AGENDA ITEMS #73-75

May 5, 2009
Worksession
MEMORANDUM
May 1, 2009
TO: County Council
&P . .
FROM: Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Staff Director

SUBJECT:  Worksession: FY10 Operating Budget, Transportation: General Fund; Vacuum
Leaf Collection Fund; Parking Lot District Funds; and Mass Transit Fund
(including taxicab fee resolution); resolution on transportation fees, charges, and
fares; FY09-14 CIP: certain amendments;
FY10 Operating Budget, Homeowners Association Road Reimbursement NDA;;
FY10 Operating Budget, Rockville Parking District NDA

Those expected to attend this worksession are:
Arthur Holmes, Jr., Director, Department of Transportation (DOT)
Edgar Gonzalez, Deputy Director for Transportation Policy, DOT
Al Roshdieh, Deputy Director, DOT
Carolyn Biggins, Chief, Division of Transit Services, DOT
Keith Compton, Chief, Division of Highway Services, DOT
Bruce Johnston, Chief, Division of Transportation Engineering, DOT
Steve Nash, Chief, Division of Parking Management, DOT
Emil Wolanin, Chief, Division of Traffic Engineering and Operations, DOT
Maria Henline and Bruce Meier, Budget Coordinators, DOT
Jacqueline Carter, Capital Budget Coordinator, Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
Adam Damin, Brady Goldsmith, Charles Goldsmith, and Amy Wilson, Budget Analysts, OMB

L Summary of Committee recommendations

The Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy and Environment (T&E) Committee held
worksessions on these budgets on April 13, 27, and 29. The primary Committee
recommendation is to approve parking fee increases in the Bethesda Parking Lot District (PLD)
and outside the PLDs, and a set of other reductions and transfers to fund:

(1) the continuation of all Ride On routes proposed for elimination or reduction in July
and the reintroduction of midday service on Route 6 starting in September; and

(2) an increase in the Call-’N-Ride taxi subsidy for seniors (age 67 and over) and persons
with disabilities in the $14-17,000/year and $17-20,000/year income ranges.

This ‘Bus Service/Call-’N-Ride Package’ also includes reducing the Bethesda PLD’s real
property income tax rates by 10¢/$100 for improved property and 5¢/$100 for unimproved
property, and proportional reductions to the PLD’s personal property tax rates, and raising the
countywide Mass Transit tax rate by 0.1¢/$100 for real property and a proportional increase to its
personal property tax rate.



The elements of the Bus Service/Call-’N-Ride Package are shown in the table below. A

[ SI4

expenditure or a revenue decrease:

represents a cost savings or a revenue increase, while a ‘+’ represents an additional

\ Item Funds Page(s)

' Raise Bethesda PLD parking fees -$1,713,340 19-21

| Implement Bethesda PLD parking fees +$10,000 |  19-21

Baise parking fees outside PLDs -$64,670 | 21-22
Implement parking fees outside PLDs +$2,000 21-22
Revenue loss from lower Bethesda PLD real property tax +§1,693,930 19-21
Increase revenue from higher Mass Transit real property tax -$1,682,340 | 19-21
Decrease revenue from lower Bethesda PLD personal property tax +$512,780 | 19-21

" Increase revenue from higher Mass Transit personal property tax
L g p al property

-$118,500 | 19-21

| Increase subsidy for Call-’N-Ride

+$139,680 |

11-12

‘L Offsetting Call-’N-Ride revenue for greater coupon book sales

-$7,580 | 11-12

' Reduce Countywide/Regional Fare Share spending -$50,000 | 13-15

| Reduce North Bethesda Super Fare Share spending -$65,000 |  13-15

| Increase fine revenue from Mont. Hills PLD to Mass Transit Fund -$9,440 9 |
‘L Restore planned FY10 Ride On cuts, except 72% of strategic buses +$1,788,100 15-16 J
mffsetting Ride On revenue from restoring FY 10 service cuts -$151,820 15-16 f
| Restore midday service on Ride On Route 6 (in September) +$101,070 15-16j
@ffsetting revenue from Route 6 | -$3,200 15-16 J

The Committee also recommends the following changes to tax supported funds:

| Item Dollars Page(s)

| Reduce the increase in ped safety outreach (speed camera revenue) -$150,000 4
Reduce the increase in ped signal timing (speed camera revenue) -$79,750 3-4
Silver Spring PLD payback to General Fund -$45,000 13-15

_Increased revenue from higher Residential Parking Permit Fee -$20,000 22

| Reduce allocation to HOA Road NDA “County” program -$29,680 30
Reduce allocation to HOA Road NDA “State” program (State funds) -$220,890 30 \

| Reduce Rockville Parking District NDA -$147.430 31-32

| Reduce hack inspector position from Taxi Unit -$63,750 10-11
Reduce revenue from proposed taxicab fees +$63,750 10-11

The Committee’s Reconciliation List includes the following items:

f Item Dollars Page(s) \

_Restore second service patrol +$99,380 5

[ Restore trail maintenance to FY08 level +$100,000 5

| Restore funds for loop detector replacements +$104,170 5-6

f Grant to Takoma Park for bridge repairs, with payback in the future

+$168,000 |  6-7




1I. ¥Y10 Operating Budget: General Fund and Vacuum Leaf Collection Fund

The Executive’s recommendations for the transportation programs in the General Fund
and for the Vacuum Leaf Collection Fund are attached on ©1-14.

A. Overview of General Fund

For FY10, the Executive recommends total expenditures of $46,594,010 for the
transportation programs in the General Fund, a $2,153,020 (4.4%) decrease from the FY09
approved budget of $48,747,030. Workyears would drop by 18.2 wys (5.8%), to 295.8 wys from
314.0 wys. The Executive’s recommended changes with service impacts are on ©11. The most
notable proposed changes would:

e Abolish 6 positions and substantially reduce contracts for roadway and related

maintenance ($423,330). This will cut curb and gutter maintenance by 60% and other

types of maintenance to a lesser degree.

Abolish one of the two highway service patrols (-$99,380).

Eliminate all funds for maintenance of DOT hiker-biker trails (-$250,000).

Reduce one-third of the funds replacing faulty loop detectors at intersections (-$104,170).

Reduce flight time for the traffic plane from 5 hours/day to 4 (-$63,000). The current

hours are 6-9 am and 4-6 pm; the budget would start the moming flights at 7 am.

e Reduce funding for traffic studies (-$70,000). Data describing the studies completed and
the current backlog is on ©15.

e Suspend for FY10 the re-timing of traffic signals to optimize vehicular flow in corridors
or areas (-$200,000).
Reduce half the funding for foliage removal blocking the sight of traffic signs (-$80,000).

e Accelerate the re-timing of signals at intersections to lengthen their pedestrian walk
phases (+$142,000).

e Initiate a pedestrian safety outreach program (+$300,000).

e Accelerate the pace of the Safe Routes to Schools Program (+$333,340).

B. Recommendations for the General Fund

1. Pedestrian safety program. Pedestrian safety is a very high priority, and it is not
surprising that the Executive wishes to step up funding for pedestrian safety programs while
proposing cutbacks in other core services in transportation, many of which have implications for
safety themselves. But the magnitude of the proposed pedestrian safety program increases are
quite large: a 52% increase for the program to reset traffic signal timing to lengthen pedestrian
walk phases; a new $250,000 public outreach campaign, which is projected to grow more in
future years; and a four-fold increase in the Safe Routes to School Program. Each is addressed
below:

a. Pedestrian signal timing. This is a multi-year program to reset traffic signals at
intersections so that the walk phase is based on pedestrians crossing at 3.5 feet per second rather
than 4 fps. The Executive’s proposed $142,000 increase would bring the total spending for this



work to $317,000 in FY10; if this higher level can be maintained in FYs11 and 12, all the signals
will be re-timed by the end of FY12.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (2-1): Councilmembers
Berliner and Leventhal recommend increasing funding in this program, but only by
$62,750, to $237,250 in FY10, a $79,250 reduction in operating expense from the
Executive’s proposal. Maintaining this alternative level of tunding would allow all
intersections to be reset by FY13 instead of FY12. Councilmember Floreen concurs with the
Executive’s recommendation.

b. Outreach campaign. These funds would hire a consultant to develop the campaign
and, by the end of the fiscal year, would produce materials that would be used to highlight the
issue and educate the public. An analogy is the continuing campaign to encourage recycling.
But until the consultant work is done, it is not known what cutreach materials and methods will
be proposed. The Council should review the analysis and recommendations of the consultant
before proceeding with what could very well be an expensive long-term campaign. Beefing up
the modest region-wide Street Smart Program may be a more effective means for getting the
word out.

T&E Committee recommendation (2-1): Councilmembers Floreen and Berliner
recommend funding only $150,000 for this effort in FY10, a $150,000 reduction in
operating expense from the Executive’s proposal. Councilmember Leventhal concurs with
the Executive.

c. Safe Routes to School. The program is funded with $80,000 in County funds in FY09,
which will pay for assessments and improvements for 5 schools. At that funding level DOT
notes that it will take 25 years to assess and make improvements for the rest of the County’s
schools. In FYO09 the County also received a State grant, however, that will pay for assessments
and improvements to 11 more schools, bringing this year’s total to 16.

The Executive’s request calls for an additional $250,000 to implement improvements for
17 more schools in FY10 (22 altogether); if this level of funding is maintained, it would
complete improvements at all schools within the next 6 years: by the end of FY15. He also
requests $78,470 for a new Planning Specialist position to handle the workload of the faster
implementation. The position is budgeted for 0.8 wy in FY10; in FY11 and beyond the full work
year would cost $98,090 annually, not including potential step and COLA increases. Finally, he
requests a $4,870 one-time operating expense for the employee’s furniture, computer, and
equipment.

Council staff recommendation: Double the FY09 County funding for this program by
adding $80,000, a reduction from the Executive’s request of 3253,340 ($174,870 in operating
expense and $78,470 in personnel). This would have the County pay for improvements at 11
schools, a program level that should be accomplished without adding personnel. The County
could also solicit other grant opportunities.



T&E Committee recommendation (3-0): Concur with the Executive. The
Committee members agree with the Executive that this program is of such a high priority that it
should be accelerated rapidly. ’

2. Hiker-biker trail maintenance. The Executive recommends eliminating funding for
the maintenance of hiker-biker trails that are the responsibility of DOT. This item was budgeted
at $250,000 in FY09, and $100,000 in FYO08.

Many of the calls for maintenance are from users of the North Bethesda Trail and the
Georgetown Branch Interim Trail between Bethesda and West Silver Spring. However there are
hundreds of other small paths trails that together could potentially outweigh the complaints from
these two. Requests are generally for sweeping, brush removal, drainage, tree removal and
potholes.

DOT staff believes the program is much under-funded; last year it estimated that proper
maintenance of all trails together would cost $1.5-1.8 million annually. Most of the
maintenance, including sweeping, clearing and grubbing, paving, and trash removal, would be
contracted out. Emergencies, such as removing downed trees, would be done by in-house crews.

One idea that should be explored is for the Parks Department to take over the
maintenance of DOT’s off-road trails, since it has better equipment and expertise to do the job
than DOT. Since DOT has taken over the maintenance of park roads and bridges, having Parks
maintain DOT’s off-road trails would be an apt quid pro quo.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Add $100,000
(operating expense) to the Reconciliation List to restore at least the FY08 level of funding
for bikeway maintenance. Paltry as this amount is compared to the need, it is still better than
no program at all. DOT and M-NCPPC should explore shifting this program to the Parks
Department starting in FY11.

3. Service patrol. This program arguably provides the most direct service to commuters
in terms of safety and traffic flow. Two roving crews pull disabled vehicles from the travel lanes
and have towed an average of 82 vehicles/month during the first eight months of FY09, which is
higher than the 77 vehicles/month reported last year and the 58 vehicles/month in FY07. Data
describing the progress of the program since its initiation in FY06 are on ©16-17.

The Executive proposes abolishing one of the two patrols, meaning that either the
morning or afternoon rush period will not have this service.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Add $99,380 to the
Reconciliation List to retain both the morning and afternoon service patrols.

4. Loop detector replacement. Faulty loop detectors result in inefficient traffic flow at
intersections, adding to needless travel delay as well as pollution from idling. At the start of
FY10 the backlog of loop detectors that need to be replaced is projected to be 73 intersections. If
funds are not restored the backlog would be 108 intersections at the end of FY10.



This budget item was already reduced by the FY09 Savings Plan by $60,240. The
Executive is recommending a further cut of $104,170.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Add $104,170 to the
Reconciliation List to retain the current level of funding to replace loop detectors. Even if
these funds are restored, however, the backlog would still grow to 93 intersections at the end of
FY10 since the program has already been cut. So 2 bad situation will get worse anyway, just not
as bad if these funds are restored.

5. Takoma Park bridge repairs. The City of Takoma Park has requested County
funding to repair its Maple Avenue and Flower Avenue bridges over Sligo Creek. Its budget
assumes that roughly half the $335,000 cost of these repairs—$168,000—would come from the
County, although it has asked that the ful! amount be paid from the County’s allocation of
Federal stimulus funds. The City also notes that bridge repair is not included in the municipal
tax duplication formula, and so it gets no credit for bearing this responsibility.

In February Councilmembers Ervin and Elrich proposed that the County fund up to 50%
of the cost of repairing each bridge, and no more than $84,000 per bridge, if the City provided
the balance. If the City directly receives Federal stimulus funds, then it would have to be used
towards the cost of these repairs before any of the County funds would be tapped. Therefore, the
Ervin/Elrich proposal would allow for County funding of $168,000 or less, depending on the
circumstances (©18). The Executive Branch has responded that it will not make stimulus funds
available for the repair of these bridges, noting the General Assembly’s recent cuts in Highway
User Revenue to the County were proportionately deeper than to the municipalities.

Not stated in the Executive’s response is the precedent that would be set by using County
funds to fix a City asset. County funds have been used periodically to help municipalities fund
their capital improvements; examples in the past 15 years include two redevelopments in the
Rockville Town Center and a garage in Gaithersburg, but not maintenance and repairs.

A relevant precedent is the CIP amendment for the Pinecrest Revitalization—Takoma
Park in 1999. At that time the City asked the County for $1.9 million to perform sidewalk, curb
and gutter replacement as well as street resurfacing in the Pinecrest neighborhood of Takoma
Park. This neighborhood had been annexed shortly before the unification referendum, but some
of it had been within the City for decades. Many of the same issues pertaining to that request
pertain to this case as well; see Council staff’s analysis and recommendations on ©19-21. The
Council ultimately decided to fund the improvements with a grant, but with the condition that the
$455,000 of improvements within the non-annexed area be reimbursed to the County under the
provisions of a subsequent memorandum of understanding between the County and City (see the
excerpt from the Council’s April 13, 1999 minutes on ©22-24 and Resolution 14-99 on ©25-28).

This example is relevant because the Council distinguished between the work considered
to be beyond the City’s normal responsibility—upgrading the streets in a newly annexed area—
from that which had always been the City’s responsibility. The analogy is that the County could




advance a portion of the funds to the City for the repair of these bridges, but it should expect a
reimbursement over time.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Add $168,000 to the
Reconciliation List for these bridges with the provisions proposed by Councilmembers
Ervin and Elrich, and the added provision that before any of these funds are disbursed that
an MOU between the City and County be executed specifying full reimbursement of these
funds over time. An example is for the City to reimburse the County 10% of the amount
annually for 10 years, with the reimbursement in the form of a reduced annual municipal tax
duplication payment to the City.

C. Vacuum Leaf Collection Fund

This fund pays for two vacuum leaf collections during the late fall/early winter each year.
The Executive’s recommended budget of $5,247,990 reflects very little change for FY10. The
budget would decrease by $29,870 (-0.6%) and the workforce would decline by 1.9 wys (-3.6%)
to 50.3 wys in order to provide much the same service. There would only be marginal increases
to household charges in FY10: 92 cents more (to $93.96) for single-family dwellings and 2 cents
more (to $4.06) for townhouses and multi-family units.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Concur with the
Executive.

I11. FY10 Operating Budget: Parking Lot District Funds and Mass Transii
Funds, including resolution to revise taxicab fees; resolution on
transportation fees, charges, and fares

Because these issues are so intertwined in the T&E Committee’s recommendations, they
will be treated here as a package.

A. Parking Lot District Funds

For FY10, the Executive recommends total expenditures of $23,395,440 for the four
Parking Lot District (PLD) funds, a $1,456,680 (5.9%) decrease from the FY09 approved budget
of $24,852,120. Workyears would increase by 0.8 wys (1.6%), to 50.9 wys from 50.1 wys. The
Executive’s recommendations for the four Parking Lot District (PLD) funds are on ©29-41.

1. Financial health of the PLDs. As has been the case for the past several years, the
relative financial condition of each respective PLD differs from each other. The Bethesda PLD
(©38) is in good shape, with a projected ending reserve of $15.9 million in FY10 (54.2% of
resources) despite major cross-subsidies to the Bethesda Urban Partnership (BUP) for urban
district services ($2,835,000), again to BUP for transportation demand management services
performed by its subsidiary, Bethesda Transportation Solutions ($928,500), and to the Mass
Transit Fund for 75% of revenue collected from fines ($3.6 million).



The tiny Montgomery Hills PLD (©39), which comprises of all of two parking lots, is in
fine shape, with a projected ending reserve near 70% of resources despite making all its requisite
cross-subsidies to the Mass Transit Fund and to the Silver Spring Regional Services Center for
streetscape services.

The Silver Spring PLD (©40) is only in fair shape, but it has improved over the past year
with its bump in revenue from last year’s rate increase. The improvement will allow two
significant developments in FY10. First, the PLD will be able to resume transferring its 75%
share of fine revenue to the Mass Transit Fund ($1.95 million), a cross-subsidy that was foregone
the past few years. Second, it will begin to transfer nearly $700,000 annually to the Mass Transit
Fund to pay for the cost of the free VanGo shuttle, just as the Bethesda PLD has paid for the
Bethesda Circulator for the past several years.

The Wheaton PLD (©41), despite last year’s hefty revenue increase, is still in dire
financial shape. The rate increase adopted last year has brought in much less revenue than
anticipated fee revenue: it was expected to rise from $725,000 in FYO08 to $1,035,000 in FY09,
but the estimate now is that only $835,000 will be collected this year. Furthermore, the PLD’s
property tax revenue is down by more than a quarter. As a result, its projected FY10 ending
reserve is projected to be a miniscule 3.8% of resources, despite the fact that its cross-subsidy to
transportation management is dropping by 22% (from $60,000 to $47,000), its cross-subsidy to
the Wheaton Urban District is declining by 58% (from $688,490 to $292,320), and its fine
revenue transfer to the Mass Transit Fund has been eliminated (from $237,880) for FY10 and the
foreseeable future.

2. Cell phone pilot. The only recommended change in the PLD budgets that has a
service impact is $50,000 for a three-month pilot program for parkers to pay their fees by cellular
phone. The pilot would be conducted in the southern part of the Bethesda PLD. After setting up
an account with a private vendor, a driver would note the parking meter number and call the
vendor indicating the amount of time he or she wishes to purchase. A short time before the
period runs out, the driver would receive a text message asking whether he or she wishes to buy
more time (but no more than would be allowed in the space). The driver would not have to
return to the space to feed the meter, and the whole transaction would be charged to a credit or
debit card; the only charge to the driver would be a credit card processing fee and a few related
expenditures. The $50,000 appropriation in the Bethesda PLD’s budget would cover its costs in
administering and evaluating the pilot.

