (DAP) can be
contradicted or changed at later phases resulting in time delays
and additional planning costs for project applicants. Such
changes occurring later in the process arise from conflicts
between public agencies based on differing agency priorities and
goals. The “Policy kvel Report IVrecowended that a progressive,
#afunnel##review process should be designed and implemented SO
that each subsegment plan review narrows the issues that need to
be resolved”.

The Comittee has evaluated the present DAP in light of
se~ential review issuee and has identified two alternative
approaches for addressing these concerns. The first involves
relatively m~nor changes to the current process. The second
introduces the concept of combining preliminary plan and site
plan into a single review.

1. OPTION I: EXISTING PROCESS MODIFIED

The present preliminary plan and site plan ‘review and ap-
proval procedures represent two important phases in the overall
County DAP. These sequential plan approval processes rewire
separate staff reviews, separate Planning Board p@lic hearings
and separate Planning Board decisions. The preliminary plan
process includes the submission of a development plan which
focuses on basic development concepts with moderate engineering
of a site. Until recently, there was little constraint defini-
tion early in the process unless an applicant chose to submit a
pre-preliminary plan to address a particular issue or problem.

A recent change which has reqired limited constraint defi-
nition early in the preliminary plan process has been the adop-
tion of State and County forest conservation legislation. Imple-
mentation of this legislation. rewires the submission of a natu-
ral resources inventory/forest stand delineation (NRI/FSD) early
in the process before submission of a forest conservation plan.

The subse~ent site plan phase of the process involves more
complete engineering of a site with the approval of detailed site
design. After a site plan is approved, a Si9natUr0 eet of the
final site plan is submitted for staff approval which adheres to
aPPrOVal conditions and an enforcement agreement reqired by the
Planning Board.

site plan review procedures were established to provide
public control over the greater flexibility and creativity pro-
vided to applicants by the floating zones and the optional meth-
ods of development in euclidean zones (e.g., cluster, MPDU, and
TDR options). Site plan.review procedures are intended to assure
that a proposed development project meets the stated purposes and



standards OP the zone; provides adeguate, safe, and efficient
vehicular and pedestrian circulation; protects and preserves
natural features: and is compatible with adjacent properties
through appropriate siting of structures, open sPace, and land-
scaping.

The subdivision and site plan phases are followed by the
aPProv?l and recordation of a record plat which encompasses
conditions and requirements of both the subdivision and site plan
approvals. The record plat completes the subdivision process.
The ensuing phases of DAP involve several permit reviews and
approvals prior to initiation of construction.

It is important to note that not all development is subject
to site plan approval. A site plan is reguired only in those
zones which specifically specify that a Division 59-D-3 site plan
is reguired prior to the issuance of a building permit or where
an optional method of development is proposed in a euclidean
zone. For development where a site plan is not rewired, de-
tailed engineering occurs as part of the record plat, sediment
control permit, and building permit phases of the DAP. There is
no detailed compatibility review of site design and building
layout in non-site plan development.

The subdivision and site plan phases of the DAP both rewire
multi-agency reviews of plans before they are submitted to the
Planning Board. Both processes have grown to be ~ite complex
with resolution of many regulatory issues prior to Planning Board
review of the plans.

The existing process can be diagramed as follows:

staff
Approves

--> if no site plan is required_
+“

IpreliminaryPlanl Isiteplan I Isimature Seth lRecOrdl
->lofSubdivision 1->1Review I->lAgreements 1->1Plat I

I II II I l—l
.
MCPB MCPB Staff MCPB
Approves Approves Approves Approves

with
Agency
Approvals

The growing complexity of the existing process has been a
matter of concern to both the private and public sectors. Se-
quential approvals of certain detailed engineering and design
issues reviewed at site plan, or as part of subse~ent permit
reviews, has sometimes resulted in significant changes in the
approved prelimina~ plan of subdivision. Such changes can lead
to project delays; increased project costs; ~estions COnCenin9
the consistency of agency reviews; and conflicts between agen-
cies. One line of argument suggests that under the present
sequential.process, some site plan issues which affect the final
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plan of development should be identified and resolved earlier in
the process. On the other hand, earlier decieions on certain
issues could unnecessarily limit design and flexibility needed at
site plan. Also, changes may occur later in the DAP, after site
plan and record plat approval, as a result of environmental or
other permitting reviews by local, state, or federal agencies.
These problems have created a sense of uncertainty and unpredict-
ability in the subdivision and site plan processes which are
valid concerns that need to be addressed.

An important administrative change in the present process
that can help to implement the **funnelOtconcept would be tO
provide additional input regarding site plan issues at the pre-
liminary subdivision plan phase of the process in order to iden-
tify and resolve these issues earlier in the process, prior to
preliminary plan approval. This change, which the Planning
Department is now implementing, responds to the criticism by
developers and other County agencies that, too often, preliminaq
plan approvals are changed during site plan review, or during
subsegment permit processing. Earlier identification of site
plan concerns will help to implement, a “progressive funnel”
review process where each subse~ent review narrows the issues.
It ie important that decisions made earlier in the process are
not changed at later stages, except under extraordinary circum-
stances. The Committee believes that implementation of the
Vtfunnel#*concept will reWire a co~itment by all involved in the
DAP to honor decisions reached earlier in the process, including
the permitting agencies.

The Committee believes, however, that minor changes to the
current process will not solve all of the concerns identified
earlier. men with these changes, staff will still be in the
position of reacting to an applicant’s proposal rather than
helping to identify the parameters upon which the design should
be based. Also , as long as there is a two-step preliminary and
site plan process, there will be the potential for new issues to
be raised or previous decisions questioned during the second
review. --For these reasons the Committee has developed a second
alternative that involves more significant changes to the current
process. It featuree early agreement between agency staffs and
applicants on constraints and issues and the combination of pre-
liminary plan and site plan into one step.

2~ OPTION II: A SING~. COMBINED PRELIMINARY/SITE PLAN
PROCESS

* alternative to the present se~ential review that would
cotiine the present preliminary plan and site plan into one plan
submission, reviewed in a single procees, is recowended by the
Steering Committee. Under this option, a constraints/issues
package would be submitted, for staff review only, prior to the
plan submission. The purpose of the constraints analysis ie to
identify site constraints and major issues which the applicant
should take into consideration in the subse~ent plan design...
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The constraints/iesues package is described herein in Section 4,
beginning on page 18. Following staff approval of the con-
straints analysis, the applicant would submit a single plan for
Planning Board approval which would include all remaining re-
guirenents for preliminary plan and site plan review.

A variation on this recommended option exists today where
aPP~icants re~est.that the preliminaq plan and site plan be
rev~ewed together and scheduled together for Planning Board
review. However, an applicant must still submit a separate
preliminary plan and a separate site plan with Board action on
each plan. A clear advantage of a single concurrent preliminary/
site plan is that only one plan will be reviewed by staff and
only one Planning Board public hearing is reguired. It is impor-
tant to understand that the plan must satiefy all requirements
for preliminary plan approval and cite plan approval. Only one
report would be prepared and presented to the Planning Board.

Option II can be diagramed as

Constraints/I
Issues I ->
Package I

Staff
Approves

ICombined I
IPreliminary/ I ->
lSitePlan Review I
I(fullyengineered)l
I

MCPB
Approves

follows:

lSignatureSet/l IRecord
IEnforcement I ->1Plat
lAgreement I I
1 I

Staff MCPB
Approves Approves

with
Agency
Approvals

3~ OPTION 11A: COMBINED PRELIMINARY/SITE PLAN PROCESS WITH
STAFF APPROVAL OF FINAL SITE PLAN DETAILS

A variation of Option II would be” a combined submission that
would contain all re~ired preliminary plan info~ation with _
site plan detail. Final site design and engineering, including
such features as plant schedulee, lighting specifications and
details, recreational eguipment specifications, detailed grading,
and streetscape details could be reviewed and approved by staff
after the combined preliminary/site plan is approved by ‘the
Planning Board. The combined submission approved by the Planning
Board would have to contain enough information to allow the
Planning Board to make all findinge currently rewired for pre-
liminary plan and site plan approvals.

One aspect of staff review and approval of the final cite
plan details would be the development of specific guidelines and
regulations that would provide for consistency of etaff review
and certainty as to what can be re~ired for final cite plan
approval. The Planning Board, however, must retain the authority
to reguire. that the final site plan be presented to them for
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final action if issues are identified. in the course of public
review, that warrant Planning Board consideration of final site
plan details. This variation could help save additional up front
cost and streamline the Planning Boardms review of combined
preliminary/site plans.

Option 11A

I Constraints/I
IIssues I ->
lPackage I
I I

Staff
Approves

can be diagramed as follows:

Combined I lFinalSite Plan/l IRecord
PreliminaryPlan/ I -> lSignatureSet/ I ->1Plat
Basic Site Plan I [Enforcement I I
Review IAgreement I

II

MCPB Staff MCPB
Approves Approves Approvea

with
Agency
Approvals

4. FULL CONSTRAINTS AND ISSUES PAC~GE

This would be a preparato~ stage prior to a cotiined pre-
liminary/site plan submission in which all constraints are de-
fined and all major issues are identified. Xn the existing
process,, prior to the forest le9islationt this Stage.did ‘ot
exist. Reguired forest etand delineations now ldentlfy most
environmental constraints prior to preliminary plan submission.
A preliminary plan of subdivision is not scheduled for the Subdi-
vision Review Committee until the NRI/FSD ie submitted and ap-
proved by the Environmental Planning Division. Few other con-
straints or issues are identified at this point in the process:
most are left to later stages. The lack of ade~ate definition
of constraints and issues early in the review process hae been
identified as a problem which contributes to changes being made
to prior. approvale, plan delaYst frustration, and extra planning
and review costs. Submiss~on of a constraints/issues package
early in the process should promote better review and result in
leee redesign later in the process. If such problems are to be
avoided, then the resolution of site development issuee needs to
occur earlier in the process, before site design starts.

The constraints should include factors which are absolutely
inviolable, such as easements: dedications; zonin9 develoPmen~
standarde; and those factors which are negotiable such as ‘h=ch
trees to save or the location of stormwater management ponds: and
other issues which will affect site design decisions euch as
compatibility or preservation of natural or historic features.
The constraints and general issues that should be identified at
this stage fall into the following general categories:
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o
0
0
0
0
0

hgal description of boundaries, dedications, easements
Development standards in the zone
Environmental constraints
Transportation constraints
Urban design issues and constraints
Master plan requirements

Uqal Description of Boundaries. Dedications. and Easements

● Define mandatory roadway dedications, park taking lines,
scenic easements, conservation easements, utility ease-
ments, access easements, and other components of a record
plat.

Development Standards in the Zone

● Minimum

● Minimum

* Maximum

* Maximum

lot size re~irements.

building setbacks and yard re~irements.

height limits.

floor area ratio or density standards.

● Other standards as may be appropriate for each zone.

* MPDU/TDR requirements.

Environmental Constraints

● Establish limits of non-buildable areas, and areas of
severe and moderate constraints.

The County forest legislation (Chapter 22A) re~ires submis-
sion of a natural resource inventory (~1) map featuring environ-
mental factors affecting development, along with the forest stand
delineation (FSD) prior to detailed plan review. The ~1/FSD
includes at a minimum information on: steep slopes; streams and
their buffers; wetlands, springs, seeps and their buffers; flood-
plains and associated B~’s; severely constrained soils; limiting
geologic conditions; and forest stand descriptions and prioriti-
zation. county law presently allows 30 days for approval of the
forest stand delineation by M-NCPPC staff; this is done prior to
or with submission of preliminary plans.

Other environmental issues that should be determined at this
early stage include: water and sewer categories; environmental
functional plan recommendations; opportunities and methods for
storm water management control; potential air guality andlor
noise impacts; potential for rare, threatened or endangered
species, energy saving opportunities; etc. A description of the
proposed stormwater management approach including general loca-
tion(s), waivers, and facility description would be appropriate.
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Transportation Constraints

*

*

*

*

*

Specify potential points of access into the property as
well as a necessary access through the property to pro-
vide access to landlocked parcels.

Identify and eliminate potential through traffic routes
that could develop on primary residential, secondav
residential, and tertiary residential roads within the
development.

Identify all transportation-related facilities provided
for in the master plan, such as roads, sidewalks, bicycle
routes, and transit facilities that could affect the
proposed development, with necessa~ rights-of-way.

Identify area-wide staging ceiling capacity constraints
from the current Annual Growth Policy.

Determine when a local area transportation review (~TR)
is rewired and provide information to the developer on
background development that must be included in the ~TR
as well as critical intersections that must be studied.

Urban Desian Constraints and Issues

* Identify compatibility issues, internal and external.

* Identify cultural/historic/natural features and their
settings.

* Identify” design parameters from Master Plans, design
studies, transportation constraints, guidelines, stand-
ards, etc.

Master Plan Guidelines and Issues

*

*

. . .-

Highlight master plan guidance or directives affecting
development of the property.

IdentifY applicable elements from ~nctional Master.-—
plans, ~uch-as road classifications, dedications,
transit/bike/pedestrian routes and nodes, S~ system
components, parklands, etc.

5~ CONCLUSION

The Steering Committee believes that it is possible to bring
about substantial improvements in the existing preliminary plan
and site plan phases of the overall DAP. These could serve to
streamline the review by creating more of a funnel-type process
where major decisions can be made earlier in the process. The
key to accomplishing this is early definition of all constraints
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and issues, thus avoiding costly revisions later. This defini-
tion of constraints and issues will directly affect what is
ultimately proposed and approved for a given site.

mile minor modifications to the existing process can begin
to accomplish this goal, the Committee believes that the real
solution lies with the new process described in Options II and
11A. This process would allow early definition of issues and, as
a result, permit the combination of preliminary plan and site
plan into a single step. A streamlined, combined preliminary/
site plan process as proposed in Option II appears to be particu-
larly appropriate for smaller scale projects or where time may be
a more critical issue for an applicant. Option 11A will likely
aPpeal to applicants for larger scale projects that will be
developed in sections. The Steering Committee notes that in-
creased emphasis on early resolution of issues will reguire
greater interagency review and coordination earlier in the proc-
ess. This may result in a need for additional staff resources
earlier in the process. The Committee believes that this in-
crease of staff resources will be offset by the streamlining of
latter phases of DAP review time brought about by earlier issue
resolution, and the combination of preliminary plan and site plan
into one step.

It should also be noted that the new process proposed in
Options II and 11A may reguire applicants to submit some informa-
tion earlier in the process than the current system. Preliminary
discussions with consultants indicate that this will not be a
significant burden since most of the information is already
developed as part of the consultant’s initial work. To the
extent that it may slightly increase up-front costs, the Commit-
tee believes that the costs will be more than offset by the later
savings in time and money gained from early issue identification
and the combination of preliminary plan and site plan.

.
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Recommendation D. Concurrent Reviews mere Feasible

Sequential reviews were identified as a problem in the April
report because it is believed that they contribute to an increase
in the length of the overall review time and increase the chance
of a project being caught Up in interagency or inter-depatimental
loops . The Steering Committee has reviewed the existing DAP with
a view towards accommodating concurrent reviews where appropri-
ate. The lead agency concept is intended to promote cooperative
team reviews which should enhance interagency and inter-depati-
mental coordination and reduce policy conflicts. The lead agency
approach w+ll Provide a means for better decision making with
less confllct ~n the process.

The recommendation for a combined preliminary plan/site plan
process option, as identified in Recommendation C, is an attempt
to provide concurrent review for two significant phases of the
overall DAP. While a combined preliminary plan/site plan may not
be suitable for al+ projects, it should be an option available to
applicants who desire an accelerated, concurrent review process
for their pro~ects.

Under the combined preliminary plan/site plan option, a
constraints/issues package is re~ired to facilitate the early
identification of and resolution of issues. A “team approach” is
recommended in the review of this package to facilitate effec-
tive, concurrent review.

MCDEP and the Montgomery County Department of Fire and
Rescue Services (MCDF&RS), Bureau of Fire Prevention (BFP) have
initiated a cooperative effort of concurrent review for building
code and fire code re~irements for comercial construction. The
concurrent review of non-Fact Track commercial plans was conduct-
ed as a test for the period of June 15, 1992 throu9h JUIY 15!
1992. During this period 50 non-Fast Track comerclal buildlng
permit applications were received. The key findings are:

. .
* 73 percent of the plans were

incbrrect

* 43 percent of the plans were

* 25 percent of the plans were
daye

judged incomplete or

suspended

approved in less than 20

The results have been sufficiently promieing that the con-
current review process will be retained and enhanced to include
the prescreening of applications by technical staff. The depart-
ment believes that prescreening of plans prior to application
submitted will drastically reduce the number of plan suspensions
and likewise reduce plan review time. At a minimum two weeke
should be eliminated from the plan review approval time, and the
goal is to. further reduce this time.
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This effort was”distinguished from previous attempts to
streamline the plan review process because, in the spirit of
empowering employees, the suggestions came from within the staff
instead of the administrative hierarchy. The building, fire
code, electrical and stmctural plan reviewers offered a series
of recommendations which they felt would speed-up the comercial
plan review process. TO test the validity of their recommenda-
tions.and measure the outcomes, it was decided to conduct a test
commencing on June 15th to run thirty days. The test was not
publicized as the goal was to test the concept before changing
application procedures. A mid-stream adjustment meeting was held
July 2nd to fine-tune the process.

The intake of building permit applications and plans by the
Permits staff was not appreciably altered. After intake was”
successfully completed, Permits staff disbursed 5-6 site plans to
the Land Use Compliance unit, H-NCPPC, et al. Concurrent with
this distribution, two sets of building plans were sent to the
engineers who would permit the screening. The two engineers,
assigned to the Fast Track Unit, screened plans for incomplete-
ness and incorrectness. The screening involved BO~ (building),
NEC (electrical), and NFPA (fire safety) code compliance, and
handicapped accessibility requirements. The existing “Plan
Submittal Guidelines” were revised to incorporate items pertinent
to the test namely the NFPA code.

Plans were assigned by the respective superviso~ engineers
and a fire code reviewer. The building reviewers performed
routine checks for code conformance to BOCA and handicapped
accessibility requirements. The fire code reviewers did likewise
for code confo~ance with NFPA. The code reviews were performed
concurrently. The building and fire code reviewers then compared
their findings. If the plans contained significant code viola-
tions, a joint suspension notice was prepared and mailed. Once
the plans were acceptable, they were forwarded to the structural
engineer. and a set to the electrical reviewer- At this point the
structural and electrical reviews were concurrent. A final
review occurred when the senior engineer assigned an approved set
of plans to the mechanical engineer. Finally, the application
and plans were delivered to the Pem.its section for buildin9
permit issuance.

Although statistical data was maintained, the test period
was inadequate to provide accurate statistical sampling. It is
the consensus opinion of DEP and BFP that the time involved in
the plan review process was reduced significantly during the test
period. MCDEP and BFP have recommended that the concurrent
review process be maintained for a statistically significant
period of six months. The effective date of this extended period
will be on or about October 1, 1992 and continue through March 1,
1993. Although the V,winterllmonths are historically a slower

period for development permits, this will allow them to address
the problems identi~ied during the current test period as well as
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those which occur during the six-nont,, test. It is staff’s qoal
to provide a user-oriented process which will provide predict-
ability and timeliness while maintaining tie professional stand-
ards which they currently employ. To this end, staff is resolved
to adjusting the process with the expectation of creating a
permanent chanqe that will provide a faster and better quality
plan review.
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Recommendation E. Procedural Changes
Ud Efficiency

to Promote Effectiveneee

There ia concern that the Dresent DAP has evolved over time
rather than resulting from a sp~cific system deeign. The
steering Committee has evaluated the present procees to determine
where re~irements exist which are duplicative, unnecessarily
bureaucratic or serve no useful purpose.

As stated earlier under Recommendation A, each agency was
charged with the task of preparing a description of its role in
the DAP. The Steering Committee finds that the current agency
functions or roles are beneficial and are not duplicative. Where
there is some overlap in responsibilities, it is usually based on
the need for consistent review in moving from planning functions
to regulatory functions.

As identified in the April Policy Level Report, the Steering
Committee is recommending a restructuring of the water and eewer
service area change process to allow regular updating of service
areas ae part of the master plan process. The detaile of such a
process will reguire coordination of Council staff,
M-NCPPC, DEP-DW, and WSSC. The complexities that must be
addressed relate to the coordination of master plans and the
comprehensive evaluation of these planning areas to reflect
appropriate water and sewer categories on the Comprehensive Water
Supply and Sewerage System Plan (Ten Year Plan) maps.

Several meetings on this subject have occurred with staff
representatives of the affected agencies. It is proposed that
this new process begin on a planning area basis during the update
or development of master plans as scheduled by the County Coun-
cil. Coordination of the land use issues with water and sewer
policies and staging criteria will add to the value of the func-
tional aspect of the Ten Year Plan. The greatest efficiency this
will offer is to minimize the need to have planned development go
through a-separate category change procees for each property. At
the present time there is no process to comprehensively update
the water and sewer category maps. Conse~ently nearly all new
development must go through the formal public hearing process for

category change before WSSC can begin project evaluation and
~efore preliminary plans can be scheduled for Planning Board
review. The proposed master plan coordinated process should
eliminate the need for this extra development approval step when
a proposed development is consistent with the master plan.

Conceptually, this new comprehensive process will involve
DEP-D~ early in the staff draft development of master plans to
coordinate on land use decisions that relate to the provision of
water and sewer service. Thie information will be used by DEP-
D~ to develop draft water and sewer category maps that will
undergo review by the agencies that have been involved in devel-
opment of the staff draft master plan.
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M-NCPPC will continue to be the lead agency for developing
land use recommendations and staging priorities during the master
plan process. In a similar manner to the current comprehensive
rezoning or sectional map amenbent process, the water and sewer
category mapping effort will be conducted in parallel with master
plan preparation, but not be approved as part of the master plan.
This is due to the fact that the mapping is an integral part of
the State rewired Comprehensive Water Supply and Sewerage Sys-
tems Plans, a functional plan administered by DEP-D~. It is
envisioned that once the master plan has been adopted by the
Council, the Executive will submit the draft water and sewer maps
to the Council as an amendment to the Comprehensive Water Supply
and Sewerage Systems Plan.

It is important to point out that thie new comprehensive
process will take time to become fully functional. If each
planning area is done at the time of master plan development or
update, then the schedule for the completion of a comprehensive
amendment to categories in all master plan areae will be depend-
ent on the master plan update/development schedule adopted by the
Council and implemented by the Planning Board. Accordingly, the
present development application driven process will continue to
address both the present backlog of category change reguests and
new reguests from planning areas not yet addressed in the new
comprehensive process. However, once the comprehensive map
update process has been developed for a planning area, it is
believed that this change will promote a more effective and
efficient means of approving development projects and for plan-
ning extensions of water and sewer facilities.

One of the other recommendations of the Policy Uvel Report
was the establishment of a mechanism to ‘Iadvance fundtm local area
review improvements which would then be repaid upon subsegment
development of the property. Such a mechanism was approved by
the Council as part of its adoption of the FY 93 Annual Growth
Policy and is ready for implementation.

As the roles of individual agencies are being redefined
(lead agency, support agency, etc.) procedural changes must be
implemented to provide the most efficient and effective means of
delivering services. The Committee believes that employees
should be encouraged to suggest changes to enhance the process.
Several county departments and the H-NCPPC planning department
have provided employees with specialized training in total Wali-
ty management (TQM) and a customer service orientation in dealin9
with applicants, the public, and other agencies/departments. At
present, the staff ie being asked to recommend changes which will
enhance the development authorization process. Not only is this
‘improving customer service and satisfaction, it is also 9ivin9
the employees more of a sense of being part of the decieion
making process. This leads to greater job satisfaction, improved
productivity, improved moral, and better attitudes.
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In an effort to create options for the development community
to e~edite the review process, the submission of a constraints/
issues package early in the DAP will allow for an accelerated
review. The constraints/issues package is identified as a re-
~irement with the combined preliminary plan/site plan option
described in Recommendation C. However, an applicant will also
have the option of s@mitting a constraints/issues package with a
preliminary plan application that does not re~ire site plan
review. As previously mentioned, many engineers develop such a
package for their clients as part of their early plan prepara-
tion.

Improvements in providing ptilic education about the DAP to
facilitate timely and relevant community input is another impor-
tant consideration to improve effectiveness and efficiency.
Implementation of such improvements will occur once all of the
changes to the present DAP are decided.
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Recommendation F. Certainty of Review Times

The Steering Committee believes that the changes in the DAP
recommended in this report will result in significant reductions
in the overall review time. The changes should aleo help to
bring about more predictable tine frames for each step in the
process. With the development of a comprehensive development
manual, review times should be shorter since standards, guide-
lines, and application procedures will be more clearly defined.
At present, much time is lost in the process when plans are
submitted but are found to be incomplete or ,inadeguate. Part of
the problem is the lack of, or inadequacy of, submission guide-
lines and a concise statement of an agency’s purpose sufficient
for an applicant to follow and submit complete plans.

