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Appendix 4: Maryland Code – § 6-305 of the Tax-Property Article
§ 6-305. County tax rate in certain municipal corporations
(a) "Tax setoff" defined. -- In this section, "tax setoff" means:
(1) the difference between the general county property tax rate and the property
tax rate that is set for assessments of property in a municipal corporation; or
(2) a payment to a municipal corporation to aid the municipal corporation in
funding services or programs that are similar to county services or programs.
(b) Applicability of section. -- This section applies only in:
(1) Allegany County;
(2) Anne Arundel County;
(3) Baltimore County;
(4) Frederick County;
(5) Garrett County;
(6) Harford County;
(7) Howard County;
(8) Montgomery County; and
(9) Prince George's County.
(c) Discussion and adjustment. -- The governing body of the county shall meet and
discuss with the governing body of any municipal corporation in the county the county
property tax rate to be set for assessments of property in the municipal corporation as
provided in this section. After the meeting if it can be demonstrated that a municipal
corporation performs services or programs instead of similar county services or
programs, the governing body of the county shall grant a tax setoff to the municipal
corporation.
(d) Setting county rate for municipal corporation. -- In determining the county property
tax rate to be set for assessments of property in a municipal corporation, the governing
body of the county shall consider:
(1) the services and programs that are performed by the municipal corporation
instead of similar county services and programs; and
(2) the extent that the similar services and programs are funded by property tax
revenues.
(e) Rate need not be uniform. -- The county property tax rate for assessments of property
located in a municipal corporation is not required to be:
(1) the same as the rate for property located in other municipal corporations in the
county; or
(2) the same as the rate set in a prior year.
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(f) Tax setoff request. -(1) At least 180 days before the date that the annual county budget is required to
be approved, any municipal corporation in the county that desires that a tax setoff
be provided shall submit to the county a proposal that states the desired level of
property tax setoff for the next fiscal year.
(2) (i) A request submitted under paragraph (1) of this subsection shall be
accompanied by:
1. a description of the scope and nature of the services or programs
provided by the municipal corporation instead of similar services or
programs provided by the county; and
2. financial records and other documentation regarding municipal
revenues and expenditures.
(2) (ii) The materials submitted under subparagraph (i) of this paragraph shall
provide sufficient detail for an assessment of the similar services or programs.
(3) After receiving a proposal from a municipal corporation requesting a tax setoff
under this subsection, the governing body of the county shall promptly submit to
the municipal corporation financial records and other documentation regarding
county revenues and expenditures.
(g) Meetings, officers, information and services. -(1) At least 90 days before the date that the annual county budget is required to be
approved, the county and any municipal corporation submitting a tax setoff
request under subsection (f) of this section shall designate appropriate policy and
fiscal officers or representatives to meet and discuss the nature of the tax setoff
request, relevant financial information of the county and municipal corporation,
and the scope and nature of services provided by both entities.
(2) A meeting held under paragraph (1) of this subsection may be held by the
county representatives jointly with representatives from more than one municipal
corporation.
(3) (i) The county officers or representatives may request from the municipal
corporation officers or representatives additional information that may reasonably
be needed to assess the tax setoff.
(3) (ii) The municipal corporation officers or representatives shall provide the
additional information expeditiously.
(h) Statement of intent. -(1) At or before the time the proposed county budget is released to the public, the
county commissioners, the county executive of a charter county, or the county
council of a charter county without a county executive shall submit a statement of
intent to each municipal corporation that has requested a tax setoff.
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(2) The statement of intent shall contain:
(i) an explanation of the level of the proposed tax setoff;
(ii) a description of the information or process used to determine the level
of the proposed tax setoff; and
(iii) an indication that, before the budget is enacted, appropriate officials
or representatives of the municipal corporation are entitled to appear
before the county governing body to discuss or contest the level of the
proposed tax setoff.
(i) Municipal representatives may testify at hearings. -- Representatives of each
municipal corporation in the county requesting a tax setoff shall be afforded an
opportunity to testify before the county governing body during normally scheduled
hearings on the county's proposed budget.
(j) Agreements regarding tax setoff. -- Notwithstanding the provisions of subsections (d),
(f), and (g) of this section:
(1) a county and one or more municipal corporations may enter into an agreement
setting different terms or timing for negotiations, calculations, or approval of a tax
setoff; and
(2) a county may grant a tax setoff to a municipal corporation that does not make
a request in the fashion described in this section.
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Appendix 5: Montgomery County Code - Chapter 30A – Montgomery County
Municipal Revenue Program
§ 30A-1. Established.
§ 30A-2. Qualification of municipal public services for county reimbursement.
§ 30A-3. Determination of amount of reimbursement.
§ 30A-4. Limitations on expenditures.
§ 30A-5. Application to participate in program.
§ 30A-6. County tax rate in certain municipalities. For Takoma Park fire, no longer
applicable.
Sec. 30A-1. Established.
There is hereby established a program to reimburse municipalities within the
county for those public services provided by the municipalities which would otherwise be
provided by the county government. (1974 L.M.C., ch. 7, § 1.)
Sec. 30A-2. Qualification of municipal public services for county reimbursement.
Municipal public services shall qualify for county reimbursement if the following
conditions are met: (1) The municipality provides the service to its residents and
taxpayers; (2) the service would be provided by the county if it were not provided by the
municipality; (3) the service is not actually provided by the county within the
municipality; and (4) the comparable county service is funded from tax revenues derived
partially from taxpayers in the participating municipality. (1974 L.M.C., ch. 7, § 1.)
Sec. 30A-3. Determination of amount of reimbursement.
Subject to the provisions of section 30A-4, each participating municipality shall
be reimbursed by an amount determined by the county executive to approximate the
amount of municipal tax revenues required to fund the eligible services. The amount of
reimbursement shall be limited to the amount the county executive estimates the county
would expend if it were providing the services. (1974 L.M.C., ch. 7, § 1.)
Sec. 30A-4. Limitations on expenditures.
All expenditures by the county under the authority of this chapter shall be subject
to the limits of the funds appropriated by the county council. (1974 L.M.C., ch. 7, § 1.)
Sec. 30A-5. Application to participate in program.
Any municipality within the county desiring to participate in the county municipal
revenue program shall submit not later than November 15 of each year to the county an
application which shall be in such form and contain such information as may be required
by the county executive. (1974 L.M.C., ch. 7, § 1.)
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Appendix 6: Resolution 13-650 (September 10, 1996)
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Appendix 7: 1996 Task Force Report
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Appendix 8: County Attorney Advice on Legal Requirements
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Appendix 9: “Discussion of Municipal Tax Duplication Methodologies”
by Chuck Sherer, Task Force Member
November 5, 2007
Municipal tax duplication payments are based on State and County law, both of
which are appendices in this report. There are at least two methods for calculating the
payments. Both methods start by calculating the net County cost to provide the service
(total cost minus non County revenues, such as State aid and user fees). If a service were
funded entirely by non-County revenue, then the net County cost is zero, so there is no
basis for reimbursement since there is no tax duplication, and the County does not save
any County taxes by not providing the service in the municipalities.
Method I calculates the amount of tax duplication directly. Method II calculates
the net County cost per unit of service (such as road miles maintained) and multiplies by
the number of units the municipality serves. Road cost will be used to illustrate.

Method I. Based on State law The County has always used some variation of method
II, but method I is an option consistent with State law (see attachment, Tax Property
Article, section 6-305). The State requires the County to meet [annually] with the
municipalities. “After the meeting if it can be demonstrated that a municipal corporation
performs services or programs instead of similar county services or programs, the
governing body of the county shall grant a tax setoff to the municipal corporation.”
The “tax setoff” can be a lower property tax rate for the residents in the
municipality or a payment from the County to the municipal corporation. The County
has always given a payment, not a lower rate. State law does not specify how the
counties should calculate the amount of reimbursement, but does say that “the governing
body of the county shall consider:
(1) the services and programs that are performed by the municipal corporation
instead of similar county services and programs; and
(2) the extent that the similar services and programs are funded by property tax
revenues.”
The above section specifies that the municipality must perform the service to get
a reimbursement, and implies that the amount of reimbursement is the portion of the
County service that is funded by property taxes from residents in the municipalities. In
FY06, property tax was 35% of General Fund taxes, so property tax funds 35% of the net
County cost (Net County cost = Total County cost - non-County revenues, such as State
and Federal aid, and user fees.)
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In summary, to get a reimbursement or lower tax rate:
The law says that the municipality must provide the service that the County does not
provide (see §c on page 6).
The law implies that the municipality and the County must fund the service partly by
property tax revenues (see §d on page 6).

FY06
General Fund Revenue

Amount

Property tax
$782,131,830
County Income Tax
1,044,561,989
Real Property Transfer Tax
145,478,479
Energy Tax
117,381,196
Recordation Tax
96,239,932
Telephone Tax
29,176,263
Hotel/Motel Tax
15,869,779
Admissions Tax
2,365,311
Total taxes
$2,233,204,779
and how much should the payments be?

% of
total
35.0%
46.8%
6.5%
5.3%
4.3%
1.3%
0.7%
0.1%
100.0%

So, if the County’s
net cost (total cost minus
non-County revenues) to
maintain one mile of road
is $5,000, then the
property tax funded
portion of that cost is
$1,750 (35% of $5,000).
What is the rationale for
municipal tax
duplication payments,

1. Residents of municipalities pay a property tax to their municipality and also pay
the General Fund property tax to the County. Property tax is the only duplicate
tax, levied by both the County and by municipalities.
2. Most of the General Fund property tax that municipal residents pay to the County
is used to fund services the County provides to the municipal residents, such as
the public schools and the community college, fire and rescue services, health and
human services, libraries, and police for most municipalities.
3. However, a small part of the General Fund property tax that municipal residents
pay to the County is used to fund services the County does not provide to the
residents, because the municipality provides the services. This portion of their
payment to the County is a duplicate property tax payment. There are no other
duplicate tax payments, so there is no rationale for reimbursing the portion of net
County cost funded by other taxes.
4. Because the municipal residents are paying the County for some services the
County does not provide to these residents, State law requires the County to do
one of the following: a) set a lower General Fund property tax rate for the
residents in a municipality; or b) reimburse the municipal government for the
amount of property tax (the duplicate property tax).
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5. Reimbursements are for services described in #3 above. The most expensive such
service is maintaining roads. The amount of duplicate property tax to be
reimbursed is calculated as follows (revenues and costs are in the General Fund):
a. Determine the total cost the County incurs to provide the service (such as
road maintenance) and subtract any non-County revenues, such as State
aid and user fees, to get the net County cost. The net County cost is
funded by County taxes. In FY06, the net County cost to maintain roads
was $13.5 million. (If the entire cost were funded by non-County
revenues, there would be no funding from property taxes, no duplication,
and no reimbursements.)
b. Calculate property taxes as a percent of total taxes, which was 35% in
FY06. This means that 35% of the net County cost of each service was
funded by property taxes.
c. Multiply the percent from b (property taxes as a percent of total taxes) by
the net County cost from a to determine the amount of the net County cost
which was funded by property taxes. 35% of $13.5 million = $4.7 million.
(The $8.8 million remainder of the net County cost was funded by the
other County taxes.)
d. Calculate General Fund property taxes from each municipality as a percent
of total General Fund property taxes. For example, if the residents of a
municipality contribute 1% of total General Fund property taxes,
then these residents paid for 1% of the net County cost of each
General Fund service, whether the County provided the service to the
municipality or not.
e. Calculate the duplicate property taxes: multiply the % from d by the
amount from c.
1% of $4.7 million = $47,000. This is the amount of General Fund
property tax the residents of the municipality paid the County for a
service the County did not provide, which is the amount the County
should reimburse the municipality. It is the duplicate property tax
payment.
f. Repeat a-e for each eligible service.
Method II. Based on County law (see attachment, Chapter 30A of the County Code).
The County Code specifies the “Determination of amount of reimbursement. a) Subject
to the provisions of section 30A-4, each participating municipality shall be reimbursed by
an amount determined by the county executive to approximate the amount of municipal
tax revenues required to fund the eligible services. b) The amount of reimbursement
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shall be limited to the amount the county executive estimates the county would expend if
it were providing the services.”
County calculation (©3). The County has not tried to determine “the amount of
municipal tax revenues required to fund the eligible services.” This would require
County staff to analyze in great detail the financial records of each municipality, which
would be extremely difficult, and extremely time consuming. Instead, the County has
tried to calculate the amount the County would spend if the County provided the service
(since this is the limit/maximum, the County is not underpaying). In other words, the
amount of reimbursement is determined from the amount the County saves by not
providing the service, which is the amount by which the County’s budget would
increase if the County started providing the service. However, if a municipality does
not levy a property tax, the County does not reimburse for any costs, since there is no
property tax duplication (this may be mixing method I with method II).
The County starts with the total cost, subtracts any non-County funding (such as
State aid, Federal aid, and user fees) to get the net County cost. If a service were funded
entirely by non-County revenue, then the net County cost is zero, so there is no basis for
reimbursement since there is no tax duplication, and the County does not save any
County taxes by not providing the service in the municipalities.
Using road maintenance as an example, the County then divides the net County
cost by the number of road miles the County maintains to get the net County cost per
mile, which is multiplied by the number of miles in each municipality. The result is our
best estimate of “…the amount the county executive estimates the county would expend
if it were providing the services.”

Variations Two variations for calculating the amount of reimbursements are:
1. Reduce the number calculated in the box above by the amount of income tax that
funds the service (47% of the net County cost), since the municipalities already get an
income tax payment of 17% of the County income tax paid by its residents. (In
FY06, the municipalities’ share totaled $28 million, see ©8.)
2. Reimburse only the property tax funded portion, which was 35% of the net County
cost. Compared to variation 1, this variation reduces the number calculated in the box
above by all other taxes, not just the income tax. If the County wanted to use this
option, County staff recommend using method I above, which is a more direct way to
measure property tax duplication.
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Cost issues for both methods
1. Overhead One question is which items are included in the total costs, before
deducting non-County funding? One way to think about this is to ask which costs would
increase if the County had to maintain one more mile (or 10 or 100, etc.). The answer is
clearly all materials, operating expenses, and labor directly associated with maintaining
the road. Should any overhead costs should be included? The answer is that:
• overhead costs should be included if they would increase if the County had to
maintain more miles; and
• overhead costs should not be included if they would not increase if the County had
to maintain more miles.
With regard to costs in the Department of Public Works and Transportation, none
of the costs associated with the director, deputy directors, or division chiefs should be
included, because none of these costs would increase if the County took over
maintenance of the municipal roads, none of these costs would increase. These costs are
fixed with respect to the number of miles maintained.
The only overhead costs that should be included in calculating reimbursement are
whatever such costs would increase if the County started maintaining more miles, which
are the first line supervisors of the direct labor. The County also includes the supervisors
of the first line supervisors. Including the two levels of supervision just mentioned might
slightly overstate the costs, because the County might not create another depot in addition
to the five existing depots, nor would the number of first line supervisors necessarily
increase. However, the Department includes these costs in its accounting so the costs can
be easily seen in the County’s financial reports, and we see no reason to take these costs
out.
2. Capital costs In calculating the FY08 reimbursement for road maintenance, OMB
used the FY06 actual expenditures in FY06 for the four Capital Improvements Program
projects listed below. The Clarksburg project should not have been used. Mr. Orlin
identified several projects that should have been used, and will presumably be used in
future years: Neighborhood Traffic Calming, Street Tree Preservation, and Guardrail
Replacement.
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Roadway Maintenance - Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
Primary Arterial Resurfacing
Rural Residential Resurfacing
Clarksburg Area Rehabilitation
Sidewalk and Infrastructure (curb/gutter replacement)
Capital budget costs