If the evaluation proves positive, it is possible that a payment-by-cellphone program
would be implemented more widely starting in FY11. DOT staff expects that this may result in
somewhat less revenue to the County, because there would be less overpayment for parking time
and fewer citations. But the potential improvement in customer service would be significant.

3. Parking security. The Executive proposes no change in FY10 to the number of
parking security patrol hours in any of the PLDs. The cost for police security in Bethesda and
Silver Spring would increase from $45.21/hour and $48.82/hour, but the cost for park police
security in Wheaton would remain at $43.10/hour, the cost of contract security guards would
remain at $20.42/hour, and the cost of security provided by the Silver Spring Urban Service



Corps would remain at $11.71/hour. A table summarizing the FY09 and FY10 security budgets
is on ©42,

4. Parking management study. On March 16 the PHED and T&E Committees met to
discuss the scope of a $150,000 parking management study to be conducted in FY10. The
committee members agreed that the study should be led by DOT but funded jointly by the
County Government and M-NCPPC. M-NCPPC has requested that the PHED Committee and
Council put $75,000 on the Reconciliation List for its half of the cost (©43). As for County
Government, a leading possibility being discussed is to absorb its $75,000 from part of the
$260,000 already programmed in the Facility Planning-Parking PDF for FY10. Unless the
Council hears otherwise from the Executive, it would seem to be a safe assumption that the
County Government will absorb its $75,000 without needing further Council action.

5. Parking fine transfers to the Mass Transit Fund. Until now, the Executive’s policy
has been to transfer $25 of every fine collected in a PLD to the Mass Transit Fund as long as the
PLD is in satisfactory financial shape. Starting in FY10 the policy is being adjusted to transfer
75% of fine revenue instead. As noted above, because of the Wheaton PLD’s poor financial
situation, no transfer is planned there in FY10.

There is an error in the fine revenue transfer within the Montgomery Hills PLD. The
estimated fine revenue is $27,500 and so the transfer should be $20,620, not $11,180 as shown
on ©39.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Increase the fine
transfer from the Montgomery Hills PLD to the Mass Transit Fund by $9,440 (included in
the Bus Service/Call-’N-Ride Package, see page 2).

B. Mass Transit Fund

For FY10, the Executive recommends total expenditures of $112,445,000 for the Mass
Transit Fund, a $4,936,240 (4.2%) decrease from the FY09 approved budget of $117,381,240.
Workyears would decrease by 33.9 wys (3.9%), to 837.5 wys from 871.4 wys. (These figures
and the recommendations described below reflect the Executive’s April 20 budget revisions.)
The Executive’s recommendations for the Mass Transit Fund are on ©44-51, and the relevant
budget adjustments are on ©52-53.

1. Changes with service impacts. The Executive’s recommendations with service
impacts are on the top of ©50. The most notable proposed changes would:

e Reduce Ride On service starting July 5, 2009 (-$2,027,510 net savings) as detailed on

©O51:

¢ Eliminate weekday service on Routes 3 and 31.

e Shorten Route 7.

¢ Eliminate Saturday service on Routes 98, L8, T2 and Z2.

¢ Eliminate Sunday service on Routes 83, 1.8 and T2.

¢ Discontinue weekday service on the Route 32 Woodrock Extension.



¢ Eliminate service to Fallsgrove on Route 43.
¢ Reduce frequency of Route 43 and 93 during peak periods, and Route 15 in the
evening, all days (Monday through Sunday).
¢ Reduce regular evening service on weekday Routes 17, 34, 49, 57, 61 and 83; on
Saturday Routes 17 and 34 and on Sunday routes 34 and 56. Certain trips will
continue to operate on these routes later into evening after regular 30 minute service
ends.
¢ Restructure Routes 6 and 37 and Routes 18 and 25.
¢ Continue the Ride On service cuts implemented in early April (as part of FY09 Savings
Plan) through FY10 (-$1,255,930 net savings). These service cuts are described on ©52.
Reduce two depot supervisors: to 10 from 12 (-$128,580).
Reduce materials at bus stops (-$73,200).
Reduce maintenance in commuter rail lots (-$45,000).
Add Ride On Mystery Rider Program for ADA compliance monitoring (+$50,000).

2. Taxicab fees and Taxi Unit budget. The Executive is recommending three changes to
the schedule of taxicab fees that apply to drivers, companies, and passenger vehicle license
(PVL) owners. He recommends deleting the temporary Driver Identification Card fee of $15
since the IDs are no longer issued. He proposes increasing the fee for PVL renewals from $325
to $750, and doubling the fee to transfer 1-4 PVLs, from $2,500/PVL to $5,000/PVL. The
Executive’s transmittal memo noted that these changes were needed to raise $368,130 to make
the Taxi Unit self-supporting—only 65% of its costs have been covered by fees since 2006—and
to replace the unit manager position with an additional program specialist for regulating and
licensing and a third hack inspector. Subsequently DOT staff pointed out that the proposed fees
would increase revenue by $403,880, and that this is the amount—not $368,130—that is
included in the Executive’s recommended budget and is needed to fund the unit and the new net
position at the 100% level. Concurrently, the Executive is recommending a $94,870 increase in
the unit’s operating budget. The Executive’s transmittal is on ©53-56.

On April 23 the Coalition for a Competitive Taxicab Industry (CCTI) responded with its
analysis and a set of alternative recommendations (©57-63). It argues that the Taxi Unit’s
staffing-to-PVL ratio is already much higher than their counterparts in nearly all other
jurisdictions in the region (1 staff for 132 PVLs compared to a regional average of 1 staff to 245
PVLs) and that the proposed staffing would increase the ratio to 1 staff for every 102 PVLs.
CCTI also notes that the Executive’s proposed increases in the renewal and transfer fees would
raise them much higher than elsewhere, and that the proposed fees would raise about $475,000.
Alternatively, CCTI is recommending three smaller increases: raising the fee for PVL renewals
from $325 to $400 (not to $750), raising the vehicle replacement fee from $75 to $150, and
increasing the renewal fee for existing drivers from $75 to $80 for a one-year renewal and from
$150 to $160 for a two-year renewal.

Attached are DOT’s response (©64-65), CCTI’s follow-up response (©66-72), and a

letter from Barwood (©73-77). Arguments are made and defended against regarding staffing
levels, revenues, and comparisons with other neighboring jurisdictions.
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After reviewing this material, Council staff believes a third hack inspector (annual cost:
$63,750) would be useful in enforcing the taxi regulations and thus improving customer service,
but that the fine revenue has been underestimated. Recall last year that DOT recommended
increasing enforcement levels for residential permit parking and noted that by doing so the new
fine revenue would more than pay for the added cost. An additional hack inspector would not
generate enough fine revenue to pay for this position, since current fine revenue is estimated to
be relatively low ($27,265). But it is not unrealistic that a 50% increase in inspectors would
generate 50% more in revenue. Therefore, the revenue estimate should be $14,000 higher.

Also, Council staff is persuaded by CCTI’s and Barwood’s arguments that the program
specialist position ($96,100) is not warranted at this time. The current ratio of PVLs held by
fleets is about 80%, and it should not drop significantly over the next year.

Council staff recommendation: Reduce expenditures by $96,100 (personnel cost) and
increase revenue estimate frowi fines by $14,000, a net savings of $110,110.

T&E Committee recommendation (3-0): At DOT’s request, the Committee
unanimously recommends eliminating funding for new hack inspector position and
retaining the new program specialist position, a savings of $63,750 (personnel cost).

The Committee directed Council staff to come up with a set of recommended fees
based on this recommendation. After a subsequent meeting with representatives of CCTI
and DOT, Council staff recommends the following: Approve the Executive’s
recommendation to delete the $15 Driver ID Card fee, set the PVL Renewal fee at
$495/PVL, and set the license transfer fee for 1-4 PVLs at $3,995/PVL.

3. Call-’N-Ride Program. This is a program providing subsidized taxi service for low-
income seniors (age 67 or older) and low-income persons with disabilities (age 16 or older). To
qualify, the individual must earn $25,000 per year or less for a household of one to buy up to two
$60 coupon books per month. The subsidy levels are listed below:

A person earning less than $14,000 pays $5.25 per coupon book, a 91% discount.

A person earning $14,001 to $17,000 pays $17.50 per coupon book, a 71% discount.
A person earning $17,001 to $20,000 pays $26.25 per coupon book, a 56% discount.
A person earning $20,001 to $25,000 pays $30.00 per coupon book, a 50% discount.

Two years ago the Council approved adding the fourth category and increasing the value
of each coupon book for all categories from $56 to $60. The net annual cost of adding the fourth
category was $700,000, and the net annual cost of increasing the coupon book value was
$300,000. Both measures went into effect in January 2008. The experience over the past two
years is shown in the table below:
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B Call 'N Ride Coupon Books Sold ]

{ | FY 08 Actual | FY 09 Budget | FY 09 Estimate | FY 10 CE Rec |
/ Under $14k annual income 58,116 60,648
BM - 17K annual income 1,908 2,232
$17k - $20k annual income 948 1,080
$20k - $25k annual income 72 312 W
Total 61,044 83,000 64,272 66,000 |
| Taxi Expenditures $3,311,874 $4,984,400 $3,968,092 | $3,968,090 |

About 95% of those buying books are in the lowest income category, with an annual household
income of $14,000 or less. For whatever reason, very few persons in the $14,001-25,000 range
are paying for books, either because the need is not great or because the discount is not high
enough to attract buyers. Recognizing this, the Executive is recommending reducing the
estimated expenditures for the Call-’N-Ride program by $1,016,310, and reducing estimated
revenue from coupon sales by $484,820, a net cost savings of $531,490.

Among the highest priorities in FY10 is to protect and enhance the safety net of services
for vulnerable populations during the economic downturn. The first three income thresholds in
this program have not changed in well over a decade, despite inflation. The lowest income
category is getting significant use, but those in the $14,001-17,000 and $17,001-20,000
categories also need this service and would avail themselves of it in larger numbers if the
discounts were more pronounced. Council staff asked DOT for a cost estimate for an alternative
that reduces the payment in the second category from $17.50/book to $10/book (a $7.50
savings/book) and reduces the payment in the third category from $26.25/book to $20/book (a
$6.25 savings/book). DOT estimates that this would add a net cost of $132,100 in FY10; it
would increase expenditures by $139,680 and revenue by $7,580 on an annual basis.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (2-0): Councilmembers
Floreen and Leventhal recommend adding $139,680—with an offsetting $7,580 in
revenue—to reduce the cost of coupon books to $10 (from $17.25) for those in the second
category and to $20 (from $26.25) for those in the third category. This proposal would
increase the subsidy for one-person households making $14-17,000/year category from 71% to
83%, saving them up to $15/month. It would also increase the subsidy for one-person
households earning $17-20,000/year from 56% to 67%, saving them up to $12.50/month. DOT
estimates that 10% more households in each category would use Call-’N-Ride.

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

Following the directives from the consultant, DOT calculated the recommended partially
allocated cost of Ride On for FY10 to be $83.50/hour, compared to $83.75/hour in FY09. This
is the rate that should be used in deciding whether it would be more cost effective to add Ride
On or Metrobus service. The corresponding partially-allocated rate for Metrobus is
$102.41/hour, the same as in FY09. Therefore, at the margin, it is still generally more cost-
effective for the County to add Ride On service rather than Metrobus service. DOT has provided
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a more detailed breakdown of the $83.50/hour partially allocated and $97.73/hour fully allocated

costs (©78).

5. Employee subsidy programs. The County promotes two primary subsidy programs to
encourage employers to, in turn, entice their employees to take transit to work:

Fare Share offers matched dollars - up to $30,000 each year for 3 years - to each
contributing organization for employees' public transportation to and from the
workplace. Transit options include: Ride On, Metrorail, Metrobus, MARC train
and vanpool.

In Year One, the participating employer pays up to $57.50 per month for each
employee who commutes by transit. The County matches that amount up to
$57.50 per month.

In Year Two, the employer pays up to $69.00 per month for each employee
commuting by transit. The County matches the employer’s contribution up to
$46.00 per month. ‘

In Year Three, the employer pays up to $80.50 per month for each employee

commuting by transit. The County matches the employer’s contribution up to
$34.50 per month.

This combined amount of up to $115.00 is tax-free to the employee and a tax
deduction for the employer under Federal tax law.

In Wheaton and Montgomery Hills, for the first six months, the employer pays
$1.00 per transit user per month. The County provides up to $114.00 per transit
user per month; the employee gets a total of $115.00 per month tax free to cover
transit costs.

In the second half of the first year, the County will match the employer dollar-for-
dollar up to $57.50 for each employee’s monthly transit costs. This combined
amount of $115.00 is tax-free to the employee and eligible for tax deductions and
tax credits for the employer.

During Year 2, the company would pay up to $69.00 per employee per month,
and the County matches this contribution up to $46.00 per month. During Year 3,

the company would pay up to $80.50 per employee per month, and the County
matches the contribution up to $34.50 per month.

The total amount of $115.00 per month offered to employees to pay for transit is
tax free to the employee and a tax deduction for the employer.

Super Fare Share is a 9-year program:

In Year One, the employer pays $1.00 per participating employee and the County
pays up to $114.00 per month per employee. The employer distributes up to
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$115.00 in Metrocheks and/or Ride On passes — “for free” — to its transit-using
employees.

In Years Two to Five, the company would pay up to $57.50 per month per
employee, and the County matches the contribution up to $57.50 per month. The
company would then distribute up to $115 in Metrocheks and/or Ride On passes
to each transit commuter each month. In Years Six to Nine, the company’s
contribution increases as the County’s matching contribution declines. The
following table summarizes Super Fare Share:

FrogramBaioyr| Cousty -
1 $1 $114 | County provides up to $114.00/month/employee
2-5 50% 50% County provides up to $57.50/month/employee
6 60% 40% | County provides up to $46.00/month/employee
7 70% 30% County provides up to $34.50/month/employee
8 80% 20% County provides up to $23.00/month/employee
9 90% 10% County provides up to $11.50/month/employee

A silver lining during the present economic downturn is that commuters are opting to
take transit in ever increasing numbers, even after gasoline prices have dropped by half from the
$4 per gallon price of last summer. So, in the near-term at least, the importance of financial
enticements is less than they have been. This was recognized to a degree in the FY09 Savings
Plan, when $190,000 (59.4%) of the originally-funded Fare Share Program was de-funded.

The Executive’s recommended budget for these programs in FY10 is:

Committed —| Funding Not Yet Total
FY10 Committed Recommended
| Program Expenditures for FY10 Budget
| Silver Spring TMD Super Fare Share $125,000 $75,000 $200,000
| Friendship Hts. TMD Super Fare Share $110,000 $17,000 $127,000
Bethesda TMD Super Fare Share $360,000 $40,000 $400,000
North Bethesda TMD Super Fare Share $175,000 $100,000 $275,000
Wheaton Fare Share $4,000 $39,270 $43,270
| Montgomery Hills Fare Share $0 $10,610 $10,610
Countywide/Regional Fare Share $50,000 $79,850 $129,850
Total $824,000 $361,730 $1,185,730

Certainly the committed funds should not be touched.

However, the funding not yet

committed—which would be used to entice new firms to enroll—could be scaled back some.
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T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (2-0): Councilmembers
Floreen and Leventhal recommend all of the following:

e Reduce Silver Spring TMD’s Super Fare Share funding by $45,000. The
Silver Spring PLD’s contribution to transportation management should be
reduced by $45,000 and used as part of its payback to the General Fund for
outstanding past advances. This would leave $30,000 of Super Fare Share
funds yet to commit.

e Reduce North Bethesda TMD’s Super Fare Share funding by $65,000. These
funds should be redirected in the Mass Transit Fund to be used for restoring
bus service (included in the Bus Service/Call-’N-Ride Package). This would
leave $35,000 of Super Fare Share funds yet to commit.

e Reduce Wheaton’s Fare Share funding by $35,000. The Wheaton PLD’s
contribution to transpoertation management should be reduced by $35,000.
Leaving these funds in Wheaton PLD’s fund balance would raise its year-end
reserve to 6.1% of resources: still anemic, but better than 3.8%. This would leave
$4.270 of Fare Share funds left to commit.

e Reduce Montgomery Hills’ Fare Share funding by $9,500. This would leave
$1,100 of Fare Share funds yet to commit.

e Reduce the Countywide/Regional Fare Share funding by $50,000. These
funds should be redirected in the Mass Transit Fund to restore planned bus
service cuts (included in the Bus Service/Call-’N-Ride Package). This would
leave $29,850 of Fare Share funds yet to commit.

6. Ride On service. As noted above, the Executive is recommending cutting a
substantial amount of Ride On service for FY10. To avoid cutting this service, the Council
would have to budget an additional $2,027,510 for Ride On. Furthermore, should the Council
wish to restore the service cuts implemented as part of the FY09 Savings Plan (©52), it would
have to budget an additional $1,050,000 if that service were to be restored Labor Day weekend
or, alternatively, an additional $630,000 for it to be restored after New Year’s Day. The first call
should be to avoid cutting service further in FY10; the April cuts, while significant to those who
lost service, generally represented the weakest performing parts of the Ride On system.

Council staff recommendation: Add to the Reconciliation List $2,179,330, offset by
$151,820 of additional revenue (i.e., a net cost of $2,027,510) to avoid cutting Ride On service
Sfurther in July. If possible, also add either:

e $1,120,000, offset by added revenue of 370,000 (a net cost of $1,050,000) to add back the

April service cuts on Labor Day weekend, 2009; or

o 3675,000, offset by added revenue of 345,000 (a net cost of $630,000) to add back the

April service cuts at the beginning of January, 2010.

The annualized net cost of adding back all the April Ride On cuts is $1,255,930.

T&E Committee recommendation (2-1): Councilmembers Floreen and Leventhal
recommend:

¢ adding $1,788,100 to restore all planned Ride On service cuts through FY10 (offset

by an additional $151,820 in fare revenue from this service), including funds to add
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back 28% of the strategic buses (buses placed strategically to fill in when other
buses break down or are over-filled);

e adding $101,070 to restore in September the midday service on Route 6 that was
ciiminated in April as part of the FY09 Savings Plan; and

o that the Bethesda PLD and Mass Transit taxes be adjusted down and up,
respectively, as noted above.

This is the main part of the Bus Service/Call-’N-Ride Package. Councilmember Berliner does
not support this proposal.

7. Metrobus service. Under the budget plan tentatively approved by the WMATA Board
on April 30, most of the Metrobus service planned for elimination and reductions (highlighted on
©79-82) would be retained by using funds from WMATA'’s reserves. The few changes to be
implemented are:

e Riders who board the J7/J9 1-270 Express buses will pay the $3.10 cash express fare or
$3.00 with a SmarTrip card, the same as the Executive has proposed for Ride On Route
70. .

e The L7 (Connecticut Avenue to Maryland line) route will be eliminated but extra buses
would be added to the L8 route in the same corridor.

e The C7 and C9 routes (Greenbelt to Gienmont) will be eliminated, but these are among
the poorest performing routes in the system.

e Some off-peak mid-week service on the Z2 (Colesville to Ashton) routes also would be
eliminated.

The ‘Bus Service/Call-’N-Ride Package’ would allow the County to continue to operate the L8
and T2 service on Saturdays and Sundays and the Z2 on Saturdays (there is no Sunday service on
the Z2).