The M-NCPPC Development Review Division (DRD) has recently
implemented a new automated development review monitoring system
(D~S) to determine the etatus of individual preliminary plan
applications. This system can be eaeily accessed by staff to
answer public inguiries and to assist applicants and engineers
concerning where their application is in the process. This
system could be expanded in the future to help track a project
all the way through the DAP system. This system could be expand-
ed in the future to include activities in the process that occur
after preliminary plan approval: be used to help identify problem
areas where projects tend to be delayed; and, to help determine
appropriate time frames for each step in the DAP.

The Appendices of the April 15th Policy Level Report
contained two charts which provided an overview of the planning
process and base time lines for project approvals. One chart was
for a small residential subdivision, and the second was for a
large-scale residential subdivision. The charts are included in
Appendix B of this report on pages B-22 and B-23. These charts
have sewed as the basis for significant discussion of the length
of time that it takes to go through the existing DAP. The charts
depict a,process that takes approximately three years to com-
plete, including both public and private time lines.

In reviewing these charte in February 1992, the Council
reguested that the Steering Comittee evaluate the DAP with a
goal of reducing the amount of time for project approvals to
approximately one year for a minor project and two years for a
ma]or project. As part of the February discussion, the Council
concluded that the DAP begins with the submission of a prelimi-
nary plan of subdivision and concludes with the issuance of a
building permit.

The Steering Committee has reviewed the process in signifi-
cant detail since last February and concludes that the revised
DAP recommended in this Report can result in the approval of a
minor project in approximately one year and the approval of a
complex project within the two-year time frame re~ested by the
county council. ..” .,’
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Although improvements will be implemented, it must be point-
ed out that review times cannot be totally guaranteed. Many of
the delays in the DAP occur because an applicant re~ests more
time to negotiate a solution to a particular issue raised by
staff or the community. The alternative would likely be denial
or deferral if the plan went to the Planning Board. mile this
alternative would provide more “certain review times, it does not
produce a desirable result.

In considering which activities should be included in the
base time line, the Steering Committee concluded that time spent
in applying for a sewer and water category change and time spent
in an APFO moratorium should not be counted in the base time
lines for project approvals. These two categories are threshold
issues that, procedurally, must be resolved prior to a prelimi-
nary plan of subdivision being presented to the Planning Board
for action. The Committee discussed this recommendation with the
County Council at the July 10, 1992 status briefing where it was
emphasized that such threshold issues should be resolved outside
of ths DAP bscause they involve planning and policy issues.
Except for minor amendments to the sewer and water plan, most
sewer and water category changes reguire approval by the County
Council. The changes proposed in Recommendation “E” of this
Report, to directly link the sewer and water category change
process to the master plan process, recognize the important
threshold policy decisions involved in sewer and water category
changes and will allow these changes to be made prior to begin-
ning the DAP.

One of the most common APFO problems involves deficit stag-
ing ceiling, as established in the Annual Growth Policy (AGP),
which prevents “apreliminary plan from being approved. Again,
this problem is a threshold policy issue that is normally re-
solved by the County Council as part of the annual AGP process.
The Steering Committee believes that APFO constraints that effec-
tively preclude the approval of a project should not be counted
as review time in the D=.

Another threshold APFO approval issue involves septic ap-
provals by the County Health Department. A property that is
located in an area not to be served by public sewer service must
receive septic field approval by the Health Department prior to
receiving preliminary plan approval by the Planning Board. The
Committee recommends that pre-preliminary plans should be filed
for projects that reguire septic approval so that testing can be
completed and Health Department approval secured prior to submis-
sion of a preliminary plan of subdivision. Staff of the Health
Department concurs with this recommendation.

By not including projects in the time line that reguire a
sewer and water category change; that are in a APFO moratorium
area; or that reguire Health Department approval, a more predict-
able DAP emerges. The deletion of sewer and water category
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changes and APFO moratoriums, by themselves, will res.it in
approximately 16 months of delay in the process being removed
from the base time line as depicted in the charts shown in the
April 15th Policy kvel Report. In addition, the provision of
concurrent reviews, more clearly defined standards and guide-
lines, implementing lead agency review and creation of a more
clearly defined ‘Ifunnels!process, as recommended in this report,
will result in additional streamlining of the DAP. The Committee
estimates that an additional 4 - 6 months of public review time
can be reduced by the changes recommended in this Report.

The three charts shown on pages 31, 32 and 33 depict the DAP
for a minor project (Figure 1); a complex project involving
preliminary plan and site plan approval (Figure 2) : and a complex
project with cotiined preliminary plan/site plan review (Figure
3) . The time lines shown are intended to depict only the public
review time for each major activity or phase in the DAP. The
charts are based on the submission of a complete application with
the timely submission of re~ired information and analyses for
each identified activity on the time line. Additional time that
applicants may take between the phases in the process are not
shown because they are not generally known in advance. For
example, after preliminary plan approval, an applicant has three
years to record the re~ired record plat. There is no certainty
that a record plat application will be submitted soon after
preliminary plan approval.

The” Steering Committee notes that reguired State/Federal
permits are not shown on the time lines. mile these permits can
involve substantial periods of time, they are not under any local
control. Montgomery County will be seeking State delegation of
wetlands pemitting authority for projects in the County, but no
decision on this re~est is expected for some time. Staff esti-
mates that securing State/Federal permits can take 6 to 12 months
of additional time that Montgomery County has no control over.

The,time lines represent realistic agency goals for accommo-
dating adeguate review of each phase of project review in the
DAP . Concurrent reviews as part of the record plat and
construction plans/permit phases are encouraged as an additional
means for providing a streamlined approach to project review.

The following discussion explains each of the three charts
shown on pages 31 - 33 in greater detail:

1~ D~~PMSNT AUTHORIZATION PROCESS - MINOR SUBDIVISION

The minor subdivision is intended to include projects that
would generate fewer than 50 peak hour trips (no local area
transportation review rewired) and projects where site plan
aPProval iS not rewired. A forest stand delineation is rewired
at the beginning of the process for all three time line charts.
This four-week review period is mandated by State and County
forest conservation legislation..

30



DEVELOPMENT AUTHORIZATION PROCESS
Minor Subdivision*

Public Water and Sewer

,. YEAR 1 YEAR 2 LEAD AGENCY

Forest sand Detinaation 4 tis M-NCPPC

Prehminay Plan Iotis M-NCPPC
—.

Stred Grade Eatabhshmant 6 As MCDOT

Rwrd Plat 18tis M-NCPPC & MCDOT

Con4mction Plan#Penntis

- Rnal SWWSdment&

EmsIon Control Perrnks 6 wks MCDEP

- Street Grading Pemfi 6 wks MCDOT

Paving & Storm Drainage Plan4Permtis MCDOT

Water & Sewer Design 24 tiS Wssc

aui~ng Permit 6 *S MCDEP

. A minorsuMivislon/nvokes&wer than50 peakhourtrips(noImalareareviewWuid) and does notrwuiresiteplanreview.

Total Time: 44 Weeks



Figure 2

DEVELOPMENT AUTHORIZATION PROCESS
Complex Subdivision*

Public Water and Sewer

Site Plan & APFO Review

YEAR 1 YEAR 2 LEAD AGENCY

ForestStandDelineation 4 Wks M-NCPPC

Pretimina~Plan 12tis M-NCPPC

ResoNe APFO Constraints 8 tiS M-NCPPC

Ste Plan 8 Wks M-NCPPC

Street Grade Eatabhshment 6 wka MCDOT

R~rd Plat 26 tiS M-NCPPC & MCOOT

Constmdlon PlantiPermfis

- Final SWWSdlment &

EmsionControl Pemits lows MCDEP

- Street Grading Perrnfi 9 wks MCDOT

Paving &Storm Drainage Plan#Permits 12 ha MCOOT

Water & Sewer Design 24 *S Wssc

Building Pemti 6 *a MCDEP

. A complexsuMiv;s;oninvolves50 or morepeak hourmps (lo-lareareviewrquired)and requirassiteplanapproval.
Total Time: 62 Weeks



DEVELOPMENT AUTHORIZATION PROCESS
Complex Subdivision*

Pubfic Water and Sewer

Combined Prelimina~ Plan/Site Plan

YEAR 1 YEAR 2 LEAD AGENCY

FullConSraintaflssuesPackagefincludng 8 wks M-NCPPC

Forest Sand Delineation

Comblnd Pretimina~ PlaWSie Plan Iowks M-NCPPC

Reaohe APFO Constraints S wks M-NCPPC

Street Grade Eatabkshment _

Reoord Plat M-NCPPC

Con*mtilon Plan#Permits

- Hnal SWM/Sediment&

ErosionControl Permts 10 tis MCDEP

- Street Grading Permit s Wks MCDOT

- Paving &Storm Drainage Plan~Permks _s MCDOT

Water & Sewer Design 24 tia Wssc

Building Permfi MCDEP

. A oomplexsuMivisioninvolves50 or morepeakhourtrips(localareareview ~uiti )and requiressiteplanapproval.
w

Total Time: 54 Weeks



The preliminary plan approval process for a minor subdivi-
sion involves a number of concurrent reviews which include storm-
water management (SNM) concept/waiver approval by MCDEP: an
environmental assessment and identification of street dedication
re~irements by M-NCPPC: and, access and public road improvements
reguired by MCDOT and/or SHA.

The time lines in the construction plans/pemits phase
reflect concurrent agency reviews with two reviews for each plan
submission. This provides for an initial 4 - 5 week review with
a follow-up 2-3 week review of a final plan/permit for each of
the activities identified. Again, this assumes submission of a
plan that ade~ately meets the standards and guidelines for
plan/permit approval that need only minor changes or modifica-
tions.

If plans are submitted that do not meet the requirement-s fOr
aPProval Or info~ation is not submitted in a timely way, then
the DAP WI1l take longer. However, the time lines shown for
staff review are intended to remain the same. For example, a
delay in submitting information will not increase the amount of
staff review re~ired: it merely delays onset of the review. The
Committee believes that the time lines for a minor subdivision
,satisfies the goal set by the County Council for a one-year
review of such projects. The Committee estimates that a minor
subdivision could be processed from preliminary plan to building
permit in about 44 weeks.

2~ DEVE~P~NT AUTHORIZATION PROCESS - COMP~x SUBDIVISION

The complex subdivision is intended to include projects of
more than 50 peak hour trips (local area transportation review
reguired) and projects that reguire site plan approval. A forest
stand delineation is reguired as part of the preliminary plan
process, the same as for a minor project. The preliminary plan
process is the same except that the analyses associated with APFO
approval is included. In addition, more emphasis will be placed
on identifying potential site plan issues or problems that can be
resolved as part of the preliminary plan.

The site plan process also involves concurrent review by a
number of agencies who review detailed plans for compliance with
various regulations, guidelines, and zoning standards. In addi-
tion, a determination is made concerning the compatibility of the
project with the surrounding neighborhood. It is expected that
greater staff involvement earlier in the proceee, as part of the
preliminary plan, will facilitate faster resolution of issues at
site plan. It is important to note that a complete application
will be important to facilitate meaningful review as part of the
preliminary plan phase of the DAP.
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As shown on the chart in Figure 2, more time will be needed
for the record plat process because of the increased complexity
of applications. Again, through an emphases on concurrent re-
views of plans/permits, the proposed time lines will be an im-
provement over the present process.

3. DEW~P~NT AUTHORIZATION PROCESS - COMPLEX SUBDIVISION
WITH CON~NT PRELIMINARY PLAN AND SITE PLAN REVIEW

Recommendation “C” describes the proposed process for
combined preliminary plan/site plan submission. Under this
option, the applicant must submit a full constraints/issues
package (including the forest stand delineation) prior to submis-
sion of the combined plan. The review of the constraints/issues
package would be conducted by staff of the affected agencies with
finals comments to the applicant within eight weeks. It is antic-
ipated that this package will set the stage for a more stream-
lined preliminary plan/site plan review process (18 weeks for a
combined plan, including constraints/issues package, versus 24
weeks for a separate preliminary plan and site plan) . The Com-
mittee believes that the full constraints/issues package should
accommodate streamlined review for the record plat an< construc-
tion plans permits as well; but this cannot really be ~antified
until staff has experience working with the constraints/issues
package and combined plans.
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Recommendation G. Effective System for Resolving Conflicte

Under the present DAP, the burden for resolving inter-
governmental conflicts has fallen on the applicants. This is not
appropriate in that it creates significant hardship for an appli-
cant to resolve issues that rest in the agencies/departments of
government. As discussed under Recommendation A, the Steering
Committee believes that with more clearly defined responsibili-
ties; with lead agencies assuming a coordinating role: and w+th a
team approach to solving conflicts that emerge, the burden w1ll
be shifted from applicants to government.

Under the lead agency concept, the lead a9encY Will be
responsible for resolving conflicts within its designated func-
tional area. If there is a conflict between functional areas and
more than one lead agency, the Planning Department will decide
which function takes precedence and ask the lead agency for the
other function to develop an alternative solution.

It is also important that the DAP be properly se~encad and
that concurrent reviews occur wherever practical. The changes to
the DAP recommended in this report will help to bring about a
better process for resolving conflicte without delaying the
overall project review.

Related to proper sequencing is the need for issues to be
identified early in the overall process so that they can be
resolved without the need to make changes to a project later in
the process. The changes that are proposed in Recommendation IIC”
should help to reduce this problem in the future.

The present Subdivision Review Committee (SRC) process is
being examined by the Steering Committee to see if it”can be
changed to become a more effective entity for resolving
issues/conflicts early in the DAP. The April ‘sPolicywvel
Report” identified the importance of ensuring that employees
assigned to interagency review activities have the aUthOritY to
make appropriate decisions in conflict situations. Again, the
lead agency approach with a strong emphasis on team reviews will
help to reeolve issues that emerge, particularly interagency
conflicts.

The April report also noted the need to create incentives
for applicants to adhere to guidelines and constraints identified
by staff. One of the best incentives that can be provided is the
assurance of a predictable process wherein agency reviews and
recommendations will be made in a timely manner. The cooperation
of applicants in providing all necessary information as early in
the process as poesible is important if early issue resolution is
to occur. The opportunity for concurrent reviews is another
important incentive for applicants to provide more information
earlier in the procees.
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Recommendation H. Efficient Means to’Assimilate, Track and Share
DAP-Related Information

Recently, a number of initiatives have been taken to improve
the sharing of DAP-related computer applications between the
M-NCPPC and the Executive Departments. Both the County Executive
and the M-NCPPC are implementing electronic mail systems
(I!EMailtl SyStemS).. This effort has been coordinated through the
interagency technology coordinating committee, ‘!ITCC,’cand it is
planned that both systems will be able to communicate with each
other. Other initiatives include:

MC:MAPS ~ Connection (MC:MAPS -- Montgomery COUnty Map
Preparation and Automation System) Funds are included in
the M-NCPPC’S budget to implement in FY 93, a high speed M
Connection to the Executive Branch to ensure that Executive
Department’s can make ready use of the MC:MAPS products as
they are developed by the M-NCPPC.

Montaomerv County Buildin~ Permit Svstem provides direct
on-line access to the Executive Departments, as well as
N-NCPPC. This system is being redesigned in the Executive
Department of Information Systems and Technology (DIST).
DIST has actively sought and received recommendations from
the M-NCPPC.

The K-NCPPC has a number of DAP-related systems which are
now shared by outside agencies and Executive Departments. Use of
these systems could be extended to other Departments with only a
minor budget impact. Database management systems exist both for
Subdivision and Site Plan Review. These detailed systems provide
information on the applicant and the conditions of approval for
the application once it is approved. In addition, systems exist
for tracking the current status of pending Subdivision plans.
One recently completed system is called the Development Review
Monitoring Svstem (DRMS). This is an easy to use system which
readily tells the user whether comments have been received from
the review agencies, and if there are items not yet submitted
which are reguired for a complete application. Access to the
D~S could possibly be extended to the private sector.

The Steering Committee fully supports the recommendation to
develop a plan to use an automated Geographic Information System
to prepare master plans, track zoning, etc. For FY 93, the
County council approved the Planning Department’s proposal to
develop an automated mapping system which would provide the basic
data rewired for a geographic information system (MC:MAPS).

Currently, there is sufficient funding to develop the two
primary layers rewired for a GIS system, planimetrics and
property maps for both the Eastern Montgomery County and 1-270
Corridor areas. Both the planimetric and property layers for the
Eastern Montgomery County area are projected to be completed by
March of 1993.
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While the Steering Committee obviously supports the use of
GIS to improve DAP, it would be unrealistic to assume that the
development of the GIS system could be accelerated to the extent
that it could help improve the DAP process in the short term.
Past experience shows that complex computer systems are subject
to ~ality control problems when they are rushed.

M-NCPPC is investigating the possibility of following each
stage of the basic MC:MAPS development with additional layers
showing preliminary plans, site plans, historic sites, and zon-

It would also be possible for the Executive Departments to
~~in implementing additional layers that would help in the DAP
process, for example, sewer service areas. M-NCPPC has estab-
lished a technical committee with representation from Montgomery
County DIST and WSSC. The technical committee could provide
technical support to departments who are interested in getting
additional layers.

Given that it will take from three to five years to develop
the MC:MAPS system, it would be impractical at this time for de-
velopers to submit plans in an automated format. However,
M-NCPPC agrees that it may be appropriate at this time to begin
to establish a committee to plan for the future submission of
automated plans for review and storage, etc. There is little
doubt that the most effective way from an automation point of
view of improving the DAT system would be the development of a
GIS system for Montgomery County. Such a system would provide
the same data for topography, wetlands, rights-of-way, zon+ng,
historic sites, etc. to all government agencies. In addlt~on,
the private sector would have the potential of receiving all of
the above information at one location. The private sector has,
for many years, been purchasing “topography maPs” from H-NcppC.
Once the MC:NAPS system is complete, they would be able to pur-
chase, at various scales, both property, topographic, historic
site and other information as discussed above.
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Recommendation I. An On-Going Framework and Effort to Maintain
an Efficient Byetem

The Steering Committee recognizes that it is very important
that an on-going effort and procedural framework be established
to assure that the DAP operates efficiently. There needs to be a
permanent institutional arrangement wherein additional changes to
laws, regulations and guidelines can be formulated to respond to
future changes in the DAP. To accomplish this objective, the
Steering Committee proposes that it continue to meet to review
progress on streamlining the DAP and consider possible future
changes. The Committee also proposes that each Department meet
periodically with representatives of the development community to
discuss any problems with the process.

Employee training and development are critical to the imple-
mentation of an effective DAP. Recent training in TQM and cus-
tomer service by Executive Departments and M-NCPPC has already
proven to be beneficial in improving the effectiveness of agency
staffs. MCDEP continually provides technical training to employ-
ees through individual and group training sessions. The complex-
ity of training topics varies depending on job duties and experi-
ence. Cross training of technical and administrative duties is
done to insure that all functions of the process can be completed
regardless of employee leave or absence. This cross training is
also used when development activity increases. Other agencies/
departments will emphasize cross training as a means of address-
ing sudden upturns in a particular area of the DAP.

The Steering Committee will propose an on-going training
program once changes to the DAP are finalized. Particular empha-
sis will be given to providing employee cross training to assure
adeguate staffing for specific functions. Training will also be
provided so that staff from each agency are familiar with the
roles and responsibilities of other agencies. In addition, the
Committee will propose training for engineers/architects so that
they will better understand the overall development authorization
process.
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Recommendation J. Self-Supporting Fee Structure

The Policy -vel Report reco=ended that the governmental
costs of the development authorization process be further ana-
lyzed and that fees be established to recoup the appropriate
costs . The Steering Committee believes the user fee mechanism is
appropriate SinCe service recipients are limited and easily
identified.

Additional information on fees, revenues collected, and
costs incurred related to the DAP was collected in July 1992, as
part of the material prepared by each agency describing its
current functions and responsibilities in the DAP (see Appendix
c) . The revenue collected (from fees, charges, and assessments) ,
the associated work years, and the expenditures incurred relating
to the DAP for FY 90 and FY 91 were presented in the draft report
(see page C-92 of Appendix C). So as to present the most current
revenue and expenditure data, the agencies submitted updated
information for FY 92 (actual) and FY 93 (budget). That informa-
tion is presented in a table at Appendix E.

The Steering Committee agrees with the’reco=endation of the
Economic Advisory Board that a new fee schedule should not be
instituted until after the effectiveness of the modified review
process can be evaluated.
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Implementation Framework

AS mentioned in the Introduction, thiy rePofi marks the
beginning of the implementation phase. While some recommenda-
tions can be implemented immediately, others will reguire addi-
tional time and effort. The following discussion summarizes the
implementation status of the major recommendations.

The most significant recommendation, lead agency.desi9a-
tions, will be implemented at once. So will the portion of
Recommendation *8cItthat calls for more site plan level input into

preliminaq plan review. The Planning Department has recently
reorganized to help accomplish thie objective, mov?ng the s+te
plan review function into the Development Review Dlvlslon with
preliminary plan review. Another major recommendation that will
be implemented soon is the linkage of the water and sewer
category change process to the master plan process. This recom-
mendation will be followed for all future master plans.

Recommendations that will rewire more time to fully imple-
ment include the option for combining preliminary plan and site
plan; the development of additional guidelines and process manu-
als; further training; and improved tracking of applications.
Staff is continuing development of the combined plan option.
Additional discussion with the development community and citizen
groups will be necessary to finalize the details” of this new
process. It will be in place by February 1993.

The development of new guidelines, better tracking systems,
and improved training will reguire additional staff time and
consultant resources. Work on these recommendations will contin-
ue in FY 93, and future needs will be identified in FY 94 budget
proposals.

On October 1, 1992, the Haryland Economic Growth, Resource
Protection, and Planning Act of 1992 became effective. There are
several short-term and long-term actions that will be necessary
by Montgomery County Government to respond to the re~irements of
this new State law. This Planning Act reguires that by January
1, 1993, the local legislative bodies must send to the Governor a
schedule which provides for actions that Montgomery County will
take regarding, among other things, encouraging the streamlining
of the development review process in areas designated for growth
and the achievement of consistency between zonin9, subdivision,
and other County regulations with approved County plans.

The 1992 Planning Act reguires that local jurisdictions must
take specific action to streamline their development procesees
for projects located in designated growth areas. The State ie
primarily concerned that development standards are more restric-
tive in developed areas which cause developer to propose
projects in more rural areas where development standards are less
restrictive. The present streamlining effoti, which is tie



subject of this Report, has been prepared in paxt to address the
State’s objective to encourage development in designated growth
areas. A more streamlined procees as recommended herein is
intended, in part, to satisfy the Statevs mandate for streamlin-
ing the development process.

In conclusion, the Steering Committee believes that the
implementation of the proposals contained in this Report will
accomplish the goal of streamlining Montgomery County’s develop-
ment authorization process and making it more predictable. To
ensure that these recommendations are carried out, the Steering
Committee will continue to meet periodically to review the
progress being made.
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THE~MARYLANO-NAT IONAL CAPITAL PARK ANO PLANNING COMMISSION

“~
8787 George Avenue . Silver Spring, MaVland20910-37S0

October 29,. W91

William Hussmann
Chief Administrative Officer
Executive Office Building
101 Monroe Street
Roc-ille, MD 20850

As we havepreviously discussed, we have for some years now
been involved in establishing progressively more complex
development regulations. These changes have occurred for good
reasons, but we fre~ently lose sight of their cumulative
relationship to the overall objectives of the public interest.
In light of these more complex regulations and review processes,
we need to reassess our present procedures. We need to create
the opportunity to define development, whether throu9h the ZOnin9,
subdivision or site plan process, that is creative and meets the
County’s necessary objectives while still adhering to the basic
development standards and ordinance re~irements.

The Planning Department and Planning Board believe this is a
timely oppo*unity to look at the situation. The Planning
Department will, in cooperation with DEP and other County depart-
ments, organize and manage a program assessment of the overall
process of development review. This effo* is designed to assess
issues and problems of the entire development approval process
from zoning to building permit,. and not just the subdivision
review process. I want to emphasize an incremental approach due
to the limited resources available in these difficult tines.

The first phase is to begin immediately and involves a
series of meetings and information sessions with the County and
public agency staff and the development co~unity to discuss
contemporary issues.as they relate to the development reVieW
process. A second phase would include a detailed assessment of
the issues raised in the first phase. A third phase involves the
preparation of process and regulatory changes that may grow out
of the first two phases.

The issues definition effort should define areas needing
detailed assessment in ordar to provide for improved development.
It will be necessary ‘to define goals for development on a coor-
dinated basis. ~rrently, these reviews are typically carried
out through’ independent action on the part of the various paZtiC-
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William Hussmann
October 29, 1991
Page 2

ipating agencies, each with its own unigue standards and require-
ments. The purpose is to investigate two ~estions: what we are
trying to accomplish through the review procesees, and what it
means to encourage creative development while meeting all the
basic standards and re~irements.

The Planning Department staff proposes to manage the issues
definition and Program reassessment using DEP as the liaison with
county government. After the initial meeting with staff persons
responsible for administering various aspects of the county Code
relative to development approvals, an additional effort will
involve outreach to the development community and finencial com-
munity to establish issues that need to be addressed concerning
time and cost ‘constraints in the development process and where
efficiencies can be introduced.