FY06 actual
expenditure
$6,802,537
1,976,255
542,057
3,852,318
$13,173,167

Most of the expenditures are funded by County bonds, so the County spreads the
cost over 20 years. However, the County uses the total cost shown above in calculating
the FY06 road costs, which overstates the cash outflow in FY06: the total cost is 10
times the FY06 amount the County actually paid (the debt service payment, as shown on
©6).
For ease of presentation, assume the FY06 expenditures were $10 million (instead
of $13.2 million), that the County finances that cost with 20 year bonds, makes equal
principal payments each year, and that the interest rate is 5%. The term “debt service”
means the payment of principal plus the payment of interest. The principal payment is
the same each year and the interest payment decreases each year, so the debt service
payment decreases, from $1 million in the first year to $525,000 in the last year. There
are at least two ways that these capital costs can be accounted for in calculating
municipal tax duplication payments.
1. The current method, which uses the total $10 million cost in calculating the FY06 road
costs. While the total cost is 10 times the FY06 payment of $1 million (see attached
spreadsheet), the County has incurred a $10 million obligation, and the present value of
all debt service payments is $10 million, so this is an accurate measure of the County’s
FY06 cost.
2. An alternative method would be to use the FY06 debt service payment of $1 million,
plus the comparable FY06 payment for the total cost financed in FY05, plus the
comparable FY06 payment for the total cost financed in FY04, and so on for the previous
17 years. As can be easily imagined, this would be extremely tedious to do — the person
doing the calculation would need to add 20 different amounts from 20 debt service
schedules for multiple projects every year!
What we cannot do is to mix the two methods. We must choose one or the other.
The municipal representatives have asked that some amount of interest be included,
which we can do if we use method 2. However, we cannot add interest to method 1. If
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we did this, we would presumably have 20 interest payments in each of the next 20 years
starting in FY08, and the present value of these payments would be in addition to the $10
million total cost we have already assumed, so the total present value would exceed the
$10 million total cost. This is clearly wrong, so we cannot include interest if we use
method 1 (but we must include interest if we use method 2).
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Office of Management and Budget Note Regarding Calculations for
Appendices 10 through 16

From FY08-FY12, the Municipal Tax Duplication Payment has been flat-lined at the FY07
approved amount (FY08–FY10) or reduced due to County fiscal constraints (FY11-12). Although
it ultimately was not used because the calculation yielded a lesser amount than FY07, FY08 was
the last year in which the formula amount was recommended by the County Executive. The Task
Force agreed to keep the FY09 and FY10 budgets at the FY07 approved amount since the Task
Force Report was still in progress. In FY11 the County Council reduced that frozen level from
previous years by 15 percent and kept that same amount in FY12 due to fiscal constraints (excludes
Takoma Park Police services, which is being reviewed in a separate workgroup). Finally, for FY13
the Council approved a one-time increase which restored the difference between the five percent
reduction the County Executive indicated to the municipalities in February 2010 and the fifteen
percent that was budgeted as a result of County fiscal constraints in FY11.
Since FY08 was the last year the current formula was recommended (based on FY06 data),
the Task Force used these numbers for the proposed revised tax duplication payments. Therefore, it
would be easy to see the changes from the current formula to the proposed formulas.
The only change in data which significantly changes the amount of the Municipal Tax
Duplication Payment under the proposed formulas is the reduction of the County’s portion of State
Highway User Revenue (HUR). For example, in FY12 the County received $1.8 million in HUR
and in previous years it received greater than $40 million (2,293 road miles to maintain).
However, the municipalities received $1.6 million in FY12 (350.6 road miles to maintain).
The County HUR was reduced from the road maintenance calculation (proposed at
different levels by OMB and the municipalities), this would increase the municipalities’
recommended proposed formula amount by $2,824,922 (from $7,774,296 to $10,599,218 if there
was no HUR in FY06). However, this would keep the OMB recommended amount the same since
OMB recommends that the payment equal the duplicated property tax portion of the formula
amount plus an additional amount to hold the municipalities harmless.
In the event that the County HUR is restored by the State, the County representatives
recommend that the HUR reduction remain in the road maintenance formula.

Appendix 10: Options for the Municipal Tax Duplication Payment
B

C

D

E

F

G

H

Options for MTD Payment*

2
3
4
5
6

Municipality

OPTION 1

OPTION 2

OPTION 3

OPTION 4

OPTION 5

OPTION 6

Current
Formula

FY07 - 09
Approved

OMB HUR
Adjustment**

35% of
Option 3

Municipality

35% of
Option 5

Recommendation***

Budget

7
8 Barnesville

0

0

0

0

0

0

9 Brookeville

6,229

7,158

4,716

1,652

7,382

2,585

10 Chevy Chase, Sec. III

28,629

32,322

19,406

6,796

30,019

10,514

11 Chevy Chase, Sec. V

17,796

0

13,476

4,720

21,091

7,387

12 Chevy Chase View

37,817

43,460

28,635

10,029

44,818

15,696

13 Chevy Chase Village

92,096

105,837

95,604

33,483

135,012

47,285

14 Town of Chevy Chase

121,026

137,187

89,852

31,469

137,066

48,004

15 Drummond

4,227

4,857

3,200

1,121

5,009

1,754

16 Friendship Heights

87,181

86,993

32,357

11,332

36,260

12,699

17 Gaithersburg

1,100,093

1,230,181

874,871

306,405

1,293,463

453,007

18 Garrett Park

44,380

50,106

46,706

16,358

65,696

23,008

19 Glen Echo

19,020

21,858

14,467

5,067

22,606

7,917

20 Kensington

134,093

144,800

107,731

37,731

146,616

51,349

21 Laytonsville

11,901

13,677

9,012

3,156

14,104

4,940

22 Martin's Additions

24,581

28,249

18,613

6,519

29,131

10,203

23 North Chevy Chase

21,912

25,181

16,592

5,811

25,968

9,095

24 Oakmont

3,003

3,451

2,274

796

3,559

1,246

192,979

221,771

146,125

51,177

228,701

80,098

26 Rockville

2,099,406

2,228,449

1,735,982

607,990

2,469,791

864,991

27 Somerset

48,994

55,335

52,396

18,350

72,576

25,418

28 Takoma Park

687,020

910,333

581,923

203,806

747,218

261,697

29 Washington Grove

41,154

47,294

31,162

10,914

48,772

17,081

4,823,537

5,398,499

3,925,101

1,374,682

5,584,855

1,955,975

25 Poolesville

30 TOTAL
31
32

33 *All options use FY06 actuals as the basis. Excludes the Takoma Park Police MOU payment and miscellaneous adjustments.
34
**Although both County Task Force Recommended formulas (3 and 4) are less than the previous approved budget, the County Task Force
recommends adding an additional payment to keep the municipalities at the Approved Budget level. The County's Option # 3 accounts for all applicable
36 road operating costs using Highway User Revenue (HUR); Option #4 is the property tax portion of that amount.

35

37
38 ***Does not include a property tax portion and an additional payment; it's just the total amount the County saves for all General Fund revenues, using
39 50% HUR for the road maintenance formula.
40
41 Note: 35% is the percent of property taxes within the County's entire FY06 General Fund tax revenues.
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Appendix 11

37,817

92,096

110,337

4,227

2.23

1.60

3.40

8.28

9.92

Chevy Chase, Sec. III

Chevy Chase, Sec. V

Chevy Chase View

Chevy Chase Village

Town of Chevy Chase

0

0.56

34.73

3.70

Takoma Park****

Washington Grove

$ 4,052,969

41,154

389,959

48,994

1,867,039

192,979

44,380

987,412

$ 2,089,736

2,089,736
$

174,693

174,693

Guards

Crossing

Takoma Park
Police

$

-

Access

Metro

Rockville

$

511

511

Appeals

Board of

$

1,013

1,013

Examiner

Hearing

$ 104,548

49,681

48,755

6,112

Services

Elderly

$ 193,191

72,368

35,885

71,948

9,165

3,825

Maint.

Park

,****Takoma Park Police payment is based on the old MOU.

***Other Miscl. Adjustment include reductions where MTD payment exceeds amount of property tax raised by municipalities tbd (1/19/07/gb)
Other adjustment of $50,000 reflects County loan to Takoma Park for the revitalization of the Pinecrest area.
Repayments of $50,000 per year are due starting in FY01 through 08, with $55,000 due in FY09.

** "Other" include: Takoma Park Police Crossing Guards, elderly transport services and code enforcement

* Source of Data - State Highway Administration of Maryland FY06 Recapitulation of Urban and Rural Mileage County
Miles and actual FY06 DPWT expenditures for comprehensive roadway maintenance.

348.73

4.24

Somerset

TOTAL

154.18

Rockville

3,003

0.27

2.21

1.97

Martin's Additions

North Chevy Chase

17.35

24,581

21,912

8.17

1.07

Kensington

Laytonsville

Oakmont

98,208

11,901

3.99

1.71

Garrett Park

Glen Echo

Poolesville

19,020

87.95

Gaithersburg

9,121

0.38

0.82

Drummond

Friendship Heights

17,796

24,804

6,229

0.00

Reimb.

Miles *

Brookeville

Road

Tax- Supt

Road

Local

Barnesville

Municipality

$ 133,005

133,005

Com.

Relations

Human

Total

$ 2,810,304

0

2,336,797

0

232,367

0

0

0

0

0

35,885

0

0

112,681

78,060

0

10,689

0

0

0

3,825

0

0

Services

Other**

FY08 Rec Appropriation
FY07 Approved NDA
Change FY07 to FY08

$ 113,607

49,681

63,926

0

Control

Animal

FY08 Municipal Tax Duplication Payment Summary
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Other***
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$

$
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$

$

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

87,181

4,227

121,026

92,096

37,817

-

28,629

6,229

44,380

192,979

3,003

21,912

24,581

11,901

134,093

19,020

$

48,994

$ 2,099,406

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$ 1,100,093

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

41,154
(50,000) $ 6,795,477

-

(50,000) $ 2,676,756

0

-

-

-

Payment

Formula

Net FY08

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

7,488,240

47,294

3,000,069

55,335

2,228,449

221,771

3,451

25,181

28,249

13,677

144,800

21,858

50,106

1,230,181

86,993

4,857

137,187

105,837

43,460

-

32,322

7,158

-

Approved

FY09

FY07, FY08 &

6,863,273 Per Finance appropriation must include $50K TP repay (not net)
7,488,240
(624,967)

6,863,273

41,154

2,726,756

48,994

2,099,406

192,979

3,003

21,912

24,581

11,901

134,093

19,020

44,380

1,100,093

87,181

4,227

121,026

92,096

37,817

17,796

28,629

6,229

-

Appropriation Adjustments

Rec.

NDA FY08

-8.3%

-13.0%

-9.1%

-11.5%

-5.8%

-13.0%

-13.0%

-13.0%

-13.0%

-13.0%

-7.4%

-13.0%

-11.4%

-10.6%

0.2%

-13.0%

-11.8%

-13.0%

-13.0%

0.0%

-11.4%

-13.0%

Change

Percent
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Appendix 12: OMB Recommendation Master Spreadsheet
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Appendix 13: Municipal Recommendation Master Spreadsheet
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Appendix 14: Current Road Maintenance Payment Formula
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Appendix 15: OMB Recommendation to Simplify the Current Road
Maintenance Payment Formula

…continued on next page…

Appendix 15

15-1

Appendix 15

15-2

Appendix 16: Municipal Recommendation to Simplify the Current Road
Maintenance Payment Formula

…continued on next page…
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Appendix 17: Memo from County OMB Director regarding the
Road Maintenance Payment
MEMORANDUM
October 23, 2008

TO:

Kathleen Boucher, Assistant Chief Administrative Officer

FROM:

Joseph F. Beach, Director
Office of Management and Budget

SUBJECT:

Treatment of Highway User Revenue in Municipal Tax Duplication

As discussed, I have reviewed the proposed formula change for the Road Related
portion of the Municipal Tax duplication (MTD) formula and I believe the one change
needs to be made. This change would be to the treatment of State Highway User
Revenue which under the proposed formula would be reduced by 50% before calculating
the net cost to the County of road related expenditures. This treatment would be
inconsistent with how the County budgets for transportation related expenditures.
As the attached excerpt from the Approved FY09 Operating Budget for the
Department of Transportation indicates, all Highway User Revenues are budgeted to pay
for the general fund costs of the Department of Transportation. The total budget for DOT
in FY09 is $48,747,030 and estimated Highway User Revenues are $39,672,000 for this
year. Therefore, the road maintenance costs and the streetlight personnel and operating
costs that are budgeted within the DOT general fund are entirely paid for by the State
Highway User Revenue and should be deducted from the total road and streetlight costs
to arrive at the net cost to the County which is the basis for calculating net cost to County
for per mile road/streetlight maintenance costs.
JFB:df
Attachment
c:
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Appendix 18: Municipal Proposal – Road Maintenance Payment
DATE:

June 10, 2008

TO:

Revenue Sharing Task Force

FROM:

Municipal Task Force Representatives

SUBJECT:

Road Costs and Reimbursements

On April 9, 2008, the municipal representatives presented a proposal for fairly compensating
municipalities for the cost of maintaining roads within their corporate boundaries. The proposal
reflected a deduction of 50% of the Highway User Revenue funds received by the County each
year and the incorporation of a ten percent factor to reflect administrative and other costs not
captured in the current methodology.
The municipal representatives also requested the following:
•

The use of audited figures, with a process that includes a supervisory sign-off within the
County, certifying that the computations were done correctly;

•

The opportunity for municipalities to audit the calculations and, if errors are discovered,
to have reimbursements made to the municipalities or the County, as appropriate;

•

Receipt of a written statement of the amount of the reimbursement no later than February
1 of each year, to allow sufficient time for the municipalities to incorporate the
information into their annual budgets;

The County provided a counter-proposal on May 14, 2008 which incorporated the municipalities’
request for a 50% deduction of the Highway User Revenue funds received each year. The
County’s alternative did not include any additional overhead costs beyond those already reflected
in the existing formula computations.
The County’s methodology establishes a municipal payment amount of $4,531,421--the amount
due to the municipalities in FY 2008 under the present formula methodology. The payment
amount is broken down into two components. One component is the purported property taxfunded portion of the net cost saved by the County. The difference between the purported
property tax-funded portion and the FY 2008 payment amount is referred to as a grant.
The grant-funded portion would be adjusted each year based on the amount of the assumed
property-tax funded portion so that the total payment equals the FY 2008 amount. The overall
payment to the municipalities would not increase until the purported property-tax portion exceeds
the FY 2008 payment amount.
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In response to the County’s proposed methodology, the municipal representatives would offer the
following comments:
•

The County law is clear that the rebate program is a “...program to reimburse
municipalities within the county for those public services provided by the municipalities
which would otherwise be provided by the county government.” The County law does
not specify the source of the funds for those services. Consequently, the municipalities
are strongly opposed to any breakout of the payment into a “property tax-funded portion”
and a “grant-funded portion.”

•

As noted above, the overall payment to the municipalities would not increase until the
purported property-tax portion exceeds the FY 2008 payment amount. While this
approach sets a “floor” for the payment made to the municipalities, it provides no
mechanism for the payment to municipalities to increase as road maintenance costs—
both for the County and for the municipalities—escalate, at least for decades.
Additionally, if the intent is to provide the municipalities with a set payment each year,
then the application of a formula each year serves no practical purpose.

•

The municipal representatives recognize that the existing formula computations include
certain costs of supervision. However, we continue to maintain that not all overhead
costs are captured and that some factor should be incorporated into the new methodology
to account for this. In recognition of the expressed concern of the County representatives
relative to this matter, the municipal representatives would be agreeable to a factor of
three percent as opposed to the ten percent originally suggested. This would be
consistent with the overhead factor tentatively agreed upon relative to the Park Group 2
payment to municipalities.