C. Transportation Fees, Charges, and Fares

On April 21 the Council held a public hearing on several proposed changes in transit
fares (including three new fare changes proposed by the Executive on April 20), parking fees,
residential parking permits, and a parking fine. Each is discussed below:

1. Suspend for FY10 free Ride On and Metrobus service for seniors and people with
disabilities. For decades Federal law has required that seniors and people with disabilities be
charged no more than half the regular transit fare. In 2006 Councilmember Andrews proposed,
and the Council approved, allowing seniors and the disabled to ride free on Ride On and
Metrobus mid-day on weekdays, between the end of the morning rush period and the start of the
evening rush period. The purpose was to provide free accessibility to locations frequented by
these groups, especially to senior centers, doctors’ offices, and libraries. A secondary benefit
was to encourage some senior or disabled patrons to ride in the off-peak rather than the peak,
mitigating a bit of the overcrowding on some routes during rush hours.
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In 2007 the Executive recommended, and the Council approved, extending this free
service to all times, starting in January 2008. Therefore, the full-time free fare has been in effect
now for 16 months. The cost of the program in FY10 is estimated to be $433,440: $275,000 in
lost revenue to Ride On and $158,440 in reimbursements to WMATA for fares foregone on
Metrobus.

The Council has received testimony and correspondence opposing suspending the free
service in FY10 from the Commission cn Aging, the Montgomery County Vital Living
Committee, the Board of Social Services, and several individuals. The Commission on People
with Disabilities supports suspending the free service if the savings are used to avoid elimination
of more bus service.

Montgomery County is alone in the region in providing free service for seniors and the
disabled on both Metrobus and Ride On. Prince George’s County provides free service on its
County-run bus system (The Bus), but it comprises only roughly 10% of the bus service that
Metrobus provides there. Metrobus charges a 60-cent fare in Prince George’s County, the
District of Columbia, and all Northern Virginia jurisdictions. The local bus services in Arlington
(ART), Alexandria (DASH), and Fairfax County (Fairfax Connector) all charge half-fares, as
does the Mass Transit Administration buses in the Baltimore region.

Even without this program bus service for seniors and disabled persons would remain
heavily subsidized. The average cost for Ride On to carry a passenger in FY10 is projected to be
$2.98; a senior or disabled person paying the discounted 60-cent fare would still be receiving an
80% subsidy—a higher subsidy than all but the lowest-income category of Call-’N-Ride
customers.

Council staff recommendation:  Suspend free rides for seniors and persons with
disabilities in FY10, a reduction of $§158,440 (operating expense) and a $275,000 increase in
revenue. If approved, this decision should be revisited next spring; if the budget situation
brightens, the free service should be reinstated in FY11.

An alternative is to scale back the free service to mid-days (9:30 am to 3 pm) weekdays,
the policy that was in place for a year prior to January 2008. This is the time of the week when
the free service is most used, however, so there would be only an estimated $111,220 in savings:
$79.220 less reimbursement to WMATA and $32,000 more in Ride On revenue.

T&E Committee recommendation (2-0): Councilmembers Floreen and Leventhal
concur with the Executive in continuing this program.

2. Suspend for FY10 the Kids Ride Free Program (2-7 pm on weekdays) on Ride On
and Metrobus. This program has existed on Ride On for at least a decade and was extended to
Metrobus a few years later. The cost of the program in FY10 is estimated to be $376,000:
$276,000 in lost revenue to Ride On and $100,000 in reimbursements to WMATA for fares
foregone on Metrobus. The Board of Social Services testified in favor of retaining the free
service.
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A good alternative to Kids Ride Free is the Youth Cruiser Pass, allowing unlimited rides
on Ride On at all times, not just 2-7 pm weekdays. The Cruiser Pass costs only $10/month and
only half that much in the summer: $15 for a June-through-August pass.

Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties are the only jurisdictions in the metropolitan
area providing such a program. The Prince George’s County Executive has proposed
discontinuing Kids Ride Free on Metrobus in FY10 for fiscal reasons; the Council has yet to act
on his proposal.

Council staff recommendation: Suspend the Kids Ride Free Program in FYI10, a
reduction of $100,000 (operating expense) and a $276,000 increase in revenue. Again, if
approved, this decision should be revisited next spring; if the budget situation brightens, the free
service should be reinstated in FY11.

T&E Committee recommendation (2-0): Councilmembers Floreen and Leventhal
concur with the Executive in continuing this program as well.

3. Suspend for FY10 the C-Pass providing County employees free Ride On service.
Every County Government employee has an ID card that allows them unlimited free ridership on
Ride On. This un-bargained privilege was granted to County employees by County Executive
Duncan earlier this decade. The privilege does not apply to employees in other County agencies:
MCPS, Montgomery College, or M-NCPPC. If the pass were suspended in FY10, the Mass
Transit Fund would earn an additional $54,000 in fares. MCGEO opposes suspending the C-
Pass and has filed a grievance.

Even if the C-Pass were suspended, the Government Employees Transit Incentive (GET-
IN) Program would be retained, providing a $35/month discount on any transit mode (including
Ride On) in return for foregoing parking privileges. In fact, the C-Pass undercuts the
effectiveness of the GET-IN Program. With the C-Pass, employees who would normally take
Ride On to work now have the option to retain their parking privileges, making them more likely
to drive and use spaces in County garages. DOT recently had to take away parking privileges
from several County contractors because of the current shortage of spaces in the garages.

Offering free transit for County and municipal employees is rare. It is quite common,
however, that transit authorities (such as WMATA) allow their employees free use of the system
for which they work. For comparability it may make sense for the County to retain free rides on
Ride On for bus operators and mechanics as part of a future compensation agreement, but it
makes little sense to apply it to all County employees.

Council staff recommendation: Suspend the C-pass for FY10, an increase in revenue of
$54,000. Unlike the other two programs, once the economy brightens Council staff recommends

bringing this privilege back only to bus operators and mechanics.

T&FE Committee recommendation (2-0): Councilmembers Floreen and Leventhal
concur with the Executive in continuing this program, too.
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4. Charge full fare on Ride On Routes 93 (the Twinbrook shuttle) and 96 (the Rock
Spring Park shuttle). As part of his April 20 budget adjustments the Executive i1s now
recommending abolishing the current 35-cent fare on these two shuttles. Instead their fares
would be the same as most other routes. DOT estimates this would generate $25,000 more
revenue from Route 93 and $80,000 more revenue from Route 96.

These routes have had lower fares because the trip durations on them are very short.
However, some riders do use these routes to transfer to other Ride On routes (a free transfer) and
thus are under-charged for what can actually be a lengthier trip on the Ride On system.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (2-0): Councilmembers
Floreen and Leventhal concur with the Executive.

5. Charge a fare of $3.00 (SmarTrip) and $3.10 (cash) for the Ride On Routes 70
express service from Milestone to Bethesda. Also as part of his April 20 budget adjustments,
the Executive is now recommending a much higher fare for this premium service which runs
largely at speed on the [-270 HOV lanes between Germantown and Bethesda. DOT estimates
that $445,000 more revenue will be generated with this higher fare.

This is the first Ride On route to have a premium fare. But express bus routes in the
Metrobus system charge the same fare proposed by the Executive: $3.00 with a SmarTrip Card
and $3.10 with cash. MTA’s Route 991 also charges a comparable fare between Shady Grove
and Rock Spring Park.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (2-0): Councilmembers
Floreen and Leventhal concur with the Executive.

6. Raise parking fees in the Bethesda PLD. The proposed increases for which public
comment was solicited would raise nearly all the existing parking fees in the Bethesda PLD. The
rate would increase from 75¢/hour to $1.00/hour for short-term spaces that are on-street; these
are the premium spaces for short-term parkers. Short-term spaces in lots and garages would
remain unchanged at 75¢/hour. The rate for long-term spaces would increase from 50¢/hour to
75¢/hour, and the monthly Parking Convenience Sticker would increase in roughly the same
proportion, from $95 to $140. The lesser used permits—carpool permits, daily ticket, and charge
for lost ticket—would also increase by a comparable percentage. The residential AM/PM and
townhouse permits fees would remain unchanged. The long-term and short-term rates were last
raised eight years ago; the monthly parking permit was increased from 385 to $95 (to eliminate
the volume discount) five years ago.

DOT estimates that $2,674,800 annually would be generated from this increase. The
approved rates would be implemented during July and August, so 11 months-worth of new
revenue would be collected. DOT also estimates a one-time cost of $10,000 to implement the

change. The net revenue increase in FY10 from this change, therefore, is projected to be
$2,441,900.
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The Council has received testimony and correspondence supporting raising parking fees
from the League of Women Voters, Sierra Club, Coalition for Smarter Growth, Action
Committee for Transit, Transit First! Coalition, and several individuals. Their main arguments
are that the higher parking charges would provide a greater incentive to take transit and that they
would generate significant revenue that could be used to avoid cutting transit service. The
Bethesda-Chevy Chase Chamber of Commerce opposes the increases, concerned about the
potential negative impact on Bethesda businesses and their employees, a double-hit with the
economic downturn.

The proposed parking fees in the Bethesda PLD are in line with the demand for parking
there. The Office of Legislative Oversight noted in their report on Transportation Demand
Management that commercial parking facilities are currently charging $120-145/month.
Traditionally, parking fees charged in Bethesda have been higher than those charged in Silver
Spring and Wheaton because the demand dictated it, but currently Bethesda has the same long-
term hourly and monthly pass rates as Silver Spring and Wheaton. Other business districts
comparable to Bethesda are charging more: the hourly rates in Arlington, Alexandria, and

Rockville Town Center are $1.00, and the District of Columbia is considering raising its rates to
$2.00/hour.

Council staff recommendation: Approve the proposed increase, resulting in a $10,000
added appropriation (operating expense) and $2,451,900 in additional revenue, for a net
revenue increase of $2,441,900.

Under current law, Bethesda PLD fee revenue can only be used for parking operations in
the PLD and contributions to Urban District and transportation demand management functions
serving the Bethesda CBD. However, Expedited Bill 17-09 would allow fees from a PLD to be
used to pay for bus routes serving a PLD (©83-85). Passage of this bill would allow the
$2,441,900 to be transferred to the Mass Transit Fund to restore all the proposed FY10 Ride On
cuts, and some of the April cuts as well.

If the bill passes there is another funding variation to be considered. The Council could
reduce the Bethesda Parking District tax on improved property by 10¢/$100 (to 18¢/$100) and
on unimproved property by 5¢/$100 (to 9¢/$100—the rates on unimproved property have always
been half of those on improved property), thus reducing the Bethesda PLD’s real property tax
contribution to the FY10 budget by $1,693,930. Concurrently, the Council could increase the
countywide Mass Transit Tax by 0.1¢/$100 (to 3.9¢/$100) on real property, which would
generate virtually the same amount “lost” by reducing the Bethesda PLD property tax:
$1,682,340. (Personal property tax rates are tied to the real property rates. Thus the Bethesda
PLD personal property tax would also be reduced, returning $512,780 more to the taxpayers, and
the Mass Transit personal property tax would be increased, generating an additional $118,500.)
Doing both would have the following consequences:

e Most of the $2,441,900 generated by the Bethesda PLD would “stay” in Bethesda. That

is, some funding for the Bethesda PLD would shift away from its taxpayers—primarily
building owners who are landlords of smaller businesses in Bethesda (the bigger
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enterprises generally provide their own parking and don’t pay the tax)—and onto
parkers.

e The overall FY10 Operating Budget would stay within the countywide property tax cap.

e Bethesda PLD taxpayers would receive a long-deserved tax break at a time when they
could use it. For most property taxes, as assessments have increased over time the rates
have decreased. Not so for the PLDs, however. The Bethesda PLD has had the same tax
rates (28¢/$100 for improved property and 14¢/$100 for unimproved property) for well
more than a decade, while assessments there have risen dramatically.

e Countywide, residents and businesses would pay a very small increase in their property
taxes. The average residential bill would go up by about $4. This is fair, since the bus
service being cut affects all parts of the county.

Council staff recommendation: Adjust the Bethesda PLD and Mass Transit Tax rates as
noted above, allowing the additional 31,682,340 in Mass Transit funds to be used to restore bus
service. Adopt Expedited Bill 17-09 and transfer $759,560 of parking fee revenue from the
Bethesda PLD to the Mass Transit Fund.

A second option would increase a smaller amount of revenue:

e Raise the price of all short-term spaces in the Bethesda Parking Lot District (PLD) from
$0.75 to $1.00 per hour.

e Raise the price of long-term spaces in the Bethesda PLD from $0.50 to $0.65 per hour.

e Raise the price of the Parking Convenience Sticker in the Bethesda PLD from $95 to $120
per month.

e Raise the price of a 2-person carpool permit in the Bethesda PLD from $70 to $90/month.

e Raise the price of a 3-4-person carpool permit in the Bethesda PLD from $40 to
$50/month.

e Raise the price of a 5+-person carpool permit in the Bethesda PLD from $10 to $13/month.

e Raise the price of the Daily Parking Permit in the Bethesda PLD and for the Daily
Maximum and a Lost Ticket in Garage 49 from $8.25 to $10.50 per day.

T&E Committee recommendation (2-1): Councilmembers Floreen and Leventhal
recommend increasing the fees according to this second option, reducing the Bethesda PLLD
by 10 cents/$100 for improved property and S cents/$100 for unimproved property, and
increasing the Mass Transit tax by 0.1 cent/$100. The personal property tax rates would
also be adjusted accordingly. The Committee also made two other recommendations: to
transfer neither $35,000 from the Wheaton PLD nor $9,500 from the Montgomery Hills PLD to
the Mass Transit Fund for transportation demand management. These funds would remain in the
PLDs’ reserves.

7. Raise parking fees outside parking lot districts. Until last year the rates set in the
North Bethesda area—most particularly in White Flint and Rock Spring Park—have been set at
the same rate as those in the Silver Spring PLD. Last year the Executive proposed and the
Council approved a rate increase in Silver Spring. The current proposal would bring them back
into parity: raising the short-term rate from 60¢/hour to 75¢/hour, the long-term rate from
45¢/hour to 50¢/hour, and the cost of the monthly Parking Convenience Sticker from $85 to $95.
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DOT estimates that $70,550 annually would be generated from this increase. If approved
the rates would be implemented during July and August, so 11 months-worth of new revenue
would be collected. DOT also estimates a one-time cost of $2,000 to implement the change.
The net revenue increase in FY 10 from this change, therefore, is projected to be $62,670.

Another proposed change is that these fee levels apply to any public parking charged in
other locations in the County outside of PLDs, not just in North Bethesda. During FY10 the
Division of Parking Management should explore on- and off-street paid parking opportunities in
the areas around the Twinbrook and Shady Grove Metro Stations, the Life Science Center,
Germantown Town Center, etc., for potential implementation in FY11.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Approve the proposed
increase, resulting in a $2,000 added appropriation (operating expense) and $64,670 in
additional revenue, foi a net revenue increase of $62,670, all attributable to the Mass
Transit Fund.

8. Raise the price of biennial Residential Parking Permits from $30 to $35. This fee
has not been raised for over five years. Increasing this fee to $35 would represent an annual 3%
increase since it was last raised. The cost of salaries and benefits administering this program has
increased by at least this much. DOT estimates the net additional revenue in FY10 to be
$20,000. These funds would go to the General Fund.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (2-0): Councilmembers
Floreen and Leventhal recommend increasing the biennial Residential Parking Permit fee
to $35, increasing revenue by $20,000 to the General Fund.

9. Raise the fine for parking recreational vehicles on public streets, or for parking
heavy coinmercial vehicles or buses in other than commercial or industrial zones, from $50 to
$75, as per Bill 27-08. This was the Public Safety Committee’s and Council’s direction earlier
this fiscal year when the bill was adopted. No estimate of new revenue has been calculated, but
whatever funds are generated should go to the General Fund.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (2-0): Councilmembers
Floreen and Leventhal recommend approving this increase in the fine.

1V. CIP amendments: transportation projects

This section will address several of the transportation-related CIP amendments
transmitted by the Executive with his March Operating Budget recommendations, and
subsequently.

1. Pedestrian Safety Program capital projects. Four proposed CIP amendments would
utilize current revenue generated by the speed cameras. Council staff is concerned about
building in long-term commitments for these programs at this time, for two reasons.
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First, in a CIP “off year” such as this, the Council’s general practice is not to change the
scope of level-of-effort projects beyond the budget year: FY10 in this case. Long-term funding
commitments to all level-of-effort projects—including, for example, infrastructure maintenance
projects—should be considered concurrently as part of the review of the upcoming FY11-16
CIP, not now.

Second, there is no guarantee that speed camera revenue will be generated at a high level
for a number of years. If the cameras are successful, the revenue should decline as compliance
increases.

a. Pedestrian Safety Program (©86-87). The Executive recommends adding $600,000
each year to this program to conduct two additional pedestrian safety audits annually in high
incidence areas (for a total of four) and the design and construction of improvements suggested
by these audits. The improvements tend to be signing, marking, and other traffic operations
measures appropriately funded with current revenue.

During FYO09 the high incidence areas are: Piney Branch Road from Flower Avenue to
the County line; Wisconsin Avenue from Montgomery Avenue to Leland Street; Georgia
Avenue from Sligo Avenue to Spring Street; and Rockville Pike from north of Randolph Road to
Halpine Road. The four tentative high incidence area locations for FY10 are: Colesville Road in
the Silver Spring CBD; the Glenmont Metro Station Policy Area (Georgia Avenue/Randolph
Road/Glenallan Avenue); Connecticut Avenue in Aspen Hill; and Veirs Mill (Veirs Mill Road
and Randolph Road).

Council staff recommendation: Approve the Executive’s funding request for FY10, but
postpone consideration of funding for FY11 and beyond to the full CIP next year (©88-89).

T&E Committee recommendation (3-0): Concur with the Executive.

b. Pedestrian_Lighting Participation — MSHA Projects (©90). The State Highway
Administration does not provide continuous roadway streetlighting in its projects: lighting
desired primarily for sidewalks and trails alongside roads. However, SHA will fund such a
program as long as the local jurisdiction funds the necessary amount above SHA’s maximum
contribution, which is $2,500 per fixture for fixtures up to 14 feet tall, and $4,200 per fixture for
fixtures up to 25 feet tall.

The Executive proposes programming $760,000 to fund the County’s share of continuous
lighting for the Rockville Pike/Montrose Road interchange in FY10. Considering the number
and height of streetlights in these projects that are eligible for cost-sharing, last year DOT staff
estimated that SHA’s contribution only be about 20% of the total cost.

Council staff recommendation: Delete this project. Providing County funds for 80% of

the lighting that is eligible for a 20% State match would not be a wise use of resources, unless
this particular project is among the highest priorities for pedestrian lighting. Council staff
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suspects it is not. The speed camera funds would be better redirected towards other
improvements to public safety.

Alternatively, should the Council wish to fund this program, Council staff recommends
funding the $760,000 with G.O. Bonds rather than speed camera revenue (©91). These are
debt-eligible expenses; speed camera revenue could be used for other improvements to public
safety that are not debt-eligible, such as purchasing fire apparatus.

T&E Committee recommendation (3-0): Concur with the Executive. The Council
could consider funding this increment with G.O. Bonds rather than Current Revenue if the
ambulance fee is not approved.

c. Intersection and Spot Improvements (©92). The Executive recommends adding
$500,000 annually beginning in FY10 to construct intersection modifications and traffic calming
improvements that are debt-eligible.

Council staff recommendation: Approve the Executive’s funding request for FY10, but
Sfund it with G.O. bonds rather than speed camera revenue. Postpone consideration of funding
for FY11 and beyond to the full CIP next year (©93).