Following the information sessions and meetings to define
the issues, subse~ent meetings involving POliCY level personnel
will be convened to address the goals of the development process.
staff from the following County Departments and agencies would be
included: DOT, DEP, MCPS, Health Department, WSSC, SW, Hoc, as.
well as the Planning Board. Representatives from the development
community would be designated by the SMBIA and other organizations.
The culmination of the basic goals definition process will
be a report on action necessary to implement any efficiencies,
flexibilities, or other changes in the review process.

We will be contacting the various County agencies to invite
them to an issues forum on the Development Review Process shortly.
Tentative dates for the forum are Wednesday, December 4 and
Monday, December 16. We look forward to working with you in.
undertaking this important effort. If you see any reason we
should not proceed, please call me immediately.

Sincerely,

Robert W. Marriott, Jr.
Montgomery County

-.,. Planning Director

RWM:NP:ds/arh

cc: Edward U. Graham
Planning Board
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MEMORANDUM

D~mber 6,lW1

m. -p Praisner,ViceHldent
Montgomery~un~ ~und

FROM
m

Ned Po=, tiun~ fiecutiv
..

smEm tiund Resolutionsob=e theDevelopmentReviewPr-ss Speed

IunderstandfromJonOersonyouaretiteresteditssponstig a~sol.ution
*g fossirnp~g @d sh~ning theperrnitdngad developmentp-s. Your
resolutionisverytimelyand@ supporta proposalmsdti-agencytid.a~?~-(s.~,?@ch@-. . .._
letter).Ismon@y supportb titiativeendam tictingtheappropriateExecutiveBmch
Dep-ents soc~rate My b a “developmentprocessreviewteam”.

The &uonsd costsrestidrsgfromthelengthofourproees;~sanu~wess~
burden,resdringinmorecosrsto~unty *, andimpedingresponsestomarketdemands.
h drafringyourresolution,you mightconsiderinmrporadngtiefo~otig

o Identifyandetiate dupficauoninthereviewprocess,hcludingState&d
F& quirernents. ...

-...-.
0 Identifyreviews“~psthatcanbedoneconcurrencyanddevelopa systemfor

- thistowm.

-—-0--- Set up a p-ss for resolving cofict mong rea agencies ha-timely ..-.
fashionwhen morethanoneagencyhasauthority.Foreqle, thereare
many overkpping~sponsibtiriesbetweenM-N~PG DOT, ad SW on
~tion issues.

o Delegak“autiori~”toresolvere@atoryissueswhen consensusisnotreached
innod review~ss.

o Tightenup timefirs forgovernmentreview.

o EneoumgeM-N@PC andGunv persormeltopresenta morepositivea@N&
towardhelpkgapphwrs completetheprocess“AS~. —.

o @ andsirnp~ wherepossiblethetiesandrem;ns on”whichthe’-

R@~ agentiesbasetheirdecisions.w isptitilY at fornew
R@nom> mch ssentiwenti protectionswhich@ benew toeveryone
involvd
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November 2?, 1991

.-, --.- . . --

Robert w. rfarriott, Director
tiontgonery County P1 a.nni ng Board
The Maryland Nati Onal Capital park

and Planning Commission
8787 Georgia Avenue

=::.~jl,~~ %ri.~-,. ,@r~~and 20g10 -. = -------
-— .. ---- -— .- —.. .—— —.. .—..- .-. ————— —.. — ...’... .’ ----- ‘--

Oear tlr. :Iarriott: - .

. “Thank you. for your recent lette-;’concerning the proposed -.

mul ti -agency asses smnt’ of the development process. I strongly support
this initiative and assure YOU of the ful 1 cooperation of the Executive
9ranch.

Over the years, increased development regulations have resulted in a
very complex .revie~~ and approval process. I anticipate that.. the trend
toward greater, contro7s wi17 continue, including, - for example, mow .
attention to “wetlands, water qualiw, -air quality and site plan review.
Without a c~prehensi ve review and appropriate overhaul of the process,
i ncl udi ng a careful assessment of future requirements, the current
complexities, probiems and inefficiencies are 1 ikely t~ be greatly

—- nagni f i cd... --—. .. —.-: ---- ——- --— .. . ... . . - —..- . —— .

According to data compiled by the County’s Office of P1anni ng
P07 icies ( see attached), Montgomery County has the most time-consuting
development authorization process in the region. Since carrying costs
make up a substantial part of the costs of development, unnecessav
delays represent avoidable development costs. Accordingly, one of the
fundamental challenges. will be to structure the regulatory proc?ss to
achieve both hl gh quail ty and efficiency. I recommend tht ear7y in the
evaluation Process you set a specific goal for substantial lY reducing the
?lapsed tine af development revl ew..

These tight financial times underscore the need to be esmcially
sensitive to process efficiencies. The process evaluation team should

- pay particular attention to consol i.dation of overlapping functions, that
can boost productivity and to conducting si Mul taneous revl e- where.
appropriate and feasible. It 1s important that t unctl ons 3y different

agencies or departments comp7emnt, rather than dupl icate e?ch other. It
is al so advisable to assess what may be better accompl ish?d by the
private sector.

.

:..
. ... ..: ...- --- .A-7 -
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Robert U. Xarriott
- November 27, 1991

mge 2 .

I look forwardto a t~orOu9hassessmentof the aporooriateuse of
new technology. For exa~le, intuition suggests that the process could
be substantla IIY improved if proPosed ,subdiw:sion D?ans we?e submitted
and di st,ributed for rev”iew in el ectronic format. If properly crafted,

---- tbis .shoul d reduce PaPer ha~dl i ng ane Cornnuni c-a-ti on time and shouldease -
the burden on staff involvd in mapping. “’ ““

.

There are a number tif vem sDecific Drobl ems that rel ate di rectl’f to
the subdivision revi~w process-.Your team’s assessmnt should” ensure.
th at th ey are adc ressed. borne of them seem to he systenic and can
probably only be solved by redesigning the system. This may involve

.— ;transferring functions among our seve~al de~a~tments- _ .:... .. ........ ----------. . ...—. .— ..—--- ._.. . . .. . . _.. _ . . — —. _____ .-,-_ -_

Many of these probl?ms rel ate “to transportation “j”ssUes’. ” Traffic”” - ‘“
. .- -.

impact anal Yses tend to be too time consuming, are sub.iect ‘a changing
conditions and are often difficult to brin9 to titil Y resolution --- It has .

al so been my experience that conditions impose4 by tk street layout
often conflict ‘:lith ather goals such as site plan qual itY, tree
preservation and stormwater management. Such difficu! ties are cmpounded
by the lack of an effective mechanism for resolVing conflictingagency
demands. ,.

There are also cases wher? state and- l”ocal functions overlap. In.
areas. such as- pr.ote,ction of water resources, toe COOIQI natlo~ “betw=n the- -
state and local agencies can be quite cumbersome. These should be wel 1
docuwnted, and corrective actions identified through, for example,
delegation or better program coordination.

. ——- .
.- 1 view.this--sffort~~=~dnse PartnerSE~P_betWeenthe ~1annin~2@~~-- ‘“,”-

and the Executive 3ranch, I envision the outcome to be concurred in by
both the ,?lanning Soard and the County Executive, ~-th joint “ownership”
of the results. The Department of Environmental Protection w.11 serve as
the lead agency ‘for the County. I have instructed Ted Graham to “k?ep me
fully apprised as the ‘effort proceeds. This is one of ~y highest
priorities and I look forward to excellentresults.

Sincerelyyours,

Milliam N. Hussmann ..
.- Chief Administrative .Officer

.

-.. -.-
~H:bjb

. .
. . .

.... . .
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S~INING MONTGO=Y PRO~SS

I. BACKGRO~

Montgomery county is justifiably proud of its role in planning
and regulating development so that it is rational, supported by
adequate infrastructure, environmentally responsible and
sensitive to neighborhood impacts. This systematic development
has been possible due to a myriad of regulations and review
requirements that are authorized by the County Council and
carried out by the Planning Board and County Executive. While
these development requirements are comprehensive, complex, and
time consuming, more development proceeded in Montgomery County
in the 1980’s than in any other jurisdiction in Maryland.

The economic decline of the 1990’s has brought the realization
that the”very Development Authorization Process (DAP), which
served the growth economy of the 1980’s has become a barrier to
sustaining econohic viability now that the “boom” years have
ended. Neither professional developers nor individual builders
can comfortably bear the carrying costs associated with the
considerable time currently required to obtain development
authorization in Montgomery County. (~ overview of the
existing process is presented in Appendix A.) The County
Council, the County Executive and the Planning Board all agree
that it is both necessary and possible to reform the process
while preserving its desired results (see Appendix B).

To that end, an interagency Steering Committee was formed with
a mission to examine the current process and to recommend
reforms that would reduce the overall processing time without
sacrificing the quality of the process. The Steering Committee
members represent the Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission’s Planning Department (M-NCPPC), the
County’s Council and the Departments of Environmental Protec-
tion (MCDEP) and Transportation (MCDOT), and the Washington
Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC).

The Committee’s direct challenge was to recommend DAP reforms
so that “uncomplicated” development projects take no more than
one year; more complex projects no more than two. The base
time line (representing prototypical experiences offered by the
private sector) is shown in Appendix A. DAP, for the purpose
of this effort, has been defined as beginning when a project
has proper zoning approval and ending upon issuance of the
building permit.

1
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Initially, the Committee identified four areas deserving
special attention by virtue of their length on the time line
andlor multiple agency involvement:

o Water and Sewer Category Changes;

o Environmental Reviews;

o Transportation Reviews; and

o Water and Sewer Approval, Design and Construction.

Staff papers were prepared for each of these under the direc-
tion of an “uninvolved” Steering Committee member. They are
presented in Appendices C, D, E, and F, respectively. Assign-
ment of an “uninterested third party” was intended to facili-
tate an independent examination of the subject area, as well as
its underlying assumptions. Because of the limited timeframe,
the goal was to focus the issues as they lead to the policy
recommendations in this report rather than to document or
verify each detail. The papers should be read with that caveat.

The Committee also solicited comments and suggestions from a
wide spectrum of the community, via a mass mail-out. 235
responses were received with approximately 400 individual com-
ments/suggestions on the DAP. (A summary of the survey results
and respondent categories are presented in Appendix H.) The
most prevalent areas of concern included:

o need to improve employee attitudes and training;

o need for standards and guidelines;

o need for non-duplicated, clearly designated “lead
agencies”; and

o need for process “predictability”.

Finally, several individual agencies examined their own
‘internal processes and requirements to determine further
opportunities for,stre-lining. Reforms to ,those processes do
not, for the most part, rely on interagency coordination and
are already underway. They are outlined in Appendix G.

The Steering Committee’s work is to be presented in two phases.
The first, embodied in this “Policy Level” report, identifies
those areas where streamlining can best be accomplished and
provides recommendations and options for reform. The second,
an.’’Implementation Level” report,due in September, is intended

2
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II.

to define the specifics for implementation including detailed
agency budgetary implications.

As a result of its examination of the public comments, the
individual issues papers, and considerable internal discussion,
the Steering Committee recognized that the current DAP is
constrained by a variety of problems which contribute unneces-
sary complexity andlor delays. To a large extent, these
problems are the result of parallel responsibilities between
the H-NCPPC and the Executive Branch which have evolved over
time.

Although the missionk of these agencies are different, their
closely related activities can an~ have resulted in some
overlap, duplication andlor conflicting policies. Generally
speaking, the mission of M-NCPPC is land use planning and the
execution of zoning and subdivision authorities to ensure
proper concomitant land use. The Executive Branch is concerned
with the provision and maintenance of infrastructure through
programs and regulatory activities that ensure the integrity of
the development and its impact. As regulatory issues have
grown in complexity in recent years, so too has grown the
coordination burden on the agencies. Conflicts and process
complications have been an almost inevitable result. The
Steering Committee finds that almost all of the problems
underlying the current DAP’s inefficiencies can be s~rized
by one or more of the following:

o

0

0

0

0

0

Lack of consistent guidelines and standards for either
applicants or reviewers;

Duplication, inconsistencies and/or conflicts both
within and among agencies with no effective mechanism
for resolution;

Time-consuming consecutive reviews which are improperly
sequenced such that issues get re-examined rather than
narrowed;

Variability and uncertainty in review times;

Employee stress as well as attitude problems which
focus on process and control rather than service; and

Nearly “non-existent use of effective automation,
specially where agencies are physically separated.

3
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III. RECO~ATIONS TO I~RO~ = D=OP= A=ORI=TION PRO~SS

To address the current obstacles to a streamlined DAP, the
Steering Co~ittee identified ten major PolicY-level recomme-
ndations. Although some are generally similar to proposals of
earlier studies by a nutier of outside groups, it is signi-
ficant to note that this time the involved agencies themselves
have directly embraced them. The Steering Committee finds this
a notable achievement which should assist in their ultimate
implementation. To streamline Montgomery County’s development
authorization process, it is recommended that there be:

A.

B.

c.

D.

E.

F.

G.

H.

I.

J.

unambiguous assignment of responsibilities including
a lead agency when reviews must be shared;

Clear, current, and consistent published development
standards, guidelines and submission requirements;

Successive reviews that continue to narrow issues and
sustain prior approvals;

Concurrent reviews where feasible;

Procedural changes to promote effectiveness and
efficiency;

Establish reasonable expected review times which
provide’ certainty at each sta9e of the aPProval Pro-
cess;

An effective
conflicts;

k efficient

system for resolving inter-govermental

means to assimilate. track and share D=
related information;

~ on-going effort and framework to maintain an
effective system; and

Move towarda more’~ self-supporting funding mechanism,
i.e. fees, so that investments in process improvements
can be made and are supported by those who benefit.

These policy-level recommendations span the full range of
development review activities. The Steering Comittee further
identified an extensive set of sDecific progru issues and
needs which must be
mended improvements.

addressed in order to ach-ieve the recom-

4
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Recommendation A. Clear Assignment of Responsibilities

The Steering Committee identified five major areas where shared
review responsibilities are the source of applicant frustra-
tion. In order to eliminate confusion or delay due to ambigu-
ous assignments of responsibility, each of these aspects of the
DAP must be reviewed. Every distinct step should be identified
along with its authority and a determination of necessity. An
justification must be made as to why they cannot be performed
by a single agency. In those cases where there is reason for
shared review, a Memorandum of Understanding will be executed
specifically detailing responsibilities, including the designa-
tion of the “lead” agency.

Need Al - Define the process and respective responsi-
bilities of MCDEP, MCDOT and M-NCPPC in the areas of
stormwater management, sediment control, storm drains,
floodplains and wetlands.

Need A2 - Define the”process and respective responsibili-
ties of MCDEP and H-NCPPC with respect to Water and Sewer
Service Asea designations. (See also Need El, below.)

Need A3 - Define the process and respective responsibili-
ties of M-NCPPC and MCDOT with respect to on-site trans-
portation-related reviews.

Need A4 - Define the process and ,respective responsibili-
ties of M-NCPPC and MCDOT with respect to off-site (APF)
reviews.

Need A5 - Define the process and respective responsibili-
ties of M-NCPPC and MCDEP with respect to zoning interpre-
tation of existing regulations.

Recommendation B. Clear, Current and Consistent Published
Development Standards, Guidelines, and Submission Requirements

This need was cited on numerous occasions by many representa-
tives of the private sector. A number of exmples and models
exist nationally and in our region’. To develop such a document
for Montgomery County, existing materials will first be
consolidated and updated to reflect current etatus and the
reforms in this effort. The remaining “gaps” will be detailed.
Resource and staffing requirements will be identified and
assigned to complete the effort. Advice and involvement of the
private sector will be included throughout.

5
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Need B1 - Design and prepare a Development Guidelines
Manual for Montqome q County which reflects guidelines and
standards formally adopted and coordinated by each
regulatory agency for each subject matter. The D= should
be fully described, including agency responsibilities, fee
structures and submission requirements and predicted
review processes and time frames.

Need B2 - Establish a schedule and mechanism for regular
up-dates and communications regarding interpretations and
amendments as required.

Need ‘B3 - Establish a fee structure for the purchase of
the manual which will recover its costs of development and
production.

Recommendation C. Successive Review Process Design

This issue was frequently cited as a source of frustration and
unnecessary time delays and cost. The problem is most apparent
when preliminary plan approvals are contradicted or reversed
during site plan review or even raised again during permit
processing. For each aspect of the DAP it will be necessary to
determine the “critical path” of review issues in order to
properly sequence. them. The individual aspects must also be
evaluated with respect to their sequential impacts on each
other.

Need Cl - Design and implement a progressive “funnel”
review process where each subsequent review narrows the
issues. Approvals early in the process should be sus-
tained at later stages except in extraordinary cases.

Need C2 - Develop procedures to effectively accommodate
public review and comment while preserving the “funnel”
concept of narrowing issues with each subsequent review.

Need C3 - Determine how to accommodate State reviews and
those of other outside agencies (e.g. WSSC, utilities)
without compromising the “funnel” principle.

Recommendation D. Concurrent Reviews where Feasible

Unnecessary sequential reviews contribute to long overall
review times and increase the chances for getting caught in an
interagency or interdepartmental loop. Early opportunities to
resolve conflict are missed and the possibility of inordinate

6
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. .

delays is increased. Reviews by all agencies (including Health
Department, Fire Marshal., WSSC, utilities, M-NCPPC Parks
Department, and State entities) should be included.

Need D1 - Review the entire DAP for serial review fUnC-
tions that can be made concurrently.

Need D2 - “Dissolve” organizational lines of demarcation
and utilize team reviews throughout the DAP to enhance
coordination, promote the exchange of ideas, and reduce
policy conflicts.

Recommendation E. Procedural Changes to Promote Effectiveness
and Efficiency

In a development review environment which has evolved, rather
than been specifically designed, out-dated processes, methods
and requirements are often preserved long after they’ve
outlived their usefulness. The D~ should be evaluated in
detail to determine where requirements exist which are duplica-
tive, unnecessarily bureaucratic, or serve no public purpose.

Need El - Restructure the Water and Sewer Service ties
change process so that the service areas are regularly
updated as a part of the Master Plan process. (Note: the
Steering Committee unanimously endorses the early imple-
mentation of the recommendations in Appendix C.)

Need E2 - Adopt bonding procedures that provide safeguards
~t unnecessarily delaying development activity.

heed E3 - Establish a mechanism to “advance fund” loCal
area review improvement which could be repaid upon
subsequent.sale of developed property.

Need E4 - Encourage employees to recommend and make
changes which enhance the review process, improve semices
and increase satisfaction.

Need E5 - Create options for the development codunity to
expedite the review process, such as more detailed “up-
front” submission requirements (and costs) which allow
accelerated review.

Need E6 -
community

Improve public education about the DAP so that
input is timely and relevant.

.
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Recommendation F. Certainty of Review Times

While the need to reduce the overall time of the D- was the
first desire of its users, there was nearly egual interest that
the time frames be predictable.

Need F1 - Consolidate and improve automated status
information systems to make them easily accessible by
applicants to track Project status, including those times
when the DAP is “on hold” due to applicant delays.

Need F2 - Establish reasonable expected time frames for
each step of the process. Communicate this information
directly, including identification of factors which may
compromise them - e.g. State reviews.

Need F3 - Establish and report regularly on an “on-time”
measurement system for evaluating review agencies’
performance against established time frames.

Recommendation G. Effective System for Resolving Conflicts

In a DAP as complex as Montgomery County’s, conflicts among and
between agencies and private and public interests are inevita-
ble. Historically, the burden of resolving conflicts has
fallen on the applicant. It is anticipated that more clearly
defined responsibilities, proper se~encing, increased team
work and a Guidelines Manual will reduce the occurrence of
conflicts. Nonetheless, when they do occur, ‘the burden of
resolving policy conflicts should be shifted to the government.

Need G1 - Design and implement a process whereby the
public agencies and ultimately the Planning Board will
assume the responsibility for conflict resolution, within
a specified time.

Need G2 - Ensure that employees assigned to interagency
review activities have the authority to make appropriate
decisions in conflict situations.

Need G3 - Create incentives for applicant to follow and
adhere to guidelines and constraints.

Recommendation H. Efficient Means to Assimilate, Track and
Share DAF-related Information

Montgomery County has not taken full advantage of co?puter
applications in support of the D-. Computerization is

8
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generally scarce, out-dated and devoid of the technology
enhancements applicable to planning and design functions.
There is little coordination among agencies in planning and
implementing, such applications.

Need H1 - Prepare a multi-agency strategic automation plan
in support of the DAP.

Need H2 - Develop a plan to use the GeoMaP geographic
information system tO:.

o
0
0
0
0

0

prepare master plans;
track zoning;
support water and sewer se=ic.e areas;
support the subdivision and record plat processes;
support environmental planning and infrastructure
maintenance functions; and
support the transportation planning and infra-
structure maintenance functi~ns.

Need H3 - Investigate the potential applications benefit
of automated plans submission, review, and storage.

Need H4 - Determine funding mechanism and fee impact of
automation vs process improvements.

Recommendation I. An On-Going Framework and Effort to Maintain
and Efficient System

In order to stay effective, the DAP will have to change as
laws, regulations, practices, institutions and knowledge
change. A set of institutional arrangements should be designed
so that requisite changes can occur expeditiously.

The resource summary table in Appendix J highlights that the
County’s greatest investment in the DAP are its employees.
Unfortunately, a most prevalent complaint surfaced in the
solicitation for comments and suggestions by the public was
about employee attitudes and capabilities. It would follow
that the DAP employees have been hindered and frustrated by the
same problems which otherwise complicate the process and a high
priority must be put on maximizing their utilization, training,
and satisfaction.

Need 11 - Develop personnel plans and policies to ‘beable
to respond quickly to increases or decreases in develop-
ment activity or priorities.

.9
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Need 12 - Identify where staffing efficiencies can be
realized through cross-training andlor sharing of respon-
sibilities through team review activities or assignments.

Need 13 - Conduct on-going training and staff development
as required to ensure positive service-oriented attitudes
and behavior.

Need 14 - Establish formal technical training sessions for
all staff and a certification process for both plans
reviewers and plans preparers.

Need 15 - Evaluate the utility of establishing a formal
entity to foster communication between the public and pri-
vate sectors. (See example in Appendix 1. )

Need 16 - Continue to monitor DAP time frames and outcomes
~ve to these recommendations. Evaluate all proposed
regulatory policies and procedures in light of their
impact on the overall process.

Recommendation J. Self-supporting Fee Structure

The table in Appendix J summarizes the FY 92 budgeted resources
allocated to the development review process by each of the
major agencies along with revenue estimates. It is recommended
that costs be further analyzed and fees be established to
recoup the appropriate costs of the reformed DAP. The user fee
mechanism is appropriate since service recipients are limited
and easily identified. Fees should be prominently advertised
and adjusted on a predictable and regular basis.

Need J1 - Perform a detailed analysis of all costs
associated with the DAP including those of other involved
agencies (e.g. Health Department - Wells and septic, the
Fire Marshal, etc.).

Need J2 - Determine mechanism for establishing fees for
each step of the process, designed to recover associated
costs (including water and sewer catego~change requests;
subdivision applications; building permits; stormwater
management and sediment control permits, etc.) .

Need J3 - Evaluate the use of “incentive” fee struCtur~S
which reward quality submissions (e.g. additional fees for
excessive corrections) or capture additional costs of
intensified, accelerated reviews.

10
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v. P=SE TWO WO= PROGW : I~L~ATI ON REPORT

The Steering Committee has identified ten recommendations with
thirty-eight, individual program peeds which form the.basis Of
its work plan for the next phase of this effort. To improve
the DAP, each of these will be examined in terms of feasibil-
ity, utility, and budgetary implications.

In preparing its “Implementation Report” the Steering Committee
will have either identified explicit implementation policies,
procedures, methods and steps for each of the “Needs” identi-
fied above or it will have eliminated the recommendation from
further consideration, with justified cause. Implementation on
those recommendations which do not rewire additional study
will begin immediately, as will work on the internal improve-
ments identified in Appendix G.

To accomplish this considerable work program by September 15,
1992, and allow for the continued and formalized involvement of
interested parties outside the County government, it is
proposed that the Steering Committee conduct two public
meetings to provide a forum for,discussion, input and involve-
ment in this effort. The first will be held in early May in
order to receive feedback on this Phase One Policy-level
Report. The second will occur at the end of summer when the
specific implementation recommendations are drafted.

Specific task forces or working groups with wider membership
and expertise will be formed to focus on particular issues as
appropriate. Periodic interim reports will keep the County
Council, County Executive and the Planning Board informed and
provide opportunity for continuing feedback and discussion.

VI: s~Y

The goal’ of streamlining Montgomery County’s development
authorization process now has definition, is deemed possible by
the responsible agencies and will be largely achieved during FY
‘1993. By implementing the eleven recommendations made by the
Steering Committee, time frames are expected tobe significant-
ly reduced and should approach the targeted time frames
established in this effort’s mandate. At the same time, the
process will be clearer, more predictable, and less taxing on
the applicants, communities, and employees.