•

In its proposal of April 9, 2008, the municipal representatives raised the issue of
streetlight costs. Currently, streetlights are factored into the per road mile cost. Instead
of this methodology, the municipal representatives suggest that streetlight costs be
allocated to the individual municipalities on a per unit basis so that there is a direct
correlation between the number of streetlights that a municipality has and the payment
made by the County. Keeping in mind the Task Force’s goal of simplicity, the per unit
cost would be determined by dividing the County’s total streetlight costs by the number
of County streetlights.
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Appendix 19: Bridges – Letter from DPWT on Takoma Park Bridge
Sufficiency Ratings (09-19-07)
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Appendix 20: Bridges – Letter from Takoma Park on Bridge Sufficiency
Ratings (01/07/08)
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Appendix 21: Bridges – Letter from Takoma Park on Bridge Sufficiency
Ratings (09/30/08)
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Appendix 22: Bridges – Letter from County Executive to Takoma Park
(11/06/08)
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Appendix 23: Municipal Proposal - Bridge Replacement
DATE:

June 10, 2008

TO:

Revenue Sharing Task Force

FROM:

Municipal Task Force Representatives

SUBJECT:

Municipally-owned Bridges

Recent events in other parts of the country clearly demonstrate the importance of allocating
resources for the proper maintenance of bridges. Consequently, the issue of bridge replacement
and rehabilitation was the topic of considerable discussion by the Road Maintenance
Subcommittee during its deliberations.
According to the 2005 Municipal Bridge Inventory, there are 24 municipally-owned bridges in
Montgomery County. The current tax duplication formula for road maintenance has provided
minimal funding (several thousand dollars in the most recent calculation) to address routine
maintenance such as painting.
The formula does not address the replacement or major
rehabilitation of bridges located in municipalities, and the County does not currently provide any
funding to municipalities for such projects.
The guiding principle that the Task Force has followed throughout its deliberations is whether the
County has incurred savings because of a municipally-provided service. There is no doubt that
the County receives a financial benefit because it does not have the responsibility for replacing or
rehabilitating the 24 bridges owned by municipalities.
In addition to the financial aspects of replacing or rehabilitating a bridge, the municipal
representatives feel that the County should take the lead role due to the complex nature of such
work. Most municipalities have limited or no knowledge of bridge construction while the staff of
the Department of Public Works and Transportation has expertise in both the federal funding
application process and overseeing such projects.
The Road Maintenance Subcommittee discussed several options to address the major
rehabilitation or replacement of municipally-owned bridges, including transfer of ownership to
the County. Because of the implications for routine maintenance activities, this was not deemed
to be a viable alternative.
It is the consensus of the municipal representatives that it would be difficult to address the
replacement or major rehabilitation of the municipally-owned bridges in a formulaic manner.
There are simply too many variances in the width, length, and location of the municipally-owned
bridges.
After considering what other alternatives might be appropriate, the municipal representatives
would like to propose the following:
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•

Montgomery County Department of Public Works and Transportation (MCDPWT)
would continue to coordinate the bi-annual bridge inspection process and to discuss the
results with those municipalities with bridges within their corporate boundaries.

•

As the ranking of a municipal bridge falls, it would be placed on the County’s Capital
Improvement Program, anticipating the need for its repair or replacement. The inclusion
of all bridges in the County’s Capital Improvement Program will facilitate the direction
of funding to those bridges that are most in need of repair or replacement.

•

The Bridge Sufficiency Rating (BSR) of each municipally-owned bridge would be
evaluated to determine if it is eligible for federal funding. Under current guidelines, a
bridge must have a BSR equal to or less than 80 to be eligible for federal funds for major
rehabilitation and equal to or less than 50 to be eligible for federal funds for total
replacement.

•

MCDPWT would notify each municipality when a bridge within its corporate boundaries
appears to qualify for federal funding based on the BSR, the length of the bridge, and
other relevant factors. The parties will discuss any significant structural modifications
that would likely be required for the project to qualify for federal funding.

•

Assuming that the municipality agrees to any structural modifications that would likely
be required for the project to qualify for federal funding, MCDPWT would take the
necessary actions to pursue federal aid funding from Maryland State Highway
Administration for the design and reconstruction of the municipal bridge.

•

The County would pay the required 20 percent local match for a federally-funded bridge
project. Decorative or other aesthetic design enhancements desired by a municipality
would not be eligible for County funding.

•

Of the 24 municipally-owned bridges, two are 20 feet or less in length. Such short span
bridges are not currently eligible for federal funding but should also be included in the
County’s Capital Improvement Program, anticipating the need for their repair and
replacement. The County would pay for any elements required to make a short span
bridge structurally sound. Decorative or other aesthetic design enhancements desired by
the municipality would not be eligible for County funding.

•

MCDPWT would, at its expense, manage the design contract and provide construction
management services of the bridge replacement or rehabilitation.

•

Recognizing that municipal officials have a greater knowledge of their communities,
municipalities would play the primary role in interacting and communicating with area
residents regarding a bridge project.
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Appendix 24: Memo from the Park Tax Subcommittee Chair to the Task
Force—Follow up to the Draft Reports on the Park Tax (Appendices 25 and
26)
To:

Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee

From:

Patricia Colihan Barney, Park Tax Subcommittee Chair

Date:

October 5, 2008

Subject:

Follow up to Draft Reports on Park Tax

BACKGROUND
The Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee established two subcommittees to deal with
the Park Tax issues. Results of the Subcommittees’ work was detailed in two draft
reports dated March 14, 2008. Each report identified a number of open issues. This
report attempts to describe the results from follow up actions taken. The first section
deals with the municipalities that do not pay the park tax, while the second section deals
with the municipalities that do pay the park tax. This report has not yet been reviewed by
the Subcommittee members and their views may differ from my observations.
OPEN ISSUES RELATED TO MUNICIPALITIES THAT DO NOT PAY THE
PARK TAX
Issue: Three municipalities do not pay the Park Tax and do not maintain any municipal
park system programs. Although municipal representatives on the Subcommittee initially
supported the inclusion of Brookville, Barnesville and Laytonsville in the Park District,
the municipal representatives later did not reach consensus on this issue.
Action: No subsequent action required. Issue is provided for information.
Issue: Municipalities questioned the percentage of costs allocated to the Regional Parks
when compared with the large number of Community Use Parks maintained by the
Commission.
Action: Commission representatives provided a Regional Park tour for the Rockville and
Gaithersburg Task Force representatives. As part of the tour, representatives were also
shown how the SmartParks data is captured and reported. Based on the reaction of the
participants, I believe they gained a better understanding of the magnitude of effort
required to support the Regional Parks System. In addition, at the next Task Force
meeting, they no longer expressed questions regarding the SmartParks data. Attachment 1
provides a brief summary of the benefits of the County-Wide Regional and Stream
Valley Park Systems.
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Issue: Although there were some differences of opinion regarding the level of municipal
Recreational Parks, the proposal did not include municipalities’ funding support for that
Park Type. The Rockville and Gaithersburg representatives indicated that their
Recreational Park facilities are used by County residents outside their city limits at the
same cost as their residents.
Action: Recommend that fee schedules be obtained annually from municipalities to
document that this policy remains in place.
Issue: The municipalities feel that they do provide some Stream Valley Parks; however
the Commission’s position is that these parks supplement rather than duplicate the
benefits, and therefore they should provide funding support. Total Stream Valley acreage
of the municipalities is about 3% of the acreage that the County provides.
Action: No additional action was taken. Attachment 1 provides a narrative describing
the benefits of the County-wide Regional and Stream Valley Park Systems prepared by
the Parks Department.
Issue: The County-Wide Park capital improvement program (CIP) is funded primarily by
County general obligation bonds and grants, while the Community Use Park CIP is
funded by Commission bonds supported by the Park Tax. The model was adjusted to
remove the portion of the Park Tax used to support actual Commission Park Bond debt
service.
Action: Municipalities supported this change.
Summary: Although it appeared that the Subcommittee had reached some
agreement regarding Regional Park funding support, the municipal representatives
on the Subcommittee had been clear that their support for any funding support for
County-Wide Parks was contingent upon resolution of other issues before the
Revenue Sharing Task Force. As a result, the municipal representatives did not
reach consensus on funding for the County-Wide Park Program.
The Commission’s position is that the municipalities that do not pay the park tax
and do not have park systems should be in the Park District, and those
municipalities that run park programs should contribute to the County-wide Park
System as a matter of tax equity for the other taxpayers.
OPEN ISSUES RELATED TO MUNICIPALITIES THAT DO PAY THE PARK
TAX
Issue: The Commission provided data from the SmartParks database for average cost per
acre by Park Type. The Commission representatives supported an averaging approach
over three years to smooth out extraordinary maintenance experience both high and low
with, the earlier years increased by a CPI factor..
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Action: The municipal representatives supported the three-year averaging approach.

Issue: Although the municipal representatives supported using the Park Type categories
to develop cost per acre, in some cases, the municipal and Commission representatives
had a difference of opinion regarding the park classification of a specific park. In
particular, Takoma Park took exception to the classification of some of their parks as
Neighborhood Parks instead of Urban Parks, and Friendship Heights took exception to
two of their parks classifications as Urban rather than something similar to the
Commission’s Brookside Gardens. The differences are critical as the cost per acre for
Neighborhood Parks are significantly lower than Urban Parks and the Urban Park cost
was much less than the cost per acre that Friendship Heights indicated was required for
their highly landscaped parks.
Action: Commission representatives visited the parks in question. The Urban Parks in
Takoma Park did resemble their Neighborhood Parks. The major difference was that
Neighborhood Parks have ballfields. The Commission Parks staff indicated that the
reason for the Commission’s higher per acre cost for Urban Parks is largely a result of
transportation costs being allocated to parks with extremely small acreage. Although the
Commission representatives considered an averaging of the Neighborhood and Urban
Parks per acre costs, this approach did not appear feasible as the basis for the entire
reimbursement model was on average cost by specific park classification. County
members of the Task Force felt that it was important to maintain the standard
classification per the description in the 2005 Land Preservation, Parks and Recreation
Plan. The Takoma Park representative disagrees with this approach as the costs per acre
they expend on the parks in question are significantly higher than the reimbursement
model based on Neighborhood Park classification.
Action: Commission representatives also visited the two parks in question in Friendship
Heights and noted the more intense landscaping at one park in particular. However, as
the basis for the reimbursement is the dollars saved by the County/Commission, the
Commission representatives felt that the Urban Park classification was appropriate and
that the additional cost incurred for these two parks was associated with an enhanced
level of park landscaping that the Commission does not generally provide at its Urban
Parks.
Issue: The municipal representatives indicated that their cost for playground
construction/renovation was much greater than the $60,000 and therefore requested
reconsideration of the $3,000 annual capital factor developed by the Commission.
Action: The Commission reexamined its estimate by reviewing the construction costs
related to a number of recent playground projects. As a result, the playground factor was
adjusted to $81,000/ 20 years or a $4,050 annual capital factor with CPI growth in future
years.
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Issue: Although the concept of utilizing the first and second level supervisors had been
agreed upon by the Subcommittee, the actual approach to calculate that percentage had
not been reviewed by the municipal representatives.
Action: The 3% factor as proposed in the Draft Report was supported.
Issue: The reimbursement amount cannot exceed the amount of Park Tax that supports
the Community Based Park program which the municipality generates as calculated from
their assessable base.
Action: None of the reimbursements exceeded the Community-Use Parks portion of the
Park Tax paid by the respective municipality.
Summary: The Subcommittee reached agreement on the basic formula for
reimbursement, but a few differences remain with regard to municipal park
classification.
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County-Wide Parks in Montgomery County

Attachment 1

Regional Parks - Regional Parks play an essential role in preserving natural areas, and in
providing active and passive recreational opportunities. These large (greater than
200acres) land preservation areas play a key role in conserving and preserving areas of
cultural, natural and agricultural heritage for Montgomery County. The massive size of
these parks allows them to also accommodate many more users in both active and passive
pursuits without degrading the resource.
It is a requirement that 2/3rds of the land in Regional Parks is reserved for conservationrelated purposes, and this significant acreage forms the nodes of greenways that run
throughout the County, protecting streams, buffers, wetlands, wildlife corridors, and
forests.
The recreational activities that are provided are used by all County residents, and include
picnicking, hiking, boating, fishing, camping, ice skating, equestrian, football, softball,
hockey, lacrosse, soccer, and many more leisure activities. The placement of five Nature
Interpretation Facilities in the Regional parks also makes them the focus of many
interpretive and conservation activities, and a significant teaching location for the
stewardship efforts of our Parks Department.
Stream Valley Parks - Stream Valley Parks are the predominant conservation tool in
Montgomery County. The 12,466 acres of parkland that comprises the Stream Valley
system could be considered the Green Infrastructure of the County, protecting the water
quality, the historical fabric and the natural beauty of the land. Since 1927, the
Commission and the County have demonstrated foresight and wisdom in land
conservation and stream protection along these green ribbons that, in addition to the
environmental benefits, have also provided unlimited opportunities for outdoor recreation
at a scale unmatched by any municipal park system. The trails are used by hikers,
runners, bikers, horse riders, and outdoor enthusiasts. In many cases the Regional Parks
are nodes of green along these corridors of conservation, creating a Green Infrastructure,
which benefits all of Montgomery County, whether used personally or not.
However, a resident does not have to visit one of these parks to derive a significant
benefit; the benefits that are available to residents County-wide include, but are not
limited to the following:
Active Use – These parks are available and used by residents from every part of
Montgomery County. There is not an admission fee, and most fees that are charged for
permits and reservations are based solely on the cost of providing a particular private
benefit;
Passive Use – Use of trails, paths, open areas, picnicking, nature appreciation, kite flying,
biking, equestrian uses, and much, much more are free to every resident;
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Intrinsic Benefits - Growing Smart – The Regional Parks and the Stream Valley system
are integral to regional land planning and intelligent design;
Attracting Investment – The beauty and accessibility of Montgomery Parks has remained
an important factor in businesses wanting to locate in Montgomery County;
Boosting Tourism – Our signature attractions, such as Brookside Gardens, Wheaton,
Cabin John, Rock Creek, Black Hill, and Little Bennett have State-wide and Region-wide
audiences and visitors;
Preventing Floods – Our land along the streams helps preserve the riparian buffers, and
the flood plains which help absorb and protect the flood waters from the developed
portions of the County;
Safeguarding the Environment – Interior forests, aquatic life, wildlife corridors for
migration and home range, water quality protection and conservation management are all
essential components of the management of these County-wide resources;
Increasing property values – Montgomery Parks are beautiful, attractive, and preserve a
look and feel to the County, which adds a significant portion to the quality of life, and
therefore the attractiveness of living in this County.
The residents of these municipalities have a variety of park experiences available to them,
including Federal, State, County and Municipal parks, but the only ones some
municipalities do not pay for are the County Parks.
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Appendix 24: Memo from the Park Tax Subcommittee Chair to the Task
Force—Follow up to the Draft Reports on the Park Tax (Appendices 25 and
26)
To:

Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee

From:

Patricia Colihan Barney, Park Tax Subcommittee Chair

Date:

October 5, 2008

Subject:

Follow up to Draft Reports on Park Tax

BACKGROUND
The Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee established two subcommittees to deal with
the Park Tax issues. Results of the Subcommittees’ work was detailed in two draft
reports dated March 14, 2008. Each report identified a number of open issues. This
report attempts to describe the results from follow up actions taken. The first section
deals with the municipalities that do not pay the park tax, while the second section deals
with the municipalities that do pay the park tax. This report has not yet been reviewed by
the Subcommittee members and their views may differ from my observations.
OPEN ISSUES RELATED TO MUNICIPALITIES THAT DO NOT PAY THE
PARK TAX
Issue: Three municipalities do not pay the Park Tax and do not maintain any municipal
park system programs. Although municipal representatives on the Subcommittee initially
supported the inclusion of Brookville, Barnesville and Laytonsville in the Park District,
the municipal representatives later did not reach consensus on this issue.
Action: No subsequent action required. Issue is provided for information.
Issue: Municipalities questioned the percentage of costs allocated to the Regional Parks
when compared with the large number of Community Use Parks maintained by the
Commission.
Action: Commission representatives provided a Regional Park tour for the Rockville and
Gaithersburg Task Force representatives. As part of the tour, representatives were also
shown how the SmartParks data is captured and reported. Based on the reaction of the
participants, I believe they gained a better understanding of the magnitude of effort
required to support the Regional Parks System. In addition, at the next Task Force
meeting, they no longer expressed questions regarding the SmartParks data. Attachment 1
provides a brief summary of the benefits of the County-Wide Regional and Stream
Valley Park Systems.
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Issue: Although there were some differences of opinion regarding the level of municipal
Recreational Parks, the proposal did not include municipalities’ funding support for that
Park Type. The Rockville and Gaithersburg representatives indicated that their
Recreational Park facilities are used by County residents outside their city limits at the
same cost as their residents.
Action: Recommend that fee schedules be obtained annually from municipalities to
document that this policy remains in place.
Issue: The municipalities feel that they do provide some Stream Valley Parks; however
the Commission’s position is that these parks supplement rather than duplicate the
benefits, and therefore they should provide funding support. Total Stream Valley acreage
of the municipalities is about 3% of the acreage that the County provides.
Action: No additional action was taken. Attachment 1 provides a narrative describing
the benefits of the County-wide Regional and Stream Valley Park Systems prepared by
the Parks Department.
Issue: The County-Wide Park capital improvement program (CIP) is funded primarily by
County general obligation bonds and grants, while the Community Use Park CIP is
funded by Commission bonds supported by the Park Tax. The model was adjusted to
remove the portion of the Park Tax used to support actual Commission Park Bond debt
service.
Action: Municipalities supported this change.
Summary: Although it appeared that the Subcommittee had reached some
agreement regarding Regional Park funding support, the municipal representatives
on the Subcommittee had been clear that their support for any funding support for
County-Wide Parks was contingent upon resolution of other issues before the
Revenue Sharing Task Force. As a result, the municipal representatives did not
reach consensus on funding for the County-Wide Park Program.
The Commission’s position is that the municipalities that do not pay the park tax
and do not have park systems should be in the Park District, and those
municipalities that run park programs should contribute to the County-wide Park
System as a matter of tax equity for the other taxpayers.
OPEN ISSUES RELATED TO MUNICIPALITIES THAT DO PAY THE PARK
TAX
Issue: The Commission provided data from the SmartParks database for average cost per
acre by Park Type. The Commission representatives supported an averaging approach
over three years to smooth out extraordinary maintenance experience both high and low
with, the earlier years increased by a CPI factor..
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Action: The municipal representatives supported the three-year averaging approach.