T&E Committee recommendation (3-0): Concur with the Executive. The Council
could consider funding this increment with G.O. Bonds rather than Current Revenue if the
ambulance fee is not approved.

d  Annual Sidewalk Program (©94). The Executive recommends adding $1,200,000 of
speed camera revenue in FY10 to this program, which constructs new sidewalks primarily from
the backlog of neighborhood sidewalk requests. In the FY09-14 CIP approved last May the
Council programmed $1,350,000 for both FY09 and FY10, and $2,350,000 annually for FYs11-
14. The Executive’s recommendation weuld raise the FY10 total to $2,550,000.

Adding more sidewalks certainly contributes to pedestrian safety, but the program is not
as focused on hot spots as is the high incidence area program. The sidewalks built under this
program are generally (but not universally) desired in the neighborhoods where they are built,
but they are often lightly used. There are other programs within the Pedestrian Safety Program
that are likely to provide more safety.

Council staff recommendation: Do not add funding to this program this year. If,
however, the Council wishes to add funding, do it with G.O. Bonds instead (sidewalk

construction is a debt-eligible expense) and use the speed camera funds for other public safety
initiatives (©95).

T&E Committee recommendation (3-0): Concur with the Executive. The Council
could consider funding this increment with G.O. Bonds rather than Current Revenue if the
ambulance fee is not approved.
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2. Street Tree Preservation (©96). The Council had approved $1 million each in
FYs09-10 and $2 million annually in FYs11-12 and $3 million annually in FYs13-14 for this
program that performs neighborhood block tree pruning. The program is now funded entirely
with Current Revenue.

In order to free up some funds to close the Operating Budget gap, the Executive is
recommending reducing the program by half in FY10. Furthermore, the $500,000 balance would
be funded with $458,000 of land sale proceeds (reprogrammed from another project), so only
$42,000 would be funded with Current Revenue.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Concur with the
Executive.

3. Advanced Transportation Management System (©97). For the last several years this
program has received $1.5 million for an assortment of technology impiovements to the traffic
and transit control systems. Often it has been supplemented with other funds for one-time
improvements, such as the three-year project to replace Ride On’s Computer Aided
Dispatch/Automatic Vehicle Locator system, which is being completed this fiscal year.

In order to free up some funds to close the Operating Budget gap, the Executive is
recommending reducing the regular funding by 10% ($150,000) in FY10. DOT advises that this
cut will result in no new traffic surveillance cameras to be installed in FY10. There are currently
185 cameras in place with 30 cameras yet to be installed. The programmed level of effort has
been about 10 per year, so per the current plan DOT would have the full installation ccmpleted in
FY12. This reduction will delay completion until FY13 if the $150,000 were to be restored in
FYs11-13.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Concur with the
Executive.

4. Bus Stop Improvements (©98). By the end of FY09 this program to improve the
County’s large inventory of bus stops will be half-way to completion. Only 10% of the $2
million annual funding is with Mass Transit Fund Current Revenue, and the Executive is
recommending reducing 10% of that (i.e., $20,000, or 1% of the FY10 total) to help close the
budget gap.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Concur with the
Executive’s FY10 cut, but add the $20,000 back in FY12, so as to leave the total program
funding intact (©99).

5. Montgomery Mall Transit Center (©100). Initially the County’s contribution to the
construction of the new transit center was to be completed by now, but the work is tied to the
developer’s schedule, which has been delayed. Now the Executive is anticipating the County’s
expenditure to be m FY11.

25



T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Concur with the
Executive.

6. Facility Planning-T. ransportétion (©101-102). The Executive is proposing several
changes to the funding and schedule of studies in the facility planning program, including:

e Adding $500,000 ($350,000 in FY10 and $150,000 in FY11) for a county-wide bus rapid
transit (BRT) feasibility study. The main purpose of this study is to identify what
segments would, working together, constitute an effective BRT network. The study
would consist of ridership forecasts (probably for Year 2020), conceptual engineering,
and an initial-level assessment of community and environmental impacts and capital and
operating cost. The results should feed into the Planning Beard’s draft amendment to the
Master Plan of Highways and Transportation, and ultimately lead to preliminary
engineering studies such as those already programmed for the Veirs Mill Road BRT and
the Georgia Avenue Busway.

e Adding $925,000 (mostly already spent through FY09) for the work by DOT and its
consultant for the Road Code Task Force and subsequent Executive regulation. Of this
amount $70,000 would be programmed in FY10 to transform the numerical data in the
regulation into standards for the Design Manual.

e Deleting the Phase II study for Longdraft Road widening (the T&E Committee had
decided that only spot improvements were not warranted in the near-to-mid term) and the
East Deer Park Bridge replacement (repairs will be performed instead).

e Delaying the study for the Dorsey Mill Road extension and bridge over I-270 in
Germantown by two years, from FYs09-12 to FYs11-14.

e Deleting $160,000 for studies of potential new park-and-ride lots and transit centers in
FYs09-10 ($80,000 each year). The program would pick up again in FY11.

e Delaying four sidewalk studies scheduled to start in FY13—Falls Road (west side),
Goldsboro Road, Jones Mill Road, and Midcounty Highway—by two years each, as
would the study for a Clarksburg Transit Center.

The net of these changes would reduce the cost of the program within the FY09-14 period by
$166,000 (less than 1%), but Current Revenue (including Mass Transit Fund Current Revenue)
would be reduced by $1,994,000, due to the substitution of $1,828,000 of land sale proceeds
(reprogrammed from another project).

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Concur with the
Executive, except to program the entire $500,000 for the BRT study in FY10, and not to
delay the Falls Road (west side) and Goldsboro Road sidewalk studies (©103-104). All the
funds for the BRT study are planned to be appropriated for FY10 anyway. It is desirable to
complete this study as soon as possible.

7. Bethesda CBD Streetscape (©105). This project was included in the CIP by the
Council several years ago to meet one of the staging requirements of the Bethesda CBD Sector
Plan. It funds streetscape improvements along the three roadway segments mentioned in the
sector plan. Woodmont Avenue between Old Georgetown Road and Cheltenham Drive;
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Wisconsin Avenue between Cheltenham Drive and the north end of the CBD; and East-West
Highway between Waverly and Pearl Streets.

The work is divided into two stages. Stage 1 includes replacing the existing sidewalk
with brick pavers, installing street trees in pits, installing new benches and trash receptacles, and
installing conduit (on the East-West Highway and Woodmont Avenue segments only) to allow
for the future undergrounding of utilities. Stage 2, following later, would provide luminaires and
their electrical connections, as well as installing the conduit for the Wisconsin Avenue segment.
Neither stage of the project includes undergrounding the utilities.

The Executive’s recommendation would delay the start of construction for Stage 1 by
two years, to FY12. The cost of the project, at $10,349,000, would remain unchanged. The
scope of the project has slowly dwindled over time as abutting properties redevelop, since they
are required to provide the streetscaping along their frontage. Given the Council’s approval of
its resolution on brick pavers, this project can proceed without a change in scope. Council staff
asked DOT to revise the project description form (PDF) to reflect the project’s current
production schedule.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (2-0): Councilmembers
Floreen and Leventhal recommend approving the revised PDF on ©106 which reflects
DOT’s current production schedule.

8. Brookville Service Park (©107). The last stage of the long-planned reconstruction of
this Ride On fleet maintenance and highway services depot is scheduled to start in June and be
completed in late FY11. The Executive recommends an amended PDF that shows $1 million of
spending deferred to FY 12 (for fiscal reasons).

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (2-0): Councilmembers
Floreen and Leventhal recommend not amending this PDF. The PDF in the Approved CIP
(©108) correctly reflects the current production schedule.

9. North County Maintenance Depot (©109). This facility would ultimately have three
parts: a new, third Ride On depot housing up to 250 buses; a Fleet Services depot to maintain
these buses as well as about 90 pieces of heavy duty highway maintenance vehicles and
equipment; and a new highway maintenance depot to consolidate facilities now in Shady Grove
and Poolesville. Currently the design and construction of a first phase of this depot is
programmed in the Approved CIP at a cost of $74,449,000. The first phase includes the design,
land acquisition, site preparation and access to the entire site, and the construction of the first
part of the Ride On depot that would accommodate 150 buses. The current PDF shows
construction starting in FY10 and ending in FY11. '

The Executive is recommending a new schedule that would defer the start of construction
by one fiscal year and completion by two fiscal years, to FY13. The delay is due primarily to a
protracted land acquisition, but there are also further complications in providing sewer and water
connections and other issues. In order to stay within the same cost the initial phase of the Ride
On depot was down-scaled to the point where it would accommodate 120 buses instead of 150.
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Council staff has asked DGS to prepare a revised PDF reflecting the project’s latest
production schedule and cost estimate (©110). The production schedule is nearly the same, but
the cost is now esiimated to be $10,192,000 higher. Furthermore, the new PDF notes that even
these costs and schedule are uncertain and likely to change.

Nevertheless, the County has no realistic option but to continue trying to develop the
depot on this site. An exhaustive search several years ago identified this as the only site in the
northern part of the county large enough to encompass these uses and that at the same time was
sufficiently shielded from residential areas. This project’s deferral in unfortunate, since any
meaningful increase in bus service is now delayed by another two years: four years from now.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (2-0): Councilmembers
Floreen and Leventhal recommend approving the revised PDF on ©110, reflecting the
project’s latest cost estimate and production schedule.

10. State Transportation Participation (STP) project. Late last year the Council
amended this project to program several transit, highway, and intersection improvements. New
information has come forward that necessitates amending the project again:

e The Council had anticipated that $4.4 million in State funding for the design of future
interchanges on US 29 and the widening of MD 124 would be reallocated to
improvements under STP, but this winter the Maryland Department of Transportation
reallocated these funds to other needs in the FY09-14 Consolidated Transportation
Program (CTP) instead.

e The intersection improvement at MD 28 (First Street) and MD 586 (Veirs Mill Road) in
Rockville was to be funded equally by the County and State, but the State now will be
funding it entirely in the CTP with Federal stimulus money.

e The STP project needs a FY10 appropriation of $36,948,000 to proceed with those
projects already programmed to begin in FY10:

e Design and construction of six intersection improvements ($3,225,000);

e Land acquisition and utility relocation for the Georgia Avenue/Randolph Road
interchange ($6,123,000);

e Design of the Watkins Mill Road bridge over 1-270 ($7,600,000);

e Design of the Montrose Parkway “missing link” between the MD355/Montrose
interchange, which is under construction, and the Montrose Parkway East project,
which is programmed for construction ($9,000,000);

e Preliminary engineering for the Veirs Mill Road Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line
between Wheaton and Rockville ($6,000,000);

e Design of a pedestrian tunnel beneath Georgia Avenue from the Forest Glen
Metro Station ($2,000,000); and

o Preliminary engineering for improvements to MD 97 (Georgia Avenue) through
Montgomery Hills ($3,000,000).
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In anticipation of these types of revisions the Council introduced STP as a potential amendment
earlier in 2009. Therefore, the Council can act on this as part of the CIP amendment package to
be approved on May 21.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Approve the revised
PDF on ©111.

11. Ride On Bus Fleet. This project funds the replacement of Ride On buses. The
project description form in the Approved CIP is on ©112. In January the Executive
recommended an amendment to reflect several changes (©113):

Funding

¢ Reduction of $5,000,000 in State aid in FY09

o Mitigation funding from Parc Potomac $475,000 for one bus in FY09

e Increased short term financing for buses by $1,491,000 (from 17 to 20 hybrids) in FY09

o Increased Federal aid, based on recent grant awards in FY09 of $1,142,000 - this includes
$485,000 for Glenmont buses to enhance service while new garage is under construction

o Increased Federal aid, based on recent grant award, by $758,000 in FY10

e Decreased Mass Transit Funds by $96,000 in FY09 and $2,346,000 in FY10

o Net decrease of $1,988,000 in FY09 and $1,588,000 in FY'10: -$3,576,000 total

o Delay FY10 purchase of 12 gas cut-away buses: -$2,280,000 (anticipate FY 12 purchase)

o Reduce FY09 order by 4 hybrids (from 39 tc 35): -$1,988,000

o Adjust FY10 price per diesel bus from $331,000 to $350,000: +$342,000 (no change in
the number of buses to be purchased)

o Increase FY10 order by 1 diesel bus: +$350,000

e Net decrease of $1,988,000 in FY09 and $1,588,000 in FY10: -$3,576,000 total

Now the Executive is recommending some further changes (©114):

Funding
o Lower State grant from $2,740,000 in FY10 to $2,000,000: -$740,000
e Increase in Federal grant by $40,000 in FY10
e Increase in Economic Stimulus funds of $6,550,000 in FY'10
e Net increase of $5,850,000in FY10

Cost
o Reduce FY10 diesel order by 2 buses ($700,000) due to lower State Grant
e Purchase 12 hybrids and 1 diesel bus with Economic Stimulus funds in FY10:
+$6,550,000 :
e Net increase of $5,850,000 in FY10

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Approve the revised
PDF on ©114.
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12. Three other proposed amendments. The Executive is now formally proposing
amendments to: (1) replace Current Revenue with G.O. Bond funding in the Sidewalk &
Infrastructure Revitalization project (©115); (2) defer the funding for the Randolph Road from
Rock Creek to Charles Road project to reflect the current production schedule (©116); and (3)
adjusting down the funding for the Silver Spring Traffic Improvements project, reflecting the
reduced scope of the programmed intersection improvement at Colesville Road and Dale Drive
(©117). The T&E Committee and the Council already reviewed 2nd tentatively approved
these same changes during its worksessions this winter; no further action is necessary.

V. FY10 Operating Budget: Homeowners Association Road Maintenance
Reimbursement NDA

The Executive’s recommendation for this nondepartmental account includes $297,700 for
both the State reimbursement program for private roads and $40,000 for the program to partially
reimburse HOAs from County resources (© 118).

Montgomery Village is still anticipated to be the only HOA to be eligible for the “State”
program in FY10, as it was in the past several years. The “State” program funding is based on
the mileage of eligible road miles times the per-mile reimbursement the County receives in
Highway User Revenue (HUR). However, based on the General Assembly’s budget action, on
April 20 the Executive’s adjusted budget reflects a reduction of $22,793,100 in HUR from his
March 15 assumption of $33,046,000; thus he is now assuming $10,252,900 of HUR in FY10,
which is $29,419,100 (74.2%) lower than the $39,672,000 of HUR assumed when the FY09
budget was adopted. Commensurately, the appropriation for the “State” program should be
reduced to $76,810, reflecting a $220,890 (74.2%) reduction. But since these are pass-through
State funds, this reduction will not help close the County’s budget gap.

The “County” program is supposed to reimburse HOAs for eligible roads at roughly the
cost that the County spends to maintain its own roads, subject to the availability of
appropriations. For over 15 years the Council has limited the reimbursement to around $1,000
per eligible mile, a fraction of the cost of maintaining County roads. However, during the
current economic downturn, and at a time when State aid to the County is being reduced
drastically, the County itself has to examine its own aid to HOAs.

The Committee suggested that if a reduction were made to the County program, it should
be commensurate with the reduction in HUR. A 74.2% reduction from the $40,000

appropriation in FY09 would result in a $10,320 appropriation for the “County” program in
FY10.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (3-0): Reduce the “County”
program appropriation to $10,320 in FY10, a $29,680 reduction (operating expense).
Reduce the “State” program appropriation to $76,810, a $220,890 reduction (operating
expense). Both reductions are commensurate with the Highway User Revenue reductions in the
State’s FY10 budget.
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VI.  FY10 Operating Budget: Rockville Parking District NDA

The Executive is recommending $524,930 for this non-departmental account (©119)
which would pay for four categories of costs associated with parking in the Rockville core:

1. There is an annual payment in lieu of taxes to share in the overall expenses of the
Parking District, which for FY10 is $130,000, the same as in each of the last few
years. The amount could change in future years, however.

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

3. There is a reimbursement due to the Parking District for revenue lost due to free
parking being provided for Rockville Library employees. The estimate of revenue
lost in FY10 is $71,390, up from $67,500 in FY09. The difference is due to the
anticipated increase in parking enforcement hours; the City is considering extending
parking charges to 10 pm weekdays and to Saturdays.

4. There is also a reimbursement due to the Parking District for revenue lost due to free
parking being provided to Rockville Library patrons. The estimate of revenue lost is
$143,540, up from $84,000 that was estimated for FY09. For a library patron, the
routine is: park in a garage, note the number of the space, and go to the pay station in
the library, enter the space number, and get a receipt displaying when the 2 free hours
of parking would expire.

In FY09 this NDA did not fund the $84,000 reimbursement for patron parking because at
the time it was anticipated that the Council would subsequently take up the issue of whether the
County should continue to subsidize library patron parking. On June 10, 2008 an earlier
resolution that had allowed unlimited free parking for patrons was amended to restrict free
parking to the first two hours. However, the Executive never submitted a supplemental
appropriation requesting the $84,000 for reimbursements, so the NDA is in a deficit.
Furthermore, in the agreement with the City, $84,000 ($7,000/month) is a minimum
reimbursement; should the pay station indicate a larger use, the County is committed to a larger
payment. So far in FY09 use of the pay station is about one-third higher than the minimum, so
the deficit is likely to be commensurately higher. There is no indication how many of those
using the pay station are actually library patrons.

The FY10 estimate of $143,540 for library patron reimbursements is 71% higher than the
Executive’s recommendation for the FY09 budget. There are two reasons for this increase: the
higher-than-expected use of the pay station and the possible extension of parking charges to
weekday evenings and Saturdays.

Given these increases, the Council should once again consider its policy of providing free

parking for library patrons in locations where parking is charged. Citizens are accustomed to
paying for parking in urban centers, whether they are shopping, visiting their doctor’s office, or
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attending a day-time Planning Board hearing in Silver Spring, a meeting at their Regional
Service Center in Silver Spring, Bethesda, or Wheaton, or even a daytime hearing or
worksession of their County Council (after the first hour, which is free). This would require
revisiting the Council’s resolution, which should not occur until this summer, after the
conclusion of current budget deliberations. In the meantime the Council should only budget
those funds which are certain to be needed.

T&E Committee (and Council staff) recommendation (2-1): Councilmembers
Berliner and Leventhal recommend approving at this time a budget of $377,500 for this
NDA, a $147,430 reduction in operating expense from the Executive’s recommendation.
The $377,500 would include the $130,000 payment in lieu of taxes, the $180,000 annual
payment for outstanding debt, and $67,500 for the employee parking reimbursement. In early
FY10 we should learn whether Rockville will indeed extend charging hours to weekend nights
and Saturdays and the Council should confirm or repeal the free parking policy; once these
issues are resolved, the Council should entertain a supplemental appropriation to fund the
balance that is needed to meet its financial commitments with the City. Councilmember
Floreen concurs with the Executive.

f\orlin\fyO9\fy09t&e\fy1 00p\090505¢c.doc
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MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the Department of Transportation (DOT) programs supported by the General Fund is to provide an effective and
efficient transportation system to ensure the safe and convenient movement of persons and vehicles on County roads; to plan, design,
and coordinate development and construction of transportation and pedestrian routes to maintain the County’s transportation
infrastructure; to operate and maintain the traffic signal system and road network in a safe and efficient manner; and to develop aud
implement transportation policies to maximize efficient service delivery. The General Fund supports programs in the Division of
Traffic Engineering and Operations, the Division of Parking Management, the Division of Highway Maintenance, the Division of
Transportation Engineering, the Division of Transit Services, and the Director's Office.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The total recommended FY10 Operating Budget for the Department of Transportation is $51,842,000, a decrease of $2,182,890 or
4.0 percent from the FY09 Approved Budget of $54,024,890. Personnel Costs comprise 54.1 percent of the budget for 449 full-time
positions and six part-time positions for 346.1 workyears. Operating Expenses account for the remaining 45.9 percent of the FY 10
budget.