Specific budgetary savings have yet to be detailed. However,
it is assumed that except for automation, the current resource
levels may well be ade~ate to achieve the dramatic productivi-
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ty and efficiency gains mandated resulting in significant cost
avoidance savings. It is anticipated that it may be necessary
to redirect resources among activities or agencies and every
effort will be made to minimize overall system costs. Further,
it should be possible to adopt fee structures which recover
costs . It is anticipated that the development community would
be better able to bear increased fees for a streamlined process
than continue to absorb the carrying costs associated with the
current, subsidized process.

Like all change, the process of reexamining the D~ has not
been easy., Turf has been invaded, professional sensitivities
trampled and some egos bruised. The implementation phase
promises to be even more difficult and potentially threatening
to the individuals involved. However, the Steering Committee
is committed to rising above parochial interests and will
continue to focus on the ultimate goal of a ~ality, responsive
and efficient development authorization process.

nPmIcEs

A.

B.

c.

D.

E.

F.

G.

H.

I.

J.

Overview of the Planning Process and Base Time Line

council, Executive and Plannina Board Endorsements of the
Streamlining

Issue Paper:

Issue Paper:

Issue Paper:

Issue Paper:

Effort

Water and Sewer Category

Environmental Reviews

Transportation Reviews

Changes

Water and Sewer Extensions

Internal Improvement Efforts

Tabulation of Mail-Out Results

Description of the ESI Concept

The FY 1992 Agency Costs and Revenues of the D-, by Function
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WISED April 13, 1992

JURISDICTION = RESPONSIBILITIES IN TSB D~~PNB~ PROCESS

I. PRE-REVIEW A~HORIZATIONS

Water and Sewer Cateuorv Chanaes: Category change
requests are submitted to MCDEP who then refers the
request to planning staff and WSSC staff for review and
cement. The requests are presented to the Planning
Board which provides a recommendation to the County
Executive and County Council. The County Council makes
a final decision and forwards its request to the State
for approval. Water and sewer category changes can
also be processed under the administrative delegation
provisions where MCDEP holds a public hearing for cer-
tain types of cateqory change requests with Council
involvement in a ,,Consent calendar” fo~at. In either
process, the Planning Board makes a recommendation,
with final approval required by.the State.

General Plan/Master Plan: Planning staff prepares an
Issues ReDOrt with review by Executive Staff. With
community and public agency participation, the staff
prepares the Staff Draft Plan. The Planning Board
reviews the staff draft tindmodifies as necessary prior
to releasinq the Preliminary Draft Plan for public
hearing. After public hearing, Planning Board adjusts
the Preliminary Draft to become the Final Draft Plan.
The County Executive reviews the plan and forwards it
to the County Council with the Executivegs Recommended
Revisions. The Council acts on the Final Draft Plan by
approving, disapproving, or revisinq it. The approved
Final Draft is forwarded to H-NCPPC for adoption as an
ADDrOVed and AdoDted Master Plan.

.- Zoninq: Zoning is determined by the County.Council
after review of recommendations from the Planning Board
and staff. A sectional map amendment (SMA) is the
comprehensive zoning of an area, usually to implement
master plan zoning recommendations. A local map amend-
ment is the rezoning of specific properties for which
an application has been filed by the owner or a con-
tract purchaser. A local map amendment differs from an
SNA in that a hearing examiner holds the public hear-
ing, and he makes a recommendation on the application
to the County Council. Various public agencies and
departments review different aspects of the proposed
rezoning applications and submit comments to planning
staff for inclusion into the technical staff report.
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Another aspect of zoning is the special exception pro-
cess. Special exceptions are special land uses which
are allowed in certain zones upon approval by the Board
of Appeals. The planning staff (with input from other
agencies/departments) , and Planning Board at its
option, review special exception applications and s~-
mit recommendations to the Board of Appeals.

Annual Growth Policv tAGP~: The AGP provides policy
guidance to various government agencies and to the
public on matters concerning land use development,
growth management, and related issues. The AGP
approval process remires the Planning staff .to release
a Staff Draft AGP by October 15. The Planning Board
holds worksessions and a public hearing on the Staff
Draft before submitting the Final Draft AGP to the
County Executive by December 1st of each year. On
Janua~ 1st of each year, the County Executive trans-
mits the proposed AGP with proposed amendments to the
County Council for review. The County Council holds a
public hearing on the AGP which is followed by Council
worksessions to discuss the issues and to review the
recommendations contained in the AGP. The Council
enacts the AGP in June to be effective for the next
fiscal year beginning on July lst.

The AGP contains guidelines for the administration of
the Ade~ate Public Facilities Ordinance contained in
Section 50-35 of the Subdivision Regulations. These
guidelines describe the methods and criteria that the
Planning Board and staff must use in determining the
adeguacy of public facilities for preliminary plans of
subdivision. The MCDOT reviews/evaluates proposals in
the annual growth policy for consistency with the
Executive’s Transportation Policies.

II. OFF-SITE REVIEWS

,Adem ate Public Facilities:

Transportation:

1. Policy Area Transportation Review: The FY
192 AGP has established 22 different policy
areas with capacity allocations that set the
transportation capacity for jobs and housing
for each policy area. The planning staff is
reguired to maintain a record of the status
of the development pipeline, including the
remaining capacity or amount of deficit in
each area, and should periodically update the
~eue list of pending preliminary plans in
each’policy area. When the approved subdivi-
sion pipeline meets the established ceiling
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in a given policy area, the Planning Board
may not approve new subdivisions unless in
str~ct accord:with special circumstances
described in the AGP (i.e., affordable hous-
ing provisions, developer participation pro-
ject, etc.) The planning staff in conjunc-
tion with MCDOT staff works with developers,
on a case-by-case basis, to try and develop
solutions to ceiling capacity deficits.
Solutions can include developer participation
projects for road construction and/or traffic
mitigation agreements/programs.

2. Local ties Tr-sportation Review (LATR): A
local area transportation review is a test
that is applied to subdivision applications
to assure that the proposed development will
not cause congestion at nearby critical inter-
sections. mTR is reguired for all proposed
subdivisions that are expected to generate 50
or more peak hour auto trips. men a UTR is
reguired, the transportation. staff in con-
junction with MCDOT staff provides informa-
tion to the developer concerning the scope of
the ~TR. The Planning Board must not
approve a subdivision application if it finds
that an unacceptable peak hour level of ser-
vice will result after taking into account
existing roads, programmed roads, available
or programmed mass transportation, and
improvements to be provided by the applicant.
The Montgomery County Approved Road program
(~P) identifies County and State roads that
can be considered for a local area review.
In order to be considered available for -,
proposed roads must meet the criteria estab-
lished in the ~P. MC~T is responsible for
preparing the ~P.

If the congestion at a nearby intersection’ or
road link is already at an unacceptable
level, then a subdivision may be approved
only if its trips are mitigated so as not to
worsen the situation. The Planning Board
operates under the Local Area Review Guide-
lines that were enacted to implement the”
requirements of the AGP. The traffic stu~y
for UTR is reviewed by the planning staff
and MCDOT staff with a decision made by the
Planning Board as part of the subdivision
process.

Communitv Water and Sewer Service: Determination
of ade~ate or available capacities to serve
development with community water and sewer is made
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III. ON-SITE

by WSSC staff. WSSC makes its decision on the
economics of providing service by either extending
or building necessary facilities or denying Ser-
vice where cost prohibitive. Prior to s~division
approval, a sewer/water category must be either
W/S-l, 2, or 3 to receive community water and
sewer service.

Schools: Under the present AGP, school facilities
are considered to be operating at ade~ate levels
for purposes of the APFO. The AGP divides the
County into 21 separate school clusters. The
County Council annually evaluates the available
student capacity in each cluster and compares that
with the projected enrollment for the following
four fiscal years. If school capacity is not
sufficient in a particular cluster, then adjacent
clueters are examined for sufficient capacity to
cover the projected capacity deficit. If there is
a capacity problem that cannot be resolved, then
the AGP may restrict future subdivision approvals
until the capacity problem is resolved. staff of
the Montgomeq County Public Schools advise as to
capacity levels for individual schools andwill
identify need for new school sites as shown on
approved and adopted master plans.

Utilities: PEPCO and C6P have representatives on
the Subdivision Review Committee. They advise as
to the availability of utility seNicesto seNe a
proposed development, the need for easements, and
the possible relocation of utilities (if neces-
sary) .

CaDital Improvements Proaram [CIP) : Transporta-
tion projects contained in the approved Six-Year
CIP are considered timely for subdivision approvals
if 100% of expenditures for construction are esti-
mated to occur within the first four years of the
program. Transportation projects in the State
Transportation Prpgram and the Cities of RocMille
,and Gaithersburg CIP projects may also be counted
under the same criteria. At this time, other
types of CIP projects (i.e., parks, fire stations,
stormwater facilities., etc.) are not considered as
part of the subdivision approval process.

REVIEWS

Subdivision Review: The subdivision review process is
a multi-agency review that assures that various devel-
opment regulations and poblic policies are satisfied
before a subdivision can be approved. The authority to
aPProve subdivision applications (and record plats)
rests with the Planning Board. The applications are
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filed with the planning staff who refers them to other
public agencies/depatiments for review and recommend-
ations.

The Subdivision Review Committee (SRC), which is com-
prised of representatives from various public agencies/
departments, meets on a regular basis to advise appli-
cants concerning requirements for the final review of
their plans. Stiseguent agency/depa-ent recommenda-
tions are forwarded to the planning staff to be in-
cluded in the public record and project file. When
final agency/depatiment recommendations are received,
the planning staff prepares recommendations and condi-
tions on the application and schedules it for a Plan-
ning Board public hearing and action. Public notices
are mailed to adjacent property owners and civic asso-
ciations notifying them of the scheduled public hear-
ing.

When an application is approved, the applicant must
submit an original tracing of the subdivision plan that
will be marked by the staff to indicate the action of
the PJanning Board. In addition, the Planning Board’s
opinion on the application is prepared and mailed to
parties of record. WSSC reguires that a preliminary
plan be approved before it will formally issue a water/
sewer authorization.

Site Plan Review: The site plan review process is the
process by which the Planning Board takes f+nal action
on plans for property located in zones regulring
detailed, qualitative review. Site plans are reviewed
by the Urban Design Division fOr Consistency with
requirements of the zone, published guidelines for site
plan review, and any design requirements or objectives
stated in the master plan. Like preliminary plans,
site plans are referred to the Subdivision Review Com-
mittee to obtain comments from other County agencies.
TO approve a site plan, the Planning Board must make
certain findings that the proposed plan meets the re-
quirements of Division 59-D-3 of the Zoning Ordinance.
Among these are consistency with prior approvals and
zoning requirements, adeguacY, safetY, efficiency,
compatibility, and attractiveness.

Urban Desian: As part of the urban design review on a
site plan, the planning staff may comment on the fol-
lowing specific design elements as stated in the Zoning
Ordinance: location, height and coverage of struc-
tures; the number, type, and density of dwelling units
including MPDU’S; the floor area ratios of nonresiden-
tial buildings and spaces: location of 9reen areasl
recreation facilities, and open space including Plazas:
number and location of parking spaces;
coverage for parking: the location and

5

landscaping and
dedication of
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space for public facilities including parks: the loca-
tion and design of roadways and other transpo*ation
elements, driveways, bikeways, sidewalks, and pathways:
grading plan; delineation of trees and conservation
areas: stormwater management drawings and plans for
sedimentation and erosion control: a landscaping Plan
showing specifics of all landscaping improvements; an
exterior lighting plan; signage details and a develop-
ment progrm showing the se~ence in which all fiese
elements are to be developed. Upon approval of all
design elements included in the site Plan, an agreement
is executed with the Planning Board rewiring the
applicant to execute all features in accordance with
the development program. Constructed site plans are
subject to inspection by the Urban Design staff. hgal
documents indicating in detail the manner in which all
land in common ownership will be held and maintained
are also rewired prior to building permit.,,

Zonina/Use: As part of the subdivision approval pro-
cess, the planning staff checks plans to assure that
the uses and development proposed comply with the per-
mitted uses and, where appropriate, the development
standards of the zone in the Zoning Ordinance. At site
plan review, the development proposal is checked for
more detailed conformance with the development stan-
dards of the zone.

Streets: During the subdivision and site plan process,
the location of streets and the size of the rewired
rights-of-way are determined by planning staff. Staff
of MCDOT and MDS~ review the plans to assure that
streets can be accommodated as proposed and that
rewired storm drains, slope easements, aCcess POintS,
and lane configurations meet code re~irements. At
site ‘plan review, detailed street designs are inte-
grated with other plan elements. The MCDOT has the
responsibility for reviewing and approving roadway
profiles and paving and storm drainage plans ~ncluding
developer participation projects. In addition, MCDOT
issues permits for roadwav construction work including
gradingl paving, storm dr~inage, driveways, street
lights, and utilities. .This includes the processing
performance bonds and permit fees. Permit issuance
ensures that work in the ptilic right-of-way will be
done in accordance with the Montgomery County Code.

of

water and Sewer: During the subdivision process, WSSC
advises the planning staff concerning the ade~acy of
sewer and water capacities to se=e a project. During. .
site plan review, the location of wate% and sewer lines
is coordinated with other design elements. After sub-
division approval, wssc must aPProve
authorizations for a project to move
ing permit.

sewer and water
forward to.build-
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Well and SeDtic: Prior to subdivision approval, the
Montgomery County Health Department (MCHD) must approve
septic field locations and proposed well locations.
Permits for wells (ground water withdrawal) are
approved by the Water Resources Administration of the
Maryland Department of Natural Resources.

Trees: The County Council recently approved new legis-
lat~on for the conservation of forests and trees. This
legislation implements, at the local level, legislation
enacted by the State legislature in 1991 to protect
forest land. The law will be implemented as part of
subdivision, site plan, mandatory referral, and in some
cases the special exception and sediment and erosion
control permit processes. The law re~ires the submis-
sion of a forest stand delineation an~ a forest/tree
save plan. The plans will be reviewed by planning
staff’’with a decision made by the Planning Board.
Review of these plans will rewire coordination with
other agencies/departments including MCDEP, MCDOT, and.
Wssc.

Wetlands and Floodplains: These environmentally sensi-
tive areas must be delineated on subdivision plans and
site plans in accordance with re~irements of the Zon-
ing Ordinance, Subdivision Regulations, and planning
staff environmental management guidelines. In addi-
tion, the Maryland Department of Natural Resources,
Corps of Engineers, and Maryland Department of the
Environment may reguire permits for any development
affecting wetlands. HCDEP reviews building permit
applications to ensure that no construction occurs in
protected environmentally sensitive areas.

Stormwater Management (SWM): MCDEP has the responsi-
bility for reviewing and approving on-site stormwater
management and/or approving “waivers!’ to allow tie-ins
with off-site facilities. Planning staff provides
recommendations to MCDEP prior to their action on SWM
applications. Coordination of SWM concepts with over-
all environmental and site design objectives for review
of subdivisions and site plans is important in shaping
development on individual sites.

IV. POST-REVIEW AUTHORIZATIONS

Codes Compliance: Compliance with building, elec-
trical, mechanical, and fire code re~irements is the
responsibility of MCDEP and does not involve review by
planning staff, except that planning staff reviews
building permits for appropriate zoning and compliance
with the approved preliminary plan, the approved site
plan, and developer agreements such as traffic or noise

7
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mitigation and site plan enforcement. Administration
of the Zoning Ordinance in this phase of the process is
primarily the .responsibility of MCDEP.

Gradinq: There is no grading ordinance, per se, in
Montgomery Cotinty. conceptual grading plans are some-
times required as a condition of subdivision plan
approval by the Planning Board. Typically, a concep-
tual grading plan is required where development is in
close proximity to environmentally sensitive areas such
as stream buffers, steep slopes, tree save areas, etc. ,
or indicates the potential for excessive grading on the
site.

Sediment Control: Sediment control plans must be shown
on all development undergoing site plan review. Design
review of the facility and enforcement are the responsi-
bility of MCDEP...

Use-and-OccuDancv Permit: Use-and-occupancy “permit
applications are reviewed and issued by MCDEP. Issu-
ance of the permit is contingent on compliance with all
zoning and building permit reguirenents and inspec-
tions.

Homeowner Warranty: The Office of Consumer Affairs
(OCA) is the primary agency for reviewing and resolving
disputes that arise concerning problems with new con-
struction.

v. IMPLE~NTATION

Infrastructure Construction: Roadway grading, paving,
storm drainage, driveways, street lights, and utility
construction is performed under permit to the MCDOT.

InSDeCtiOnS: Site plan enforcement staff inspects
sites at the beginning of construction, during, and at
final completion to assure compliance with site plan
and/or subdivision conditions of approval. Roadway
grading, paving, storm drainage, driveways, street
lights, and utility construction inspection is per-
formed by the MCDOT. HCDEP provides both routine and
complaint-generated inspections to determine compliance
with building, electrical, and mechanical codes; storm-
water and sediment control requirements; and zoning
regulations.

8
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Development Review Process
Small Residential Subdivision
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Appendtic

To:

PROM:

Smm:

m-m

Jtiy 29, 1992

RobertW. ~-ott, Jr.,UontgnmeryCounty
=md U. W-. Mrector. D2P

Pla~g Dtiector

Andrew-tie, Jr., Director
Officeof tigtsktive Oversight

Stretiiting Montgomerytiunty’s Developmenththorization Process

At the reauestof the tiunty-ecutlve, and tith the cnocurrenceof
the ~airmsn. Uant~omervUunty Pl~w Mard, the County Guncil adopted
Resolution12-710&end;ng tie-OLO work-progr~ to ticludea projectto aasist
the DevelopmentRetiewSteefingtidttee in its study of the devtio~snt
retiewprocess.

To facilitatefti~ent of its tision, Om requestedeach agency
su~t Mo=tion under tan specificcategorieson that agency’a current
fuoctionsand rasponsibUties tn the devdopmant authotisstinnprocess.
~ose subtissionahave been receivedby OM and are, by &s mamorsndm, be~
circ&tsd to the appropriateagendes as reflectedh the attached
~stribution chart.

OM nw requeststhat each agency retiew the functionsand
responsibUties su~tted by the other agandes, and iden~ any area of
disagreementor confusionbe=an Y- agency’s=derstsnting of
respmib~t y and“authorityin the devtio~t retiew process-d another
agencyVsunderat=~ of its responsib~ty and authority.

OLO is not reques~ thatan agency su~t to OM comsnts—
conceting anotheragency*s sutission. H, upon retire mother agemcy’s
su~ssion, thereis tisagr~t @th that suMsalnn, OLO m~d presume that
the agentiesmdd resolvethe matterthroughdirect c~cstion. %=ver,
shodd resolutionnot occur,OLO shotidbe titited to jofi the Mscus sion to
assiath resolm the issue(s).



-2-

Since OM’s entry fito t~s wtter -t June,therehave bean a
seriesof meetingssong agency ptid~ to read agr~t on an
‘~biguous assi~ant of resvib=ty to Intiudeass-t of a lead
agencywhen retiews -t be shared”. To the ertentthat thesemee~ restit
in agreaents on sole respn=ib=ty ~dlor lead agencyresponsib-ty, 0~’s
role in t~s process - be reducedor even tissppesr.

Mlcca
605/32

Attatient: Mstribution -rt

ticlosures: StiectedAgency SuMssi-

cc: (bss enclosures)

Victor Brescla,~put y Mrector, DH~
Robert tirty, =ef, Mcensure and RagtistoryStices Ditision,

HealthDepartment
Steve Farber, tiuncilStaff Dtiector
Dotid bchrsn, Mrector, Montgmary bunt y Park Dapsrtient
Anne Hoey, Deputy Dbector, D=
~rles bshr, Deputy Director,M. C. Departmentof ~ng
mph Wflson, Smior kgislative tilyst, tiuntytiuncil
Glenn Orlti, Seder kglstitive -yst, tiuntytimcfl
Mborsh Snead, Assis-t for Audits and Bvdustions
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A Health- Well & Septic (1)
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Montgomery County Health Department
Well & Septic Section

1. The Well and Septic Section regulates the development of
propetiy vhich is se~ed by on-site vater supplies or sewage
disposal systems. Plan reviev, testing, inspection, sampling
and complaint investigation activities are performed

11. The regulation of on-site vater supply and vaste disposal
systems is based on State Regulations found in the Environment
Article, ~- 26.04.02, 26.04.03, and 26.04.04, Chapter 27A
of the Hontgonery County Code, ~ecutive Regulation 64-91, and
a delegation agreement from the Secretary of the Environment
naming the Health Officer as his designee.

III . The tining of specific responsibilities varies. The plan
reviev for proposed nev subdivision lots occurs as part of the
preliminary plan process. Permit issuance activity for
on-site systems occurs prior to building permit approval for
nev structures but after record plat approval. Sampling vi.11
occur at the construction of nev veils. Inspections occur on
tvo occasions for septic systems, open trench and after system
is installed but still uncovered. kvelopers influence the
timing as they respond to plan chanqes on the basis of their
own needs. (See attachment “A” for additional detail. )

IV. Water table tests for nev development on septic systems must
occur during the annual vet season vhich normally occurs
betveen February 1st and April 15th. Percolation tests for
unrestricted soils can occur at any time after vater table
testing. When percolation retesting becomes necessary,
rescheduling must occur vithin 7 days (~ 64-91, Sec. VII-D).
Approval of sites for on-site vater supply systems must occur
vithin 30 days of the completion of required testing and
consultation vith other agencies (CONAR 26.04.03.02.1). Note:
Staffing has not been sufficient to allow actual retesting o=
plan approval vithin the time frames noted on a regular basis.

v. Coordination occurs vith the folloving agencies:

Maryland &partment of the Environment
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
tiryland Nation Capital Park & Planning
Montgomery County -patient of ~vironmental Protection
Montgomery County Dspatient of *ansportation
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VI. Copies of the folloving dowents are found in attec~~ent ‘B”.

Percolation Test Guidelines
Ust of Bcavators
List of Well Drillers
Submittal Steps for Churches Interested in Record Plat
Approval or Well and Septic Permits (there is an almost
identical doment for the general public)
Note: The manual referenced in the executive regulati~ns has
never been published. Use of the regulations and the handouts
noted above hes been substituted.

VII . Well and Septic Costs (County Executive’s Recommended)

FY90 ~

G

~_b
TU, S77

Personnel $~ (9.7 w) $- (11 w) &b ~

Operating Expense
Capital Outlay W*

Other o 0
ToTAL

$ &w* s~

● About $60,000 (consenative estfiate) in costs is incurred.in
public health vork that benefits the general public and for whach
fee collection is inappropriate (complaints, public information,
etc.) c~~- w~~w~~

VIII. Well and Septic Revenues (see attachment “C” - Fee Schedule)

Permit and Fee Revenue $148,270 S144,540
Case Formula ~ds ~ ~~q Lo ~ ~1)7p~
TOTAL

IX. The approval of on-site water supply and sevage disposal
systems is necessary to allov development of property in the
county vhen public vater supply and sevage disposal systems
cannot be provided. The reviev and re~latory activities
protect the public health and assure that drinking water taken
from the ground to serve development witiout a public SUPPIY
is potable.

The Health Department should continue :dperform the review
and approval activities fOr on-site water sewage disposal
systems for the folloving reasons:

1) Authority to enforce the State Re~lations is delegated
to the Health Officer es Pati of his responsibility as a
Deputy State Health Officer.
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2) No real gain by shifting activities to anoth~n agency.
DEP~_ development ?taff are colocated Metro
Center. mere would not be any real bprov-ent in

. review tine for Denit avBrovals. Prfia~ delaYs are in
the testing proce;s, esp;;ially when
season. ~anging agencies will not alter

x. None

Attacbents: ‘Aw ~velopment Process Outline for
Existing tits
‘Bn
mce

1152/39

~Gent Copies
Fee Schedule

waiting ‘for wet
that delay.

Subdivisions and

.
.-
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1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

D~~_ A_O=ZATION PRO=SS

New Subdivisions

Preliminary or pre-preliminary plan received from ?lanning
Ward (PB) .

W & S conducts initial review of plan to include lot & block
layout, location of an initial & 2 alternate well sites, a
proposed absorption field for each lot, Veil radii locations
up grade of the absorption field and other hformation
reqired by the subdivision regulations.

Results of 2 provided to the bveloper/Engineer at PB
Subdivision Reviev Couittee (SRC) neeting. Essentially,
fiput fron W & s consists of approval of or modification of
water table 6 percolation test sites for each lot and set
backs from lot lines, buildings, etc.

Note: There nay be more than one meeting of the PBSRC
depending on the information submitted on tie plan.

bveloper/Engineer revievs & incorporates re~irements from
the PBSRC into the vork schedule/prelbinary plan.

Mveloper/Engineer hires excavator to prepare vater table &
percolation tests.

Meetings & dialogue betveen W & S, kveloper/Engineer &
Excavator to schedule: Water Table Tests (Xust be conducted
only February 1 - April 15) - Percolation tests. w&s
schedules vatar table test vitb the excavator & then
percolation tests.

Excavator prepares ~ test sites.