Issue: Although the municipal representatives supported using the Park Type categories
to develop cost per acre, in some cases, the municipal and Commission representatives
had a difference of opinion regarding the park classification of a specific park. In
particular, Takoma Park took exception to the classification of some of their parks as
Neighborhood Parks instead of Urban Parks, and Friendship Heights took exception to
two of their parks classifications as Urban rather than something similar to the
Commission’s Brookside Gardens. The differences are critical as the cost per acre for
Neighborhood Parks are significantly lower than Urban Parks and the Urban Park cost
was much less than the cost per acre that Friendship Heights indicated was required for
their highly landscaped parks.
Action: Commission representatives visited the parks in question. The Urban Parks in
Takoma Park did resemble their Neighborhood Parks. The major difference was that
Neighborhood Parks have ballfields. The Commission Parks staff indicated that the
reason for the Commission’s higher per acre cost for Urban Parks is largely a result of
transportation costs being allocated to parks with extremely small acreage. Although the
Commission representatives considered an averaging of the Neighborhood and Urban
Parks per acre costs, this approach did not appear feasible as the basis for the entire
reimbursement model was on average cost by specific park classification. County
members of the Task Force felt that it was important to maintain the standard
classification per the description in the 2005 Land Preservation, Parks and Recreation
Plan. The Takoma Park representative disagrees with this approach as the costs per acre
they expend on the parks in question are significantly higher than the reimbursement
model based on Neighborhood Park classification.
Action: Commission representatives also visited the two parks in question in Friendship
Heights and noted the more intense landscaping at one park in particular. However, as
the basis for the reimbursement is the dollars saved by the County/Commission, the
Commission representatives felt that the Urban Park classification was appropriate and
that the additional cost incurred for these two parks was associated with an enhanced
level of park landscaping that the Commission does not generally provide at its Urban
Parks.
Issue: The municipal representatives indicated that their cost for playground
construction/renovation was much greater than the $60,000 and therefore requested
reconsideration of the $3,000 annual capital factor developed by the Commission.
Action: The Commission reexamined its estimate by reviewing the construction costs
related to a number of recent playground projects. As a result, the playground factor was
adjusted to $81,000/ 20 years or a $4,050 annual capital factor with CPI growth in future
years.
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Issue: Although the concept of utilizing the first and second level supervisors had been
agreed upon by the Subcommittee, the actual approach to calculate that percentage had
not been reviewed by the municipal representatives.
Action: The 3% factor as proposed in the Draft Report was supported.
Issue: The reimbursement amount cannot exceed the amount of Park Tax that supports
the Community Based Park program which the municipality generates as calculated from
their assessable base.
Action: None of the reimbursements exceeded the Community-Use Parks portion of the
Park Tax paid by the respective municipality.
Summary: The Subcommittee reached agreement on the basic formula for
reimbursement, but a few differences remain with regard to municipal park
classification.
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Attachment 1

Regional Parks - Regional Parks play an essential role in preserving natural areas, and in
providing active and passive recreational opportunities. These large (greater than
200acres) land preservation areas play a key role in conserving and preserving areas of
cultural, natural and agricultural heritage for Montgomery County. The massive size of
these parks allows them to also accommodate many more users in both active and passive
pursuits without degrading the resource.
It is a requirement that 2/3rds of the land in Regional Parks is reserved for conservationrelated purposes, and this significant acreage forms the nodes of greenways that run
throughout the County, protecting streams, buffers, wetlands, wildlife corridors, and
forests.
The recreational activities that are provided are used by all County residents, and include
picnicking, hiking, boating, fishing, camping, ice skating, equestrian, football, softball,
hockey, lacrosse, soccer, and many more leisure activities. The placement of five Nature
Interpretation Facilities in the Regional parks also makes them the focus of many
interpretive and conservation activities, and a significant teaching location for the
stewardship efforts of our Parks Department.
Stream Valley Parks - Stream Valley Parks are the predominant conservation tool in
Montgomery County. The 12,466 acres of parkland that comprises the Stream Valley
system could be considered the Green Infrastructure of the County, protecting the water
quality, the historical fabric and the natural beauty of the land. Since 1927, the
Commission and the County have demonstrated foresight and wisdom in land
conservation and stream protection along these green ribbons that, in addition to the
environmental benefits, have also provided unlimited opportunities for outdoor recreation
at a scale unmatched by any municipal park system. The trails are used by hikers,
runners, bikers, horse riders, and outdoor enthusiasts. In many cases the Regional Parks
are nodes of green along these corridors of conservation, creating a Green Infrastructure,
which benefits all of Montgomery County, whether used personally or not.
However, a resident does not have to visit one of these parks to derive a significant
benefit; the benefits that are available to residents County-wide include, but are not
limited to the following:
Active Use – These parks are available and used by residents from every part of
Montgomery County. There is not an admission fee, and most fees that are charged for
permits and reservations are based solely on the cost of providing a particular private
benefit;
Passive Use – Use of trails, paths, open areas, picnicking, nature appreciation, kite flying,
biking, equestrian uses, and much, much more are free to every resident;
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Intrinsic Benefits - Growing Smart – The Regional Parks and the Stream Valley system
are integral to regional land planning and intelligent design;
Attracting Investment – The beauty and accessibility of Montgomery Parks has remained
an important factor in businesses wanting to locate in Montgomery County;
Boosting Tourism – Our signature attractions, such as Brookside Gardens, Wheaton,
Cabin John, Rock Creek, Black Hill, and Little Bennett have State-wide and Region-wide
audiences and visitors;
Preventing Floods – Our land along the streams helps preserve the riparian buffers, and
the flood plains which help absorb and protect the flood waters from the developed
portions of the County;
Safeguarding the Environment – Interior forests, aquatic life, wildlife corridors for
migration and home range, water quality protection and conservation management are all
essential components of the management of these County-wide resources;
Increasing property values – Montgomery Parks are beautiful, attractive, and preserve a
look and feel to the County, which adds a significant portion to the quality of life, and
therefore the attractiveness of living in this County.
The residents of these municipalities have a variety of park experiences available to them,
including Federal, State, County and Municipal parks, but the only ones some
municipalities do not pay for are the County Parks.
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Appendix 24: Memo from the Park Tax Subcommittee Chair to the Task
Force—Follow up to the Draft Reports on the Park Tax (Appendices 25 and
26)
To:

Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee

From:

Patricia Colihan Barney, Park Tax Subcommittee Chair

Date:

October 5, 2008

Subject:

Follow up to Draft Reports on Park Tax

BACKGROUND
The Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee established two subcommittees to deal with
the Park Tax issues. Results of the Subcommittees’ work was detailed in two draft
reports dated March 14, 2008. Each report identified a number of open issues. This
report attempts to describe the results from follow up actions taken. The first section
deals with the municipalities that do not pay the park tax, while the second section deals
with the municipalities that do pay the park tax. This report has not yet been reviewed by
the Subcommittee members and their views may differ from my observations.
OPEN ISSUES RELATED TO MUNICIPALITIES THAT DO NOT PAY THE
PARK TAX
Issue: Three municipalities do not pay the Park Tax and do not maintain any municipal
park system programs. Although municipal representatives on the Subcommittee initially
supported the inclusion of Brookville, Barnesville and Laytonsville in the Park District,
the municipal representatives later did not reach consensus on this issue.
Action: No subsequent action required. Issue is provided for information.
Issue: Municipalities questioned the percentage of costs allocated to the Regional Parks
when compared with the large number of Community Use Parks maintained by the
Commission.
Action: Commission representatives provided a Regional Park tour for the Rockville and
Gaithersburg Task Force representatives. As part of the tour, representatives were also
shown how the SmartParks data is captured and reported. Based on the reaction of the
participants, I believe they gained a better understanding of the magnitude of effort
required to support the Regional Parks System. In addition, at the next Task Force
meeting, they no longer expressed questions regarding the SmartParks data. Attachment 1
provides a brief summary of the benefits of the County-Wide Regional and Stream
Valley Park Systems.
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Issue: Although there were some differences of opinion regarding the level of municipal
Recreational Parks, the proposal did not include municipalities’ funding support for that
Park Type. The Rockville and Gaithersburg representatives indicated that their
Recreational Park facilities are used by County residents outside their city limits at the
same cost as their residents.
Action: Recommend that fee schedules be obtained annually from municipalities to
document that this policy remains in place.
Issue: The municipalities feel that they do provide some Stream Valley Parks; however
the Commission’s position is that these parks supplement rather than duplicate the
benefits, and therefore they should provide funding support. Total Stream Valley acreage
of the municipalities is about 3% of the acreage that the County provides.
Action: No additional action was taken. Attachment 1 provides a narrative describing
the benefits of the County-wide Regional and Stream Valley Park Systems prepared by
the Parks Department.
Issue: The County-Wide Park capital improvement program (CIP) is funded primarily by
County general obligation bonds and grants, while the Community Use Park CIP is
funded by Commission bonds supported by the Park Tax. The model was adjusted to
remove the portion of the Park Tax used to support actual Commission Park Bond debt
service.
Action: Municipalities supported this change.
Summary: Although it appeared that the Subcommittee had reached some
agreement regarding Regional Park funding support, the municipal representatives
on the Subcommittee had been clear that their support for any funding support for
County-Wide Parks was contingent upon resolution of other issues before the
Revenue Sharing Task Force. As a result, the municipal representatives did not
reach consensus on funding for the County-Wide Park Program.
The Commission’s position is that the municipalities that do not pay the park tax
and do not have park systems should be in the Park District, and those
municipalities that run park programs should contribute to the County-wide Park
System as a matter of tax equity for the other taxpayers.
OPEN ISSUES RELATED TO MUNICIPALITIES THAT DO PAY THE PARK
TAX
Issue: The Commission provided data from the SmartParks database for average cost per
acre by Park Type. The Commission representatives supported an averaging approach
over three years to smooth out extraordinary maintenance experience both high and low
with, the earlier years increased by a CPI factor..
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Action: The municipal representatives supported the three-year averaging approach.

Issue: Although the municipal representatives supported using the Park Type categories
to develop cost per acre, in some cases, the municipal and Commission representatives
had a difference of opinion regarding the park classification of a specific park. In
particular, Takoma Park took exception to the classification of some of their parks as
Neighborhood Parks instead of Urban Parks, and Friendship Heights took exception to
two of their parks classifications as Urban rather than something similar to the
Commission’s Brookside Gardens. The differences are critical as the cost per acre for
Neighborhood Parks are significantly lower than Urban Parks and the Urban Park cost
was much less than the cost per acre that Friendship Heights indicated was required for
their highly landscaped parks.
Action: Commission representatives visited the parks in question. The Urban Parks in
Takoma Park did resemble their Neighborhood Parks. The major difference was that
Neighborhood Parks have ballfields. The Commission Parks staff indicated that the
reason for the Commission’s higher per acre cost for Urban Parks is largely a result of
transportation costs being allocated to parks with extremely small acreage. Although the
Commission representatives considered an averaging of the Neighborhood and Urban
Parks per acre costs, this approach did not appear feasible as the basis for the entire
reimbursement model was on average cost by specific park classification. County
members of the Task Force felt that it was important to maintain the standard
classification per the description in the 2005 Land Preservation, Parks and Recreation
Plan. The Takoma Park representative disagrees with this approach as the costs per acre
they expend on the parks in question are significantly higher than the reimbursement
model based on Neighborhood Park classification.
Action: Commission representatives also visited the two parks in question in Friendship
Heights and noted the more intense landscaping at one park in particular. However, as
the basis for the reimbursement is the dollars saved by the County/Commission, the
Commission representatives felt that the Urban Park classification was appropriate and
that the additional cost incurred for these two parks was associated with an enhanced
level of park landscaping that the Commission does not generally provide at its Urban
Parks.
Issue: The municipal representatives indicated that their cost for playground
construction/renovation was much greater than the $60,000 and therefore requested
reconsideration of the $3,000 annual capital factor developed by the Commission.
Action: The Commission reexamined its estimate by reviewing the construction costs
related to a number of recent playground projects. As a result, the playground factor was
adjusted to $81,000/ 20 years or a $4,050 annual capital factor with CPI growth in future
years.
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Issue: Although the concept of utilizing the first and second level supervisors had been
agreed upon by the Subcommittee, the actual approach to calculate that percentage had
not been reviewed by the municipal representatives.
Action: The 3% factor as proposed in the Draft Report was supported.
Issue: The reimbursement amount cannot exceed the amount of Park Tax that supports
the Community Based Park program which the municipality generates as calculated from
their assessable base.
Action: None of the reimbursements exceeded the Community-Use Parks portion of the
Park Tax paid by the respective municipality.
Summary: The Subcommittee reached agreement on the basic formula for
reimbursement, but a few differences remain with regard to municipal park
classification.
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County-Wide Parks in Montgomery County