County Government Reorganization

In FY09, the County Executive implemented a reorganization of Montgomery County Government designed to improve
effectiveness, customer service, accessibility, and efficiency. As part of this reorganization, the Department of Transportation was
created to provide more focus for transportation programs. The Department of Transportation includes transportation capital projects
design and construction, traffic engineering and operations, highway maintenance, parking management, and transit services
functions previously housed in the Department of Public Works and Transportation. Due to the scale of operations, Parking
Management and Transit Services are displayed separately.

In FY10, the Vacuum Leaf Collection program, fully budgeted in the Vacuum Leaf Collection fund, will be moved from:the
Department of Environmental Protection's Solid Waste Division into the Department of Transportation in order to consolidate
operational and fiscal responsibilities in one department.

For ease of comparison, the Vacuum Leaf Collection fund figures for FY08 through FY10 have been displayed together in the
Department of Transportation budget section. For all other components of the department's budget summary, FY 08 actuals reflect the
old organizational structure, while the FY09 budget, FY09 estimate, and FY 10 budget figures reflect the new organizational structure.
In addition, this department’s Capital Improvements Program (CIP) requires Current Revenue funding.

LINKAGE TO COUNTY RESULT AREAS

While this program area supports all eight of the County Result Areas, the following are emphasized:

% A Responsive, Accountable County Government

¢ An Effective and Efficient Transportation Network

& Healthy and Sustainable Neighborhoods

)
L <4

Safe Streets and Secure Neighborhoods

%
..0

Vital Living for All of Our Residents
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DEPARTMENT PERFORMANCE MEASURES

This table presents the department's headline measures or submeasures that relate to multiple programs including projections
from FY09 through FY11. These estimates reflect funding based on the FY09 savings plan, the FY10 budget, and funding for

{
Actual Actual Estimated  Projected Proiecied ’
FY08 . FY11

comparable service levels in FY11.

boarbnd £ BHE L i R
Transporiation Capital Improvement Projects completed within 10% of
the cost estimate in the original Project Description Form?
[Transportation project schedule (Within 3 Months of Plan)

Percent of primary/arierial road quolity rated fair or better 45% 50% 56% 63%
Percent of rural/residential road quality rated fair or better 35% 37% 39% 41%

1Both of the Transportation Capital Project Performance Measures are under construction.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES

Completed inspections of 206 Long Span Bridges; Completed inspections of 83 Short Span Bridges.

o,
Lo

()
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Began development of a comprehensive Pavement Management System that will provide a formula based
methodology including types of distress. extent of pavement distress, average daily traffic, and road classification
for all County roadway pavements, both residential and primary. Conducted first annual pavement condition
analysis and pavement ratings as data input to the Pavement Management System.

()
L]

Created a program for Residential Road Reconstruction to rebuild residential streets that are presently beyond
maintainability. “Re-invented” existing CIP project for Residential Resurfacing into a more comprehensive project.
This will allow a diverse approach fo residential pavement. DOT will apply the most effective treatment to the
specific level of roadway pavement disfress, in an effort to preserve all residential pavements.

< Focused traffic and safety studies to the access restriction category to reduce the backlog in that area.

o
°e

Productivity Improvements
- Participation in the CouniyStat Process to ensure more efficient coordination on County Projects.

- Required Critical Path Method scheduling by coniractors and in monthly project reports to enable efficient review
of contractor progress, allow early identification of potential delays and enhance the ability to develop recovery
schedules in the event of slippage.

- Developed Storm Operations Cenfer to improve storm response by bringing together improved technology and
storm managers in one location. In all, the bundled technologies housed in the Storm Operations Center provide
for more effective and efficient winter road operations.

- Continued to develop the skills and knowledge base of technician/support staff (i.e., engineering technicians) for
the purpose of using field investigations and engineering judgment to solve as many complaints as possible
rather than full engineering studies. This approach contributed to improving staff production and output in terms
of the number of studies conducted per year.

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Bruce Meier of the Department of Transportation at 240.777.7195 or Adam Damin of the Office of Management and Budget
at 240.777.2794 for more information regarding this department’s operating budget.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

Avtomation
The Automation Program provides staffing, material, and support to develop and maintain information systems in support of the
Department's business operations. This includes purchase and maintenance of IT equipment, service and support for major business
systems, strategic visioning and analysis for planned IT investments, and day-to-day end use support. In addition, this program
provides for coordination with the County Department of Technology Services.

i
{

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures WYs
FY09 Approved P 457,980 25 |
(%)
SN’
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Expenditures
17,380

" Miscellaneous adjustments, including negofiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
FY10 CE Recommended 475,350 2.1

S

Bridge Mainfenance

This program provides for the basic maintenance of bridges and box culverts along County-maintained roadways, including removal
of debris under and around bridges; wall and abutment repainting; trimming trees and mowing banks around bridge approaches; and
guardrail repair. Minor asphalt repairs and resurfacing of bridges and bridge approaches are also included.

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures

FY09 Approved 204,550
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -11,430 0.0
due fo staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
FY10 CE Recommended o 193,120 1.3

Transportation Engineering and Management Services

This program oversees a portion of the transportation programs, monitors and evaluates standards, investigates complaints, and
implements strategies to maximize cost savings. This program is also responsible for the personnel, budget, and finance functions of
several divisions in the Department of Transportation, providing essential services to the Department and serving as a point of
contact for other departments.

FY10 Recommended Changes - " Expenditures WYs
FYO9 Approved 590,830 6.6
Reduce: Abolish Adminisirative Specialist Position -69,460 -1.0
Reduce: Abolish Management Services Supervisor position -151,510 1.0 |
Miscelloneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -17,740 -0.6
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
| _FY10 CE Recommended 352,120 4.0

Noise Abatement Districts

The Bradley and Cabin John Noise Abatement Special Taxation Districts were created in 1991 to levy a tax to defray certain
ineligible State costs associated with the construction of noise barriers along the Capital Beltway that will benefit the properties in
the districts. Proceeds of the tax are used to reimburse the County for debt service related to the general obligation bond proceeds
which were initially used to finance the construction. The program also involves evaluation and negotiations with new communities
that desire to explore their eligibility for establishment of new Noise Abatement Districts and coordination with the State Highway
Administration.

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures

FY09 Approved
FY10 CE Recommended 0 0.0 |

Parking Ouiside the Parking Districts

This program administers, operates, and maintains the parking program outside the Parking Districts. Included in this program are
residential permit parking and peak hour traffic enforcement. The residential permit parking program is responsible for the sale of
parking permits and parking enforcement in these areas. Participation in the program is requested through a petition of the majority
of the citizens who live in that area. The program is designed to mitigate the adverse impact of commuters parking in residential
areas. Peak hour traffic enforcement in the Bethesda and Silver Spring Central Business Districts assures the availability of travel
lanes during peak traffic periods. The program is also responsible for the management of County employee parking in the Rockviile
core,

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures WYs
FY09 Approved 961,140 1.5
Increase Cost: Parking Contract Costs 25,090 0.0
|___Increase Cost: Bethesda Library Parking Enforcement 10,300 0.0
- (2 N
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" Miscellaneous udius!enis, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -3,500 0.2
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
FY10 CE Recommended 993,030 1.0 .

Resurfacing
This program provides for the contracted surface treatment of the County's residential and rural roadway infrastructure.

i ) l . nied Proje

Percentage of annual requirement for residential resurfacing funded’ 3%9.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0
Percent of primary/arterial road quality rated fair or better 45% 50% 56% 63%
Percent of rural/residential road quality rated fair or better 35% 37% 39% 41%

! Program is transitioning to a Pavement Management System.

FY10 Recommended Changes — Expenditures WYs
FY09 Approved 2,628,200 4.9
Increase Cost: Asphalt Contract Cost Adjustment 210,000 0.0
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -106,590 -0.3
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
\:ﬁm CE Recommended 2,731,610 4.6

Roadway and Related Maintenance

Roadway maintenance includes asphalt road patching (temporary and permanent roadway repairs, skin patching, and crack sealing);
shoulder maintenance; and storm drain maintenance, including erosion repairs, roadway ditch and channel repairs, cleaning enclosed
storm drains, and repair and/or replacement of drainage pipes. Related activities include: mowing; roadside clearing and grubbing;
guardrail repair and replacement; street cleaning; regrading and reshaping dirt roads; and temporary maintenance of curbs, gutters,
and sidewalks.

Starting in FY07, DOT began providing routine maintenance of roadway, bridges, and storm drain surfaces and other miscellanec
items for Park roads.

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures WYs
FY09 Approved 20,159,090 164.2
| _Increase Cost: Maintenance New Roads 129,000 0.0
Increase Cost: Maintenance of Newly Accepted Subdivision Roads : 99,430 0.0
| Increase Cost: Miscellaneous personnel costs related to closing of Damascus Beauty Spot 63,040 1.0
| Increase Cost: Miscellaneous Operating Expenses ] 62,400 0.0
Reduce: Field investigotions ( Lapse Engineer lli) -60,420 08
Reduce: Roodway, Shoulder, Curb, and Gutter Maintenance -322,800 0.0
Reduce: Roadway Maintenance (Abolish 6 positions] -423,330 7.7
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -771,180 -0.1
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
| FY10 CE Recommended 18,935,230 156.6 |

Snow Removal/Wind/Rain Storms

This program includes the removal of storm debris and snow from County roadways. This mcludes plowing and applying salt and
sand; equipment preparation and cleanup from snow storms; and wind and rain storm cleanup. Efforts to improve the County's snow
removal operation have included snow summit conferences; equipping other County vehicles with plows; and using a variety of
contracts to assist in clearing streets.

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures

FY09 Approved B 3,504,550
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negofiated compensation chenges, employee benefit changes, changes -210,380 -1.1 —i
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes offecting more than one program /
FY10 CE Recommended 3,294,170 25.4

®
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Streetlighting
This program includes investigation of citizen requests for new or upgraded streetlights; design or review of plans for streetlight
/installations on existing roads, bikeways and pedestrian facilities, and projects that are included in the CIP; coordination and
inspection of streetlight installations and maintenance by utility companies; maintenance of all County-owned streetlights by
contract; and inspection of contractual maintenance and repair work.

Y10 Recommended Changes
FY09 Approved

Miscellaneous adiustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 9,100 0.3
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
FY10 CE Recommended 449,290 0.9 |

Traffic Planning

This program provides for traffic engineering and safety review of road construction projects in the CIP; review of master plans,
preliminary development plans, and road geometric standards from a pedestrian, bicycle, and traffic engineering and safety
standpoint. The program also includes studies to identify small scale projects to improve the capacity and safety of intersections at
spot locations throughout the County, the design of conceptual plans for such improvements, as well as the review of development
plans and coordination of all such reviews within the Department of Transportation; review of traffic and pedestrian impact studies
for the Local Area Review process; and development, review, approval, and monitoring of development-related transportation
mitigation agreements.

FY10 Recommended Changes : Expenditures
FY09 Approved ] 676,230
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negofiated compensation changes, employee berefit changes, changes -14,020 -0.6
due to staff turnover, recrganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
| FY10 CE Recommended 662,210 5.9

Traffic and Pedestrian Safety

This program provides for engineering studies to evaluate and address concerns about pedestrian and traffic safety and parking issues
on neighborhood streets, arterial, and major roadways. Data on speed, vehicular and pedestrian volumes, geometric conditions and
collision records are collected and analyzed. Plans are developed to enhance neighborhood and school zone safety, maintain livable
residential environments, and provide safe and efficient traffic flow as well as safe pedestrian access on arterial and major roads.

Actual Actual Estimated  Projected Projected
FY09 FY10 FY11
Number of troffic studies pending 381 274 233 245 257

Program Performance Measures FY07 FYo8-

FY710 Recommended Changes , ) Expenditures

FY09 Approved 1,219,180
Enhance: Pedestrian Safety Educational Outreach Campaign (Component of Pedestrian Saftey Initiative) 250,000
Add: Pedestrian Signal Timing Review {Component of Pedestrian Safety Initiative) 142,000 .
Enhance: Operating costs related to Engineer #il to be charged to Pedestrian Safety Program CIP # 500333 4,870 0.0
Eliminate: Unique Crosswalk Treatment Program -60,000 0.0
Reduce: Traffic siudies ' -70,000 0.0
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiaied compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 577,060 1.8

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
FY10 CE Recommended 2,063,110 7.8

Traffic Sign & Marking
This program includes conducting engineering investigations of citizen complaints about traffic signs, street name signs, pavement
markings (centerlines, lane lines, edge lines, crosswalks, raised pavement markers, etc.), and inadequate visibility at intersections. It
also includes design, review, and field inspection of traffic control plans for CIP road projects and for permit work performed in
right-of-ways. The program includes fabrication and/or purchase of signs; installation and maintenance of all traffic and pedestrian
signs, and street name signs (including special advance street name signs); repair or replacement of damaged signs; installation and
maintenance of all pavement markings; safety-related trimming of roadside foliage obstructing traffic control devices; and day-to-day
- management of the traffic materials and supplies inventory. This program is also responsible for the issuance of permits for use of
County roads and rights-of-ways for special events such as parades, races, and block parties.

(5

. N
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FY09 Approved 2,504,550 15.7

| Reduce: Road markings -25,000 0.0

Reduce: Foliage removal from traffic control devices -80,000 0.t

I Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -90,480 ST
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affeciing more than one program 1
|_FY10 CE Recommended 2,309,070 14.6 |

Traffic Signals & Advanced Transportation Mgmt. Syst.

This program provides for the general engineering and maintenance activities associated with the design, construction and
maintenance of traffic signals, the Advanced Transportation Management System (ATMS), and the communication infrastructure
that supports these programs and the County’s fiber optic based network. Included in this program are proactive and reactive
maintenance of the field devices and related components such as traffic signals, flashers, traffic surveillance cameras, variable
message signs, travelers’ advisory radio sites, twisted pair copper interconnect, and fiber optic cable and hub sites; and support of the
Traffic Signal, ATMS and FiberNet CIF projects. This program also includes provision of testimony for the County in court cases
involving traffic signals.

i - Actual Estimated  Projected Projected
Program Performance Measures FYO7 - FY08 FY09 FY10
|The backlog of signalized infersections with a malfunctioning sensor . NA 45 73 103 123,

FY jo Recommended Changes ~Expencliiures

FY09 Approved 2,486,770 14.5
Decrease Cost: Abolish Field Services Technician -19,970 04
Decrease Cost: Red Light Camera maintenance -33,780 0.0
Reduce: Loop Detectors Program -104,170 0.0
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 360,660 -3.4

due 1o staff turnover, reorganizaticns, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
|_FY10 CE Recommended 2,689,510 10.7

Bikeway Maintenance

This program provides general maintenance activities for bikeways and trails that are included in the County's inventory. Activities
include, but are not limited to, resurfacing, mowing, clearing/grubbing, and tree maintenance. Grading for drainage control of the
shoulders and the path itself is also part of this program.

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures
FY09 Approved 250,000
Eliminate: Off Road Trail Maintenance -250,000
FY10 CE Recommended )
Property Acquisition

This program is responsible for acquiring Jand for transportation capital projects and includes land acquisitions for other departments
on an as-needed basis. This program includes administering the abandonment of rights-of-ways which have been or currently are in
public use. Another component of this program is the acquisition of properties and buildings for public use and the disposition of
public properties to public or quasi-public agencies and to members of the public at large.

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures
FY09 Approved 186,110
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -63,630 -0.5
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
FY10 CE Recommended 122,480 0.9

Transportation Community Ovutreach

The Community Outreach program objective is to: inform County residents of DOT’s services, programs, and procedures; enhant
their understanding of the department’s organization and responsibilities; enhance their ability to contact directly the appropriate
DOT office; and provide feedback so DOT can improve its services. Staff works with the Public Information Office to respond to
media inquiries. Staff refers and follows up on residents’ concerns; attends community meetings; and convenes action group
meetings at the request of the Regional Services Center directors. Significant components of community outreach are the
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coordination of Renew Montgomery, a neighborhood revitalization program, and the Keep Montgomery County Beautiful program,
which includes the Adopt-A-Road program, a beautification grants program, and annual beautification awards.

FY10 Recommended Changes : ' Expenditures

FY09 Approved - 323,910 1.0
Shift: Potomac Trash Treaty COG contribution 1o DEP - T ) -50,000 0.0
Miscellaneous adjusiments, including negofiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -67,250 0.0

due to siaff furnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program

FY10 CE Recommended 206,660 1.0

Transportation Planning and Design

This program provides for the development of engineering construction plans and specifications for all transportation-related projects
in the County’s CIP. This includes planning, surveying, designing of roads, bridges, traffic improvements, pedestrian, bicycle and
mass transit facilities, and storm drains; as well as the inventory, inspection, renovation, preservation and rehabilitation of existing
bridges. All of these plans are environmentally sound and 2esthetically pleasing and meet applicable local, State and Federal laws
and regulations.

Actual Actual Estimated  Projected Projected
FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11
Linear feet of sidewalk construction completed {000} 255 22.7 22 30 40
Percentoge of cusiomers satisfied with new capital projects? 90.0 92.0 92.0 92.0 92.0
1 Sidewalk Construction is funded by CIP. “
2 Qutreach is for CIP projects.

Program Performance Measures

FY10 Recommended Changes ' Expenditures

FY09 Approved 767,930
Decrease Cost: Inspection of short span bridges -40,000 0.0
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -79,990 0.4
| due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecling more than one program
FY10 CE Recommended ) 647,940 3.1 |

Transportation Construction

This program provides overall construction administration and inspection of the Department’s transportation CIP projects. This
includes preparing and awarding construction contracts, monitoring construction expenditures and schedules, processing contract
payments, providing construction inspection, and inspecting and testing materials used in capital projects. It measures and controls
the quality of manufactured construction materials incorporated into the transportation infrastructure. This program also includes
materials (manufacturing) plant inspections and testing of materials for work performed by private developers under permit with the
County.

Actual Actual Estimated  Projected Projected

Progrom Performance Measures

FYO7 FY08 FYO9 FY10 FY11
Transportation Capital Improvement Projects completed within 10% of

the cost estimate in the original Project Description Form?
[Transportation project schedule (Within 3 Months of Plan)

1 Both of the Transportation Capital Project Performance Measures are under construction.

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures

FY09 Approved 426,390
E Decrease Cost: Motor Pool charges -18,910 0.0
Shift: Increase charges to the Capital Improvements Program -109,690 1.2
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 76,720 1.2
due 1o staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
[ FY10 CE Recommended 374,510 15 |

Transportation Management and Operations

This program provides for the daily operations of the County’s transportation management program to include operations of the
{ransportation Management Center (TMC), the computerized traffic signal system, the aerial surveillance sub-program, and
multi-agency incident management response and special event traffic management. This program also provides hardware and
software support for the TMC’s computer and network infrastructure, and investigation of citizen complaints about traffic signal
timing, synchronization and optimization.
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FYIO Refo&’rﬁehdéd Changes i o ' I : i P ; Expendlrures

"FY09 Approved ] 1,519,240
Decrease Cost: Advenced Transporiation Manogement System {(ATMS) materials -40,000 0.0
Reduce: Traoffic airplane flight times -63,000 0.(
Reduce: Service pairols from 2 to 1 -99,380 -1.0
Eliminate: Signal Optimization 200,000 00 |
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 173,950 09 |
due fo staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget chugggs_uﬁeding more than one program [
| FY10 CE Recommended 1,290,810 7.5 |

Transportation Policy

This program provides for the integration of all transportation plans, projects, and programs to ensure Department-wide coordination
and consistency. The program provides a strategic planning framework for the identification and prioritization of new capital and
operating transportation projects and programs for implementation at the County and State levels. The program advocates and
explains the County’s transportation priorities to the Council and State Delegation. This program also includes a liaison role and
active participation with local and regional bodies such as WMATA, M-NCPPC, the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments (COG), the Transportation Planning Board (TPB), and the Maryland Department of Transportation. This program
involves active participation in the master planning process in order to advance transportation priorities and ensure the ability to
implement proposed initiatives. The development of transportation policy, legislation, and infrastructure financing proposals are
included in this program, including administration of the Impact Tax Program, development and negotiation of participation
agreements with private developers, and the Development Approval Payment program.