W & S conducts tests 6 notifies Excavator, Engineer, or
Nveloperof the results.

kveloper/Engineer may revise the plan to compensate for
failed NT tests & re~est other tests. Essentially a repeat
of #8 & #9.

Ravised plan v/WT tests. W & S approves to proceed to
percolation tests.

Excavator prepares percolation test sites.

W .& S conducts tests 6 notifies Excavator, Engineer, or
kveloper of results.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Mveloper/ Engineer may revise the plan to compensate for fai’%d
tests & re~est other tests. Essentially a repeat of #12 & #13.

Revised plan, stimitted to W & S for review.

Review by W & S; comments to Engineer/Wveloper.

Final preliminary plan submitted for approval. Info. re~ired
by ~apter 50 and Executive Regulation 64-91. Essentially house
location, septic tam location, well sites, absorption field.

Preliminary plan approval sent to PB.

PB processes preltiinary plan with appropriate agencies. Health
mpt . sends approval as do other agencies. PB approves
preliminary plan.

-veloper prepares & forwards record plat to PB for review &
distribution. Proof positive at same scale as preliminary plan
sent to W & S. Record plat approved by Health -pt. (normally
last signatory).

Notes:

1. Existing lots
terms of size
and percolation
involves some of

which do not meet current Couty standards in
of absorption field and ade+acy of vater table
tests may re~ire additional testing (vhich

the steps above) before permits for on-site
systems can be issued. -

2. Permits for on-site systems are issued after plat approval
and before btiilding permits are issued. The vater table and
percolation testing data is available from the preliminary plan
phase. A larger scale draving [IW-30 feet versus IU-lOO feet
for subdivision) accompanies the permit application. [Cow
26.04.,02 prohibits the issuance of of building permits before
on-site penits are issued. me veil p-it is issued and the
veil drilled before issuance of building permits; the septic and
building permits are issued simultaneously.)

1152/39
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. . ...

Current Agency Functions/Responsi bil i ties in the
Development Authorization Process (DAP)

FOR EACH FUNCTION/RESPONSIBILITY OF YOUR AGENCY IN THE DEVELOPWNT
AUTHORI~TION PROCESS:

1.

11.

111.

IV.

v.

VI.

Prior to issuance of the first building pemit for a subdivision
of 50 or more units on land which is zoned for R-200 or smal Ier
1ots, DHCD must approve an WDU construction agreement. The
agreement must specify tie number of WDUS to be constructed, the
construction schedule, and a statement of all other land owned by
the developer which is subject to the MPOU ordinance.

DHCD is responsible for making a recmendation to the planning
Board or to the Director of OEP, as appropriate, on requests for
a waiver of the WDU requirement for a particular subdivision.

Moderately Priced Housing Law, Wntgomery Code Section 25A-5(a)
for agreement and 25A-6(b) for WDU waiver requests.

The responsibilities described in Section I for entering into an
MPOU agreement are imposed prior to the issuance of the first
building pemit in a subdivision, and during the preliminary plan
stage for ~DU waiver requests.

No specific processing time is contained in the legislation for
either responsibility; however these actions are perfomed
promptly.

Discretionary coordination with the ~CPPC Subdivision
De.vel opment Section to ensure MPOU requirement is correct and
that the instruction schedule is in accordanm~~th the site
plan staging agreement. kndatory coordination with Planning
Board staff is required on waiver requests; Executive Regulation
157-85 Section (5 F). DEP sends a copy of their building pemit
application log to OHCD so that DHCO can keep account of the
number of bui~ding pemits issued in a subdivision and when the
first building permit is issued in a subdivision.. This
coordination is discretionary. The building permft application
fom contains a section that asks the applicant to indicate if
the subdivision contains MPDU and requests that a copy of tie
MPDUS construction agreement be submitted W. th the permit
application.

Executive Regulation 151-85

G9
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YII.

VIII.

Ix.

x.

The costs associated with the development
activities involves only a portion of the

authorization
work load of one

person to review and make a“ recomndation to the Depar@ent’s
Deputy Director. Approximately 20 agreements per year are
negotiated. Review and processing takes approximately one half
to one hour for each agreement. Several times each year
developers wil 1 submit agreements that request waivers of the
construct on schedule requirements. These requests take
approximately 2-3 hours of time to resolve.

Hai vers of the WOU requirements are seldom requested; probably
less than one every two years. In the past, the processing of a
waiver has taken approximately a total of 15 to 20 hours to
resolve.

No fees are charged for these functions.

The functions described above with the exception of the sign-off
requirement for the first oemit in a subdivision. related to—.:. —
monl tori ng compliance with” the ~derate’
rather than ti th the development author’
Law designates OHCO with the responsibi’

None

y Priced Housing Law
zation process. The MPH
i ty for this function.

14891m

-- .—
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...

I.

11.

111

Iv.

v.

VI.

B-U OF FI= PREVENTION
~aIONS/RESPONSIBILITIES

PR~ESS

SPECIFIC ~~ION/RESPONSIBIL=.
Fire Prevention Pians Review of all construction
including fire sprinkler plan review for detached one
and tvo family dvelling “Units. :.;

A~ORI~ .
Montgomery County Code, Chapter 2, Section .2-39A (a).

=RE DOES RESPONSIBILI~ ~= IN TNE.DAP?
At preliminary consultations. buildin9 Permit
application and during construction when revision
submittals are necessary.

SPECIFIC PROCESSING TM LIUIT AND A~ORI=.
There is no specific time requirement. “DEP and the
Division of Fire Code Enforcement are working to
streamline the process.

COO~INATION WI~ -R AGENCIES?
The building plan is reviewed simultaneously
with DEP. Individual fire protection system plans
within the building are reviewed exclusively at the
Division of Fire Code Enforcement.

‘-LIST ~ P~LISm ~= p=T=NIN~.m = ~~ON-
Plans are reviewed in accordance with State and local
fire codes.

VII. COSTS ASSOCIATED ~TN ~ FDNCTION.
Personnel expense PY 90 S363,215 work years

= 91 S367,690 Work years

operating expense FY 90 S6,990
= 91 S7,800

Capital outlay FY 90 S6,740
FT 91 -o-

8.9 -
7.9

Other -o-

C-11
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VIII . FEES CHASG=/A~ORITT.
EO fees are charged for building plans reviewed at the
Division Of Fire Code Enforcement. The fee for this
service is included in the building permit fee paid to
DEP. Fire protection system plan review fees are
contained in Executive Regulation 29-91~.

IX. HOW DOES ~~ON CO_IB~ ~ ~ D-? :..,..,..,
The building plan review by the Division of Fti.e code ‘.
Enforcement is essential for fire code compliance. .%e
expertise for this function has been ’developed?.within
this division since 1977 with the hiring of the first
fire protection engineer. Having this expertise and
close ties with the fire departments ensures a fire
safe structure for the user and the fire service.

-- .-

.,.

..’.

<..,,9. ?,,.-.,..
-. ..:-.-*; - ..
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I.

11.

III.

1~7-

v.

BUREAU OF FI~ P~ON
PUNCTIONS/~SPONSIBILITIES

IN ~
D~P_ A~OR1~TION PROCESS

SPECIFIC FONC~ON/RESPONSIBILITY.
Participation in the Subdivision Review Committee
process.

AUTNORI~ .
Subdivision Regulations for Montgomery County, Chapter
50 of the Montgomery County Code.

~ DOES RESPONSIBILI~ OCCUR IN = DAP?
The Subdivision Review Committee process occurs in the
review portion of the project plan review process. The
Division of Fire Code Enforcement receives preliminary
plans.

SPECIFIC PROCESSING TI= LIMIT AND A~OR~.
Agencies receiving a preliminary plan must respond
within 30 days. Meetings are held at park and planning
weekly or as necessary.

COORDINATION ~~ -R AG~CIES?
The Subdivision Regulations remire that the Planning
Board establish a Subdivision Review Committee
consisting of staff of the Planning Board and of other
=egula.to~ agencies.. Each agency to which a preliminary
subdivision plan is referred, names a’~epresentative to
the Subdivision Review Committee. These agencies
include the Montgomery County Departments of
Transportation, Environmental Protection, Fire and
Rescue Service, Recreation, and Police; the board of
Education; and the Soil Conservation District. It also
includes the State Highway Administration, PEPCO and the.
C&P Telephone Company.

VI. LIST ~ P~LIS_ MANUAL PERT=NING TO = FUNC~ON-.,
Each agency reviews the plan in accordance with.their,’l;.
laws, codes or regulations. The Division of Fire COae’:’.:.
Enforcement applies the Montgomery County Fire Safety
Code and where appropriate the Plaryland Fire Prevention.
$ode.

C-13
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VII . COSTS ASSW~T~ WI~ ~ ~CTION.
Personnel expense PY 90 S 4,625

FY 91 s 4,900
Work years .1
Work years .1

Operating expense FY 90 S“50
FY91S64

Capital ‘outlay -o-

Other -o-

VIII. ~S C~G~/A~OH~.
NO fees are charged by the Bureau of Fire Prevention
for this service.

IX. HOW.DOES ~~ION CONTRIB~ TO ~ DAP?
This committee meets with applicants to facilitate
agericy review of the plan or to reconcile conflicting
requirement of different agencies.

x. O~R I~O~TION.
The Division of Fire Code Enforcement assigns one
engineer to attend the meetings and to review the
preliminary plan. Meetings often take one half day or
more per week w,hich excludes the engineer from
performing their regular duties of building plan
review. At this stage of the DAP fire code
requirements and comments few.

.-

.
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I.

II.

III.

IV.

v.

VI. ‘-

VII .

B=U OF FIRE P~ION
FUNCTIONS/~ SPONSIBILITIES

IN TNE
D~PH A~OR12ATION PROCESS

SPECIFIC FUNCTION/RBSPONSIBILI=.
Fire Safety Code, Construction Enforcement Inspections.

AUTNOmTP.
Montgomery County Fire Safety Code (Chap”ter’22,
Montgomery County Code).

~ DOES ~SPONSIBIL~ OCCUR IN = DAP?
In the project phase. During construction and at
occupancy.

SPECIFIC PROCESSING TI~ LIMIT, AND A~ORI~.
There are no time limits. Inspections occur during
construction to assure building plan comments concerning
the fire code are adhered to. Inspections continue
until the building is turned over for occupancy.

COORDINATION WITN -R AG~CIES?
During the construction inspection no mandatory
coordination is rewired. Near completion of the
project, DEP forwards,the occupancy sign off to the
Division of Fire Code Enforcement for sign off when the
property meets the fire code. When completed the form
is returned to DEP.

LIST’~ PUBLISNED=AL PERT=NING= = FUNCTION.
The fire code is applied by referencing the buildin9
plan comments and the fire code with all referenced
documents.

COSTS ASSOC~TED WI~ _ FUNCTION.
personnel expense FY 90 $615,250 Work years 11

FY 91 $582,020 Work years 11

Operating expense FY 90 S12,850
FY 91 s13,300.

Capital outlay -o-

Other -o-

C-15
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VIII . FEES CHARGED/A~O=~ .
No fees were charged in FT 90 or 91. Executive

Regulation 29-91~ authorizes fees for inspection of fire
protection systems, permits, licenses, certificates. and
exception fees. Fees vary according to complexity of system
and size of building. ..

....’ ....... . ..
IX - HOW DOES FUN~ION CO-B= TO THE Dti? ““ “’““

The construction inspection for fire code items ensures
the building is being built according to the approved plans
and that fire protection sl’stems are being installed
correctly. Both are essential to ensure the life safety of
the occcpants and fire safety of the building throughout its
life.

x. -R INFO=TION.
The inspections conducted by the Division of Fire Code

Enforcement are at zhe end of tile D= and often control the
occupancy of the building. In the past the Fire Marshal
was accused of being arbitrary and inflexible when the
unresolved fire code deficiencies prevented occupancy.
Unrealistic completion dates set by the builder are usually

..toblame.- . . . . . . .

. .
. ---

....:,..,

.

.....

,,

....
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DE= ROLE fN TNE DEVELOPWNT AUTNOR~~N PR=ESS
STORWA~ WNAGEMENT DE%N PLAN R~W AND APPROVAL

.-
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1.

11.

III.

Iv.

v.

VI.

..-.

VII.

VIII

Ix.

DEP - 20UING w ?&k M ITS

ZONING INFORMATION AND INTERPRETATION

DESCRIPTION: Provide zoting information and zoning
ordinance interpretations to the public and other agencies
concerning land, use, development stidsrds, w~~~ and
special exception uses, end off-street parting.
Information is provided at a public service counter, by
telephone, or at a special meeting.

AWORITY : Montgome~ ,County Code, -pter 59, Zoning,
Section 59-A-2.2(b), General rules of interpretation; other
sections of the chapter as rewired.

WNXRX TNE ~~ION =-: Zoning lnterpretatione are
provided to homeowners, developers, builders, real estate
agents and land use attorneys prior to application for a
building petit.

TI~ LIMIT: No time limit is imposed. Most responses can
be given immediately. Interpretations will take more time
and the time will depend on the specific issue.

COO~INATION : There ia freguent coordination with NNCPPC,
the Board of Appeals and theCounty Attorney.

P~LISNED INFO~TION:
procedures, other than

COSTS : PY9 o

~ersonnel $72,800
Work Years 1.5
Operating Exp NIA
Capital Outlay HIA

There are no published guidelines or
the Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 59.

., .

PY91

$83,200
1.5 .-

N/A
N/A

FEES : No fees are charged for zoning info~tion or
interpretation

~STIFI_TION: Providing z.onfng ~nformstion and
interpretation to tie potential building pefit applicant
before the application is s~tted speeds the development
authorization procesp. A more lnformsdapplicant will.,tend
to subtit a more complete building application with fewer;:
errors, resulting in a wicker review and approval of the
application.

The’zoning Info-tion and interpretation function Is
located in the same physical area where the building
petit application is suMtted, where the building .

C-32
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DEVSLOPkNT AUTHORIZATION PROCESS

BUILDING PEMIT SITE PLAN REVIZW

1. DESCRIPTION: Review and approval of all site plans
s~tted as part of the building petit application fox
euclidean zones. This revfew includes a detetination that
the proposed building meets all Zoning:Ordinance
requlatlo&, ticludlng setb~cks, lot coverage, landscaping
and parking re~irements. Some zoning regulation that
cannot be met’by the buildlng’petit applicant are referred
to the Board of.Appeals,-who may-grant a variance. “’certain
parking re~irements maybe waived ~“DEP. ~;”;;

. .. . .

II. AUTNORITY : Montgomery County Code, Chapter S9, Zoning,
Section 59-C, Zoning Districts; Regulations; Section 59-A-
3.l(b), Building Permits issued for proposed work that
conforms to uses and amount of development under Chapter 59.

III. WNERS TNE FUNCTION OC~: During processing of the
building permit application.

Iv. TI~ LIMIT: No processing time limit is imposed.
Processing normally can be completed in 1 - 3 days and is
concurrent with building code review.

v. COORDINATION : All external agency coordination is
discretionary and is exercised on an &s-needed basis.
Dependingon the property and the zoning issue, there is
coordination with NNCPPC and the Board of Appeals.

site ..—.

plans submitted with a building petit in floating zones are
sent to NNCPPC for determination of compliance.

-.

VI. PUBLIS~ INFO~TION:” There are no pub~ished guidelines or
procedures, other than the Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 59.

VII. COSTS: FY9 o FY91

Persomnel $32,200 S35,500
Work Years 0.s .0.8
Operating Exp N/A NIA
Capital Outlay N/A ‘N/A

VIII FEES: The building pa-t fee covers the ‘* revi~
function. No separate fees are associated with zoning
review of the building permit.

Ix. WSTIFICATION: The building petit site plan review
function occurs simultaneously with the review of the plans
for building code compliance. This review provides
assurance that the proposed building meets the Council ~_31
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L

Il.

Ill.

w.

v.

w.

w.

W1l.

MNCPPC - ~ory, win 19-
MCDOT - d~fiorrsry
MSCD - mstitory ss per M.O.U. ad win 194.
MDE - ~@StO~, tirnar 26.09.01

lEngr. *X.l
TOTAL

~nse s73,1m $76S0
Other Op. ~nses m m
TOTAL $75$10 S79,700
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II.
.

111.

IV.

v.

VI.

VII.

VIII

IX.

D~~ A=ORIWION PR=S

Division of Traffic bgineering

~ION~ SPONSIBILITT: Preliminary plan review (on-
site)

A=ORI= : ~apter 49 ~d 50 of the Countv Code

~ IN DAP: Preliminary Plan stage.

TI~ LIMIT & A~ORITY: Set by Pl~ng Board Staff
(less than 30 dsys) .

~RDI~TION/A_IES : Office of Planning and Project
Development, Subdivision Development Section, Design
Section, ~CPAPC

-LI~TIONS :

~ and County Code (Subdivision Regulations in
Chapters 49 & 50).
Parking, Weant & Levinson
Traffic Engineering: Theor v & Practice, Piwatro
Transportation & Traffic Engineering Handbook. 1~

co- : =92 Personnel $9,285 (0.1

=s - None-

~) $715 Operating.

=STIFItilON: The circulation of traffic on site, the
provision for truck circulation and storage while

-- loading or unlosding, the interfac.e~f the cite access
to the adjacent public street and the physical
condition of the fronting street or highway must be
reviewed by traffic engineering professionals to assure
safe and reasonable operation of traffic directly
related to the site. The Division of Traffic
Engineering staff provides the needed expertise to
provide this review. This review results in the input
necessary to assure that attention is given to these
matters both in the preliminary stage and the site plan
stages to follow.

..!.-..,..-..j.:~:...-. ,.........--
:,... :,:x: ‘“” *:

... . .. .
-. ..

-1-
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2. I. PUN= ION ~SPONSIBILI=: Preliminary Plan review
‘(off-site)

11.,. A=ORI~ : Subdivision Regulations Chapter 49 and 50
of tie Countv Code

III. ~ IN DAP: Preliminary Plan stage.

xv. TINS LIMIT & A_ORITT: 30 days for action by Plating
Board (~ 50) and 21. days for MCDOT review by ~CPPC
policy.

v. COO~INATION/A_CIES : Office of Planning and Project
* Development, Subdivision Development SeCtiOn, Desi9n

Section, ~==C.

VI. PUBLICATIONS: ..,..

~,” -d Subdivision Requlation’s
Residential Street Desian & Traffic Control, ITE
Road Code, M-T
Traffic Enqineerinq: Theorv & practice, piwatro
Transportation & Traffic Enqineerina Handbook, ITE
TriD Generation Tables, ~CP=C
TriD Generation, ITE

VII.

VIII.,

IX.

..

. .

x.

3. 1.

11..

111.

COSTS : FY92 personnel $27,gO0 (0.4 wy) $27100
operating.

mystification: The review of Traffic Impact Studies
(TIS) for accuracy. feasibility of reco~endations and
for success .of recommendations in mitigating impacts is
a function that staff of The Division of Traffic
Engineering must be involved in so as to assure ~ality
of the TIS and the overall beat interest of the
traveling public.

.. .
~:

FUNCTION~ SPONSIBILI=: Site plan review (Urban
Design)

.A-ORITT: Chapter 49 and 50 of the Countv Code.

~ INDAP: Site Plan stage.

IV.. TI~ LIMIT & A~ORITT: 30 day for Planning Board
(Chapter 50) and about 15 days for M~OT by ~~-c
policy

., -2-

:: :.:. :,;..“
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v.,

VI.

VII.

VIII.

IX.

x.

4. I.

11. ..

111.

Iv.

v.

. .

VI.

.

‘“VII.

IX.
;,

~~INATION/A=IES : Office of Pl~ing and Project
Development, Subdivision Development Section. Design
Section, ~CP=C ..-.,

PUBLI-IONS:

A POliCY on Geometric Desiqn of Streets and
HiqhwaYa, AASHTO
M= Design Standards
Traffic Enaineerin q: Theorv & Practice, Pignatro
Tran~ortation & Traffic Enqineerinq Hsn&ook, 1~
Residential Street Design & Traffic Control, ITS

COSTS : FY92 Personnel $9,300 (0.1 WY) and $700
operating.,

PEES : None .,,. : ..

JUSTIFICATION: .See juatifi,cation for on-site
preliminary review for item #l.

~.-

FUNCTION/RESPONSIBILITY: Site Plan Reviews
(DEPfiuilding permits)

AUTHORITY : Chapter 49 and 50 of the Countv Code.

=~ IN DAP: after Preliminary, Site plan, Zonin9
and/or Special Exception stages.

TI~. LIMIT & A=ORITT: 15 days by M~EP policy (?)

COO~INATION/AGENCIES : Office of Planning and Project
Development, Subdivision Development Section, Design
Section, MNCP&PC, Department of Environmental
Protection Division of Codes Enforcement (organization
recently changed?) .-.W.

PUBLICATIONS:

Traffic Engineering: Theorv & Practice, Pignatro
Parkinq. Weant & Levinson
Transportation & Traffic .En~ineerinq Han~ook, ITE
Loading Space Policy; M-T .: .,,.

COSTS : FY92 Personnel $11,160 .(O.IS. .WY) and $840
operating.

:,,1.-.....
=S- ‘None

.,
- .

~STIFI~TION: See justification for it”ems’1 and 3.

-3-
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‘.s.1.. . ~ION= SPONSIBILITP: Rezoning Cases

11. A~ORITT: Chapters 49 and 50 of the Countv Code.

III. ~ INDAP: Pre-preliminary stage.

IV. TI= LIMIT & A=ORITT: 30 days for Planning Board and
less than 21 days forMCDOT review, Chapters 49 and 50..
of the Countv Code.

v., WRDINATIONIAGSNCIES : Office of Planning and Project
Development, Subdivision Development Section, Design
Section, ~CP@C.

Traffic Enaineerinq: Tbeorv & Practice, Pignatro
TranSDOrtatiOn & Traffic Enqineerinq Handbook, ITS
TriD Generation, ITS
Trip Generation ReDOrt, ~CPPC

VII. COSTS: PT92 Personnel $4,650 (0.05 W) $350 0Peratin9-

VIII.. =S: None

IX., ~STIFICATION: Changes in zoning effect changea in
type, quantity and distribution of traffic on the
Transportation Infrastructure. Thus these effects must
be reviewed by competent Traffic Engineering personnel
to assure that this input is included with other import
facts that influence decisions regarding zoning and re-

.-...—..—..-..----- zoning: - ~~~“- ~~- ~~ ..... . . ... . .

x. 0-:,.

6. I. PONCTION~ SPONSIBILITT: Special Exceptions-- .-L

11. A~ORITT : Chapter 49 and 50 of the Countv Code

111.. ~ IN DAP: This can occur anywhere in the process
but normally before preliminary plan.

Iv.. TI= LIMIT & A_ORITT: 30 days for Planning Board and
less than 21 days for MCDOT review, Chapter 50 of
County Code.

v.. COORDINATION/ACIES. Office of Planning and Project
Development, Subdivision Development Section, Design
Section, MNCP~C.

-4-
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VI.

VII.

VII I.,

IX.,

x.

7. 1..

11.

III.

Iv.

v.

VI .

. .

VII.

VIII.

.1X..

P~LI-IONS:

Traffic Enqineerinq: Theorv & Practice, pimatro
Trsnm ortation & Traffic Enqineerinq Handbook, ITS
TriD Generation, ITS
TriD -neration Reuort, NNCPPC

msTs : =92 Personnel $4,650 (0.05 w) $350 %eratin9.

=S: None

~STIFICATION: Special Exceptions to existing zoning
cm, effect changes in type, ~sntity and distribution
of traffic on the Transportation Infrastructure. Thus
theee effects must be reviewed by competent Traffic
Engineering personnel to assure’that. “~es? inPuts are
included with other important facts tiat influence.
decisions ‘regarding .SpCial ExC:Pti,ons.

~.-

~IoN~ SPONSIBILITT: Master Plan reviews

~=ORITT : Chapter 49 and 50 of tie County Code

~ IN DAP: Master Plan

TI~ LIMIT & A~ORITT: 7 to 30 days as provided by
Planning Board Staff at (several) stages of the Master
Plan process.

COORDI~TION/A~C IES: Office of Planning and Project
Development, Subdivision Development Section, DeSi9n
Section, ~CP@C.

P~LICATIONS :

– Master Plan ef Hiuhwavs, ~CPP&.
ADDroved Road Proqram, MCDOT
Countv Code, Chapters 49 & 50

COSTS- FY92 Personnel $4,650 (0.05 w) $350 ~eratin9-

PEES - None-

~STIFICATION : The Master plan is the most basic tool
to control the condition bf traffic on our streets and
highways in terms of boti safety and efficiency. Thus
it is imperative that Traffic Engineering
professionals have detailed input into the Master Plan
process.

-5-
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B. 1..

11.

111.

Iv.

v.

VI.

VII.

VI II..

Ix.

x ....

9. I.

11. .
--

111.

Iv.

v.

. . .... . ... . .

~IoN~ SIBILITT: Sector Plan reviews

A_RI=: Chapter 49 and 50 of the Cowtv Code

~ INDAP: Master Plan

TX= LIMIT & A_ORITT: 7 to 30 days as provided
Planning Board staff.

by

COO~I=ION/A=IES : Office of Planning and Project
Development .’‘Subdivision Development Section, Design

=LICATIONS:
.