Attachment 1

Regional Parks - Regional Parks play an essential role in preserving natural areas, and in
providing active and passive recreational opportunities. These large (greater than
200acres) land preservation areas play a key role in conserving and preserving areas of
cultural, natural and agricultural heritage for Montgomery County. The massive size of
these parks allows them to also accommodate many more users in both active and passive
pursuits without degrading the resource.
It is a requirement that 2/3rds of the land in Regional Parks is reserved for conservationrelated purposes, and this significant acreage forms the nodes of greenways that run
throughout the County, protecting streams, buffers, wetlands, wildlife corridors, and
forests.
The recreational activities that are provided are used by all County residents, and include
picnicking, hiking, boating, fishing, camping, ice skating, equestrian, football, softball,
hockey, lacrosse, soccer, and many more leisure activities. The placement of five Nature
Interpretation Facilities in the Regional parks also makes them the focus of many
interpretive and conservation activities, and a significant teaching location for the
stewardship efforts of our Parks Department.
Stream Valley Parks - Stream Valley Parks are the predominant conservation tool in
Montgomery County. The 12,466 acres of parkland that comprises the Stream Valley
system could be considered the Green Infrastructure of the County, protecting the water
quality, the historical fabric and the natural beauty of the land. Since 1927, the
Commission and the County have demonstrated foresight and wisdom in land
conservation and stream protection along these green ribbons that, in addition to the
environmental benefits, have also provided unlimited opportunities for outdoor recreation
at a scale unmatched by any municipal park system. The trails are used by hikers,
runners, bikers, horse riders, and outdoor enthusiasts. In many cases the Regional Parks
are nodes of green along these corridors of conservation, creating a Green Infrastructure,
which benefits all of Montgomery County, whether used personally or not.
However, a resident does not have to visit one of these parks to derive a significant
benefit; the benefits that are available to residents County-wide include, but are not
limited to the following:
Active Use – These parks are available and used by residents from every part of
Montgomery County. There is not an admission fee, and most fees that are charged for
permits and reservations are based solely on the cost of providing a particular private
benefit;
Passive Use – Use of trails, paths, open areas, picnicking, nature appreciation, kite flying,
biking, equestrian uses, and much, much more are free to every resident;
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Intrinsic Benefits - Growing Smart – The Regional Parks and the Stream Valley system
are integral to regional land planning and intelligent design;
Attracting Investment – The beauty and accessibility of Montgomery Parks has remained
an important factor in businesses wanting to locate in Montgomery County;
Boosting Tourism – Our signature attractions, such as Brookside Gardens, Wheaton,
Cabin John, Rock Creek, Black Hill, and Little Bennett have State-wide and Region-wide
audiences and visitors;
Preventing Floods – Our land along the streams helps preserve the riparian buffers, and
the flood plains which help absorb and protect the flood waters from the developed
portions of the County;
Safeguarding the Environment – Interior forests, aquatic life, wildlife corridors for
migration and home range, water quality protection and conservation management are all
essential components of the management of these County-wide resources;
Increasing property values – Montgomery Parks are beautiful, attractive, and preserve a
look and feel to the County, which adds a significant portion to the quality of life, and
therefore the attractiveness of living in this County.
The residents of these municipalities have a variety of park experiences available to them,
including Federal, State, County and Municipal parks, but the only ones some
municipalities do not pay for are the County Parks.
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MRSTF Draft Report

Appendix 25: Municipalities that Have Parks, but whose Property Owners Do Not
Pay the Metropolitan District Tax

To:

Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee

From:

Patricia Barney, Park Tax Subcommittee Chair

Date:

March 14, 2008

Subject:
Draft Report – Municipalities that Do Not Pay the Park Tax
_____________________________________________________________
OVERVIEW
This report has been prepared as a draft report presenting the methodology proposed for funding
support for Park and Planning Commission County-Wide park facilities and services by
municipalities that do not pay the Metropolitan District Tax (Park Tax). The objective of our
work effort was to develop a fair model upon which to base future funding support by these
municipalities to reflect the benefits their communities receive from the County-Wide Park
Program. By obtaining some share in the support for the County-Wide Park Program by these
municipalities, we should achieve a more equitable taxation of the other taxpayers in the County.
These municipalities include two groups, the municipalities that do not provide park services and
those that do provide park services.
The first group includes Brookeville, Barnesville, and Laytonsville. The Subcommittee is of the
opinion that this group should be included in the Metropolitan District and pay the Park Tax.
The second group includes Gaithersburg, Poolesville, Rockville and Washington Grove. It is
this group that is the focus of the report. At issue is how to determine the park benefit derived
from the Commission’s County-Wide Parks in view of the considerable park resources that are
provided by these municipalities, and the appropriate level of funding support.
The Subcommittee consisted of the following representatives:
Fred Felton, Gaithersburg
Gavin Cohen, Rockville
Wade Yost, Poolesville
Chuck Sherer, Montgomery County Government
Monica Sanchez provided administrative support. The municipalities also engaged their park
management staff to provide input into the process.
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The Subcommittee was assisted by the following Park and Planning Commission staff:
Brian Woodward
Mark Wallis
Joe Davis
I appreciate the assistance from all the parties involved. The proposed approach requires that the
Commission’s SmartParks total maintenance costs and park police costs by Park Type be
updated annually in order to determine the percentage of the Park Tax required to support the
various County-wide Park Types.
In my opinion, the Subcommittee has reached partial agreement on the proposed methodology
for Regional Parks; however there are some questions regarding the percentage of our costs
associated with the Regional Parks as generated by the SmartParks data. The possible inclusion
of Stream Valley Parks in the formula has not yet been discussed with the municipalities.
In addition, the municipal representatives were clear in their desire to have any funding support
for County-Wide Parks contingent upon the resolution of the other issues before the Revenue
Sharing Task Force.
The draft report has just recently been completed and released to the municipalities for their
review. It will require additional revision to completely incorporate the municipalities’ views.
The preliminary park funding support calculations are presented using the Commission’s
SmartParks maintenance costs by Park Type and park police costs based on number of dispatch
calls by Park Type as a basis for the allocation of the total Park Tax by Park Type.
Finally, the Subcommittee’s task was to develop a reasonable funding support model. We
recognize that the timing of the funding support may be phased in over a period of time to assist
the municipalities.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES AND HOW THE PROPOSED APPROACH MEETS THEM
The proposed model is based on a number of guiding principles. These principles are presented
below along with the approach to meet them.
Principle:
The methodology for developing the municipalities’ payments should not be too complex and
should be easily applied to each of the four municipalities.
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Approach:
The proposed methodology assumes that we treat all four municipalities the same even though
the Park Programs they provide at the municipal level vary significantly in size and complexity.
The proposed funding support model is provided below.
Total Real Property Assessable Base per municipality/$100 times (the Real Property Park Tax
Rate less the Real Property Park Tax Rate required to pay actual debt service on the Commission
Park Bonds) times the percentage of the Commission Budget allocated to the County-Wide Park
Type (Regional Parks and possibly Stream Valley Parks).
Plus
Total Personal Property Assessable Base per municipality/$100 times (the Personal Property
Park Tax Rate less the Personal Property Park Tax Rate required to pay actual debt service on
the Commission Park Bonds) times the percentage of the Commission Budget allocated to the
County-Wide Park Type (Regional Parks and possibly Stream Valley Parks).

Attachment 1 presents preliminary funding support calculations based on the formula. It
includes both Regional Parks and Stream Valley Parks for illustrative purposes.
Open Issue:
The process by which the support for the County-Wide Parks Program is collected has not been
discussed. There are three potential outcomes.
1. The municipalities make a payment directly to the County.
2. The municipalities are included in the Metropolitan District, pay the total Park Tax and
receive a payment from the County representing the duplication.
3. The municipalities are taxed at a different rate.
Principle:
The data on which the municipalities’ park funding support is based should be easily obtainable
and verifiable.
Approach:
The maintenance costs by Park Type are available from the Commission’s SmartParks Database
generated on a work order system for FY 06 and FY 07. The allocation of the Park Police costs
are based on FY 2005 and FY 2006 dispatched service calls. The percentage of the total costs
allocated to each Park Type has been blended and averaged for FY 06 and FY 07. See
attachment 2.
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Open Issue:
The municipalities questioned the percentage of costs allocated to the Regional Parks when
compared with the large number of Community Use Parks maintained by the Commission. The
Commission Parks representatives have been working to arrange a tour of Commission Regional
Parks for the municipal representatives to better explain the extreme level of effort required to
maintain these heavily programmed parks.
Principle:
The payment should be based on the cost to support the County-Wide Park Types that the
municipalities as a group do not provide. The categories of Park Types should be defined to
enable consistent application in determining the Park Types that are not provided by the
municipalities.
Approach:
The Park Type classifications are based upon the categories and definitions presented in the 2005
Land Preservation, Parks and Recreation Plan. Attachment 3 presents the narrative descriptions
for the County-wide Park and the Community Use Park Types. The Subcommittee agrees that
the municipalities as a group provide Community Use Parks. The Community Use Parks are
classified as Urban Parks, Neighborhood Parks, Local Parks and Neighborhood Conservation
Areas. There is also agreement that the municipalities provide some parks in the County-Wide
category consisting of Regional Parks, Recreation Parks, Special Parks, Stream Valley Parks and
Conservation Parks. We have agreement that the municipalities do not provide any Regional
Parks.
Open Issue:
Although there were some differences of opinion regarding the level of municipal Recreational
Parks, we are not proposing that the municipalities’ funding support include that Park Type. The
Rockville and Gaithersburg representatives indicated that their Recreational Park facilities are
used by County residents outside of their City limits at the same cost as their residents. This
position needs to be verified by the Park staff.
The municipalities feel that they do provide some Stream Valley Parks; however the
Commission’s position is that these parks supplement rather than duplicate the benefits and
therefore they should provide funding support. Total Stream Valley acreage of the municipalities
is about 3% of the acres that the County provides. Attachment 4 presents the park classifications
for Gaithersburg and Rockville. Poolesville and Washington Grove provide smaller park
programs. Their park lists are provided in Attachment 5 (to be provided later).
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Principle:
The County-Wide Park capital improvement program (CIP) is funded primarily by County
general obligation bonds and grants. As the municipalities pay the County tax, no additional
support is required for the CIP. The Commission’s Community Use Park CIP is funded largely
by Commission issued Park Bonds and grants.
Approach:
The model removes the Park Tax associated with the actual Debt Service on Commission Park
Bonds and does not include any factor for the County –Wide CIP as the municipalities already
support those costs through the County Tax.
Open Issue:
This revision to the formula has not yet been discussed with the municipalities.

THE PROCESS FOLLOWED BY THE SUBCOMMITTEE
The Subcommittee met a number of times brainstorming ideas over the past year
We began with a review of the Park Type Classifications. The municipal representatives
provided a list of their parks along with the amenities provided (see Attachment 6 - to be
provided). The municipalities classified their parks by Park Type and this information was
reviewed by the Commission Park representatives. A few changes were made and some
differences of opinion still remain, but they are not material to the final outcome. Commission
Park staff also visited some of the municipal park facilities to gain a better understanding of the
level of service provided.
As indicated above, we still have to schedule the tour of Commission regional parks and provide
any additional data the municipalities require to gain a comfort level in the percentage allocated
to Regional and possibly Stream Valley Parks.
SUMMARY OF METHODOLOGY
The proposed methodology for determining County-Wide Park funding support by the
municipalities is proposed to consist of a multi-step approach:
1) Update the SmartParks database and the Park Police dispatch calls to generate the
percentage allocation for the Regional and Stream Valley Parks. (depending on outcome
of discussion)
2) Update the amount of the Park Tax required to support the Commission’s actual Park
Bond debt service.
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3) The final step is dependant on the approach to collecting the funding support. If a
payment is made by the municipalities to the County, the assessable base information
from each municipality will be obtained from the County’s Finance Department. The
amount of payment will be then be calculated. If the funding support is through the
taxing of residents, the tax rate would be determined during the budget cycle and a
reimbursement formula for services rendered would be determined based on the Park Tax
collected and associated with the other Park Type categories.
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Attachment 2

Attachment 2
Do Not Pay

Local/Regional
Park Type
County-Wide
Conservation
County-Wide
Historical
County-Wide
Regional
County-Wide
Recreational
County-Wide
SVU
County-Wide
Special
County-Wide
Misc. Rec & Non Rec
Total County-Wide
Local/Regional
Local
Local
Local
Local
Total Local

Park Type
Urban
Local
NCA
Neighborhood

Acreage

Maintenance %
0.74%
0.49%
27.89%
10.16%
5.49%
5.59%
10.28%
60.63%

Police %
0.53%
1.40%
10.44%
6.98%
9.17%
2.15%
25.15%
55.82%

Enterprise %
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
100.00%

Blended %
0.71%
0.61%
25.62%
9.74%
5.97%
5.14%
12.21%
60.00%

Acreage

Maintenance %
2.33%
29.30%
0.41%
7.33%
39.37%

Police %
2.61%
31.74%
0.79%
9.04%
44.18%

Enterprise %
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

Blended %
2.37%
29.61%
0.46%
7.55%
40.00%

Maintenance data averaged for FY 2006 and FY 2007 from SmartParks
Police date averaged for FY2005 and FY 2006 from dispatched service calls.