FY09 Approved 632,320 3.5
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -297,550 0.0 —’
due to staff furnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes aoffecting more than one program
FY10 CE Recommended 334,770 3.?‘

Tree Maintenance

The operating budget portion of the Tree Maintenance program provides for emergency tree maintenance services in the publ..
rights-of-way. The program provides priority area-wide emergency tree and stump removal and pruning to ensure the safety of
pedestrians and cyclists, minimize damage to property, and provide adequate road clearance and sign, signal, and streetlight visibility
for motorists.

Starting in FY07, the street tree planting function was transferred to DOT as part of the overall Tree Maintenance program. The
Department of Environmental Protection will continue to identify priority tree planting areas.

FY09 Approved . 4,358,260 16.5
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negofiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -49,340 Oﬂ
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
FY10 CE Recommended 4,308,920 16.5

Vacuum Ledf Collection

The Vacuum Leaf Collection program provides two vacuum leaf collections to the residents in the Leaf Vacuuming District during
the late fall/winter months. Vacuum leaf collection is an enhanced service which complements homeowner responsibilities related to
the collection of the high volume of leaves generated in this part of the County.

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures

FY09 Approved 5,277,860 52.2
I Increase Cost: Motor Pool Rate Adjustment 282,730 0.0
Increase Cost: Annualization of FY09 Personnel Costs 64,710 0.0
Increase Cost: Service Increment 17,200 0.0
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment 17,190 0.0
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjusiment 14,380 0.0
Increase Cost: Miscellaneous Charges 4,390 0.0
rlncreose Cost: Annualization of FY09 Operating Expenses 720 0.0
[ increase Cost: Occupational Medical Services Adjustment 40 0.0
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Decrease Cost: Retirement Incentive Program (RIP} Savings ] N

-92,620 )
Decrease Cost: Chargeback Decreases -93,780 -0.8
,__Decrease Cost: Reduce Personnel/Operating Costs -244,830 -1.1 j
(_FY10 CE Recommended 5,247,990 50.3 |
Administration

The Director's Office provides overall leadership for the Department, including policy development, planning, accountability, service
integration, customer service, and the formation of partnerships. It also handles administration of the day-to-day operations of the
Department, including direct service delivery, budget and fiscal management oversight (capital and operating), training, contract
management, logistics and facilities support, human resources management and information technology. In addition, administration
staff coordinates the departmental review of proposed State legislation and provides a liaison between the County and WMATA. The
Department consists of five divisions: the Division of Traffic Engineering and Operations, the Division of Parking Management, the
Division of Highway Maintenance, the Division of Transportation Planning, and the Division of Transit Services. The
Administration program includes efforts of staff from all divisions of the Department.

FYT10 Recommended Changes i Expenditures

FY09 Approved 4,449,610 29.0
Decrease Cosh: Miscellaneous Operating Expenses -1,480 0.0 |
Decrease Cost: Training and information technology support -30,000 00 |
Reduce: Lapse Executive Administrative Aide -64,010 1.0
Reduce: Abolish Principal Administrative Aide -64,440 -1.0
Shift: Position funding correclion -90,840 -0.8
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -38,750 0.4

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program

FY10 CE Recommended 4,160,090 26.6
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BUDGET SUMMARY

. % Chg :~
o Bud/Reg,
COUNTY GENERAL FUND {

"~ ‘Budget " - Estimated’ 'ecommended

EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 18,481,160 18,320,130 17,266,150 -6.6%
Employee Benefits 0 7,987,600 : 7,026,990 7,404,990 -7.3%
County General Fund Personnel Costs 0 26,468,760 | 25,347,120 24,671,140 ~6.8%
Operating Expenses 0 22,278,270 21,332,950 21,922,870 -1.6%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
County General Fund Expenditures 0 48,747,030 46,680,070 46,594,010 -4.4%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 468 468 449 -4.1%
Part-Time 0 6 6 6 —
Workyears 0.0 314.0 314.0 295.8 -5.8%
| REVENUES
Subdivision Review 0 529,160 529,160 188,000 -64.5%
Residential Parking Permits 0 125,000 125,000 125,000 —q
Maintenance of Traoffic Signals 0 846,500 846,500 846,500 —
Highway User State Aid N 0 39,672,000 32,936,000 33,046,000 -16.7%
Rockville Visitor Parking 0 65,000 65,000 65,000 |
County General Fund Revenues 0 41,237,660 34,501,660 34,270,500
BRADLEY NOISE ABATEMENT
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages . 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Bradley Noise Abatement Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
[ Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 —_—
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Bradley Noise Abatement Expenditures 0 0 0 0 —
l PERSONNEL
__Full-Time 0 0 0 0 -
|_Part-Time 0 0 0 0 -
| Workyears o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 —
REVENUES
| Property Tax 26,585 29,970 29,330 31,390 4.7%
Investment Income 927 0 0 0 —

Bradley Noise Abatement Revenues 27,512

CABIN JOHN NOISE ABATEMENT

‘ EXPENDITURES

| Salaries and Wages

[ Employee Benefits

Fubiﬂ John Noise Abatement Personnel Costs
Operating Expenses

Capital Outlay

Qoo oo

Qoo|Q(O|0

Qo|o|e(o|C

QOO0 |0
|

Cabin John Noise Abatement Expenditures —
| PERSONNEL

Full-Time 0 0 0 o .
| Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —

Workyears 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 —

REVENUES

Property Tax 8,044 8,720 8,720 9,360 7.3%]

Investment Income 285 0 0 0 —

Cabin John Noise Abatement Revenues

VACUUM LEAF COLLECTION

EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 2,492,082 2,616,040 2,519,160 2,536,340 -3.0%
Employee Benefits 613,965 912,530 912,530 857,580 -6.0%
Vacuum Ledf Collection Personnel Costs 3,106,047 3,528,570 3,431,690 3,393,920 -3.8%
[ Operating Expenses 2,005,368 1,749,290 1,749,290 1,854,070 6.07
Capital Outloy 0 0 0 0 S
Vacuum Ledaf Collection Expenditures 5,111,415 5,277,860 5,180,980 5,247,990 -0.6%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —_
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T e R o FY09 - . “FY10 i - Bud/Rec.
Part-Yime ’ 0 : :

| Workyears - 528 522 52.2 503  -3.6%)
REVENUES

i_ﬁCollecﬁon Fees 5,904,209 6,947,410 6,820,160 6,882,000 -0.9%
Invesiment income 28,672 60,000 40,440 40,000 -33.3%

Vacvum Leaf Coiieciion Reveiues 5,932,881 7,087,4iC 5,850,60¢ 5,922,000 1.2%

DEPARTMENT TOTALS

Total Expenditures 5,111,415 54,024,890 51,861,050 51,842,000 -4.0%
Total Full-Time Positions 0 468 468 449 -4.1%
Total Part-Time Positions 0 6 6 ' ]
Total Workyears ) 52.8 366.2 366.2 346.1 -5.5%
Total Revenves 5,968,722 48,283,760 41,400,310 471,233,250 -14.6%

FY10 RECOMMENDED CHANGES

Expenditures

COUNTY GENERAL FUND

FY09 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 48,747,030 314.0
Changes (with service impucis)
Enhance: Safe Routes to Schools {Component of Pedestrian Saftey Initiative) 333,340 0.8
Enhance: Pedesirian Safety Educational Outreach Campaign {Component of Pedestrian Saftey initiafive) 250,000 0.0
[Traffic and Pedestrian Safety]
Add: Pedestrian Signal Timing Review (Component of Pedestrian Safety Initiative} [Traffic and Pedestrian 142,000 0.0
Safety]
Enhance: Operating costs related to Engineer llf to be charged to Pedestrian Safety Program CIP # 4,870 0.0
500333 (Traffic and Pedestrian Safety]
Reduce: Road markings [Traffic Sign & Marking] -25,000 0.0
Eliminate: Unique Crosswalk Treatment Program [Traffic and Pedestrian Safety] -60,000 0.0
Reduce: Field investigations { Lapse Engineer Hll} [Roadway and Related Maintenance] -60,420 08
Reduce: Traffic airplane flight times [Transportation Management and Operations] -63,00C 0.0
Reduce: Lapse Executive Administrafive Aide [Administration] -64,010 1.0
Reduce: Abolish Principal Administrative Aide [Adminisiration] -64,440 1.0
Reduce: Abolish Administrative Specialist Posifion [Transporiation Engineering and Management Services) -69,460 -1.0
Reduce: Traffic studies [Traffic and Pedestrian Safety] -70,000 0.0
Reduce: Foliage removal from traffic control devices [Traffic Sign & Marking] -80,000 0.0
Reduce: Service patrols from 2 to 1 [Transporiation Management and Operations] -99,380 1.0
Reduce: Loop Detectors Program [Traffic Signals & Advanced Transportation Mgmt. Syst.] -104,170 0.0
Reduce: Abolish Management Services Supervisor position [Transporiation Engineering and Management -151,510 -1.0
Services)
Eliminate: Signal Optimization [Transportation Management and Operations] -200,000 0.0
Eliminate: Off Road Trail Maintenance [Bikeway Maintenance] -250,000 0.0
Reduce: Roadway, Shoulder, Curb, and Gutter Maintenance {Roadway and Related Maintenance] -322,800 0.0
Reduce: Roadway Maintenance (Abolish 6 positions) [Roadway and Related Maintenance] -423,330 7.7
Other Adjustmenis (with no service impuacts)
Increase Cost: CPl adjustment 3.25%: All other Contracis [excluding Asphali) 315,630 0.0
Increase Cost: Asphalt Contract Cost Adjustment [Resurfacing] 210,000 0.0
Increase Cost: Refirement Adjusiment 160,840 0.0
Increase Cost: Service Increment 146,280 0.0
Increase Cost: Maintenance New Roads [Roadway and Related Maintenance] 129,000 0.0
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 100,650 0.0
Increase Cost: Maintenance of Newly Accepted Subdivision Roads [Roadway and Relaied Maintenance] 99,430 0.0
Increase Cost: Miscellaneous personnel costs related to closing of Damascus Beauty Spot [Roadway and 63,040 1.0
Related Maintenance]
Increase Cost: Miscellaneous Operating Expenses [Roadway and Related Maintenance] 62,400 0.0
Increase Cost: Rebid Contracts 62,000 0.0
Increase Cost: Annualization of FYO9 Lapsed Positions 52,230 0.4
Increase Cost: Contfract Marketing Specialist 50,000 0.0
Increase Cost: Parking Contract Costs [Parking Outside the Parking Districts] 25,000 0.0
Increase Cost: Bethesda Library Parking Enforcement [Parking Outside the Parking Districts] 10,300 0.0
increase Cost: Printing and Mail Adjustments. 5,410 0.0
Technical Adj: Change to reflect actual compliment 0 0.5
Decrease Cost: Miscellaneous Operating Expenses [Administration] -1,480 0.0
Decrease Cost: Central Duplication Recovery -8,460 0.0

]
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Decrease Cost:
Decrease Cost:
Decrease Cost:
Decrease Cost:
Decrease Cost:
Decrease Cost:

imiaﬁn of One-Time ImsApvd in FYO9 )
Motor Pool charges [Transportation Construction)

Abolish Field Services Technician [Traffic Signals & Advanced Trunsporiohon Mgmt. Syst.]

Training and information technology support [Administration]

Red Light Camera maintenance [Traffic Signals & Advanced Transportation Mgmt. Syst ]
Advanced Transportation Management System [ATMS) materials [Transportation
Management and Operations]

Decrease Cost: Inspection of short span bridges [Transportation Planning and Design]
Shift: Potomac Trash Treaty COG confribution to DEP [Transportation Community Outreach]
Shift: Position funding correction [Administration}
Shift: Increase charges to the Capital Improvements Program [Transportation Construction]
Decrease Cost: Annualization of FY09 Personnel Costs
Decrease Cost: Motor Pool Rate Adjustiments.

Decrease Cost: Refirement Incentive Program (RIP) Savings

FY10 RECOMMENDED:

VACUUM LEAF COLLECTION

FY09 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts)

Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:

Motor Pool Rate Adjustment [Vacuum Leaf Collection]

Annualization of FY09 Personnel Costs [Vacuum Leaf Collection]
Service Increment [Vacuum Leaf Collection]

Retirement Adjustment [Yacuum Leaf Collection]

Group Insurance Adjustment [Vacuum Leaf Collection]
Miscellaneous Charges [Vacuum Leaf Collection]

Annudlization of FY09 Operating Expenses [Yacuum Leaf Collection)
Occupational Medical Services Adjustment [Vacuum Leaf Collection]

Decrease Cost: Retirement Incentive Program (RIP) Savings [Vacuum Leaf Collection]
Decrease Cost: Chargeback Decreases [Vacuum Leaf Collection]
Decrease Cost: Reduce Personnel/Operating Costs [Vacuum Leaf Collection]

FY10 RECOMMENDED:

Expendnures R ‘

-16,330
-18,910
-19,970
-30,000
-33,780
-40,000

-40,000
-50,000
-90,840
-109,690
-456,860
-537.920
-813,770

46,594,010

5,277,860

282,730
64,710
17,200
17.190
14,380

4,390
720

40
-92,620
-93,780
-244,830

5,247,990

0.0
-0.4
0.C
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.2
-0.8
-1.2
0.0
0.0
-5.0

295.8

52.2

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
-0.8
«1.1

50.3

PROGRAM SUMMARY

- FY09 Approved FY10 Recommended
Program Name Expenditures WYs Expenditures WYs
Automation 457,980 25 475,3 60 2.1
Bridge Maintenance 204,550 13 193,120 1.3
Transportation Engineering and Management Services 590,830 6.6 352,120 4.0
Noise Abatement Districts 0 0.0 0 0.0
Parking Qutside the Parking Districts 961,140 1.5 993,030 1.3
Resurfacing 2,628,200 4.9 2,731,610 4.6
Roadway and Related Maintenance 20,159,090 164.2 18,935230 156.6
Snow Removal/Wind/Rain Storms 3,504,550 26.5 3,294,170 25.4
Streetlighting 440,190 0.6 449,290 0.9
Traffic Planning 676,230 6.5 662,210 5.9
Traffic and Pedestrian Safety 1,219,180 6.0 2,063,110 78
Traffic Sign & Marking 2,504,550 15.7 2,309,070 14.6
Traffic Signals & Advanced Transportation Mgmt. Syst. 2,486,770 145 2,689,510 10.7
Bikeway Maintenance 250,000 0.0 0 0.0
Property Acquisition 186,110 1.4 122,480 0.9
Transportation Community Outreach 323,910 1.0 206,660 1.0
Transporiation Planning and Design 767,930 2.7 647,940 3.1
Transportation Consiruction 426,390 1.5 374,510 1.5
Transportation Management and Operations 1,519,240 7.6 1,290,810 7.5
Transportation Policy 632,320 35 334,770 3.5
Tree Maintenance 4,358,260 165 4,308,920 16.5
Yacuum Leaf Collection 5,277,860 52.2 5,247,990 50.3
Administration 4,449,610 29.0 4,160,090 26.6 -
Total 54,024,890 366.2 51,842,000 346.1"

D)
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CHARGES TO OTHER DEPARTMENTS

"Churgedrund ; Total§ - WYs - Totals  WYs

COUNTY GENERAL FUND

| Cable Television Cable Television 243,950 0.5 243,940 0.5
Ccip cip 0 113.5 12,166,100 1151
Solid Wasfe Services Solid Waste Disposal 406,950 4.9 371,430 3.7
Transit Services Mass Transit 160,780 1.0 171,780 1.0
Urban Districis Bethesda Urban District 35,000 0.0 35,000 0.0
Urban Districts Silver Spring Urban District 25,000 0.0 30,000 0.0
Urban Districts Wheaton Urban District 20,000 0.0 20,000 0.0
Tota! - 891,680 119.9 13,032,250 120.3

FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS

(5000's)

FY13 FY14
This table is intended to present significant future fiscal impacts of the department's programs.

COUNTY GENERAL FUND

Expenditures |

FY10 Recommended 46,594 46,594 46,594 46,594 46,594 46,594 |
No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections.

Annvalization of Positions Recommended in FY10 0 a1 41 a1 11 a1

New positions in the FY10 budget are generally lapsed due to the time it takes a position fo be created and filled. Therefore, the amounts
above reflect annualization of these positions in the outyears.

Elimination of One-Time Hems Recommended in FY10 0 -10 -10 -10 -10 -10
Jtems recommended for one-time funding in FY10, including (one time costs related to new positions), will be eliminated from the base in
the outyears. i

Labor Contracts o 71 71 1 71 71
These figures represent the estimated cost of service increments and associated benefits

Operating Budget Impucts for Selected Transportation (1] 49 160 200 244 244 |

Projects

Subtotal Expenditures 46,594 46,745 46,856 46,896 46,940 46,940

VACUUM LEAF COLLECTION

Expenditures

FY10 Recommended : 5,248 5,248 5,248 3,248 5,248 5,248
No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections.

Labor Contracts 0 8 8 8 8 8
These figures represent the estimated cost of service increments and associated benefits.