Master Plan of Hid ays, MNCPPC
APDroved Road Proaram, MCDOT
Countv Code, Chapters 49 & 50

COSTS - FY92 Personnel $4,650 (0.05 ~) $350 Operating-

FSES: None

mystification: A Sector plan is a micro portion of a
Master Plan and thus also an essential tool used to
control the condition of traffic on our streets and
highways in terms of both safety and efficiency. mus
it is imperative that Traffic Engineering
professionals have detailed input into the Sector Plan
process.

--- -: - - . . . .-

~ION~ SPONSIBILITT: tiando~ents

A~ORITT : Chapter 49 ,=d 50 of the Countv Code
.. .

~ IN DAP: This cm.occur at any point in the DAP

TI~ LIMIT & A~ORI=: 30 days maxim- allowed by
Countv Code, generally allowed 14 to 21 days for MCDOT
actions.

COOmWION/A=IESi office of;P1-ng -d project
Development,::’Subdivision ‘Development.Section, Design
Section, ~CPAPC. ~ I .,,-

.:,

-6-
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. ,,.,,,,.,,:! ,.

. . . . . .

VI.

VII.

VIII

IX.

x.

10.1.

11.

111..

Iv.

v<

VI .

VII.

VIII

IX.

PUBLI~IONS:

Master Plsns, ~CPPC
Traffic Enqineerinq: Theorv & practic;;np~~;tro
Transportation & Traffic Enqineerinq , ITE

COSTS : PY92 Personnel $4.650 (0.05 w) $350 _ratin9—

-S- ‘None-

mSTIFI~ION: The Division of Traffic Engineering is
in a good professional position to evaluate the
potential need both present and future for various
rights of way that may be petitioned for abandonment.
Thus the Division-s involvement in this function is
imperative.

~--

~~ION~ SPONSIBILI=: Construction Plan Reviews
(paving permits and traffic control plans) .

A=ORITY: tiapter 49 snd 50 of the Countv Code.

-RE IN DAP: After Record plats coincident
Building permits.

with

dsysTI= LIMIT & A_ORITT: Generally less than 30
for responses to Office of Property Ac~isition, DOT.-

COO~INATION/A~C IES: Office of Planning and Project
Development, Subdivision Development Section, Desiw
Section, .~CP=C. ,.

PUBLI~IONS :

.3~A CODE ~ .. .
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Transportation & Traffic Engineering Hsn~ook, 1~
Traffic Engineering. ~eorv & Practice, Pignatro
A Policv on Geometric Desiqns of Hiahwavs and
Streets, AASNTO

COSTS : FY92 personnel $55,400 (1.1 Wy) $29000
Operating.

ES. None-

~STIFICATIO’N:
‘c...::-.?. .

This iS the’ PO~P%” whercykW?l$tY?s
assured in terms of geometric desi~ for~safe efficient
and responsive traffic’ operation bofi durin9 ~d after

.construction takes place. It is extremely important
.
-7-”
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,. DEVELOPMENT AUTHORIZAT 10N PROCESS
DIVISION OF TRANSPORTATION E:4GINEERING

DoT-TRAMs. EVG,1. SPECIFIC CURRENT FUNCTION/RESPONSIBILITY :

(A).

(c).

(D).

(E).

(F).

(~!.

PRE-PRELIMINARY PLAN REVIEU - An optional plan sho~.ng the
concep Wa I Subdl VISI on, submitted for infomal reviews by
those agencies and uti 1ity companies which comprise the
subdivision review comittee. Our office provides
engineering re.vi ew comnts on behalf of tiis department.
These cements include identified prel imi nary plan requirements,
potential required improvemen~ to the public right of way, site
access concerns, etc.

PRELIMINARY PLAN REVIEW - A required submission showing tie
proposed subdlvl SI on in moderate detail. Our office provides
departmental review cements on tie engineered drawing witi
with respect to required improvements witiin the public right-
of way (streets, sidewalks, bikeways, storm drainage, etC. ),
sight accessabi 1i ty issues, identify 001 record pl at and
bui 1 ding ~rmi t approval requirements, etc.

SITE pLAN REVIEW - An engineered drawing, sometimes required
by Zoning or P lanning Board decisions, which shows the pro-
posed development in great detail. Our office reviews the
plan to confirm our prel irnfnary plan cements have been
satisfied. We also provide depar~ental cements with respect
to additional needed improvements in tie public right of way,
access to private open space areas, reaffirmation. of record
pl at and building permit approval requirements, etc.

RECORO PLAT/PUBLI C IMPROVEMENTS AGREEMENT REVIEW/APPROVAL -
record PI at 1s an engl neered, legal drawl ng used to Subdl vide

property .whi ch is eventually ~corded in the County Land Records.
A. Publ ic Improvement Agreement is a written agreement between

the developer and the County (processed along with manY Rcord
plats ) whereby tie developer agrees to construct the required
improvements to the public right of way. We use the record
pl at approval process to ensure- previ OH plan Yeview cements
have been- satisfied. We review record plats ati-PIAs for form
and sufficiency wi ti respect to departmental needs.

WADE ESTMLTSWNT REVIEU/tiPROVAL - ‘A grade establ i shment
1s an engl neered drawing used to determine a roadway profile.
Our office reviews grade establishments for vehicular safety
and sight distance in accordance W. th departmental stindards.

PAVING ANO STOW4 DRAIN PLAN - REVIEW/AppROV~/RESOLUTIOl# OF

~ELD CONFLICTS - An engineered drawi ng showl ng Me. proposed
paving and storm drain to be constructed in the public right ~‘”
of way. Our office must review and approve tiis plan prior
to issuing the applicable permit.

GR~Il~G PERMIT ISSUANCE - A
th Is otflce wnlch all Ows

t{e public right of way.

grading permit is a permit issued
the permittee to do grading within

C-48



i2A~
DEVELOPKNT AUTHORIZATION PROCESS
Page 2

(H).

(I).

.-

(5.

(K).

(L).

(rt).

(N).

(o).

GEO~CMICAL REPORTS REVIEW - This report is the result of a sub
surface lnvestl gatl on whl cfi identifies various qualities of the
existing soil within a proposed roadbed. Our office reviews tie
report to detemine areas of unsatisfactory soi 1s and identify
the roadway pavement section.

PAVING/STOW DRAIN/STREET LIGHT PEW41T( S) ISSUANCE - Thi S/tiese
permit(s) are issued by M 1s office to allow tne permittee to
constmctii nstill the appropriate improvements) wi~in tie public
right of way.

.

ORIVEUAYPENT ISSUANCE- A driveway perMit issued by this office
al lows th e perml ttee ti constmct a driveway apron within tie
#ublic right of way.

UTILITY PEWITS - Our office issues permits to the public.
Tol iow~ng utl Iltycompanies for utility construction within the
public right of way or in the adjacent public utility easements:

(1. ) Washington Suburban Sanitary Comi ssi on
(2. ) Potomac Electric Power Company c
(.3. ) Chesapeake & Potomac Electric Power Company
(4. ) The Potomac Edison Company
(5. ) Baltimore Gas 6 Electric CcmPany
(6. ) Washington Gas Light COMpanY
(7. ) Cable TV - ~ntgomery

MANDOWENT CASE REVIEWS - Our office reviews and comments on
requests to abandon the existing public right of way with
respect to site access, storm drainage needs and pedestrian
facil iti es.

SIDEWALK CLOSURES - Our office reviews and -i ts sidewalk
closures in conjunction with uti 1 i ty and pavi rig/storm drainage
permits.

RURM)iUSTIC RO~ PROGR~ - This program ii ‘mended to preserve
me existing character st~cs of certain rural (an&Or rUsti C)
xoads .deamined by Counci 1 resol Uti on. Our office field
investigates utility and driveway permit requests to ensure the
program goals are being satisfied and works with the applicant
to identify acceptable alternative solutions (when the original
proposal creates an unacceptable e impact).

BUILDING PEMITS SIGN-Off - Our office reviews buil ding ‘pemit
requests to ensure me site has a
entrance and to confirm the terms
Public Improvements Agreement ( i f
pl emented.

permitted driveway apron or
and provisions of the.
appl i cable) have been im-

. ... . . ....
.x,-:.._.. ....
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(P).

.*

.G

DEWLOPER PARTICIPATION ,PRWECTS - Our office aqinisters tiiS
meray devel opecs and fie County join forces. -10’

~~n~rtiyct’ @“or. :~ad :and stem drain systm, ,under :.CounW. C. 1.P.
projecti.” These efforts” incl ude preparation “and ‘approval “of tie
devel o’~r/Coun&’”’funding “agreemnt, coristructi on dratings,
contract .doement; advertise/hi daward of tie cons~~ctl on
contract: .,oietseei ng: rqunerat~ on w ~e dev$l.o%rs etc.,.,......; ,. .,, .. ....... .. ,.

:, -,...

,, :

-.

C-50

,:.:..,



9R*-T
OEVELOOHENTAUTHORIZATIONPROCESS
Page 4

II. STATUTORYAUTHORITY:

A.
B.
c.

D.
E.
F.

.-
G.
H., *-

;:
K.

k:
N.
0.
P.

111. Where

~::
c.
D.

::
G.
H.

::

::.-
M.
u.

~::

Chapter 50 (Subdivision of Land) of Mnt90mrY CowtY .Code
Chapter 50 (Subdivision of Land) of Wntgtiery Co,q.n.ty Code
Chapters 49 (Road Code) and 50 (Subdivision of Land) of
Montgomery County Code and Bi 11 Uo. 42-70 [Tertiary Roads)
Chapter .50 (Section 37-f.2)
Chapter 49 and “Bi11 Uo. 42-70
Chapter 49, Annotated Code of Naryland (House Bill Uo. 629)
(Stem Drain only)
Chapter 49
Chaptir 49
Chapter 49
Chapter 49
Chapter 49
Chapter 49 (Article V)
Chapter 49 (Bill Uo. 21-91)
Chapters 49-76 et seq and 50-35 (Pending Council Legislation)

Chapter 49 (Article IV)

c
in OAP?

Subd~vision Plan Re~iew St~ge

0 m“ “
n u“ “

Gr~ding/pa~ing pe~mit st~ge

., . m e
,, .“ u “
“ ❑ 0 0

Buil ding pemit sign-off stige
Grading/paving permit stage
Subdivision Plan Review stage
Grading/paving permit stage
Subdivision Plan Review & Building Permit sign-off stages
Buil ding pemit sign-off stige
Mdiyision Plan Review and Bui 1 ding Permit sign-off stages

Q. SPECIFIC PROCESSING TIME LIMIT ( FOR SPECIFIC CURRENT FNCTION/
:

(A) . Pre-prel iminary plan review ~ 30 days per Section 50-3>A.2.
(B). Preliminary plan review - 30 days per Sectiori. 5%35(c).
[C). Site ?lan Review -.~ ~~:;;ti fyme’ under::Secti on

--.
(D). Record PlatiPiA Review -. .Uo Set time frame by Section

5G37. f.2

●P1 arming Board must act on a site pl an within 4j days of its receipt.
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AUTHORIZATIOIJ PROCESS

V AGENCY COOR9INATION

MCD- P LOCa

FUNCTION/RESPONS131 LITY MNCPPC WHA (MCHi) MCDFS MCPS Jurisdi c

A. Pre-Prel iminary ?1an Review M-1 D D DD D
Preliminary Plan Review M-1 D D DD D

:: Site Plan Review M-1 D D DD
D. Record PlatiPIA Review/Approval

D
m-l D D DD D

g. Grade Establ is~ent Review/Approval W2 D D DD D
Paving 6 Storm Drain Plan -

“ Review/Approval /Resol ution. of
Field confl i cts D D N/A N/A N/A

G. Grading Permit Issuance ;: ;~ N]A N/A ~~; N/A
H. Geotechnical Reports Review N/A N/A N/A
I. Paving/Stem Orain/Street Light-

- ?ermi t Issuance o N/A N/A N/A
J. Driveway Permit Issuance N?A ;; N!A N/A NIA N/A
K. Utility Permits N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A
L. Abandonment Case Reviews M/A N]A N/A :$ N/A
M. Sidewalk Closures N!A NfA N/A N/A NIA
u. Rural/Rustic, Road Program ;; N/A 91A ~j; NIA
0. Bui 1 ding Permits Sign-off “: M-3 NjA N/A
P. Developer Participation Projects D D N/A U/A NjA U/A

(l. ) M-1 :
(2. ) M-2 :
(3. ) M-3 :
(4. ) D .
(5. ) N/A ;

Mandatory Coordination, per Chapter 50
Mandatory Coordi nati on, per Chapter 49
.~ndato~y Cowd i nation, per Chapter 8 ._
Di scretlonary Coordination
Coordination is discretionary, usually unnecessary

3236Q -- ,

,.
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VI. . PUBLICATIONS ND PROCEDURES:

FUNCTION REFERENCE# (see bel OW)

(A. )
(B. )

.* (c. )
(D. )

.e (E. )
(F. )

(J. )
(K. )
[L. )
(M. )
(N. )
(o. )
(P. )

( 1.)

,. ( 2.)
(3. )
( $.)

[ 5.’)

( 6.)
( ?.)

-. ( 8:)

~,:.;

(11:)

(12. )
(13. )

Pre-prel iminary plan review
Preliminary plan review’
Site plan review
Record pl atiPIA review/approval
Grade establishment review/approval
Paving & storm drain plan -
review/approval/resolution of field
conflicts
Grading permit issuance
Geotechnical reports review
Paving/storm drain/street 1 i ght -
permit issuance
Oriveway permit issuance
Uti 1 i ty permits
Abandonment case reviews
Sidewalk closures
Rural/rustic road program
Buil ding permits sign-off
Oevel oper participation projects

1-13, as appropriate
1-13, as appropriate
1-13, as2apf~priate

:, 6

1,2,4-12

1, 4, 8/9
1, 4, 7, 8/9, 13 =

1
1,7,12
1, 8/9

1, 2,24-:, 10-12

PUBLICATIONS & PROCEDURES REFERENCE N~ERS

mntgomery County Code Chapter 49
Montgomery .County Code Chapter 50 ., .. . .
Mntgomery County Code Chapter 8
Montgomery County Department of Transportation “Design
Standards”
Wntgomery County ~r-nt of -Trans~rtation ‘Storm Drain
Design Criteriaa - .
8i 11 42-70 (Tertiary streets & roadway profi Ies)
Bill 21-91 (Sidewalk closures)
Wntgomery Comty Cmnci 1% ‘=Prop-l for a Rural/Rustic Roads
Program (March, 19gO)
Draft Bi 11 M Rustic Roads Program (introduced June 16, 1992)
Pending sidewalks legislation (Bill 46-91 )
Montgomery County Code Chapter 22A (Montgomery County Forest
Conservation Law; Bill 48-31 )
Americans wi~ Disabilities Act
Terms and Provisions of Public Utilities Easements agreement
[ fi 1ed in tie Land Records of ~ntgomery County in Li ber 3834
at Folio 457)
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VII. F.Y. w cost
F.Y. 91 cost

(;ros$ PetsuoOrl~Vork~Car ~9rratlnu Ctipllol Suh-’rollll cross Prrsunnrl Work Year (}9rrallng rmpllul Silt).’lulol

Expeasrn Hxprnsrs (}UIIUJ F.xptnscs Exprnscs t)utlay

A. .,,........................ ............................,,..,,.,,..,,.,,..,.,,,,.,,.,,..,.,” ..................... ..................... .......
. . .........................!............ ........................... ,,.,.$,.,,.,,.,,.,,.,,.,,,..,,.,,.’’,’’’”“’’’”

.,,.,,.).,..,,,...... . .

n< ..................................... ............................ .,!..,.................... .,,..,.,,.,,...,..,,,. .............................
..................................... .......................... ......................... ..................... ....... .....................

c. .,.,...,.,...,,.........!,.,,,,...,,. ...................................... ..:.......................,, .......................... ,.,.,,,.,.,,,,..,.,,......... ....................
.,,.,,..,.,,.,,..,,.,.,,.,., . ......................... ,,,.,.,,.,,..,.,...,..............................,

0 . ....................................... ..............!............ ........................... .................... ...................... . . ..................................... ............”..!......... ................ ...,..,,.,. ..................... ..................... ...

}: ........................ .. ....................,. ........................... .......................................,,,.,,..,.,,.,,,.,.........,..,,,,..,,,,..,.,........... ...... ............ . .......................
,,.,..,.4.,,.,,,.,................... .........................

r , ,.,,.,,.............................,.. ..................... . . ......................... ,,,.,,.,,,,.,..,..,.. ..........................
,,,,.,...,,.,.,.,,,,,,.,,.,,,,.,..,..,, .................... . ... ...................... ... ................... . ,,.,,.,,......................

6.. ....................................,. ........................ . ....................... ............. .....,.. .......................... . .. . . ... . .. .

(30.S hro.) “’’’’’’’’’’’’’”’’’’”’’’””’’”’”’””“’”‘“’’’(irh[c) “’”““’’’’’’’’”’”$00;

I1. $1 188.2 I 0.0175 $0.0 0 $0.0 0 $l,le6.2 1 $t,4es.8 o 0.0163 $0.0 0 sl.~aae o
,,.,.4.,,.,,.,,,.,,,.!,.,,.,.. ..... ........................... ....................... .................. .... .. . . . . . . .................... ... . . ....................... ... ...................... . ............... ....................

1. ,,,,,,,,,..,...,,,,.,.,,.,....,.,..,,,, ,.,,,,,.,,,,,,,,......,.,,. ...............!..!......!. ..........!.........,,
,,.,.,.,,.,,,,..,.,..,........................... ........................... . . ....................................,,,..,,..$,.,,..,..,..........,....................... . .

.

_ I
:

. . ................................. . . .. ............. .. ,..,!,..,,.........,.,..... ................. .......................... . ......,,.,,.., .. . .................... . .. .. ....................... .. . . . . . .. .. . . .

‘ .. ..
. k. ,,...:.,...,,,,,.,,...,..,.. ....................... . ........................ . . . .. .......................... ........................ .. ,.,,,..,.,...,,..,...,.,,,...,.,,,,. .

.................................. . . ...... . . . .. . . . .. .. .

1,. ................................,,,,..,......................... . ........................... ................ ... . .............................. ................................. ..... .....................,,.,...................... ....... . .. .. . . . . ..........................,,,.,

xl. .,,.,,...,,.,,.,.,,..,..,.,, ....................... .. . .................... .. .. .. . ............................ .................... . .. ............... . . . . . ...,.,.
............................... ..... ......................... . ...............

I
N, ............................. ........ .....................,,..,............................. .................,. ................ ,. ... ....,..,.....,..,’’’’”’’””““’”’”‘“””’””’’”’””’’”””’‘“’.”’”’..................... .. . ,,.,..,..,.,.,. . . ............... . .

(). ............................... . . . ....... .............. .... ..... .............. .. .. . ... . .. ..... . . . .. . . . . .
..................,..,!,....... ... .,,.,!,,.,............... . .....................,.,.!. ...................... ...................... .. ....

P. 1.5 1.63

T(WA1.$ 8047,643.21 17.0176 $44,094.00 $0,00 $092,237 .21

.
II

I $917,76e.oo I7.O1O3 830,263.00 $951.00 S947,819.00



.
.

1. FY90, 91 and 92 Fees/Revenlle

FY go FY 91 FY92

o 0
A.

.: 0 0
B.

0 0 0

:: o“ o 0

0 0 0

:: 0, .,.. . o 0

G. .“ 113,715.00 43,155.00 100,196.50

H. o 0
,= 835,110.00 459,804.00 B3!,769.00 \

:: 99,008.00 122,354.00 110,462.63

K. -0 ----—> ~~~~ :’ ““ “ : ‘ “

L. o
0 0 0

M.
o 0 0

.!: o 0 0

P. o 0 0-

% :1247,?%3.”’
~ ,:,.2>- --< , ~:3 “ & ! ,GA3j 428.13

I c>~A!-~

!360

. . ~.
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IX. JUSTIFICATION

The Department of Transportation’s mission is to provide effective
services to meet Montgomery County’s transportation needs. Of paramount
importance to us is the safe movement of vehicular traffic as well as
pedestrian traffic on all subdivision streets and County roads. The
justification or explanation of how each specific function/ responsibi 1ity
contributes to the OAP is contained in Items I through VII above. The

.&
jus i fication for our specific involvement is self-explanatory. Ue are an
in gral part of the DAP and perform an implementation as wel 1 as a regulator
function. DOT, unlike some other agencies, remins involved in the process
through the construct on codes enforcement stage and maintains al 1 of the
public County roads. It is therefore critical and imperative tiat we be
involved in the pl arming phase of the process. Ne are where the rubber meets
the road. Ue receive the criticism from the public for poorly pl anneal roads,.
bridges, and storm drains. Ue implement what others plan on paper. If we are
not a ful 1 partner in the process, the County citizens are the ones who
suffer. By including us in the process “early on, ” time is saved later on and
better coordination with the permitting function i~achieved.

Our agency has not had sufficient time to prepare a list of pros and
cons to study whether we should continue to perform the specific functions/ re-
sponsibi 1 i ties. To provide a 1 ist of pros and cons without having “brain-
stormed” would not be very meaningful and could “prejudice the jury, ” so to
speak. Besides, some of the pros and cons have already been provided to the
Task Force and are contained in its preliminary report.

x. OTHER INFOMTI~d: .

MCOOT’S involvement in the development process does not end at the
permit issuance phase. It continues in the construction codes enforcement
phase. ‘- “- .m.
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1) Rtvi~ ●nd @es rtcc.~ations on $rafflc IX ct studies duting

Subdivision rtvi-.

X. WPOTfiPPD rtti- and -kes reccndatlons on traffic l~ct
studies. OPPO’S involmnt occurs duting the Local Area Transportation
Red- process titch Ust k undttikt for suMlvlsions that generate 50 or
-re peak hour autmbi le ttips. A traffic study ts required If the
develo~nt is located near ● congested area or the total appwvtd devtlo~nt
4s tithin 5 percent of the policy ●rea ceiling.

11. mntg=m County Code, CheVttr 50. SuMlvislon of Land, Article
1X1. section 50-35. Prtlltinaw subdivision Plans - Approval Procedure. Sea
●lso the County Councl 1‘s rtsoltiion adopting the FY 93 Annual 6tih PO1 ICY
tier Local Area Transportation Revl- ( LATR) tilch states ●In its
●tinlstratlon of Local Am Transpo*tlon Revlw, the Plannfng ROSrd shal 1
glvt careful consideration to the recoeaaendations of the County Executive
conctrnfng the appllcant’s $raf f Ic study ●nd proposed i~rov~nts or any
other aspect of the LATR..

111. Preliminaw Plan stage.

Iv. Seneral lY thts office Is 91ven at least seven days by the
~ryland+atlonal CSpital Park and Planning C=ission (MCPPC) to cmnt on
Ctittrfa for Local Area Transpo-tion ReviW and tWntY+nt (21) days to .
rtvl- and cant on traffic l~act studies subitted for Local Area
Transpotitton Revl-.

v. Coordinate tith the Transpotitlon Planning Division of the
~~land+atlonal CSPltil Park and Planning C- fssion. The Adequate Public
Facl lities Ordinance (Chapter 50-35 (k)), Subdlvlslon of Lend, *nt9WW
County Code, states that .The planning board Wst consider the recmndatlons
of the county execut Ive and other agent ies In dettmlnlng the adequacy of
publlc facilities and strvlces In accodance tith the guidelines and
limitations established by the county council In Its annul g-h policy or
tstabllshed by nsOlutlon of the district counci 1 after public hearing. ●

see also the County Counci 1‘s resolution adopting the FY 93 Annual G-h
Pollcy WIch states that ‘the Plannlng Soard shall give careful consideration
to the rtcandatlons of the county Executive concernfio the aDDllcant’s
traffic study and proposed l~rov~nts or any other asp~ct Of-the LATR.’ The
coordination ts therefore -ndatory.

VI. Local Area Transposition Revlw 6uldtl Ines, adopted October
1990 by M~land+ational Capital Park and Planning C~ission. see
attacmnt. . . . . . .

VII. Esti-ted costs for the rtvl~ of traffic i-act studtes fn
art S34,000 for salary, 1.144 wrk houm ( .S5 wrk years), and operating
●xpanses of $100. In FY 91 they wrt $3 S,500 for sala~. 1,144 wrk hours
(.55 wrk years), and $100 for operating expenses.

4,

FY 90

C-62



X. .~is a-y .(W~nPPD) hs “~n Involved In * APFO process
since its i*eption..., ., .“”-” -.

. ,,. .

.. . . .. :’

.- .-.

.. . . . ‘.
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2) Revl~ ;nd mkes res~atlons concerning roads, stdmlks. blk~ys.
and other publ $C transportattm faCl lltleS duting the Stilvlslon rtviu
pmctss . ‘

1. mDoTflPPD rev$m and rnkes recmndatlons concerning reads.
sid=lks. bikw~. ●nd ~er publfc transm~tion facil~ttes du~w the
subdivision mvt- process.