Appendix 25

25-7

MRSTF DRAFT Report

Attachment 3

M-NCPPC Park Classification System
The M-NCPPC park system is categorized into different park types for budgeting and planning
purposes. The park types are based in part on the service area of each park, its physical size,
natural features, and the kind of facilities it contains. This section will describe and help define
the distinctions between different types of parks. The table on the M-NCPPC Montgomery
County Park Classification System contains a summarized description of each type of park,
including approximate park size and typical recreation facilities.
Countywide Parks
Larger parks that serve regional recreation needs or conservation needs are called
County-wide Parks. Over 90% of the total County park acreage, nearly 30,000 acres, is in
County-wide parks. There are five types of County-wide parks: regional, recreation, special
conservation, and stream valley. Of these, the regional, recreational, and special park categories
are recreation-oriented parks, while the conservation and stream valley parks belong to a subcategory of County-wide Parks known as conservation oriented parks.
Recreation-Oriented Parks: Regional, recreational and special parks are large parks
serving County-wide recreation needs. They provide opportunities for active and passive
recreation, but also generally contain areas without facilities that serve conservation purposes.
Regional Parks are large, typically over 200 acres, and contain a wide range of recreation
opportunities and facilities, while retaining 2/3 of the park for conservation. Regional parks are
the most popular of the County's parks. In 1995, surveys of developed portions of regional parks
indicated visits by several million people annually. Many other informal users enjoy the
undeveloped portions of the park.
Montgomery County has five developed regional parks offering a variety of recreation
opportunities within a reasonable driving time of most County residents. Three of these parks
serve the lower and mid-County areas. Wheaton, the System's first regional park, was opened to
the public in 1961 and is easily reached by southeastern County residents. Cabin John Regional
Park is accessible to southwestern County residents, and Rock Creek Regional Park by people
living in the middle and upper-County areas. Many recreational facilities are provided including
lighted tournament quality athletic fields, year-round tennis courts, ice rinks, trains, and a
carousel. Rock Creek offers golf, boating and other water oriented recreation activities.
Additionally, each of these parks furnishes other recreation opportunities, such as nature centers,
playgrounds, trails, and picnic areas, and Wheaton has a large botanical garden.
The two regional parks that serve the northern Area of the County have large acreage of
open space and conservation area. Little Bennett has a golf course and a large campground,
while Black Hill offers opportunities to enjoy picnicking and water-related recreation as well as a
many miles of trails.
Recreation Parks is a category that includes parks with intensive development similar to
that found in the ball field and tennis court complexes at regional parks; however, they differ
from regional parks in that they do not limit 2/3 of their development to conservation uses.
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Small picnic/playground areas are also included in this category. Presently, Montgomery County
has three such developed parks -- Olney Manor, Martin Luther King and Damascus. Fairland
Recreational Park is under construction, and there are several other undeveloped recreational
parks which are planned for future development including Ovid Hazen Wells, Ridge Road,
Muncaster, Gude and Northwest Branch Recreational Parks.
Special Parks preserve historic or culturally significant features and have distinguishing
characteristics that set them apart from other park classifications. McCrillis Gardens, Woodlawn
Manor House, Rockwood Manor Park, and the Agricultural History Farm Park are good
examples of special parks in the County. They are often used for small conferences, social
events, specialized education, and art exhibits. Important historic sites are preserved in all types
of parks. Examples of these are the Silver Spring in Acorn Urban Park, Woodlawn Manor
House with its smoke house, and the Needwood Mansion.
Conservation-Oriented Parks
There are two types of County-wide conservation oriented parks: stream valley parks
and conservation area parks. Both protect important environmental areas; however, they differ
in that stream valley parks are linear parks acquired to protect stream valleys and conservation
parks are large natural areas acquired to preserve specific natural, archaeological or historical
features. Both types of parks are managed to provide stewardship of sensitive areas, but may
include trails and other low impact recreation areas when carefully designed to avoid, minimize,
and/or mitigate environmental impacts.
Stream Valley Parks form the foundation of the park system, extending as greenways
throughout the urban areas and into the countryside, putting the natural environment within close
reach of all Montgomery County citizens. They separate communities with green open space
buffers and provide easy access to nature for adjacent residents. Just as they were seventy years
ago, stream valley parks today are acquired primarily for conservation purposes. They hold the
key to watershed protection throughout the County by reducing flooding, sedimentation and
erosion, and they furnish valuable habitat for many species of wildlife. Some stream valleys,
such as the Upper Paint Branch Stream Valley, are also designated as special protection areas.
These areas are so sensitive that they are subject to a special set of regulations designed to
protect them.
Stream valley parks also preserve some of the County's most beautiful and interesting
terrain, providing long, interconnected greenways of parkland that provide corridors for trails
and wildlife. There are 30 such parks in the County, which include nearly 12,000 acres of
parkland. In urban areas, clusters of active recreation facilities in parks adjacent to stream valley
parks were developed many years ago to serve as local parks for nearby residents. More recent
environmental regulations now limit or prevent intensive development along stream banks to
reduce sedimentation and erosion and environmental degradation caused by urban runoff.
Conservation Area Parks are generally large areas that preserve specific natural,
archaeological or historical features; are typically located in upland areas; and are acquired
specifically for environmental preservation purposes. Conservation area parks may include
outstanding examples of natural communities, self-sustaining populations of rare, threatened, or
endangered plant and animal species, or unique archaeological and historical resources. Given
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the sensitive nature of the resources in conservation parks, development is very limited and
generally restricted to passive recreation areas and opportunities such as trails, fishing and picnic
areas, and nature study. Opportunities for interpretation of the protected environmental, historic,
and archeological elements should be maximized through self- guided nature trails, interpretive
signage, and naturalist programs. There are nine conservation parks in the County, which include
over 2,160 acres of parkland.
Community Use Parks
Smaller types of parks that are primarily used by local residents and nearby areas are
group in the classification system under the category of community use parks. These parks are
sometimes referred to as local parks, and provide everyday recreation needs for residents close to
home. Currently there are over 200 developed community use parks. Many are located in the
down-county area where they were placed to serve County development in the 1950s and 60s.
As new park construction tries to keep pace with an ever-expanding County population, more
parks are now being developed in rapidly growing upcounty areas.
The classification system presently includes four types of community use parks: urban,
neighborhood, local parks, and neighborhood conservation areas.
Urban Parks serve central business districts or other highly urban areas, providing green
space in an often otherwise concrete environment. These parks serve as a buffer between
adjacent residential, office and commercial districts, and contain landscaped sitting areas,
walkways, and in several cases, play equipment, handball and paddle ball courts. Urban parks
serve an important role as gathering places for the community and accommodate activities such
as concerts and performances, celebrations, fairs, and outdoor spaces for area employees to have
lunch. Nearly all of the County’s 19 developed urban parks are located in the down-County with
concentrations in the Bethesda and Silver Spring areas.
Neighborhood Parks are small, generally, walk-to parks providing informal leisure
opportunities and recreation in heavily populated areas. They often provide about five acres of
open space developed with a sitting area, playground, informal play field, and tennis and/or
basketball courts. There are 74 developed neighborhood parks in the County, with the largest
number found in the Wheaton, Silver Spring, and Bethesda areas where they were developed to
serve early concentrations of single-family housing.
Local Parks provide both programmed and informal recreation opportunities within
reach of all area residents. Typically about ten to fifteen acres in size, these parks contain
athletic fields, tennis and basketball courts, picnic and playground areas, and sometimes
recreation buildings and other facilities.
The major difference between neighborhood and local parks is that the local parks
provide regulation size athletic fields that can be reserved for game play. Over 40% of the
people visiting local parks in 1996 were either league players or league game spectators.
Ballplayers attend games on fields near their homes, or travel to other parts of the County to
challenge opposing teams. Therefore local parks often have large service areas. Many people
drive to local parks, while many neighborhood parks are within walking distance.
Neighborhood Conservation Areas are small pieces of parkland preserved in residential
areas. They are generally conveyed to M-NCPPC during the subdivision process and frequently
contain streams or drainage areas and adjacent wooded slopes. They remain undeveloped and
benefit the neighborhood by providing open space, reducing storm water runoff, and bringing
nature into an urban environment.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY PARK CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM
PARK TYPE

PARK TYPE DESCRIPTION

APPROXIMATE
SIZE

TYPICAL FACILITIES*

COUNTY-WIDE PARKS – Parks in this category serve all residents of Montgomery County
- Recreational Oriented Parks
Large Parks that provide a wide range of recreational opportunities but
retain 2/3 or the acreage as conservation areas.

Picnic / playground areas, tennis courts, athletic fields, golf
course, campgrounds, water-oriented recreation areas.

Recreational Parks

Parks larger than 50 acres in size that are more intensively developed
than Regional Parks, but may also may also contain natural areas.

Athletic fields, tennis courts, multi-use courts,
picnic/playground areas, golf course, trails, natural areas.

50 acres
or more

Special Parks

These parks include areas that contain features of historic and cultural
significance.

Vary, but may include agricultural centers, garden, small
conference centers, historic structures, etc.

Varies

Hiker-biker trails, fishing, picnicking, playground areas.

Varies

Regional Parks

200 acres or more

- Conservation Oriented Parks
Stream Valley
Parks

Interconnected linear parks along major stream valleys providing
conservation and recreation areas.

Large natural areas acquired to preserve specific natural archaeological
Conservation Area
or historic features. They also provide opportunities of compatible
Trails, fishing areas, nature study areas, informal picnic areas.
Parks
recreation activities.

Varies

COMMUNITY USE PARKS – Parks in this category serve residents of surrounding communities
Urban Parks

Very small parks, serving highly urban areas.

Landscaping, sitting/picnic areas, play equipment, courts, and
shelters.

1 Acre

Neighborhood
Parks

Small parks providing informal recreation in residential areas.

Play equipment, play field, sitting area, shelter, tennis and
Multi-use courts. (Don not include regulation size ballfields).

2.5 Acre

Local Parks

Larger parks that provide ballfields and both programmed and
unprogrammed recreation facilities.

Ballfields, play equipment, tennis and multi-use courts,
sitting/picnic area, shelters, buildings and other facilities.

15 Acre

Small parcels of conservation oriented parkland in residential areas,
generally dedicated at the time of subdivision.

Generally undeveloped, may include a storm water
management pond and related facilities.

Varies

Neighborhood
Conservation
Areas

*This list is not all-inclusive, but includes facilities typical of each park type.
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Attachment 4

Rockville Parks
NAME

Acres

Wooton Mill Park
Potomac Woods Park
Woodley Gardens Park
Dogwood Park

106.5
42
37.5
44.22

Recreational
Recreational
Recreational
Recreational

Civic Center
Beall-Dawson Historic
Senior Center
Autre-St. Mary's
King Farmstead
Memory Walk

153
2.9
12.1
1.4
7.6
0.23

Special
Special
Special
Special
Special
Special

28.4
9
15
50.2
12.46

Stream Valley
Stream Valley
Stream Valley
Stream Valley
Stream Valley

78.8
7.2

Conservation
Conservation

King Farm SVP
King Farm - McDonalds
King Farm Watkins Pond
Fallsgrove SVP
Rose Hill SVP
Upper Watts Branch
Dawson Farm

Gaithersburg Parks
NAME

Bohrer Park
Kelly Park
Lakelands Park
Morris Park
Robertson Park

Acres
58
27.7
11.6
26.5
8.9

Kentlands Mansion
Casey Comm Ctr
Arts Barn
Observatory Park
Muddy Branch SVP
Upper Longdraft SVP
Whetstone ranch SVP

Blohm Park
Cristman Park
Kentlands Lakes
Metropolitan Park
Washington Woods Park
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Attachment 4
Do Not Pay
MNCPPC
Difference

Local

NCA

Self
Classification

MNCPPC
Difference

Recreational
Recreational
Recreational
Recreational
Recreational

Local

Special
Special
Special
Special

Building
Building
Bohrer (?)

153.9
23.6
57.9

Stream Valley
Stream Valley
Stream Valley

24.3
3.6
40
27
22.3

Conservation
Conservation
Conservation
Conservation
Conservation
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Attachment 5
Poolesville and Washington Grove: Parks Classified by Park Type (never received from
the municipalities)
Attachment 6
Gaithersburg, Rockville, Poolesville and Washington Grove: Park Amenities, by Park
(never received Washington Grove’s, need electronic copies for Gaithersburg, Rockville
and Poolesville).
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Appendix 26: Municipalities that Have Parks, and whose Property Owners Pay the
Metropolitan District Tax
To:

Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee

From:

Patricia Barney, Park Tax Subcommittee Chair

Date:

March 14, 2008

Subject:
Draft Report – Municipalities that Pay the Park Tax
_____________________________________________________________
OVERVIEW
This report has been prepared as a draft report presenting the methodology proposed for
reimbursement for park facilities and services provided by the municipalities that pay the
Metropolitan District Tax (Park Tax). The Subcommittee consisted of the following
representatives:
Geoff Biddle, Chevy Chase Village
Fred Felton, City of Gaithersburg
Julian Mansfield, Village of Friendship Heights
Barbara Matthews Takoma Park
Chuck Sherer, Montgomery County Government
Monica Sanchez provided administrative support. The municipalities also engaged their park
management staff to provide input into the process.
The Subcommittee was assisted by the following Park and Planning Commission staff:
Brian Woodward
Mark Wallis
Joe Davis
I appreciate the assistance from all the parties involved. Our objective was to develop a logical
approach to fairly compensate those municipalities that pay the Park Tax for park facilities and
services they provide. The proposed approach requires that the municipal park inventories, the
SmartParks average costs per acre by park type and the overhead and capital replacement factors
be updated annually.
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In my opinion, the Subcommittee has reached substantial agreement on the proposed
methodology; however there are some differences of opinion which are noted for your
consideration and discussion as open issues. The draft report has just recently been completed
and released to the municipalities for their review. It will require additional revision to
completely incorporate the municipalities’ views. The park reimbursement calculations are
presented using the Commission’s park classification for illustrative purposes.

BACKGROUND
The objective of our work effort was to develop a fair reimbursement model based upon the
dollars the County (Commission) saves due to the municipalities that pay the Park Tax also
providing and funding some of their own park facilities and services. The current payment levels
have not been re-examined in many years, and in fact the Subcommittee was not able to obtain
any information explaining the reimbursement methodology currently in place.
GUIDING PRINCIPLES AND HOW THE PROPOSED APPROACH MEETS THEM
The proposed reimbursement model is based on a number of guiding principles. These
principles are presented below along with the approach to meet them.
Principle:
The methodology for a tax duplication payment formula should be easily understandable,
replicable over time, and applicable to municipalities providing park facilities and services of
different sizes and complexities.
Approach:
The proposed reimbursement model is based on paying the municipalities according to the
following formula:
Commission average maintenance cost per acre by park type times the total acres of the park
type maintained by the municipality for each park type plus an overhead factor plus a capital
replacement factor for each facility type in the park.
Principle:
The source on which the municipalities’ park inventory is based should be easily obtainable and
verifiable.
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Approach:
The acres of parkland maintained by the municipalities will be obtained from the Commission’s
Geographic Information System (GIS). This information is to be updated regularly as parkland
changes occur, through communication by municipal representatives to designated Commission
park staff.
Principle:
The reimbursement should be based on the cost saved by the County/Commission as determined
by a reliable information source.
Approach:
The costs per acre for reimbursement will be obtained from the Commission’s SmartParks
Database which maintains actual maintenance costs based on work orders processed by park
type. Attachment 1 presents the FY 06 and FY 07 average costs.
Principle:
The reimbursement should be based upon the costs per acre by type of park recognizing the cost
difference between maintaining developed and passive parkland.
Approach:
The data generated by the SmartParks Database is classified by park type and provides an
average cost per acre for each park type. Although the Commission has only FY 06 and FY 07
data available, future costs per acre should be based upon a three year average to smooth out
extraordinary maintenance experience both high and low. We could apply a CPI factor to the
earlier years to account for inflation.
Open Issue:
This averaging concept needs to be discussed with the municipalities. The Commission staff felt
that the averaging approach was more reasonable.
Principle:
The categories of park types should be defined to enable consistent application for
reimbursement to each municipality based on the types of park facilities they provide. The
segment of the park categorization scheme that is most applicable to the scale of a municipality
park is the “Community Use” parks category.

Appendix 26

26-3

Approach:
The park type classifications are based upon the categories and definitions presented in the 2005
Land Preservation, Parks and Recreation Plan. Attachment 2 presents the narrative descriptions
for the County-wide Parks and the Community Use Parks. In general, these municipalities do
not provide any County-Wide Parks. The Community Use Parks are classified as Urban Parks,
Neighborhood Parks, Local Parks and Neighborhood Conservation Areas.
Open Issue:
In some cases, the municipality and the Commission representatives had a difference of opinion
regarding the park classification of a specific park. The first issue to consider is whether a space
is a park. The Commission’s definition of what constitutes a park is derived more from
determining what open spaces are not parks, along with the original intended use of the land.
The Commission for example would not consider parkland to include town hall building
footprints, heavily landscaped road rights-of-way, and free standing membership only pools. I
believe the Subcommittee agreed with that definition; however it should be confirmed by the
Task Force.
The other area of difference of opinion centers around the Urban versus Neighborhood Parks
whereby the Commission would classify a park as Neighborhood and the municipality would
classify the park as Urban when the park includes a ballfield. This issue is significant as the cost
per acre for Urban parks is substantially greater than the cost per acre for Neighborhood Parks.
The difference of opinion also occurred regarding a municipal park that had significant
landscaping. These issues need to be presented to the Task Force for discussion. The draft
schedules present the Commission’s classification for illustrative purposes.
Principle:
An allowance for Capital Replacement of specific facilities should be provided which reflects
the replacement cost to the County (Commission) as the Commission’s Community Use Parks’
capital costs are funded by Commission issued Park Bonds secured by the Park Tax. The factor
recognizes the financial cost incurred to replace park facilities at the end of their lifecycles.
Approach:
The Commission staff and the municipal representatives reviewed and/or discussed the park
facilities maintained by the municipalities. The majority were playgrounds, tennis courts and
basketball courts. These facilities are assumed to have a 20-year life. Replacement costs have
been estimated by the Commission staff based on Commission projects.
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The initial cost for a new Playground is based on an estimate of $60,000 for a typical local park
playground. The cost breakdown includes:
•
•
•

20% ($12,000) planning, design and supervision at time of construction.
40% ($24,000) purchase of all the equipment
40% ($24,000) installation, including the excavation, edging, surfacing, under drains, etc.

The initial cost for new Double Tennis Courts is $75,000 plus 10% staff charges - $82,500.
Typical renewal work includes demolition and replacement of fence, gates, posts, concrete
footers, net posts, bench and practice board; new pavement section (stone base and 4” asphalt)
on top of the existing surface; color coating and striping; backfill with topsoil, seed and mulch.
The initial cost for a new Single Tennis Court, same scope of work $50,000 plus 10% staff
charges – $55,000
The initial cost for a new Double Basketball Court is $24,000 plus 5% staff charge - $25,200
Typical renewal work includes demolition and replacement of basketball standards (backboard,
post and concrete footing), filling asphalt pavement cracks and applying a paving fabric, and a
2” asphalt overlay and striping.