Subftotal Expenditures 5,248 5,256 5,256 5,256 5,256 5,256

ANNUALIZATION OF PERSONNEL COSTS AND WORKYEARS

FY10 Recommended FY11 Annvalized
Expenditures WYs Expenditures WYs
Enhance: Sofe Routes to Schools {Component of Pedestrian Saftey 78,470 0.8 98,090 1.0
Increase Cost: Miscellaneous personnel costs related fo closing of 63,040 1.0 84,050 1.3
Damascus Beauty Spot [Roadway and Related Maintenance]
Total 141,510 1.8 182,140 2.3

o - ®
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10-15 PUBLIC SERVICES PROGRAM: FISCAL PLAN =~ " VACUUMLEAF FUND SR e )
FY09 FY10 (241 M2 13 Fr14 FY15 |
FISCAL PROJECTIONS ESTIMATE REC PROJECTION | PROJECTION | PROJECTION | PROJECTION PROJECTION
ASSUMPTIONS
Indirect Cost Rate 12.88% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73%
CPI {Fiscal Year) 4.1% 3.3% 2.8% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%
Charge per single-family household 93.04 93.96 99.02 97.63 99.68 105.57 107.61
Charge per multi-fomily unit ond townhorme unit 4.04 4.06 4.28 4.22 4.30 4.56 4.65
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE (63,500) 96,570 433,360 438,500 467 490 464,690 460,380
REVENUES
Charges For Services €,820,160 6,882,000 7,252,260 7,150,390 7,300,490 7,732,320 7,881,990
Miscelianeous 40,440 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
Subtotal Revenues 6,860,600 6,922,000 7,292,260 7,190,390 7,340,490 7,772,320 7,921,990
INTERFUND 7RANSFERS (Net Non-CIP) (1,519,550) (1,337,220), (1,812,620) (1,473,210) (1,435,730) (1,640,600) (1,554,010)
Transfers To The General Fund {553,010) {578,440) {580,000} (568,870} (536,910) (561,290} {586,780)
indirect Costs : (454,480) (465,990) (491,060) {513,600) {536,910) (561,290) {586,780)
Technology Modernization CIP (98,530) {112,450) (88,940} (55,270) 0 o] 0
Transfers Ta Speciol Fds: Non-Tox + ISF (966,540) (758,780) {1,232,620) {904,340) (898,820) (1,079,310} (967,230)
To Solid Waste Disposal Fund for Compost Facility {966,540) {758,780} (1,232,620) (904,340} (898,820) (1,079,210} {967,230)
TOTAL RESOURCES 5,277,550 £.481,350 5,913,000 6,155,580 6,372,250 6,596,410 6,828,360
PSP OPER. BUDGET APPROP/ EXP'S.
Operafing Budget (5,180,980) (5,247,990) (5,466,130) {5,679,620) (5,899,090) (6,127,560) {6,365,400)
Labor Agreement nfa [} {8,470) (8.470) (8,470} {8,470) (8,470)
Subtotal PSP Oper Budget Approp / Exp's (5,180,980) (5,247,990) (5,474,600) (5,688,090} (5,907,560) (6,136,030) (6,373,870),
TOTAL USE OF RESOURCES (5,180,980) (5,247,990) (5,474,600) (5,688,090) (5,907,560) (6,136,030) (6,373,870)
YEAR END FUND BALANCE 96,570 433,360 438,400 467,490 464,690 460,380 454,490
END-OF-YEAR RESERVES AS A
PERCENT OF RESOURCES 1.89'J 7.6%) 7.4%) 7.6% 7.3% 7.0% 6.7%

Assumptions:

1. Leaf vacuuming charges are adjusted to achieve cost recovery.

2. The rotes have been set to establish a fund balance of at least $250,000, consistent with the fund balance policy developed in August 2004.
In future years, rates will be adjusted annuadlly to fund the approved service program and maintain the appropriate ending fund balance.

).

FY10 Operating Budget and Public Services Program FY10-15

47-14 Transportation



TRAFFIC STUDIES PROGRAM
As of 4/2/2009

Pending Traffic Studies
As of As of As of As of As of
4/2/2009 4/7/2008 4/11/2007 3/27/2006  4/1/2005

Access Restrictions 14 13 15 16 13
Arterial Traffic Safety/Calming 9 14 16 23 34
Business District Parking 3 3 5 4 5
CBD Street Safety 1 1 3 4
Intersection Safety 16 21 33 40 47
Uncategorized Issues 9 14 16 18
Ped/Bike Safety 6 12 15 12
Permit Parking 1 2 6 7 6
Residential Parking 15 S 49 71 79
Residential Traffic Safety/Calming 29 40 439 51 59
Sight Distance Investigations 1 1 2 4 5
Speed Hump Studies 6 6 10 9 16
Signalized Intersection Operations 3 3 - - -
Speed Limit Review 2 2 4 5 7
Residential Stop Signs 6 10 27 43 60
Site Plan Review 3 1 0 0 1
School Zone Safety 18 23 16 31 23
Traffic Signal Request 13 10 10 15 20
Traffic Signal Study 16 9 - - -
Crosswalks 10 12 18 28 32
179 195 287 381 441

Traffic Studies Completed In:

FYO09 205
FY08 390
FYO07 451
FYO06 409
FYO05 322
FY04 310
FYO03 165




Reseived From Problem Found
) Over Ch Out flénllp
hb_l ; MCAS | Meda | Observed | TMC | Other | RatTire | Out of Gas | heated | Stalled | Other |- iter - | Debiis
FY 06 266 2 ! £ 25 168 4 35 3 9 132 88 548} & SAT8) s W - TH)
FYQ? 386 273 21 14 { e 101 D) 147] 4131 -39 33 ] 10] 247 286 i s 1k <) By XYL el 160)
FY 08 437 445 2 14 i 160 0 178] 443  144f 32 85 Bl 295 504 ) <48]-470] 791 - - 68] +485) {f - 259
FY 09 2% 306 53 24] 0] .68 45 0 (111 Y BT 32 45 Bl 185[  3g8) i BT I T T R B 5 199

LGrendTotak] 13851 1203] 109] 51| 4[ 272) 5] 4] 7oi] 1371 3y sa2]  M7] 33 859 ta64] 14| 20] e} 94| 119412258 244]7.395 | m -9l &8s
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Service Calls by Fizscal Year
Through Q2 of FY 08

Number of Service Calls

FY 06 FY 07 FY 08 FY 03
(first 8 moaths) 4
N
Distribution of Service Calls by Category Overview Distribution of Service Calls by Received From Source
. Owerview
5"2”1'3_'9;““5 Debris
incidents 01%
Other weao (refbe P laac)
12.04% 1255%
Media
0.04%
Disabled
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43.7%
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4087%
. ]
Distribution of Problens F ound Overview Distribution of Seivice Patrol Agsistance Pesformed Overview
Changed Tire / Air
Fla Tire 68%
52% Out of Gas
9.7%
Over heated
1.3%

Jump Start
48%

Pushed Vehicie

N 10.68%
Towed Vehicle
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL

ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND

VALERIE ERVIN
COUNCILMEMBER
DISTRICT 5

February 19, 2009
To: Nancy Floreen, Chair, Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy and Environment Committee
Re: Repairs to City of Takoma Park Bridges

On February 10, Mayor Bruce Williams testified on behalf of the City of Takoma Park that $336,000
should be added to the FY 2010 Capital Improvement Program for critical repairs to two Takoma Park
bridges. The bridges identified are Maple Avenue and Flower Avenue. Both bridges cross Sligo Creek
Park and provide critical area connectivity and are used by County and City residents. In particular, the
Maple Avenue Bridge provides direct access to the Washington Adventist Hospital emergency room and is
utilized by Ride On buses and school buses. This bridge must be adequately maintained, so that it can
continue to be used by large vehicles.

I have discussed this request further with City and Council staff and because the repairs are a one-time cost,
they believe that the funds are more appropriate for the FY 2010 operating budget. 1believe that it is in the
best interest of the County to assist the City in the cost of these repairs. Given our current fiscal constraints,
I propose that the Ceunty provide matching funds to the City, of up to 50% of the total repair costs not to
exceed $84.000 in County funds per bridge. I also recommend that funding for the Maple Avenue Bridge
be the top priority.

If the City receives federal funds associated with the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 to
repair or rebuild the bridges, this money should be used before any County investment is acted upon.

In the long-term, I believe that the City’s bridges should be added to the County’s bridge replacement CIP,
so that their complete renovation can be considered with other County bridge in order of need.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Al e Sil
Valerie Ervin Marc Elrich

Councilmember, District 5 Councilmember, At-Large

c: Roger Berliner, Councilmember, District 1, Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy and

Environment Committee
George Leventhal, Councilmember, At-Large, Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy and
Environment Committee
Art Holmes, Director, Montgomery County Department of Transportation
Edgar Gonzalez, Deputy Directory for Transportation Policy, Montgomery County Department of
Transportation
Bruce Williams, Mayor, City of Takoma Park
Barbara Matthews, City Manager, City of Takoma Park
Suzanne Ludlow, Deputy City Manager, City of Takoma Park
STELLA B. WERNER OFFICE BUILDING * 1F7 RYLAND AVENUE, ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850
240/777-7960 OR 240/777-790C @ 240/777-7914 * FAX 240/777-7989
WWW MONTGOML JNTYMD.GOV/COUNCIL

1{% PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



12. Pinecrest Revitalization—Takoma Park. The Executive has recommended a CIP
amendment and F'Y 99 supplemental appropriation for $1.9 million to perform sidewalk, curb
and gutter replacement, as well as street resurfacing in the Pinecrest neighborhood in Takoma
Park (©59-62). The Council heard public testimony in favor of this proposed amendment from
the Pinecrest Civic Association (©63) and from a resident, and has received a letter of support
from the City of Takoma Park (©64). Council staff has toured this area extensively, and can
confirm that the need to upgrade this infrastructure is as great as any place in the county.

This work is similar to the kind of work performed under the Sidewalk and Infrastructure
Revitalization project which, in turn, is the funding source for most of the Renew Montgomery
Program. Department of Public Works and Transportation staff note that the Pinecrest effort
would be proportionately more expensive because of the extent to which the street pavement
would need to be replaced. Also, because the streets are relatively narrow and have few
driveways, they believe it will be necessary to close whole blocks at a time for several hours in
the middle of the day, complicating the work and adding some cost. As points of reference, the
County has spent anywhere from about $200,000 to about $1 million in those neighborhoods
where the street infrastructure has been refurbished under the Renew Montgomery Program.

This work would be performed in the southeast corner of Takoma Park, an area bounded
by Prince George’s County and New Hampshire Avenue on the southeast, Eastern Avenue and
the District of Columbia on the southwest, and Elm Avenue on the north. Although virtually the
entire area was within Prince George’s County, about a third of it has been in the City of Takoma
Park for decades. The other two-thirds of this area was annexed into the City just prior to
unification (©65). The chronology of events was as follows:

May 19, 1994 State legislation approved authorizing binding unification referendum
Late 1994/Early 1995 Petitions requesting annexation into Takoma Park received from citizens
in Westmoreland, Pinecrest and Hampshire Knolls
May 30, 1995 Takoma Park City Council approves annexation requests
July 17, 1995 Prince George’s County Council requires a referendum of the affected
citizens to be held
o August22, 1995 Referendum held; annexation passes
September 5, 1995 Annexation becomes effective
e November 7, 1995 Unification referendum held; consolidation into Montgomery County
approved
o July I, 1997 Unification into Montgomery County becomes effective

The concemn raised by this project is the precedent it would set. All the streets that would
be the subject of this work are City—not County—streets, and so they are the fiscal
responsibility of the City of Takoma Park. The County has helped pay for street improvements
as part of commercial revitalization projects in Rockville (completed), Gaithersburg (underway),
and the Executive is proposing $600,000 in his Recommended FY 00 Operating Budget for
similar work in Takoma Park itself. But, to our knowledge, the County has never paid for
maintenance or upgrading of residential streets in municipalities. If the County does this work,
why wouldn’t Takoma Park expect to return in the future to ask for the County to pay for more
of it? Why wouldn’t Rockville, Gaithersburg, Poolesville, Kensington, or any other municipality

®




expect equal treatment, or Montgomery Village and other common ownership communities, for
that matter? The question to be asked therefore is (to paraphrase the Passover question) “Why
are these municipal streets different than all other municipal streets?” If an answer can be found,
so can the justification for spending County funds on these streets.

So what is a special, non-recurring rationale for improving these streets? One possibility
relates to two cross-filed bond bills introduced by Senator Ida Ruben and Delegate Peter
Franchot in the General Assembly. Each bill calls for the State to fund up to $1 million in
streetscape improvements in the New Hampshire Avenue corridor in Takoma Park. Each bill
requires an equal match of local funds for similar improvements in the area. City staff believes
that the funds for the work in Pinecrest could constitute that match. That could be a rationale for
a $1 million (but not $1.9 million) grant from the County, with the idea that it would enable the
State investment in commercial revitalization. Unfortunately neither bill has been included in
the bond bills packages prepared by the Senate Budget and Taxation Committee or the House
Appropriations Committee that are in a conference committee. Nor were these funds included in
the Governor’s Supplemental Budget. Therefore, it appears that no State funds will be
forthcoming for commercial revitalization on New Hampshire Avenue, at least not this year. If
the bills are filed next year and are successful, the rationale could be used then.

Another, much weaker rationale is that these streets were once part of Prince George’s
County, which apparently has not directed as many resources to street work proportionately than
has Takoma Park. It is a weaker argument because it was not the County that decided that
Pinecrest should be annexed: Takoma Park did. In reviewing the fiscal impact of Takoma Park
Unification, the County did not figure on picking up the cost of street maintenance and upgrades,
since it would be a City responsibility (unlike the capital and operating costs of public schools
needed by the children in the unified area). Presumably the City understood the added fiscal
responsibilities it was taking on four years ago when it approved the annexation request. If this
rationale were deemed strong enough, however, it should only apply to those two-thirds of the
streets that were the maintenance responsibility of Prince George’s County, so only about $1.25
million would be justified.

Another possibility is that the County could essentially loan the funds to the City by
granting the amount for this work now and having the City reimburse the County annually over a
defined number of years to cover the debt service (principal plus interest) incurred by the
County. The terms of the grant would be set in a Memorandum of Understanding between the
City and County. One way to accomplish this reimbursement would be for the County to deduct
an amount from the County’s annual Municipal Tax Duplication Payment to the City. For
example, if the County were to loan $1.9 million, the annual deduction in the City’s payment
would be about $150,000 (assuming a 20-year payback and an interest rate of 5%). If the loan
were $1.25 million, the deduction would be about $100,000 annually (assuming the same
payback period and interest rate). For reference, the Municipal Tax Duplication Payment to
Takoma Park in FY 00 will be more than $1.8 million.

Another issue is who should do the work, and when. The PDF would have DPWT’s
Division of Highway Services perform this work in FY 99. But DPWT cannot start and finish
this work by the end of June; in fact, since the work would be contracted out the work would not



begin until the late summer or early fall of this year, at the earliest, and will take two years to
complete. Therefore, if this work is to be done by DPWT, it will need to be spread out over FY
00 and FY 01 on the PDF. Council staff’s estimate is on ©66.

If funds were transferred to the City in the form of a grant, its public works department
could complete the work. County and City public works staff recently compared their unit costs
for such street work, and the two sets of costs are comparable. There would be some savings if
the City did the work if only because there would no need for both County and City public works
staff to spend time coordinating the work. Of course, the City staff also have an established
relationship with Pinecrest residents that the County staff do not. Finally, if the funds were
granted, then all of it can be displayed as an FY 99 expenditure in the CIP, helping to meet the
Spending Affordability Guideline in FY 00 and target in FY O1.

Council staff recommendation: Approve the expenditure of $1.25 million in FY 99 as a
grant to the City of Takoma Park, but only if the City and County sign a Memorandum of
Understanding stipulating how the City will reimburse the County for the debt service (principal
plus interest) incurred as a result of this project (see ©67-70). Redraw the boundary area so that
this work only applies in the portion of Pinecrest not previously part of the City.



7 ' 4/13/99

Mr. Orlin presented the report and recommendations of the Transportation and
Environment (T&E) Committee.

Referring to the Esworthy Road Bridge project, Counciimcmber Subin said that
he agreed to withdraw his proposed amendment to restrict to 10 tons the weight of vehicles
crossing the Esworthy Road bridge over Muddy Branch if the Department of Public Works and
Transportation (DPWT) placed signs near the bridge prohibiting no through trucks over
three-fourths ton and if there would be increased enforcement of speed laws in the interim.

Referring to the Advanced Transportation Management System (ATMS) project,
Councilmember Praisner said she sent a memorandum to the County Executive highlighting the
importance of the Management and Fiscal Policy Committee receiving specific information
related to the FiberNet project which has implications for the capital budget request for the
ATMS project. She noted that the discussion of the issue has been postponed several times
because of the lack of information from the Executive Branch Staff.

ACTION:  Deferred a discussion of the Neighborhood Traffic Calming project until the
T&E Committee reviews the information.

Referring to the Bordly Drive Extended project, Councilmember Dacek moved,
duly seconded, a substitute motion to approve the supplemental appropriation request as
recommmended by the County Executive. She said that it is important for the project to proceed,
that it has been included in the master-plan for several years; and that the project is supported by
the Brookeville Commissioners and the Sandy Spring Fire and Rescue Corporation.

Councilmember Berlage said that he supports the project but would prefer that it
be placed on the CIP wish list to be considered at reconciliation.

ACTION:  Adopted Resolution 14-98, approving a supplemental appropriation and

amendment to the FY 99 Capital Budget and amendment to the FY 99-04 CIP of
the DPWT for the Bordly Drive Extended project, in the amount of $1,671,000

by substitute motion of Councilmember Dacek:

YEAS: Andrews, Dacek, Leggett, Berlage, Subin, Praisner, Silverman
NAYS: Ewing, Krahnke.

r, Referring to the Pinecrest Revitalization — Takoma Park project, Mr. Orlin
presented the Committee’s recommendation to approve the $1.9 million recommended by the
County Executive and have the City of Takoma Park, not DPWT, perform the work. He noted

that President Leggett recommended an expenditure of $1.25 million as recommended by
Council Staff. '

&
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President Leggett said that he supports funding the project at a lower amount than
recommended by the County Executive because he believes the funding should only apply to the
streets that were annexed from Prince George’s County into the City.

Mr. Orlin said that several Councilmembers have received a breakdown of the
costs within the annexed area, noting that the City has indicated that the costs to perform the
work within the annexed area totals $1,445,000.

Councilmember Andrews expressed support for the Committee’s
recommendation. He said that he believes in this case it is important to provide assistance to the
municipalities, noting that this project would be a one-time event which would not set a
precedent.

Councilmember Dacek expressed concern about funding the project, noting that
there are many areas of the County that need sidewalk repairs, curb and gutter replacements, and
other improvements.

Councilmember Ewing said that Prince George’s County neglected its obligations
to maintain the areas of Takoma Park that have now been annexed. He expressed support for the
project, noting his belief that it is a one-time event, that it will not set a precedent, and that the
County should assist the City in improving the conditions to the standards of
Montgomery County.

Councilmember Krahnke expressed the view that there are areas of the County
that are in need of improved sidewalks, curb and gutter replacement, as well as street surfacing,
and expressed concern about the precedent that would be set if the Council approves the project.

She said that she would support the project if there were a partial reimbursement of the costs by
Takoma Park.

Councilmember Praisner said she would prefer to approve the project as
recommended by Council Staff which is to approve the expenditure in FY 99 as a grant to the
city of Takoma Park but only if the City and the County sign a Memorandum of Understanding

stipulating how the city will reimburse the County for the debt service incurred as a result of this
project.

Councilmember Silverman expressed support for the project. He said that he
believes this is a one-time event, and requested and received information from Mr. Orlin
regarding his recommendation. Mr. Silverman moved, duly seconded, a substitute motion to

approve the supplemental appropriation for the Pinecrest Revitalization — Takoma Park project in
the amount $1,445,000. :



5 4/13/99

Councilmember Berlage reviewed the report and recommendation of the
T&E Committee. He said that the sidewalk infrastructure in this area of the County is in bad
condition and that it is important for the County to provide the same level of services for all
residents in the County. Councilmember Berlage expressed the view that this is a one-time
event, that it will not set a precedent, that the project is a priority effort for Takoma Park, and

that the funding is justified.
ACTION: Defeated the Councilmember Silverman’s substitute motion:

YEAS: Silverman, Krahnke, Leggett
NAYS: Andrews, Berlage, Ewing, Subin
ABSTAIN: Dacek, Praisner.

After discussion, Councilmember Silverman moved, duly seconded, a substitute
motion to approve 51,445,000 in general obligation bonds and the remaining $455,000 as a [oan
to the City of Takoma Park for a total supplemental appropriation of $1,900,000.