11. MntgmW’ County. Code, Article 11, Road Construction Code.
Chapter 49. ●nd Artfcle 111. Chapter SO. Subdivision of rend, Article 111,
Section 50-35. Pralitinaw Subdtvlslon Plans - Approval Procedure. section
~-35 rt4uires that * copfes of Prellmlnary suMlvlslon plans be s-ttted
to the Depa-nt of Transportation as to roads, streets, cros~alks. Wths
●nd stem drainage.. The Office of Planning and Projast Develo~nt provides
input on road all~nts. sldalks. bikmvs. transit related lnfrastmcti~,
-star plan issues, etc.

111. This type of revl~ MY occur at pre~rtlimlnary. Pralidnarv.
develownt, and site plan rev3w.

IV. OPPO wrk Is done *thin tl- constraints of the overall
subdivision revl= process. Recmndations fm RCDOT are due in thirty (30)
days but can be ●xtended thl rty (30) mm days by the planning board. HCOOT
representative sits on the subdivision rtvim c-lttee as specified In
Stctfon 50-35 of the County Code.

v. ‘Oevelo~nt ReviW Dfvlsion. Transportation Planning Olvislon,
Urban Oeslgn Oivision, and Parks Oepe-nt, Wryland+atlonal CSOltal Park
and Planning C-isslon.

VI. Fol lW standards and specl f I cations of ~ntg~~ County Road
Construction Code. and Montg-ry County Oeslgn Standards (Oepa-nt of
Transpo~tlon).

VII. Esti=ttd costs for subdivision revl- In FY 90 art $2 S,000 for
salary. 1,MO mrk houm (.50 wrk years), and operating expenses of WOO. In
FY 91 they wre $26,000 for salary, 1.040 mrk hours (.50 wrk YearS), and
MOO for *perating ●xpenses. - .. .

VIII. ‘N/A-

1X. Ensures that prtllrninary and final site plans for develo~nt
confom to county road codes, design standards, rester plan of higtiys.
rester plan of b$k~ys, area rester plans, ●tc.

x. OPPO staff generally Providei support and res~ndatlons to the
Otpa~nt of Transpo~tion npresentat Ive *O sits on the suMivlslon mvlm
cmittee at WCPPC.

8575U: ECJ :ec j
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M-Mcf/c “
THE -ND:NATiONAL CAPITAL PARK ANO PLANNING COMMISSION

D=
8787 kqti Amue . S;kr Spring.Mavland 20910-3760

. .

July 28, 1992

TO: &drew Mansinne, Jr. , Director
Office of Wgislative oversight

mOM : /;&+”Charles R. tiahr, Deputy Planning Director L-q

SUNECT : Planning Department Response to 0~ Re~est for
Information Concerning Montgomery Comty’s
Development Authorization Process

--------------------- -------------------- ------------------------

Attached is our detailed responses to the.ten categories of
information concerning the Planning Depa~entss current func-.
tions and responsibilities in the development authorization
process. I apologize for the length of time that it has taken us
to respond to your reguest, but the nature of the plan proce-
dures/processes that we are involved in reguired a significant
amount of timeto coordinate the responses from different staff
in the Planning Department.

The’major functions/responsibilities that we are involved
witi include the subdivision process; site plan Process: forest
stand-~elineations/forest conservation plans~-and building per-
mits. We will stimit copies of the documents enumerated under
Category ~ by a eeparate memorandum in the neti few days.

Please contact me at 495-4500 or Joseph Davis, our Subdivi-
sion Coordinator, at 495-4585 if you have ~estions concerning
the attached material.

-:JRD:ds

Attachments
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~rrent Aaencv Punctions/Responsibilities Ln the
Development Authorization Process (DAP)

A. PUN~ION - SUBDIVISION (P~-PRSLI~NARY PLAN , ~LIMINARY
Pm, AND RSCO~ PLAT) ~1~.

I. Describe the gpecific -rrent fuaction/respoasibilitp.

A. General Description of the

as Described in Attachment #l of the

Report:

Subdivision Review Process

April 15, 1992 Policy Level

!!s~division Review: The subdivision review process is a
multi-agency review that assures that various development
regulations and public policies are satisfied before a sub-
division can be approved. The authority to approve subdivi-
sion applications (and record plats) rests with the Planning
Board. The applications are filed with the planning staff
who refers them to other public agencies/departments for
review and recommendations.a’

‘The Subdivision Review Committee (SRC), which is comprised
of representatives from various public agencies/departments,
meets on a regular basis to advise applicants concerning
re~irements for the final review of their plans. Subse-
~ent agency/department recommendations are forwarded to the
planning staff to be included in the public record and pro-
ject file. When final agency/department recommendations are
received,. the planning staff prepares recommendations and
conditions on the application and schedules it for a Plan-
ning Board public hearing and action. Public notices are
mailed to adjacent property owners and civic associations
notifying them of the scheduled public hearing.

on~en an application is approved, the ap~cant must s~mit
an original tracing of the subdivision plan that will be
marked by the staff to indicate the action of the Planning
Board. In addition, the Planning Board’s opinion on the
application is prepared and mailed to parties of record.
WSSC reguires that a preliminary plan be approved before it
will formally issue a water/sewer authorization.g’

The record plat is the final subdivision plan which must be

approved by the Planning Board and designated public agencies

prior to being recorded in the County Plat Books. The record

plat shows all boundaries of the property under application; all

street lines and lot lines; provides specific lot and block or

C



parcel identifications; shows exact locations

streets, alleys, easements, and rights-of-way

and utilities; areas reserved for common open

for public use are shown on the record plat.

and widths of all

for public services

space or dedicated

The applicant must

also provide road and street profile plans, storm drain plans,

and water and sewer service approvals by WSSC and/or the County

Health Officer.

B. Detailed ~ction/Responsibilities:

1. Development Review Division (DRD)

DRD staff accepts applications for pre-preli-

minary plans, preliminary plans, and record

plats; collects fees: enters application data

into development information monitoring

system (DIMS) and the development review

monitoring system (D=); refers applications

to agencies; schedules applications for the

Subdivision Review Committee (SRC).

DRD staff chairs the SRC meetings on pre-

. .
preliminary and prelimina~-plans and pre-

pares minutes of meetings which are distri-

buted to applicants, agencies, and other

interested patiies.

D~ staff, in cooperation with other depart-

ments/agencies, identifies issues tobe

resolved prior to Planning Board considera-

tion of application; answers public in~iries

concerning application status; meets with

C-bJ
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,

applicant, depatiment staff, other agency

staffs, and any interested patiies to help

resolve issues affecting applications.

DRD staff schedules applications for plannin9

Board review: determines whetier or not

applications satisfy all re~irements of the

Zoning Ordinance, Subdivision Regulations,

and applicable plans and policies; packages

other staff findings and recommendations;

prepares necessary conditions to be applied

to the application as part of the staff

recommendation: and presents staff recommen-

dations to the Planning Board.

D~ staff

depending

opinions;

tion into

signs the

(and/or =gal Depa”timent staff,

on application) prepares and mails

enters final site approval informa-

the DIK and D= programs; and

preliminary plan tracing noting

.-
Planning Board conditions:--

2. Transportation Plannina Division (TPD)

As pati of the Ade~ate Public Facilities

Ordinance review, the ade~acy of transpotia-

tion facilities must be determined. Findings

must be made by the Planning Board that there

is ade~ate staging ceiling capacity to

accommodate a proposed project and that the

- c-68
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project meets the local area

review criteria.

A copy of a preliminary plan

transportation

is forwarded to

the TPD as soon as it is filed. In prepara-

tion for the Subdivision Review Committee,

the TPD determines if a bcal ties Transpor-

tation Review (Mm) is re~ired and, if SO,

whether one has been submitted with the

application. TPD initiates preliminary

review of the ~~ to determine if it is

complete. If a ~TR or a traffic statement

was not submitted, the preliminary plan is

not considered complete. The TPD determines

if staging ceiling capacity is available for

the proposed development. If staging ceiling

capacity is not avail~le, the preltiinaq

plan can be processed under the De-Hinimis

--

provisions of tie ~nual Growth Policy (AGP)

or the developer is reguire~ to come up with

a traffic mitigation program (=) that is

acceptable to both MC~T and TPD. This

effort is done concurrent with the prepara-

tion of the UTR. The development review

clock will not start until tie developer can

demonstrate that the staging ceiling problem

can be overcome.

C-69
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If a ~~ is needed, TPD provides the back-

ground or pipeline development that must be

included in the ~TR. TPD also identifies

the critical intersections that must be

analyzed. This information is sent to MCDOT

for their conmrrence and then sent to the

developer. men the developer submits a

‘fi~, it is reviewed for completeness by TPD.

If complete, the ~TR is sent to MCDOT and,

if appropriate, Sm. All appropriate agen-

cies then review the =TR including all

necessary improvements proposed by the devel-

oper. If MCDOT and/or S~ agree with pro-

posed improvements then they send their

repoti to TPD who prepares the final trans-

portation recommendations which are forwarded

to the DRD and seines as the basis for Plan-

ning Board conditions necessary to address

-. ._
=FO re~irements. The Tw-reviews traffic

mitigation agreements when a record plat is

submitted for final subdivision approval.

3. Environmental Plannina Division fEPDl

EPD reviews stormwater management (S~)

waivers and concept plans as part of the pre-

preliminary, preliminary, and site plan

review process.

is to asce*ain

5

The emphasis of EPD review

how a pa*icular S~ concept
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. .

plan will provide tie needed stormwater con-

trols relative to other environmental fea- .

tu,res of a site and/or adjacent sites in a

pla~ing area or watershed. The impacts” of a

proposed facility on steep slopes, tree

cover, wetlands, natural trout streams, etc. ,

are considered and, when unacceptable, recom-

mendations are made to MCDEP for alternative

sites and/or concepts. MCDEP staff then gives

final approval to all S~ concept plans and

waiver re~ests. SW concept plans and/or

waiver re~ests must be approved prior to

preliminary plan approval.

It should be noted that the authority to

approve or deny a S~ waiver reguest rests

with.MCDEP. As rewired by County S~ law

(Chapter 19 of the County Code), MCDEP submits

all SW waiver re~ests directly to EPD for

review and comment. MCDEPfias established a

four-week turnaround time to receive M-NCPPC

comments. After considering EPD comments,

MCDEP has the authority to issue or deny a

given waiver revest.

EPD also reviews wetlands delineations as

part of the natural resources inventory sub-

mitted at preliminary/site plan stage to

ensure that lots are outside wetlands, flood-
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plain, .steep slopes, and otier enviro~en-

tally sensitive areas. The purpose of the

review is to shape development so as to

avoid,. minimize, and mitigate the impacts to

wetlands. The greatest potential for mini-

mizing the conflicts between wetland protec-

tion and development occurs during the master

plan and development review process. Signi-

ficant delays and plan revisions may occur ‘

late during the permitting process if wet-

lands are not protected at the earlier subdi-

vision stage.

EPD provides technical noise analyses and

reviews all master, sector~ and development

plans for compatibility of land uses with

noise emanating from transportation noise

sources. This proactive or preventative role

see- to prevent or minimize adverse noise

..
impacts before it occurs.’ “-he M-NCPPC “Staff

Guidelines for the Consideration of Transpor-

tation Noise Impacts in Und Use Planning and

Developmentit (June 1983) provide guidance for

appropriate land use/noise compatibility

standards and priorities in use of noise

mitigation measures. The best options for

encourage noise compatible land

implementing effective low-cost

7

uses and

noise mitiga-
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tion measures are available for consideration

during the master plan and development review

process.

-. EPD reviews conservation easement agreements

and other environmental-related site agree-

ments when a record plat is submitted for

final stidivision approval.

II. E-lain under what specific authority your agency performs
the function/responsibility and cite the relevant section(s)
of the State Code, County Code, Ordinance, Council Resolu-
tion, Planning Board Directive, other.

The Planning Board’s authority to approve preliminary plans

and record plats derives from Article 28 of the

Maryland (Maryland-Washington Regional District

division procedures are contained in Chapter 50

Annotated Code of

Act) . The sub-

of the Montgomery

County Code being the Montgomery County Subdivision Regulations.

The APFO is based on Section 50-35(k) of the Subdivision Regula-

tions and guidelines contained in the Annual Growth Policy

adopted each fiscal year by the County Council and the -

guidelines, adopted by the Planning Board. Environmental stan-.. ....

dards and guidelines derive from the Montgomery County Zoning

Ordinance, the

Planning Board

gomery County,

Montgomery

Guidelines

Maryland.

County Subdivision Regulations,

for Environmental Management in

and the

Mont-

With regard to stormwater management concept/waiver applica-

tions, the Maryland-Washington Regional District Act specifies in

Article 28, Section 7-116(a) (6) that “tie (s*division) regula-

tions may provide for . . . (6) the preservation

8

of the location
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of and tie

of natural

volume “and flow of water in and other characteristics

streams and other waterways, including the establish-

ment of a storm water management program in Montgomery County

which would allow the county to accept monetary contributions,

the granting of an easement, or the dedication of land. . . .“

III.

nary

IV.

Describe where in tbe Development Authorization Process
(DAP) tbe epecific function/responsibility occurz (Pre-
preliminq, preliminaq, project, stidivision, site plm,
other) .

Subdivision phase involving

plans, and record plats.

pre-preliminary plans, prelimi-

Indicate wbetber there is a specific processing tires limit
associated with tbe function/responsibility, and cite tbe
authority for tbe time limit.

A. Preliminary Plans: Section 50-35(f) provides the

following time limit for presentation of a preliminary plan to

the Planning Board:

**presentation of the Plan to Board. Every preliminary plan
shall be presented to the Board for its review and action at
the earliest regular meeting after the staff has completed
its study and is ready to make its recommendation or commun-
ications received concerning such plan; provided, that ~
staff shall Dresent the Dlan to the Board not later than the
first reaular meetina which occurs after sitiv davs have
~y lus an
etiension of time qranted for review by other auencies. The
Board shall act to: ....” [emphasis added]

The Planning Board’s Rules of Procedure clarify that the

statutory review time does not begin until all supporting

materials and reports are submitted to staff and determined to be

complete by the Subdivision Coordinator.

B. Record Plats: Section 50-37(c) provides the following

time limit for Planning Board action on a record plat applica-

tion:
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ItBoard to Act Within Thi*y DaYs - The Board shall approve
or.disapprove a final (record) plat within thirty days after
submission thereof or after resubmission: otherwise, such
plat shall be deemed approved and on demand a certificate to
that effect and the original record plat signed in form for
recording shall be issued by the Board; provided, that the
applicant may. waive this requirement and consent to an
etiension of such period. If the plat is disapproved, the
reasons therefor shall be stated in the minutes of the Board
and shall be promptly transmitted in writing to the appli-
cant. m
The Planning Board’s approval is a conditional approval in

Othat the plat must also be signed by MCDOT and MCDEP (or the

County Health Officer) prior to actual recordation.

v. List all other agencies with which you coordinate for this
specific function/responsibility, end indicate whether the
coordination is mandatoq (cite re~irsment) or discretiona~.

The following agencies are reguired to be notified concern-

ing submission of a preliminary plan in accordance with Section

50-35(a) of the Subdivision Regulations:

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission
Montgomery County Department of Transportation
Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection

- Maryland State Highway Administration
Appropriate federal agencies for review of federal
projects.
-Y municipality that re~ests tie right to review a
preliminary plan within such municipality.

- ‘Montgomery County Public Schools ....

In addition to the above, the following agencies and utili-

ties serve on the Subdivision Review Committee:

Montgomery County Fire and Rescue Sewices
- Montgomery County Office of Consumer Affairs
- Appropriate M-NCPPC technical staff .such as Environmental

Planning Division (EPD) and Transpotiation Planning
Division (TPD).
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m. List any published manual, st-d=d, guideline or ProcedUe
that relatee to this specific function/responsibility, an~
attach one copy of the document.

The Subdivision Process involves a ntier of manuals, stan-

dards, guidelines, and procedures which include the following:

Montgomery County Subdivision Regulations (Chapter 50 of
the County Code)
Montgomery county Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 59 of the
County Code)
Planning Board Rules of Procedures
All appropriate master and sector plans
Environmental Management Guidelines
Forest Consewation Manual and Chapter 22 of the County
code
-nual Groti Policy
Local Area Review Guidelines
Montgomery County Road Code
Montgomery County Stormwater Management Regulations
Staff Guidelines for the Consideration of Transpotiation
Noise Impacts in Lend Use Planning and Development (1983)

VII. Enumerate all coste associated with this specific function/
responsibility for FY90 and FY91. List separately as
follows: personnel e~enses and work year;, oper;ting
espenses, capital outlay, other.

PRELIMINARY PUS
Fiscal Year Work Years

FY 90 8.0
FY 91 8.4
FY 92 7.4

. . RECOm PUTS
Fiscal Year Work Years

FY 90 1.4
FY 91 1.4
FY 92 1.3

Personnel Em enses

s452,000
S475,000
$418,000

----
Personnel Em enses

$ 60,000
S 60,000
S 56,000

V211.List all fees and charges currently associated with this
specific f=CtiOn/reSDOnSibilit9 emd the authority for the
fee/charge; and enume~ate all r~venues these fees and
charges generated in FY90 and FY91.

Fees for submission of Preliminary Plans of Subdivision:

Single-Family s120
over

& S12 per lot for first 50 lots:
50 lots, $6 per lot.

11
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Multi-Family - S240 h S24 per acre ar any portion
and thereof for first 50 acres, $12 per acre
commercial/Industrial over 50 acres

&endments/Revisions Same basic fee
charge )

Fees for Subdivision Record Plats:

(no per lot/acreage

$160 per

Revenues for Submission of Preliminary
Plats:

Fiscal Year preliminary Plans

FY 90 $124,995
FY 91 $ 69,645

Plans

application.

and Record

Record Plats

S 74,240
S 44,640

Ix. Justify how this specific function/responsibility contri-
butes to the DAP; ‘ma enumerate the PrOS -d cOnS Of yo=
agency continuing to perform the fuction/responsibility.

The subdivision process is an integral part of the develop-

ment approval process. This stage of the process involves the

location of building lots; roads, street, and utilities; access

to the site; open

areas) ; provision

of whether public

spaces (including environmentally sensitive

of stomwater management; and a determination

facilities are ade~ate to serve the amount and

types of development proposed. In addition, development agree-

ments between applicants and the Planning Board associated with

traffic-mitigation, consemation easements, an+~ther issues, and

homeowner association documents for common open space, are imple-

mented as part of the record plat process.

M-NCPPC is the lead agency for the subdivision process.

This is appropriate in that the Planning Board conducts necessary

public hearings in accordance with adopted Rules of Procedure.

The agency is an independent governmental entity that can review

plans and projects in a politically neutral environment. The

12
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subdivision process is an open process in which the comunity can

become involved and is welcome to participate

x. submit any other information relating to
function/responsibility.

in the process.

this specific

No comments.

B. FUNCTION - SITE P- REVIEW.

I. Describe the specific current f=ction/responsibility.

A. Find

1.
2.

3.
4.
5.
6.

Site Plan Consistent With Prior Approvals:

Schematic Development Plan (59-D-3.4.a.1)
Project Plan for Optional Method of Development
(59-D-3.4.a.1)
Special Exception Approved by Board of Appeals
Preliminary Subdivision Plan
Supplementary Plan Re~ired in Town Sector Zone
Other

B. Find Site Plan Confo= With Re~irements of Zone
(59-D-3.4.a.2) :

1. Development Standards
2. Moderately Priced Dwelling Units
3. Transfer Development Rights Calculations
4. Environmental Findings
5. Compatibility Findings
6. Purpose Clauses

c. Find Ade~acy, Safety, Efficiency of tications of:
(59-D-3.4.a.3)

-. 1. -Building & Structures - See V. fir key to agencies
a. Main Building UD
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
9.
h.
i.

i:
1.
m.
n.
o.

Garage/Carport
Bus Shelter
Transit Station
Recreation Building
Entry Gate
Retaining Wall
Stormwater Pond
Sediment Basin
Noise Mitigation Wall
Screen Berm
Transformer or other Vault
Public M.
Signage
Parking Structure

UD
UD/DOT
UD/TP/DOT/CP
UD”
UD/DOT
UD/EP
UD/EP/DEP/DOT
UD/EP/DEP/DOT
UD/EP/DOT/S~
UD
UD/PEPCO/C& P/-TA/~
UD
UD
UD/DOT

13
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2. - Open Spaces
Floodplains EP

:: Steep Slopes EP
c. Yard Setback UD
d. Compatibility ~ffer UD
e. Tree SaVe Area UD/EP
f. Consenation Area EP)UD

stream Valley Buffer EP/uD
:: Wetland EP/DEP
i. GreenWay UD/P=/EP

Multipurpose Court
;: public Use/Amenity
1. =lic Park

UD”
Space UD

UD/P=

. - Sizes ‘UD
3. Landscaping

Trees, Sh~s, etc.;:
Trees, Shrubs, etc. - Species UD
Trees, Shrubs, etc. - Details UD

:: Compatibility Screening UD
e. Lighting Compatibility UD
f. Signage UD
9. Street Purniture UD
h. Pedestrian Paving UD/DOT
i. Fences/Walls/Gates UD
j. Retaining Walls UD/EP
k. Steps/Stairs/Ramps UD
1. Landscape of s~ Ponds EP/UD
m. Reforestation EP/UD
n. Afforestation EP/UD
o. Tree Save Areas EP/UD/TV
. Transplant Areas EP/UD

:. Streetscape Plans UD/DOT

4. Pedestrian/Bicycle Circulation System
a. Sidewalks UD/DDT/TP/DEP/MCS
b. Bikeways UD/TP/DOT/MCS
d. GreenWays UD/EP.- —
e. Pedestrian Paths

..-.
UD

f. Hiker/Biker Trails UD/TP/DOT
Handicapped Access UD/DOT

:: Bus stop UD/DOT
i. Bike Storage UD
i. Crosswalks UD/DOT/MCS
k. merpasses/Underpasses UD/TP/DOT
1. Transit Stop Accessibility UD
m. Lighting UD

5. Vehicular Circulation System
a. Streets/Roads UD/TP/DOT
b. Parking Lots/Garages UD/DOT/TP
c. ms stops DOT/UD
d. Transit Stops DOTflD/TP
e. Driveways/Garages UD
f. ROW Dedications TP/DOT/DR/UD
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::
i.

1.
m.
o.
P.
q.
r.
s.
t.
u.
v.
w.
x.

Slope Easement
Curb Radii
Loading Docks
Truck Routes thru Parking
Fire Truck Access
SW Pond Access
Drive-in Window Stacking
ml-de-sac Len~/Waiver
Curb Parking
Street Interconnections
Street Classification
Design Speed
Traffic Noise Generation
Traffic Noise Mitigation
Parking Lighting
Street Lighting
Speed Mitigation Measures

6. Recreation
a. Play kts
b. Picnic Areas
c. Courts and Fields
d. Hiker Biker Trail Syst.
e. Natural Areas
f. Pools

Fitness Facilities
:: Community Rooms
i. Comunity Gardens

DOT/GD
WT/UD
DOT/UD
UD/DOT
UD/F&R
EP/DEP/UD
~T/UD
DOT/UD
UD/NT
DR/UD/TP/DOT
TP/DR/UD/~T
DOT/TP/UD
EP
EP/UD
UD
UD/DOT
UD/~T/TP

UD
UD
UD
UD/PARRS
UD
UD
UD
UD
UD

D. Find Compatibility of Each Structure and Use With
(59-D-3.4.a.4) :

1. Other Uses - (Internal Compatibility)
2. Other Site Plans - (Internal Compatibility)
3. Existing Adjacent Development - (Etiernal Compati-

bility)
4. Proposed Adjacent Development - (Etiernal Conpati-..

bility)

E. Find That Development Would Achieve a Maximum of:

1. Compatibility (Board makes walitative judwents-.
2. SafGty
3. Efficiency
4. Attractiveness

F. Processes of Site

based on advice of trainkd ~rofes-
sional staff, input from cohunity)

Plan Review:

Preapplication Conference Professional Staff/Applicant
Receive Application and Fee Support Staff/Applicant
Check Application for Completeness Support Staff
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... -. . ..

Notify Applicant of Incompleteness
Receive’ Completed Application
Content Check for Conflicts/Issues

Start SPR Review Clock (45 days)
Tentative Schedule Set
Notify Adjoining Property Owners
of Application

Detemine Citizen Associationas
Affected

Notify Citizenls Associations of
Application

Confim Place on SRCM Agenda

Transmit Plans to SRCM Agencies
Notify Applicant of Hearing Date
Subdivision Review Conittee Meeting

(SRCM)

“Produce and Distribute SR~ Minutes
Notify APO/CA List of Hearing Date
Review Proposal, Refine Details

Produce and Distribute Staff Repo*
Planning Board Hearing
Finalize Opinion

Mail Opinion
Revise Proposal Per Opinion
Produce Signature Set

Check Signature Set Against Opinion
Route Signature Packet for Depart-

ment Approvals
Mail Approved Docments to Applicant.- —

Check Pemit Application Against
Signature Set

Pre-construction Inspection
Construction Inspection

Plan of Compliance
Site Plan Violation Hearing
Final Inspection

Suppoti Staff
Suppo* Staff/Applicant
Professional Staff

Professional Staff
Professional Staff

Applicant

Support Staff

Suppo* Staff
Support Staff

Suppofi Staff
Support Staff

Professional Staff

Professional & Suppo* Staff
Support Staff
Professional Staff & Applicant

Professional & Suppo* Staff
Professional Staff & Applicant
Professional Staff

Support Staff
Applicant
Applicant

Professional & Support Staff

Professional & Suppo* Staff
Support Staff....