The initial cost for a new Single Basketball Court, same scope of work is $15,000 plus 5%
staff charge - $15,750.
Based on the above, the initial Annual Capital Replacement Factors would be:
Playgrounds: $60,000/20 yrs = $3,000
Double Tennis Courts: $82,500/20 yrs = $4,125
Single Tennis Courts: $55,000/20 yrs = $2,750
Double Basketball Courts: $25,200/20 yrs = $1,260
Single Basketball Courts: $15,750/20 yrs = $787
Open Issue:
The municipalities indicated that the costs they incur are higher than those estimated by the
Commission. The Commission staff needs to provide data to share with the municipalities to
support the costs included in the draft model. Commission staff also needs to provide what a
typical Neighborhood Park includes. It was also noted that some cost difference may occur due
to the Commission’s buying power. However as the basis of the reimbursement is the cost the
County/Commission saves, I believe the appropriate cost should be based on Commission’s
experience.
The process to provide for adjustment reflecting inflation needs to be discussed.
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Principle:
An allowance for supervisory overhead should be incorporated based upon typical overhead
costs that would be incurred if the parks were maintained by the Commission.
Approach:
Overhead is proposed to be calculated using only the first and second level supervisors as
additional management overhead would not be incurred by the Commission if it were to maintain
the municipal parks. The Commission’s first level supervisor (Maintenance Leader) cost is
already accounted for in the SmartParks Database cost per acre by park type data. The next level
supervisor is the Park Manager I, and the Park Manager II, both of which can and do supervise
Maintenance Leaders. It is this overhead factor that has been incorporated into the model.
There are 31 Park Manager I and II positions in the entire Commission park system and the total
budgeted salary and benefits for these positions was calculated. The total cost of these 31
positions was then divided by the total salary cost in SmartParks, and expressed as a percentage.
The calculated percentage was 2.99%. The number was subsequently rounded to 3%.
Open Issue:
Although the concept of utilizing the first and second level supervisors has been agreed upon by
the Subcommittee, the actual approach to calculate that percentage has not been reviewed by the
municipalities.
Principle:
The calculated reimbursement payment should not exceed the Park Tax revenue dedicated to the
Community Based Parks paid by the taxpayers in the specific municipality.
Approach:
The reimbursement amounts will be compared to each municipalities’ assessable base times the
Park Tax times the percentage of the Park Tax dedicated to Community Based Parks. The
percentage of the Park Tax utilized for Community Based Parks will be based upon information
generated by the SmartParks Database.
Open Issue:
This last calculation has not been discussed with the municipalities. I don’t believe it will have
an impact on any payment, but it should be calculated.
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THE PROCESS FOLLOWED BY THE SUBCOMMITTEE
The Subcommittee met a number of times brainstorming ideas over the past year. The City of
Takoma Park was used as the pilot project for this effort. Takoma Park was selected because it is
the largest and most complex of the current Park Tax paying municipalities. If a reasonable
reimbursement methodology could be developed for the City, the Subcommittee felt that the
model could be applied to smaller less complex municipalities. Subsequently, each municipality
worked through the process in a similar way.
Step 1 - Inventory Verification and Categorization
A site visit was arranged with the person(s) most familiar with the municipal open space system.
To save time, two municipalities and representatives from Montgomery Parks (MCP) met
simultaneously at one of the municipality locations. The purpose of the meeting was explained
and the park categorization scheme was discussed. A GIS map of each municipality was shared
and examined to ensure inventory accuracy. Corrections were noted on the map to be fixed by
the Commission’s Research and Technology GIS team. Each municipal park was discussed
relevant to function and facilities. Each park was then categorized using the MCP categorization
scheme (Attachment 2).
The MCP park type cost per acre was averaged between Fiscal Year 06 and Fiscal Year 07
(Attachment 1) and multiplied by the number of acres in that park to get a maintenance cost per
year for that park. Each individual park went through the identical exercise until all parks for that
municipality were completed. The sum of all parks was then calculated to derive a total cost for
maintenance.
Step 2 - Overhead Factor
The second step was calculating the maintenance supervision overhead costs. This process
consisted of the following steps:
The total cost of municipal park maintenance (as calculated in Step 1) is multiplied by 3% factor
to arrive at a total overhead allowance for maintenance.
Step 3 - Capital Renewal Factor
The third and final step was determining an allowance for the replacement of capital assets. It
was determined that the most prevalent municipal park assets are playgrounds, basketball courts
and tennis courts. The 20-year renewal assumption was developed by the Subcommittee. The
costs for replacement and renewal were established using Montgomery Parks costs. An inflation
factor is to be added to the annual cost.
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REIMBURSEMENTS
Attachment 3 presents the current and proposed park reimbursements for the municipalities
based on the above methodology. Again the totals are preliminary as there are a number of open
issues to be discussed. The total reimbursement presented on the worksheets is $167,989. This
is a decrease of $25,202. The majority of the decrease relates to the Village of Friendship
Heights ($53,660). The reimbursement range is $68,953 for the City of Takoma Park, to a low of
$65 for the Town of Glen Echo. Under the proposed model, nine municipalities would receive
park reimbursements, up from five municipalities previously. Attachment 4 illustrates the
proposed payments to each individual municipality and the detailed per park costs, overhead and
capital renewal factors.

SUMMARY OF METHODOLOGY
The proposed methodology for determining park reimbursements is proposed to consist of a
multi-step approach:
1) The mapping of the municipal parkland inventory using Geographic Information System
(GIS) mapping software
2) The categorization of those lands using the Montgomery County Parks (MCP)
categorization scheme to “assign” those municipal parks into a park type by Commission
staff
3) Municipal park inventory and categorization verification by municipalities
4) The calculation of the total parkland maintained by municipality measured in acres by the
GIS
5) Generation of average per acre costs per park type using SmartParks Database
6) The application of Commission cost per acre by park type applied to municipalities parks
categorized by the park type
7) Development of a per year allowance for capital asset replacement adjusted for inflation
8) Development of overhead percentage updated annually based on Commission data
9) Comparison of preliminary total reimbursement by municipality to projected Park Tax
Revenue for Community Based Parks program for the municipality.
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Attachment 1
Average Maintenance Costs per Acre 7/1/2005 – 6/30/2007
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Attachment 2

M-NCPPC Park Classification System
The M-NCPPC park system is categorized into different park types for budgeting and planning
purposes. The park types are based in part on the service area of each park, its physical size,
natural features, and the kind of facilities it contains. This section will describe and help define
the distinctions between different types of parks. The table on the M-NCPPC Montgomery
County Park Classification System contains a summarized description of each type of park,
including approximate park size and typical recreation facilities.
Countywide Parks
Larger parks that serve regional recreation needs or conservation needs are called
County-wide Parks. Over 90% of the total County park acreage, nearly 30,000 acres, is in
County-wide parks. There are five types of County-wide parks: regional, recreation, special
conservation, and stream valley. Of these, the regional, recreational, and special park categories
are recreation-oriented parks, while the conservation and stream valley parks belong to a subcategory of County-wide Parks known as conservation oriented parks.
Recreation-Oriented Parks: Regional, recreational and special parks are large parks
serving County-wide recreation needs. They provide opportunities for active and passive
recreation, but also generally contain areas without facilities that serve conservation purposes.
Regional Parks are large, typically over 200 acres, and contain a wide range of recreation
opportunities and facilities, while retaining 2/3 of the park for conservation. Regional parks are
the most popular of the County's parks. In 1995, surveys of developed portions of regional parks
indicated visits by several million people annually. Many other informal users enjoy the
undeveloped portions of the park.
Montgomery County has five developed regional parks offering a variety of recreation
opportunities within a reasonable driving time of most County residents. Three of these parks
serve the lower and mid-County areas. Wheaton, the System's first regional park, was opened to
the public in 1961 and is easily reached by southeastern County residents. Cabin John Regional
Park is accessible to southwestern County residents, and Rock Creek Regional Park by people
living in the middle and upper-County areas. Many recreational facilities are provided including
lighted tournament quality athletic fields, year-round tennis courts, ice rinks, trains, and a
carousel. Rock Creek offers golf, boating and other water oriented recreation activities.
Additionally, each of these parks furnishes other recreation opportunities, such as nature centers,
playgrounds, trails, and picnic areas, and Wheaton has a large botanical garden.
The two regional parks that serve the northern Area of the County have large acreage of
open space and conservation area. Little Bennett has a golf course and a large campground,
while Black Hill offers opportunities to enjoy picnicking and water-related recreation as well as a
many miles of trails.
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Recreation Parks is a category that includes parks with intensive development similar to
that found in the ball field and tennis court complexes at regional parks; however, they differ
from regional parks in that they do not limit 2/3 of their development to conservation uses.
Small picnic/playground areas are also included in this category. Presently, Montgomery County
has three such developed parks -- Olney Manor, Martin Luther King and Damascus. Fairland
Recreational Park is under construction, and there are several other undeveloped recreational
parks which are planned for future development including Ovid Hazen Wells, Ridge Road,
Muncaster, Gude and Northwest Branch Recreational Parks.
Special Parks preserve historic or culturally significant features and have distinguishing
characteristics that set them apart from other park classifications. McCrillis Gardens, Woodlawn
Manor House, Rockwood Manor Park, and the Agricultural History Farm Park are good
examples of special parks in the County. They are often used for small conferences, social
events, specialized education, and art exhibits. Important historic sites are preserved in all types
of parks. Examples of these are the Silver Spring in Acorn Urban Park, Woodlawn Manor
House with its smoke house, and the Needwood Mansion.
Conservation-Oriented Parks
There are two types of County-wide conservation oriented parks: stream valley parks
and conservation area parks. Both protect important environmental areas; however, they differ
in that stream valley parks are linear parks acquired to protect stream valleys and conservation
parks are large natural areas acquired to preserve specific natural, archaeological or historical
features. Both types of parks are managed to provide stewardship of sensitive areas, but may
include trails and other low impact recreation areas when carefully designed to avoid, minimize,
and/or mitigate environmental impacts.
Stream Valley Parks form the foundation of the park system, extending as greenways
throughout the urban areas and into the countryside, putting the natural environment within close
reach of all Montgomery County citizens. They separate communities with green open space
buffers and provide easy access to nature for adjacent residents. Just as they were seventy years
ago, stream valley parks today are acquired primarily for conservation purposes. They hold the
key to watershed protection throughout the County by reducing flooding, sedimentation and
erosion, and they furnish valuable habitat for many species of wildlife. Some stream valleys,
such as the Upper Paint Branch Stream Valley, are also designated as special protection areas.
These areas are so sensitive that they are subject to a special set of regulations designed to
protect them.
Stream valley parks also preserve some of the County's most beautiful and interesting
terrain, providing long, interconnected greenways of parkland that provide corridors for trails
and wildlife. There are 30 such parks in the County, which include nearly 12,000 acres of
parkland. In urban areas, clusters of active recreation facilities in parks adjacent to stream valley
parks were developed many years ago to serve as local parks for nearby residents. More recent
environmental regulations now limit or prevent intensive development along stream banks to
reduce sedimentation and erosion and environmental degradation caused by urban runoff.
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Conservation Area Parks are generally large areas that preserve specific natural,
archaeological or historical features; are typically located in upland areas; and are acquired
specifically for environmental preservation purposes. Conservation area parks may include
outstanding examples of natural communities, self-sustaining populations of rare, threatened, or
endangered plant and animal species, or unique archaeological and historical resources. Given
the sensitive nature of the resources in conservation parks, development is very limited and
generally restricted to passive recreation areas and opportunities such as trails, fishing and picnic
areas, and nature study. Opportunities for interpretation of the protected environmental, historic,
and archeological elements should be maximized through self- guided nature trails, interpretive
signage, and naturalist programs. There are nine conservation parks in the County, which include
over 2,160 acres of parkland.
Community Use Parks
Smaller types of parks that are primarily used by local residents and nearby areas are
group in the classification system under the category of community use parks. These parks are
sometimes referred to as local parks, and provide everyday recreation needs for residents close to
home. Currently there are over 200 developed community use parks. Many are located in the
down-county area where they were placed to serve County development in the 1950s and 60s.
As new park construction tries to keep pace with an ever-expanding County population, more
parks are now being developed in rapidly growing upcounty areas.
The classification system presently includes four types of community use parks: urban,
neighborhood, local parks, and neighborhood conservation areas.
Urban Parks serve central business districts or other highly urban areas, providing green
space in an often otherwise concrete environment. These parks serve as a buffer between
adjacent residential, office and commercial districts, and contain landscaped sitting areas,
walkways, and in several cases, play equipment, handball and paddle ball courts. Urban parks
serve an important role as gathering places for the community and accommodate activities such
as concerts and performances, celebrations, fairs, and outdoor spaces for area employees to have
lunch. Nearly all of the County’s 19 developed urban parks are located in the down-County with
concentrations in the Bethesda and Silver Spring areas.
Neighborhood Parks are small, generally, walk-to parks providing informal leisure
opportunities and recreation in heavily populated areas. They often provide about five acres of
open space developed with a sitting area, playground, informal play field, and tennis and/or
basketball courts. There are 74 developed neighborhood parks in the County, with the largest
number found in the Wheaton, Silver Spring, and Bethesda areas where they were developed to
serve early concentrations of single-family housing.
Local Parks provide both programmed and informal recreation opportunities within
reach of all area residents. Typically about ten to fifteen acres in size, these parks contain
athletic fields, tennis and basketball courts, picnic and playground areas, and sometimes
recreation buildings and other facilities.
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The major difference between neighborhood and local parks is that the local parks
provide regulation size athletic fields that can be reserved for game play. Over 40% of the
people visiting local parks in 1996 were either league players or league game spectators.
Ballplayers attend games on fields near their homes, or travel to other parts of the County to
challenge opposing teams. Therefore local parks often have large service areas. Many people
drive to local parks, while many neighborhood parks are within walking distance.
Neighborhood Conservation Areas are small pieces of parkland preserved in residential
areas. They are generally conveyed to M-NCPPC during the subdivision process and frequently
contain streams or drainage areas and adjacent wooded slopes. They remain undeveloped and
benefit the neighborhood by providing open space, reducing storm water runoff, and bringing
nature into an urban environment.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY PARK CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM
PARK TYPE

PARK TYPE DESCRIPTION

APPROXIMATE
SIZE

TYPICAL FACILITIES*

COUNTY-WIDE PARKS – Parks in this category serve all residents of Montgomery County
- Recreational Oriented Parks
Large Parks that provide a wide range of recreational opportunities but
retain 2/3 or the acreage as conservation areas.

Picnic / playground areas, tennis courts, athletic fields, golf
course, campgrounds, water-oriented recreation areas.

Recreational Parks

Parks larger than 50 acres in size that are more intensively developed
than Regional Parks, but may also may also contain natural areas.

Athletic fields, tennis courts, multi-use courts,
picnic/playground areas, golf course, trails, natural areas.

50 acres
or more

Special Parks

These parks include areas that contain features of historic and cultural
significance.

Vary, but may include agricultural centers, garden, small
conference centers, historic structures, etc.

Varies

Hiker-biker trails, fishing, picnicking, playground areas.

Varies

Regional Parks

200 acres or more

- Conservation Oriented Parks
Stream Valley
Parks

Interconnected linear parks along major stream valleys providing
conservation and recreation areas.

Large natural areas acquired to preserve specific natural archaeological
Conservation Area
or historic features. They also provide opportunities of compatible
Trails, fishing areas, nature study areas, informal picnic areas.
Parks
recreation activities.

Varies

COMMUNITY USE PARKS – Parks in this category serve residents of surrounding communities
Urban Parks

Very small parks, serving highly urban areas.

Landscaping, sitting/picnic areas, play equipment, courts, and
shelters.

1 Acre

Neighborhood
Parks

Small parks providing informal recreation in residential areas.

Play equipment, play field, sitting area, shelter, tennis and
Multi-use courts. (Don not include regulation size ballfields).

2.5 Acre

Local Parks

Larger parks that provide ballfields and both programmed and
unprogrammed recreation facilities.

Ballfields, play equipment, tennis and multi-use courts,
sitting/picnic area, shelters, buildings and other facilities.

15 Acre

Small parcels of conservation oriented parkland in residential areas,
generally dedicated at the time of subdivision.

Generally undeveloped, may include a storm water
management pond and related facilities.