Support Staff
Professional Staff
Professional Staff

Professional
Professional
Professional

Staff
Staff
Staff

StaffCorrections as needed Professional
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II.

III .

-..

Eqlain under what specific authority your agenq performs
the function/responsibility and cite the relevant section(s)
of the State Code, County Code, Ordinance, Council Resolu-
tion, Planning Board Directive, other.

Codes which are applicable to Site Plan Review:

Zoning Ordinance
subdivision Regulations
Building Codes
Americans with Disabilities Act
Administrative Procedures Act
Maryland Forest Conservation Act of 1991
Montgomery County Code Chapter 22A: Forest Conservation
Montgomery County Code Chapter 49 (Road Code)
Montgometi County Code Chapter 24 (~DU’s)
Maryland Building Code for the Handicapped

Describe where in the Development Authorization Process
(DAP) the specific function/responsibility occurs (Pre-
prelimina~, preliminaq, project, subdivision, site plan,
other) .

Site Plan Review normally follows preliminary plan approval

and precedes record plat approval.

IV. Indicate whether there is a specific processing time limit
associated with the function/responsibility, and cite the
authority for the time limit.

Processing Tine Limit: 45 days, Montgomery County Code,

Division 59-D-3.

v. List all other agencies with which you coordinate for this
spe”cific’Tunction/responsibility, end ind~cate whether the
coordination is mendatoq (cite requirement) or discretion-
.

Agencies Which Coordinate on Site Plan Review:

MCDOT (Montgomery County Department of Transportation)
MCDEP (Montgomeq County Department of Environmental

Protection)
MDOT (Maryland Department of Transpotiation)
SHA (State Highway Administration)
MCFRS (Montgomery County Fire & Rescue Service)
MCOCA (Montgomery County Office of Consumer Affairs)
PEPCO (Potomac Electric Power Company)
C & P (Chesapeake and Potomac Telephone)
Potomac Edison Power Company
WSSC” (Washington Sanitary Sanitary Commission)
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WGL (Washington Gas Light Company)
PARHS (M-NCPPC Parks Depatient)
NP~ (National Park Service)
Assessors - Md h MC?
DHCD (Montgomery COUnty Department of Housing & CO~~ity ~

Development)
HOC (Housing Opportunities Commission)
MCSCD (Montgomery County Soil Conservation District)
TV (Montgomery County Cable)
~TA (Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority)
MCS (Montgomery County Schools)
HPC (Historic Presentation CO~iSSiOn)
MDECD (Maryland Department of Economic and Community

Development)
City of RocWille
City of Gaithersburg
City of TaKoma Park
Village of Friendship Heights
District of Columbia
Frederick County
Howard County
Prince George’s County
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Maryland Department of Economic and Cowunity Development

VI. List any published manual, standard, guideline or procedure
that relates to this specific function/responsibility, sad
attach one copy of the document.

Published Standards, Guidelines, Procedures for SPR:

Information Sources Sheet
Section 59-D.3 of Zoning ordinance
Procedures for Site Plan Stimission and Fees
Rules of Procedure for MCPB
Sample Site Plan Enforcement Agreement
Development Program Guidelines
Bethesda Streetscape “Plan
Silver Spring Streetscape Plan
Germantown Town Center Design Study
Germantown StreetsCape Plan
M-NCPPC SWM Pond Landscape Guidelines
Plants Recommended for Montgomery County
Standard Conditions for Site Plan Approval
Sidewalk kgislation
Design Guidelines Handbook for Historic Preservation
A Sense of Place
Environmental Management of Development in Montgomery
Trees Technical Manual
Noise Guidelines
Recreation Guidelines
Tetiiary Street Guidelines

county
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=1. En-crate all costs associated with this specific
f&ction/re9pon9ibility for FY90 and FY91. Liet Separately
as follows: pergonnel ~enses and work years, operatin9
qanses, capital outlay, other.

Costs of Site Plan Review:

Fiscal Year Work Years Personnel Em enses

FY 90 5.5 S307,000
FY 91 5.5 $307,000
FY 92 5.0 $279,000

VIII.Liet all fees and chargee currently associated with this
specific function/responsibility and the authority for the
fee/charge:’ and enumerate all revenues these feeg =d
charges generated in FY90 and FY91.

Fees/Revenue9 for Site Plan:

FEES :
S330 per application up to one acre
S 10 per additional acre
Authority: Montgomen County Planning Board, November 1985

mms :
Fy Igo Revenue Total: $41,263
FY ’91 Revenue Total: $21,640

IX. Justify how this specific fmction/responsibility contri-
butes to the DAP: and enumerate the pros and cons of Your
agency continuing to perform the function/responsibility.

Site Plan Review is a detailed review by the technical staff

and the .Planning Board of a proposed development. It is reguired
-. ..-.

in all floating zones, in Euclidian zones developed under the

cluster, DDU or TDR options, and in CBD and = Zones when the

Optional Method of Development is used. Site Plan Review imple-

ments major County policies by helping to assure compatibility of

additional development re~ired by MPDU and TDR laws.

Site Plan Review assures that a development meets the stated

puqoses and standards of the zone; provides fOr ade~ate, safe,

and efficient vehicular and pedestrian Circulation: and Protects
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and preserves- natural features, trees and adjacent properties

through. appropriate siting of structures, oPen space and land-

scaping.

A site plan shows the proposed development in relation to

immediately adjacent areas and indicates natural features such as

existing trees, wetlands, proposed grading and topography, sto~

water facilities, road access, layout of proposed internal roads,

pedestrian ways, bikeways, parking areas, buildings, landscaping,

open space, recreational facilities and lighting.

In zones where site plan review and approval is rewired,

plats cannot be recorded and grading or building permits cannot

be issued until a detailed site plan is approved by the Planning

Board. All construction and landscaping must meet the terms of

the approved site plan.

The Board must be satisfied that the plan meets all the

re~irements of the zone and the relevant po*ions of the Z0nin9

and Subdivision Ordinances and is compatible and attractive

before Board approval of the site plan. The site plan review

process~-benefits the public because of the many protections and

consideration of compatibility it provides.

Adjoining property owners and relevant citizens and homeown-

ers associations must be notified that a site plan has been filed

and must notified by staff of the Planning Board hearing. Citi-

zens who have indicated an interest in a patiicular project are

also notified and have an opportunity to work with staff and to

comment before

on its regular

the Planning Board when it considers the site plan

agenda.
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The proc-ess has taken on a role of serving both the communi-

ty and -e developer: more flexibility and relief from the rigid

control of Euclidean zones is given to the developer in exchange

for a heightened level of scrutiny of the proposed development.

Site plan review goes beyond the compatibility aspects of the

permitted use to the more tangible impacts of the physical char-

acteristics of the project on its surroundings.

Without site plan review proposed development would be

reviewed only for conformance with the permitted uses and devel-

opment standards of the zone. Flexibility would be lost and

creatively designed projects would be rare. All the flexible

floating zones would have to be

ards: rigid rules for MPDU, TDR

rewired.

re-written with Euclidean stand-

and cluster projects would be

x. Submit any other information relating to this specific
function/responsibility.

No comments.

c. FUNCTION

I. Describe

A person

- FOREST CONSERVATION PROG-.

the specific current function/responsibility.

who is subject- to the re~irement~ of Chapter 22A

of the Montgomery County Code must submit a forest stand delinea-

tion and forest consenation plan for

Environmental Planning Division (EPD)

reviewers of this material. A forest

during the preliminary review process

able and practical areas for tree and

regulatory approval. The

staff are the designated

stand delineation is used

to determine the most suit-

forest conservation. A

forest conservation plan is intended to govern conservation,

maintenance, and any afforestation or reforestation requirements
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applic+le to the site. A forest consemation plan must contain

information on the etient and characteristics of the trees and

forested area to be retained or planned, proposed locations for

on-site and off-site reforestation, schedullngt Protective

measures,

agreement

mation or

a binding two-year maintenance agreement, a bindin9

to protect forest consemation areas, and other infor-

re~irements specified in the technical manual.

II. E-lain under what specific authority YOU a9ency Perfo~s
the function/responsibility and cite the relevant seotion(s)
of the State code, County Code, Or~in=ce, Council Resolu-
tion, Planning Board Directive, other.

The Planning Board has been given authority for approval of

for,estconservation plans in conjunction with the review process

for a development plan, project plan, prelimina~”plan of subdi-

vision, site plan, special exception, mandatory referral, or

sediment control permit under Section 22A-11 of Chapter 22A of

the Montgomery County Code.

III. Describe where in the DOVelODment Authorization Process

m.

the

(DAP) the specific function/responsibility occurs (Pre-
preliminaq, preliminary, project, subdivision, site plan,
other ).

See-Attachment #1. - ..-.

Indicate whsther there is a specific processing tine limit
associated with the function/responsibility, and cite the
authority for the time limit.

Per Section 22A-n(b), (c), (d), and (e) of Chapter 22A of

Montgomery County Code, staff has 30 days to review and

approve the forest stand delineation, and 45 days to review and

aPProve tie forest consenation plan for submittal to the Mont-

gomery County Planning Board.
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v. List all other agencies with which you coordinate for this
specific function/responsibility, and indicate whether the
coordination is nandatoq (cite reguiremeat) or ~iscretionaq.

The Planning Director must coordinate review of the forest

conservation plan with the Director of the Department of Environ-

mental Protection, Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, and

other relevant regulatory agencies, and entities that will pro-

vide public utilities to the tract, per Section 22A-n(a)(l) of

the County Code.

VI. Li9t any publighed manual, gtsndard, guideliae or procedure
that relates to this specific functioa/responsibility, and
attach one copy of the documeat.

~*Trees Tectiical ~anua~” and

tions. Adopted by the Montgomery

23, 1992. Pending county Council

Forest Conservation Regula-

County Planning Board on July

aPProval (Attachment #2).

VII . Eaumerate all costs associated with this specific functioa/
regpoaeibility for FY90 end FY91. List separately ag
follows: persoaael e~eages sn~ work years, operatiag
qenses, capital outlay, other.

See Attacbent #3.

VIII.List all fees and charges currently associated with this
specific functionlreeponsibility and the authority for the
f&e/charge: and eaume>ate all r~venues
chargeg geaerated in FY90 and FY91.

See Attachment #2, Forest Conservation

Attachment #3. Authority to charge ‘fees is

22A-26(d) of the Montgomery County Code.

these fees-and
..-.

Regulations,

contained in

and

Section

IX. Justify how this specific fuactioa/responsibility contri-
butes to the DAP: ‘-6 enumerate the pros and cons of your
agency coatiauing to perfo~ the function/responsibility.

The review and approval of forest conse~ation plans by

Montgomery County is mandated to be a part

Bill No. 224, the 1991 Forest Conservation

23

of the DAP by State

Act . Montgomery
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County Bill No. 48-91 further specifies that the implemental ion

and approval of the Montgomery

will be done by the Montgomery

by Planning Department staff.

should be reviewing the forest

consenation plans because EPD

County Forest Consemation Progra.

County Planning Board with review

Environmental Planning Division

stand

staff

delineations

are the only

and forest

ones who are

gualified to do so at this time.

x. Submit any other information relating to this specific
funotion/re’sponsibility.

No comments.

D. FUNCTION - BUI~ING PE=T -IEW/SIGN-OFF.

I. Describe the specific curreat functioa/responsibility.

Building permits are referred to N-NCPPC for review of

conformance with the approved preliminary plan, site plan (if

applicable) , record plats, and special exception re~irements (if

applicable) , The permit is referred to appropriate Divisions

within the Plaking Department for review and cement. The

Development Review Division packages the comments and advises

MCDEP as to whether or not the building permit meets all of the
-.

requirements applicable under M-NCPPC jurisdiction.

II. E-lain under what specific authority your agency performs
the functioa/responsibility and cite the relevant sectioa(s)
of the State Code, Couaty code, Ordiasnce, Council Resolu-
tion, Pl~iag Board Directive, other.

Section 50-20 of the Subdivision Regulations, entitled

ll=imitation~ on

building permit

recorded in the

Issuance of Building

must not be approved

plat books.

Permits,n specifies a

unless shown on a plat
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Section 59-A-5.1 of the Zoning Ordinance (Compliance Re-

wired) states that a building can only be erected, moved, al-

tered, added to, etc., in

ment standards prescribed

located.

accordance with the uses and develop-

by the zone in which the property is

Division 59-D-3 of the Zoning Ordinance reguires that no

building permit may be issued until a site plan is approved @

it is in accordance with the auDrOVed site Dlan.

Division 59-G-2 of the Zoning Ordinance rewires that spe-

cial exception uses are allowed provided that they satisfy all

special exception standards and re~irements as enuerated in tie

Zoning Ordinance.

III. Describe where in the Development Authorization Process
(DAP) the specific fumction/responsibility occurs (Pre-
preliminaq, preliminaq, project, subdivision, site plan,
other) .

As part of the MCDEP review and approval of building per-

mits.

IV. Indicate whether there ie a specific processing time limit
aeeociated with the function/reeponaibility, and cite the
authority for the time limit.

-. ..-.

None specified.

v. List all other agencies with which you coordinate for
this specific function/responsibility, amd indicate whether
the coordination is mandatory (cite requirement) or dxacre-
tionaq.

External Agencies:

- XCDEP
XCDOT and S~ (road improvements)

Internal within M-NCPPC:

- Environmental Planning Division
- Urban Design Division
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Transp-Ofiation Planning Division
>velopment Review Division (zoning and subdivision)

- -gal Depatiment

V2. Li9t any published manual, gtand=d, Pideline or Procedure
that relates to this gpecific function/re9pon9ibility, and
attach one copy of the document.

Guided primarily by Zcning Ordinance, Subdivision Regula-

tions, and approved subdivision, site Plan, and SPecial exception

plan9.

VII. Enumerate all cogts associated with this epecific
function/re9poneibility for FY90 and FY91. Li9t separately
as follows: pergonnel e~eneeg and work years, operating
eqeneeg, capital cutlay, other.

Fiscal Year Work Years Personnel Em enses

FY 90 0.7 $34,000
FY 91 1.5 $74,000
m 92 1.3 $64,000

VIII.Li9t all fees and charges currently associated with this
gpecific function/reepon9ibility and the authority for the
fee/charge; and enumerate all revenueg these fees and
chargeg generated in FY90 and PY91.

No fees are rewired to be collected by M-NCPPC.

IX. Jugtify how thig gpecific function/responsibility contri-
butes to the DAP; and en-crate the prog md cons of your
agency continuing to perform the function/responsibility.

This review provides timely input into the building permit-- ,.—.

process to determine compliance with re~lations and Plans as

administered by M-NCPPC.

x. Submit any other information relating to this epecific
function/reaponsibilitg.

No comments.
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me ability to properly “perfom e:iWLtmnWenti ratiaws for dsvalmpment

pipeline projacts dependsheavilyonprobclng environmentalinformationin the

early stages of planni~. In ?rinctGaorga’a - ~ntso=e~ COmti=s. Pl~LW

for dewalopment1s wndsr the cwcrol of tha WCY gwe~mms, Wch fotiawu
srratagies,plans, 4 gods fOr &we lopmsnt** *ut fr- the variew cou~

ad q-ui - Coun~ ●gene its lnvelvedin eupportiq and ee=ing development..In tie

Commission’sccs6,currentlyrhsVacmrMaO~&e Ptiing Saetiaa @S) supplies

informationpr-rily aboutvatar & mowersa~ica Avtilsbllltywhen master pl~
smondmente or seniee catekory changes arm pfnposed.

Co=ty and Planning Board staff interaeudirectlywith developersd thetr

engineersto evaluatepropoeed developments end AMSO the Plsting Boards and
Cou~ Councilson thefeaelbiliryandfqactg of the proposals, It ●pp.ars that

the Planning ~ards and CoWty Camclls -y ba ding on proposala without fQl
howladge of the anvironmantalor oconarnlc’~acta =sociated titb a glvea
davslopmontprojset; specifically,thosehpa~ts associatedwith imsrsllat~end

oparation of water and sawer pipelines and facilities (i.e.; P= etationa).

~ co be. approved ti~t ‘force’ meDavclopmentproposals hava been, and conttn

Gomfsalon co build water and sewerlinesthro~ghenvironmentallysensitivearece
or sreu with si~ficsnt cO_i~ imPaecB .:

Wce a service category has gaw to: 111 and a a~di+sion haa baba

approved, Cha Commission ia puc in a simtioh thet reqdree it to find a way to
aervs me sltb that is ●conomical,●ngineerlngly fecc iblt, and can be pe=itted

by the v~iow etironmentAl regulatoryagencies;a task ~ich is becomfng more
difficult, the c~nsuing, and costly every day. tifiently;the co~~ssien ~a

neither tha ❑echsdsm mr the staff to uder~ a pleg leval study of tha
vatiow ways to serve a developmentad analyae etirumantal

required,

In order for ● proper =nd practical analysis
dsmloprnen~projeete,thefollowingis recmndsd:

9 In its retiev of Catego~ Change Rcqueeta,

CD

on

implicationss ie

be performed for

behalf of tie

——. ---

Commission,the WS hsc recentlybe= to notff y Comty geve~enta
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when it appears tit setice to ● giwn demlopant or ●ras vfll

.-act etiro~ntally bewitiwe •ra~s (the Setsn WO* WOj 6cC [No.

92fl-OW] is O- ●X1O 1s ~ich + b worhd). him pr=ctica

should contim. fie ~PS. should ~onadt viti tie ~ro~n=i

Snsineerins and Science Section tSSSS)for te~ieal msistame on

an as-needed bnsie.

o Codtion water -d aewar authorization xoqveate with -
requir-ent for a brief study of●lt-tfm aawar sutfallad waeer

extewim •li~nw wd m imencdry ad ●sssaswmt of probdle

snviro~encal *aces of ch* vario~ I●lteatims. ●ions wi* =oc~

far each. ~is itiomstion and ~te should eoyar outfdls &
●xte- ions.filch will traverse e*romncally ●emitive areas

exta-1 to a drnvelapmanc site. ~is itio~tion wo~d take &

fom of a ‘genersllzed”naturalresamcee iwentory (i,e., a listi~
and lecatian of soil types, wetleti, scaep slopes, woOdlan*,

watemays, ace.) md an wseosment of ~acce. ~ we of 200-foot

scale plati, now wed for vu tar and sever reports, shou2d ba
adequte, Scsff of cha =SS &d cha Emiro~n=l Affairs ~gbr

codd mrk with Semite APplicacfo~ Diviaia etif to dawlep ●

feat for dswlopers to follow. tie:i~or-t re@r*ne fer *is

esee8 ament is chst ft be done by a &lified fire,indepatiant, but

ratainad by the developer.

o Include the EESS in the review of watnr md sewer reports ~at will
hve ei@ficant edramenml *ecta. moy would cTitf* the

emiro-ental info~atim d cement to cha Vater ~ Sewer-ports

Seccion Head vho wodd incorporateXt u part of tie Report record

for COWlderation-lag theauthorizationpr=ess.

o ‘fieWater- md Sever Reporti S&ccion Ued wdd fo~<rd. throu@ zhe

chsin of eo~, te cha BWeau of Planningnti keifl w projocm

chat ue demed potentiallyemiromentally si~ificmt by the EESS.

fiis findi~ wotid be forwardedelo~ withtheReport.

o M tha -irowantal fifairs Mager to che TecUcal tisory

Comittes.

o -e tie -port is authorized.and desisnbegim, it can proceed in

a vay that avoids or ninbizea enviro-ntti -acts. With *a

awiro-nal amassment itiomstisn in ti-, desip parsonnslwill

-2. .
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In s~. tht ~lamsntatioa of tbosa ia-houa ohangoswill allow Buem
staff to bettsr bnalyzeemironmantal impacu, screen amir-ntslly smmftive

projeets,a-id somm●mfromental inpacts, add rnora ●asily obtain e-ronmental

petite .

In order for the C05iS6i0n to get full cooperation from developers.we

shodd work with rhe Subwban harglandBuildingIndutry Amseciation,eomaulting
●~ineers,andtheComty gova~ents. Developersnaodtn~ov theetiromntai
conecrainre and grownd mlas ma ●arly au possible,sincb tiy till tim *

costi forfa~atkg thenccaesary●nvironmedralinfo~tion, -y msed @ knew

that the preducion of this itiormationearlyau will prtvant ttie delays in late
dcsigm stages. In bddtcion,designeomsulta~s need ee kow that ●nwiromantal -

scfema eqartisa will be needed to complate~dmsigns.

Xn addition,we need co comey to tie &ty govements that -for semice

catmgory ch~ms tho Commissionmay have si~ficmt problemswith sahng sow

sites and mg nmt be able to utilizeconwanci~nslmsthoda. ~o Comti*8 wed *

hew thmt si~ificmnc cost increaeea will be rbalizodby the timinsion for
alternativesthat avoid se&itive etirotiental areas end that low-ta=

operational costs will be incmed for some of the alternatives l~lting

mconmntid methods of semico (ioe. , pining statiom. pr~s~~c sowarss

lower P*PO longthn,●te.).
-,

fie Comission needs to meet with ttioComtirs co discus ideas for

e~iromantsl assemsmenta for water bnd eawer setice and pursue Wing tis

a-ted es Pan of tha ir semice category review. A developeris ●ntftlbd to

hoar, from the Co=ty or Commiss108. whetherm ●rea iB ef fac%ivaly samieaable

●nd how, including●dditionalC09CS, if any, that hr or aha will inc=. *uW

s-f ehould be apprised of any emirommen-1 conarraintssmd -t CO-Y this

to dawlopors ac an early acage.

-3. :



. .

APP EN D I X E



~

Health - Well & Septic (1)
DECD - MPDUS (1)
DFRS - Fire Mershal (3)
Soil ConservationDistrict (1)
DEP - StormWater &nagement - Plan

and ConceptsReviews (2)
DEP - PlanReview- Costruction (1)
DEP - SmellPond Const. Review (1)
DEP - FloodplainDist.Activities (1),
DEP - Zoning& Bldg.PermitReview(3)
DEP - SedimentControlPlan

Reviewand Permits (2)
DOT - Traffic Engineering (lo)
DOT - Transportation Engineering (16)
DOT - Plan & Project Development (2)
M-NCPPC - Preliminary Plans (1)
M-NCPPC - Record Plats (1)
M-NCPPC - Site Plans (1)
M-NCPPC - Building Permits (1)

M-NCPPC - Forest Conaefiation Plan (1)

Total; (less WSSC):

Wssc- Water and Sewer (5)

m: See next page.

~: Submissions from the agencies.

~: Office of LegislativeOversight(OLO),October30, 1992.

y
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a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

K)

h)

i)

j)

k)

1)

m)

For all ageocies -cept WSSC, includesmly operating=penditures:
personnelcosts,operating=P-se sod capitalOutlay (Seenote 1)).

Includes00IY those fees, chargesmd assessmentsdirectlyassociatedwith
the Mvelopent AutborizatiooProcess.

Fire Wrsbal buildingplan reviewand code inspection/enforcmentare
includedin DEP.’sbuildingpemit fee. Beginoing in J~usry 1992 (H93),
a direct fee is assessed for PISO review of sprinkler sod other
fire-related systes. me FY93 budgeted review of $100,300 is for sti
months.

Charges associated with stormwater mmagment plan review included in the
sedtient cmtrol pemit fee.

Begiming in ~93 a charge is assessed for DEP sto=ater -agement
concept review.

Reflects fees for building pemits.

Charges associated with small pond construction review snd ~92 floodplain
district activities included in the sedtient cootrolpermitfee.

Beginning in N93, a fee for floodplain district activities is assessed
separately from the sedtient control pemit fee.

Charges associated with znoing sod building pemit review is included in
the building permit fee.

Reflecta fees for sediment control pemits, floodplain
stomater msoagement concepts.

Reflects 00IY sedtient control pemit fees. Beginning
floodplain pemits and review of stomater ❑snagamt
separately. _

Esttited mount.

pemits tid

io N93, fees for
cmcepts assessed

WSSC reported that all staff =penses for their five fuoctions in the
develowent authori~atioo process are recovered in front foot benefit -d
home comection charges. WSSC snn-lly calculates froot foot benefit sod
house connection charges to be received over the subsequent 23 year period
based on tbe specified levels of debt finmced capital ~peoditures for
water and sewer projects. For calendar years 1992 aod 1993, the annual
revenues are estimated at $4,600,000 for 23 years based 00 esttited
capital =penditures each year of $55,000,000 md interest rates similar
to those received on WSSC’s Nov4er 1991 bond issue.
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