Varies

Neighborhood
Conservation
Areas

*This list is not all-inclusive, but includes facilities typical of each park type.
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Attachment 3

Municipality

Current Versus Future Municipal Maintenance Reimbursements
(Preliminary)
Park System
Current Park
Proposed Park
Change in
(Y/N)
Reimbursement Reimbursement Reimmbursement

Barnsville, town
Brookeville, town
Chevy Chase Section #3 village
Chevy Chase Section #5, village
Chevy Chase View, town
Chevy Chase Village, town
Chevy Chase, town
Drummond
Friendship Heights
Garrett Park, town
Glen Echo, town
Kensington, town
Laytonsville, town
Martin's Additions, village
North Chevy Chase, village
Oakmont
Somerset, town
Takoma Park, City
TOTAL

N
N
Y
N
N
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
N
N
N
Y
Y

N/A
N/A
3,825
N/A
N/A
0
9,165
N/A
71,948
0
0
35,885
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
0
72,368
193,191

N/A
N/A
624
N/A
N/A
25,868
4,754
N/A
18,288
12,048
65
24,997
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
12,392
68,953
167,989

N/A
N/A
-3,201
N/A
N/A
25,868
-4,411
N/A
-53,660
12,048
65
-10,888
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
12,392
-3,415
-25,202

Attachment 4
Each Municipalities’ Parks, Acerage, and Preliminary Tax Duplication Payment
Calculation
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Appendix 27: County-Wide Parks in Montgomery County
Regional Parks - Regional Parks play an essential role in preserving natural areas, and in
providing active and passive recreational opportunities. These large (greater than
200acres) land preservation areas play a key role in conserving and preserving areas of
cultural, natural and agricultural heritage for Montgomery County. The massive sixe of
these parks allows them to also accommodate many more users in both active and passive
pursuits without degrading the resource.
It is a requirement that 2/3rds of the land in Regional Parks is reserved for conservationrelated purposes, and this significant acreage forms the nodes of greenways that run
throughout the County, protecting streams, buffers, wetlands, wildlife corridors, and
forests.
The recreational activities that are provided are used by all County residents, and include
picnicking, hiking, boating, fishing, camping, ice skating, equestrian, football, softball,
hockey, lacrosse, soccer, and many more leisure activities. The placement of five Nature
Interpretation Facilities in the Regional parks also makes them the focus of many
interpretive and conservation activities, and a significant teaching location for the
stewardship efforts of our parks department.
Stream Valley Parks - Stream Valley Parks are the predominant conservation tool in
Montgomery County. The 12,466 acres of parkland that comprises the Stream Valley
system could be considered the Green Infrastructure of the County, protecting the water
quality, the historical fabric and the natural beauty of the land. Since 1927, the
Commission and the County have demonstrated foresight and wisdom in land
conservation and stream protection along these green ribbons that in addition to the
environmental benefits, have also provided unlimited opportunities for outdoor recreation
at a scale unmatched by any municipal park system. The trails are used by hikers,
runners, bikers, horse riders, and outdoor enthusiasts. In many cases the Regional Parks
are nodes of green along these corridors of conservation, creating a Green Infrastructure,
which benefits all of Montgomery County, whether used personally or not.
______________________________________________

However, a resident does not have to visit one of these parks to derive a significant
benefit; the benefits that are available to residents County-wide include, but are not
limited to the following:
Active Use – These parks are available and used by residents from every part of
Montgomery County. There is not an admission fee, and most fees that are charged for
permits and reservations are based solely on the cost of providing a particular private
benefit;
Passive Use – Use of trails, paths, open areas, picnicking, nature appreciation, kite flying,
biking, equestrian uses, and much, much more are free to ever resident;
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Intrinsic Benefits - Growing Smart – The Regional Parks and the Stream Valley system
are integral to regional land planning and intelligent design;
Attracting Investment – The beauty and accessibility of Montgomery Parks has remained
an important factor in businesses wanting to locate in Montgomery County;
Boosting Tourism – Our signature attractions, such as Brookside Gardens, Wheaton,
Cabin John, Rock Creek, Black Hill, and Little Bennett have state-wide and Region-wide
audiences and visitors;
Preventing Floods – Our land along the streams helps preserve the riparian buffers, and
the flood plains which help absorb and protect the flood waters from the developed
portions of the County;
Safeguarding the Environment – Interior forests, aquatic life, wildlife corridors for
migration and home range, water quality protection and conservation management are all
essential components of the management of these County-wide resources;
Increasing property values – Montgomery Parks are beautiful, attractive, and preserve a
look and feel to the County, which adds a significant portion to the quality of life, and
therefore the attractiveness of living in this County.
The residents of these municipalities have a variety of park experiences available to them,
including Federal, State, Count and Municipal parks, but the only ones they do not pay
for are the County Parks;
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APPENDIX 28: Parks: Town of Poolesville’s Position
The Commissioners of Poolesville
P.O. Box 158
Poolesville, Maryland 20837
(301) 428-8927 Fax (301) 972-7619

Memorandum
July 1, 2008

TO:

Revenue Sharing Task Force Committee

FROM:

Wade Yost, Town Manager

RE:

Poolesville Park Position

The Town of Poolesville is in support of the City of Rockville’s position and to that end, cannot support the
proposed methodology and recommendations to charge municipal residents additional taxes above what they
already pay for park services. In addition, Poolesville recognizes the unique challenges and dissimilarities of
each municipal park system and believes each should be reviewed on an individual basis.
The Town of Poolesville has been exempt from the Metropolitan Tax due to the large number of parks and
stream valleys for a community of its size and its remote location from County facilities. As with several of the
other municipalities and Montgomery County represented in the Revenue Sharing Task Force, Poolesville has a
Parks Board, parks maintenance crews and diversified recreational opportunities, all funded through property
taxes. Rockville’s position that municipal services relative to County services are a “wash” is consistent with
our position. The Town of Poolesville has a population just over 5,100 residents while the “Poolesville area”
(defined as a 15 minute drive from the center of Town) is nearly 10,000. All of the additional residents are
County residents and use Poolesville’s park and trail system quite extensively. In short, if Town residents are
levied an additional park tax, they will be paying more taxes towards parks that County residents living just
outside Town limits who are enjoying Poolesville’s park and trail systems at Poolesville tax payer’s expense.
In addition, Poolesville is unique in several respects. Being remotely located in the western portion of the
County and surrounded by the Agricultural Reserve, Poolesville has developed an extensive park and trail
system to provide its residents with what the County is not able to provide due to geographical challenges.
In review of the regional park classification, the most significant difference is the sheer size and open space of
the parks. The Town lies within the ten of thousands of acres of the Ag Reserve and large regional parks –
including the Sugarloaf Mountain reserve and the C&O Canal National Park – closer for our residents than the
nearest regional parks maintained by the County. Our miles of rural roads attracts hundreds of bikers and
joggers every weekend and residents clearly bike and hike on these routes as well. The Potomac River is also
just six miles away with miles of access for fishing and boating. As a result, it is frankly unlikely that our
residents utilize County facilities to any large degree. They just do not need to do so. Trails, camping, boating,
sports fields and fishing amenities all lay within a bicycle ride or short drive from the Town.
User fees are another unique characteristic of Poolesville Parks. While the County and some other
municipalities charge user fees, Poolesville has always maintained that the parks are paid for through taxes and
should therefore be free to use, both residents of Poolesville and non-residents. Many of our ballfields, tennis
courts and pavilions are permitted to county organizations such as the Germantown Athletic Club, Upper
Montgomery County Athletic Club and Montgomery Soccer Incorporated. We welcome all to our park system,
which is maintained at the highest level, at no charge. In effect, our policy of providing access to our parks free
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provides a significant subsidy and benefit to the County when its residents visit our town
for sports events using our park facilities.
The Town of Poolesville appreciates the opportunity to provide input and will remain
committed to participating in the Revenue Sharing Task Force.
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Appendix 29: Gaithersburg Proposal - Police Services
2008 Municipal Tax Duplication Proposal

Relating to the duplication of police service within the City of Gaithersburg there are
several different possibilities for calculating a county tax rebate to the municipalities.
The most basic is to assign a given amount to either the number of sworn officers or the
number of police employees. A more complex, but more accurate determination of the
proper amount, would include an analysis of calls for service (CFS).
Using CAD generated CFS data, although readily retrievable; It is not however,
completely accurate. Identifying the true primary unit for any given CFS is not as
accurate as one would imagine. There are several reasons for this to include: entry errors
made by either communication staff or patrol officers, the agreed definition of a CFS, and
the ability to change the primary unit via the mobile computer. A more accurate method
of using the CAD data is to measure the time spent handling the CFS. This does not just
limit the assignment to the primary unit, but takes into account officer time spent in both
a primary and a backup status.
A notable statistic from the attached data sheets illustrates that the county significantly
under staffs both the 1st (-12) and 6th (-13) Districts compared to the other four patrol
districts. A logical conclusion is that this occurs because the Rockville City Police
provide coverage in the 1st District, and the Gaithersburg Police (GPD) provides coverage
in the 6th District.
The final page of the attachment (titled MCP 6th District) shows a pie chart depicting the
CFS time workload. The pie slice on the right (listed as Montgomery Village) shows that
45% of the time spent on CFS within the 6th District is outside of the City of
Gaithersburg. The two pie slices on the left indicate that of the remaining 55% of the
time spent on CFS within the 6th District (those within the City), MCP handles 30% and
GPD handles 25%.
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Appendix 30: County Analysis of Gaithersburg Police Services Proposal

Montgomery County Police Patrol Staffing (June 2008)
Actual

1D
2D
3D
4D
5D
6D

Current
w/Rookies*
Current
w/Rookies*
Current
w/Rookies*
Current
w/Rookies*
Current
w/Rookies*
Current
w/Rookies*

81
85
77
83
111
116
102
107
77
77
85
87

Authorized

90
91
121
112
72
94

%
Staffed
6/20/08
90
94
85
91
92
96
91
96
107
107
90
93

% Staffed
4/23/08
(GPD)**
87
91
95
90
108
86

*The rookies from Session 52 graduate on July 10, 2008 and will be entering the field training
phase of their entry level instruction. After 14 weeks in field training (mid October), they will be
permanently assigned to district stations and will be full-performance first responders. The
numbers in the table labeled “w/Rookies” represent first responder staffing levels for each station
when the rookies are released from the field training program.

**The staffing percentages shown in the right-most column are taken from the document
generated by the Gaithersburg Police Department and provided to the attendees at the Municipal
Tax Duplication Task Force meeting on April 23, 2008. Chief King and Captain Bonvillain of
GPD provided that document and explained it. That document concluded (or at least strongly
implied) that, since the 1st and 6th districts had relatively fewer first responders as compared to the
other four districts, MCPD was deliberately understaffing 1D and 6D due to the presence of the
Rockville and Gaithersburg police departments.
Staffing at the district level is a dynamic thing that changes almost daily. The data provided by
GPD in their document was merely a “snapshot” of our staffing, and the staffing shortages
experienced by the districts are effected by a variety of factors including promotions, transfers,
resignations, retirements, rookie training, etc.
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Illustrative of the dynamic nature of the staffing levels is the comparison of the current staffing
percentage as of June 20, 2008 to the staffing percentage of April 23, 2008.

1D
2D

% Staffed
4/23/08
(GPD)**
87
91

3D

95

92

-3%

4D

90

91

+1%

5D

108
86

107
90

-1%

6D

% Staffed
6/20/08

Difference

90
85

+3%
-6%

+4%

Simply put, the 1st and 6th Districts are staffed based upon workload demands, and the existence
of the Gaithersburg Police Department and the Rockville Police Department is not taken into
consideration whatsoever. Additionally, staffing variability is the result of the various factors that
impact daily staffing. Most importantly, there is absolutely no deliberate or intentional effort of
any kind to short-staff the 1st and 6th Districts. Period.
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Appendix 31: Takoma Park’s Housing and Community Development
Budget
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Appendix
Takoma Park Landlord-Tenant Affairs Statistics

Landlord-Tenant Affairs
Customer Service Contacts
Jan.

Feb
.

Mar.

Apr
.

May

June

July

Aug.

Sept

Oct

Nov

Dec

Total

2005

131

134

87

251

260

238

232

327

281

197

273

191

2602

2006

200

156

224

142

166

200

193

189

225

205

188

149

2237

2007

187

136

182

189

214

209

272

233

229

251

209

180

2491

2008

209

179

178

226

209
COLTA

2005

2006

2007

Through May
31, 2008

COLTA Complaints Filed

45

18

20

8

Complaints Mediated/Closed

35

18

13

2

Hearings Held (complaints)

10

0

4

4

Rent Increase Petitions Filed

54

47

48

3

Hearings Held (petitions)

1

0

1

0
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Contracts Managed Affordable Housing Activities 2008
Contracts
Tenant Capacity Building Contract (Rozanne
Look and Mario Cristaldo)

Date Established
October 2003

LEDC Contract - 4 First Time Homebuyer
Seminars

March 2007

LEDC Contract (Fore Closure Prevention)

March 2007

K and S Development Consultants (inspections)

November 2004

Comilang & Associates, CPA (rent analyst)

Approximately 1999

Tenant Emergency Assistance Contract
Randy Beers - (Technical Assistance)

Activity

2004
October 2005

Number of Activities

First Time Home Buyer Seminars

4

Foreclosure Prevention Seminars

2

Housing Fairs

1

Tenant Capacity Building Program

12

Applications by Tenant Associations for
Revolving Loan Funds

0

PILOTS

0

Tenant Summit

1
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Rental Properties Sold (Tenant Occupied Only)
Year

Rental Properties Sold

Properties Purchased by
Tenant/Association

Properties Purchased by
Housing Non-Profit

2005

26

5

0

2006

20

2

3

2007

15

1

3

2008

10

0

0

Rental Properties Converted to Condominiums
Rental Properties Converted or
Being Converted

# of rental units

2005

2

34

2006

4

115

2007

5

260

2008

1

20

Total

11

429

Number of Properties Sent Rent Reports
# of Rent Reports Sent

Multi-family

Single Family

2004

307

281

26

2005

272

256

16

2006

260

246

14

2008

To Be Sent 8/08

--
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Appendix 32: Municipal Proposal - Fuel-Energy Tax

Energy Tax Inequity/Discrimination
The County imposes a tax on all energy use and has the utility companies
invoice and collect that tax from residents and businesses. From the County’s
General Fund (resident tax-based), the County pays its own energy tax to the utilities.
On receipt of the tax payments from the utilities, the County returns those proceeds to
the General Fund. Following the money flow and from a practical standpoint, there
is no tax on county government facilities and street lights. The dollar amount in tax
revenue exactly equals the tax charge and the effect on the General Fund is zero.
This is not the case with municipal residents. There is no retrieval by or
reimbursement to the municipal governments. Municipal residents pay a tax that nonmunicipal residents do not. This tax is levied on both facilities and street lights.
Treatment of the tax should be assessed within the broader framework of the Task
Force’s mission as tasked by the County Executive. That mission was to address not
just tax duplication but the mechanics and equity of revenue sharing as well.
As the municipal representatives have stated on numerous occasions, there is
inequity in the current system. In the execution of their local governance obligations,
municipalities pay the tax on both their municipal offices and street lights while the
County does not (see above). Should our Task Force meetings occur in a County
facility there is no cost to the County, but should that same meeting be held in a
municipal facility, the municipal residents pay to hold that meeting. By the nature of
on-going and systemic municipal/county interaction and coordination, there are many
cross-jurisdictional meetings, governmental activities and functions hosted by or
conducted in both municipal and county facilities. When there is a County
connection to municipal activity - independent of the location where some or all of
the “work” takes place - the argument for municipalities paying the tax is further in
doubt. Our own Task Force activity is evidence of that – we are working to reconcile
municipal delivery of services which would otherwise be provided by the County.
Taxing the municipalities on energy for either facilities or the municipal component
of the county-wide street light network runs counter to the Tax Duplication Task
Force’s charge. FY 2007 summary of amounts attached.
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Excluding the Federal and State governments from exemption can be largely
justified by the less than 100% benefit to Montgomery County residents. Federal and
State functioning’s associated with their respective facilities serve state-wide and
nation-wide population bases and are paid for by the larger population bases.
Municipal facilities in Montgomery County only serve Montgomery County
residents, and the energy tax charged for municipal operations is funded entirely by
County tax payers. Accordingly, we are requesting that the County rebate 100% of
the energy tax paid by the various municipalities.
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