ACTION:  Adopted Resolution 14-99, as amended, approving a supplemental appropriation
to the FY 99 Capital Budget and an amendment to the FY 99-04 CIP of the
DPWT for Pinecrest Revitalization — Takoma Park Project in the amount of
$1,900,000, and agreeing that $1,445,000 would be funded with general
obligation bonds and $455,000 with current revenue, that language be added to
the resolution to indicate that the $455,000 in current revenue is contingent upon

the County and Takoma Park agreeing on a payback provision, and that the work
will be performed by the City of Takoma Park

by substitute motion of Councilmember Silverman, Councilmember Subin voting
in the negative.

Referring to the intersection related projects, Councilmember Dacek requested
and received information related to the Great Seneca Highway at Muddy Branch Road and
Sam Eig Highway project. She noted her support of the project, and reviewed the Council’s past
decision not to fund State road projects, noting that in this particular project both the County and
State are using funds to upgrade its roads.

Councilmember Praisner expressed support for the Committee recommendation,
and requested that the T&E Committee discuss how to create a more aggressive County policy as
it relates to requesting State funds for intersection-related projects.

@



Resolution: ~ 14-99
Introduced: March 9, 1999
Adopted: April 13,1999

COUNTY COUNCIL
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: County Council

SUBJECT:  Supplemental Appropriation #26-S99-CMCG-15 and
Amendment to the FY99 Capital Budget and
Amendment to the FY99-04 Capital Improvements Program
Montgomery County Government
Department of Public Works and Transportation
Pinecrest Revitalization - Takoma Park (No. 509978), $1,900,000

Background

1. Article 3, Section 307, of the Charter of Montgomery County, Maryland, provides that: (a)
a supplemental appropriation may be adopted by the County Council for any purpose on or
after January 1 of any fiscal year upon the recommendation of the County Executive; (b) the
County Executive must specify the source of funds to finance the supplemental

appropriaiion; and (c¢) a public hearing must be held after at least one week's notice to the
public.

2. Article 3, Section 302, of the Charter of Montgomery County, Maryland, provides that the
Council may amend an approved capital improvements program at any time by an
affirmative vote of six Councilmembers.

3. The Department of Public Works and Transportation has requested the following capital
project appropriation increases:

Project Project Cost Source
Name Number Element Amount of Funds
Pinecrest Revitalization - 509978 PD&S $150,000
Takoma Park Site Improvements 1,750,000

TOTAL $1,900,000 G.O. Bonds



Resolution No. 14-99

Supplemental Appropriation #26-599-CMCG-15
Page Two

4. Curbs and gutters not properly maintained are unsightly and result in an increased decline in
the roadway infrastructure because water in the roadway that is not properly managed
increases the rate of deterioration of the roadway surface, roadway subgrade, and shoulder
areas. This has resulted in increased roadway pavement damage in the Pinecrest
Community of Takoma Park. Repairs to sidewalks, curbs, gutters, storm drain inlets; and
road resurfacing will improve safety and the aesthetic characteristics of the neighborhood.

5. The County Executive recommends this Supplemental Appropriation and Amendment to
the FY99 Capital Budget and Amendment to the FY99-04 Capital Improvements Program
in the amount of $1,900,000 and specifies the source of funds as G.O. Bonds.

6. Notice of public hearing was given, and a public hearing was held.

Action
The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, approves the following action:
The FY99 Capital Budget and the FY99-04 Capital Improvements Program of the

Montgomery County Government are amended and a supplemental appropriation is approved as
follows and as reflected on the attached Project Description Form:

Project Project Cost Source
Name Number Element Amount of Funds
Pinecrest Revitalization - 509978 Construction $1,900,000
Takoma Park
TOTAL $1,900,000 G.O. Bonds
& Current
Revenue

This appropriation comprises an appropriation of $1,445,000 from G.O. Bonds and $455,000
from Current Revenue. The County’s disbursement of the $455,000 of Current Revenue, which
1s associated with work to be performed in the area of Pinecrest not recently annexed by the City
of Takoma Park, is contingent on a signed Memorandum of Understanding between the County
and the City which will identify how the City will reimburse the County for this amount.

This is a correct copy of Council action.

(%AA

of the Council

APPROVED:

®

/S/
Douglas M. Duncan
County Executive




Attachment to Resolution No. 14-99
Pinecrest Revitalization - Takoma Park -- No. 509978

Category Transportation Date Last Moditied March 2, 1999
Agency Public Worka & Transportation Previous PDF Page Number NON=
Planning Area Takoma Park Required Adequate Public Facility NO
Relocation imoact None.
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
] ) {  Thru  Remaming i Total i ; ! Beyond
' Cost Element Total ! Fy38 ! FY9B 6 Years Y93 | FYQ0 FYO1 FY02 FY03 FYo4 6 Years
i Planning, Design ' \ . :
| and Supervision 1501 ol o . 168~ 50 | 0l 0| 0 ol 0 0
[Land ; i . . ; !
. Gite Improvements | 1 i ! i
and Utilities ! :-a-se'L 0 0 L0 fataacd 0l 0| 0! 0] 0 0]
Construction i 00 [Feo {900 o ol 2. O O O |
| Other T r : o :
| Total ! 1,500 o 0 1,900 | 1,900 0| 0 0l 0 o 0
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000) -
[G.0. Bonds T 1,900 | 0] 0 /91000 /¥ wee0 | 0l 0] o1 [l o 0]
ANNUAL opsgm'me BUDGET IMPACT ($000)
Carrect Lxtrioe i1y
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the removal and replacement of damaged or deierorated sidewalks, curbs, and gutters; adjustment of storm drai
permanent base asphalt repairs to the street; and an inch overiay on all the streets in the neighborhood. T‘g wa . will lg

The Pinecrest area in the City of Takoma Park. This area is bounded by Eim Avenue, Prince Gearge’s County ling, and the DC line.

Service Area

Plans and Studies

The program is based on field inspection.

Cost Change
Not applicable.
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| APPROPRIATION AND |

| EXPENDITURE DATA i

|

|"Date First Aopropration FY93 (3000)
i|_initial Cost Estimata 1.900

‘| First Cost Estimate

+ Current Scooe Y99 1.900

\| Last FY's Cest Estimate 0

| Present Cost Estimate 1,900 |i
’ Appropriation Request FYOO 0 i
‘| Supplemenar !
'| Appropriation Request FY99 1,900 l{
: Cumuiative Aboropriation 0]l
‘I Expendituress R
| Encumbrances 0l
‘| 'Unencumperea Balance 01
" Capitafizanon They ~_ " FY97 0
| New Caojiawzaton " FYO8 0]
- Total Capnauzation 0

COORDINATION
WSSC

Other Utilities

Pinecrest Civic Association
City of Takoma Park
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Attachment to Resolutien No. 14-99

PINECREST
REVITALIZATION - TAKOMA PARK
CIP NO. 509978




MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of Parking District Services is to:

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

«  Support the comprehensive development of the Silver Spring, Bethesda, Wheaton, and Montgomery Hills central business

districts and promote their economic growth and stability by supplying a sufficient number of parking spaces to accommodate
that segment of the public demand which is neither provided for by developers nor served by alternative travel modes;

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

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

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The total recommended FY 10 Operating Budget for the Parking Districts Funds is $23,395,440, a decrease of $1,456,680 or 5.9
percent from the FY09 Approved Budget of $24,852,120. Personnel Costs comprise 19.1 percent of the budget for 52 fuil-time
positions for 50.9 workyears. Operating Expenses and Debt Service account for the remaining 80.9 percent of the FY 10 budget.

In addition, this department's Capital Improvements Program (CIP) requires Current Revenue funding.
LINKAGE TO COUNTY RESULT AREAS

While this program area supports all eight of the County Result Areas, the following are emphasized:
« A Responsive, Accountable County Government

o An Effective and Efficient Transportation Network

< Strong and Vibrant Economy

DEPARTMENT PERFORMANCE MEASURES

This table presents the department’s headline measures or submeasvres that relate to multiple programs including projections
from FY09 through FY11. These estimates reflect funding based on the FY09 savings plan, the FY10 budget, and funding for
comparable service levels in FY11.

; : Actual -~ | Actual Estimated  Projected Projected
Measure FY07 [ Fyos

ieadline) gl
Ogeruhng Estes LRevenue Dollar
[Parkmg Revenues ($ millions) 36 7 37.4
[Percent of Parking Management's secret shopper raied good or very good!

1 New measure; to be calculated in the future,
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ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES

& Implementation of a pilot program to evaluate the customer service advantages of a Pay By Cellphone system for
individual parking meters on-sireet and in public parking lots and garages. [

< The parking faciiifty sign standards are updated and the wayfinding systems in the garages throughout the
Bethesda Parking iot District are updated and standardized.

& General Development Agrcements for the construction of three new public parking garages through joint
public/private partnerships are executed and pending groundbreaking.

< Productivity Improvements

- Lowered costs and incorporated technologicai advances in parking ticket database management and collection
services through the competitive bid process.

- Implemented self-release booting program which will allow the public to remove a boot from their vehicle by
paying delinquent tickets by credit card over the telephone.

- Credit card payment capability implemented at five garages.

PROGRAM CONTACTS

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

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

Management Services and Properly Development

This program supports the overall Parking Services program objectives through the management of Information Technology, Budget,
Human Resources and Planning staff to optimnize organizational effectiveness. The Program strategically plans for the
re-development of Parking Lot District real property to promote the economic growth and stability of associated urban districts. I;
responsible for the drafting and coordination of Requests for Proposals for property development and provides support in th.
negotiation and execution of General Development Agreements.

1 Vele anded grge pend &

FY09 Approved 476,480 9.4
Technical Adj: Position Funding Correction - Bethesda 37,970 0.4 |
Technical Adj: Position funding Correction - Silver Spring 31,810 0.4
Technical Adj: Position Funding Correction - Wheaton 22,150 0.1
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 1] -1.1

due io staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program

FY10 CE Recommended 568,410 9.2

Financial Management Program
This program is responsible for overall strategic fiscal planning for the four Parking Lot Districts including the revenue bond debt
program, fixed costs, utilities and preparation of the 6 year fiscal plan.

The Financial Management Program also has overall responsibility for the recordation and reconciliation of all parking district
revenues and the administration of the Ad Valorem tax program.

Actual Actual Estimated  Projected | Projected

Program Performance Measures i | FYO7 EY0S FY09 Yio Y11

Qperating Expenses per Revenue Dollar $0.35 $0.32 $0.34 $0.32 $0.32
Parking Operating Expenditures ($ millions) 13.0 13.2 13.4 13.4 13.4
Parking Revenues ($ millions) 36.7 37.4 40.8 422 ) 42.2
Percent of Parking Management's secret shopper rated good or very good!

! New measure; fo be calculated in the future.

FY10 Recommended Changes ‘ Expenditures
FY09 Approved ' 10,384,030 4.6
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Utilities - Silver Spring _

increase Cost:

-~ Increase Cost: Utilities - Bethesda 66,400 0.0
Increase Cost: Leases - Silver Spring o 6,710 0.0
Increase Cost: Leases - Bethesda _ o 3,350 0.0 |
increase Cost: Risk Management Adjustment - Bethesda 1.740 0.0 |
increase Cosi: Risk Management Adjustments - Silver Spring 1,540 0.0 |
Increase Cost: Debit/Credit Card Bank Fees for Pay-on-Fool and Pay-by-Space Machines - Siiver Spring 1,320 0.0
Increase Cost: Leases - Wheaton 720 0.0
Increase Cost: Debit/Credit Cord Bank Fees for Pay-on-Foot and Pay-by-Space Machines - Bethesda 490 0.0
Increase Cost: Debit/Credit Card Bank Fees for Pay-on-Foot and Pay-by-Space Machinies - Wheaton 240 0.0
Increase Cost: Utilities - Montgomery Hills 190 0.0
Increase Cost: Risk Management Adj. - Wheaton 170 0.0
Increase Cost: Leases - Monigomery Hills : - 130 00 |
Increase Cost: Risk Manogement Adjustment - Montgomery Hills ] 10 0.0

| Decrease Cost: Occupational Medical Services Adjustment - Montgomery Hills -30 0.0
Decrease Cost: Occupational Medical Services Adjustment - Wheaton -310 0.0
Decrease Cost: Occupational Medical Services Adjustment - Bethesda -2,010 0.0
Decrease Cost: Occupational Medical Services Adjusiment - Silver Spring ) -2,310 0.0
Decrease Cost: Debt Service - Sitver Spring -855,940 0.0
Decrease Cosf: Debt Service - Bethesda -1,637,250 0.0
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 52,350 1.8

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program ) |
FY10 CE Recommended 8,149,980 6.9 |

Parking Facility Maintenance and Engineering

This program provides the maintenance of all parking lots, garages, and surrounding grounds. Facilities maintenance is programmed
at a level which is designed to ensure the operational integrity of the facilities and the safety of parking patrons. Maintenance of
parking facilities includes: snow and ice removal; housekeeping services; equipment maintenance for elevators, electrical systems,
and Heating, Vertilation, and Air- Conditioning systems (HVAC); facility repairs for maintenance of damaged glass, asphait,

- concrete, plumbing, painting, space stripes, graffiti, doorframes, brick and block, meter posts, and woodwork due to vandalism, use,
ind age; and grounds-keeping services.

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

FY10 Recommended Changes . ; : ’; Expenditures

FY09 Approved 4,904,880 15.7
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time ltems Approved in FY0% - Wheaton -4,540 Oﬂ

Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time ltems Approved in FY0? - Bethesda .20,420 00
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time ltems Approved in FY09 - Silver Spring -23,300 0.0 ‘{

Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 0 4.8
duse fo staff furnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program T
FY10 CE Recommended 4,856,620 20.5 |

Parking Operations

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

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

~This unit also provides security services for parking facility patrons to protect against theft, vandalism, and threats to personal
security. The goal of the program is a safe environment in parking facilities through the use of County law enforcement agencies,
contract security guards, and the Clean and Safe Teams (in Silver Spring and Wheaton).

~
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Organizationally, Parking Operations also manages and executes parking activities funded by the County's General Fund outside of
the designated Parking Lot Districts.

FY10 k'écé;_:jhreﬁaed éhanges ‘

Expenditures - -

“FY09 Approved 9,086,730 20.4
| _Increase Cost: Contracts Consumer Price Index (CPI) - Bethesda 190,560 0.0
Increase Cost: Contracts CPI - Silver Spring 184,410 0.0
Increase Cost: Cashier Contract - Silver Spring 142,130 0.0
Add: Pay By Cell Phone Pilot Program - Bethesda 50,000 0.0
Increase Cost: Motor Pool Rate Adjustment - Silver Spring 47,400 0.0
Increase Cost: Contracts CPl - Wheaton 34,640 0.0
Increase Cost: Motor Pool Rate Adjustment - Bethesda 32,510 0.0
| Increase Cost: Cashier Contract - Bethesda 14,080 0.0
| Increase Cost: Waste system Benefit Charges - Silver Spring 10,960 0.0
| Increase Cost: Motor Pool Rate Adjustment - Wheaton 6,190 0.0
[ Increase Cost: Waste System Benefit Charge - Bethesda 5,750 0.0
i increase Cost; Contracts CPl - Montgomery Hills 3,000 0.0
| Increase Cost: Pay-on-Foot Maintenance - Silver Spring 2,610 0.0
I Increase Cost: Printing and Mail Adjustment - Silver Spring 2,200 0.0
increase Cost: Pay-on-Foot Maintenance - Bethesda 1,310 0.0
increase Cost: Printing and Mail Adjusiment - Bethesda 1,240 0.0
Increase Cost: Waste Benefit Charge - Wheaton 1,070 0.0
| Increase Cost: Motor Pool Rate Adjustment - Montgomery Hills 660 0.0
Increase Cost: Waste Benefit Charge - Montgomery Hills 180 0.0
L Increase Cost: Printing and Mail Adjustiment - Wheaton 130 0.0
Increase Cost: Printing and Mail Adjustment - Montgomery Hills 10 0.0
Decrease Cost: Central Duplicating Deficit Recovery Charge - Wheaton -40 0.0
Decrease Cost: Central Duplicating Deficit Recovery Charge - Silver Spring -250 0.0
Decrease Cost: Central Duplicating Deficit Recovery Charge - Bethesda -260 0.0
Decrease Cost: Ticket Database Management Contract Savings - Silver Spring -21,290 0.0
Decrease Cost: Ticket Database Management Contract Savings - Wheaton -24,230 0.0
(— Decrease Cost: Ticket Database Management Contract Savings - Bethesda -44,690 0.0
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 93,420 -5.]
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program )
| FY10 CE Recommended 9,820,430 14.8 |

G2)
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[UDGET SUMMARY
'BETHESDA PARKING DISTRICT
i EXPENDITURES

Estimated .
- FY09:-

Salaries and Wages 1,403,287 1,425,240 1,329,210 1,499,200 5.2%
Employee Benefits o 367,322 470 580 493,990 500,920 6.4%
Bethesda Parking District Personnel Costs 1,770,609 1,895,820 1,823,200 2,000,120 5.5"/:
L Operating Expenses 5,105,998 5,685,210 5,710,210 6,003,820 5.6%
| Debt Service Other 4,884,435 4,906,590 4,906,590 3,269,340 -33.4%
[ Capital Outlay 0 18,560 18,560 0 —
|_ Bethesda Parking District Expenditures 11,761,042 12,506,150 12,458,560 11,273,280 -9.9%
[ PERSONNEL '
Full-Time 20 29 29 29 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Workyears 20.4 21.5 21.5 21.7 0.9%
REVENUES
Property Tox 5,387,271 5,636,190 5,857,530 6,178,770 9.6%
Parking Fees 9,394,586 8,745,000 8,745,000 9,000,000 2.9%
Parking Fines 4,722,806 4,800,000 4,800,000 4,800,000 —
Investment Income 1,176,231 866,100 289,900 241,400 -72.1%
Miscellaneous 310,896 284,120 284,120 284,120 —
Bethesda Parking District Revenues 20,991,790 20,331,410 19,976,550 20,504,290 0.9%
MONTGOMERY HILLS PARKING DISTRICT
EXPENDITURES
Solaries and Wages 36,472 26,830 33,470 27,440 2.3%
Employee Benefits 10,525 11,070 10,270 9,430 -14.8%
Montgomery Hills Parking District Personnel Costs 46,997 37,900 43,740 36,870 -2.7%,
Operating Expenses 66,443 75,410 69,570 79,560 5.5%;
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Montgomery Hills Parking District Expenditures 113,440 113,310 113,310 116,430 2.8%
PERSONNEL f
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time o 0 0 0 0 —
Workyears 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 —
REVENUES
Property Tax 49,235 68,120 127,930 132,820 95.0%)|
investment Income 22,645 9,500 3,300 3,600 -62.1%
Parking Fees 26,957 35,500 35,500 35,500 —
Parking Fines 43,602 27,500 27,500 27,500 —
Miscellaneous 1,233 [¢] 0 0 —

SILVER SPRING PARKING DISTRICT

Montgomez Hills Parking District Revenues 143,672 140,620 194,230 199,420 41.8%|

EXPENDITURES .
Salaries and Wages 1,150,381 1,530,070 1,460,010 1,604,290 4.9%
Employee Benefiis 374,544 510,520 437,860 519,390 1.7%!
{_ Silver Spring Parking District Personnel Cosfs 1,524,925 2,040,590 1,897,870 2,123,680 4.1%
wperaiing Expenses 6,987,833 8,084,160 8,109,160 8,585,730 6.2%
| Debt Service Other 1,006,970 855,940 855,940 0 —
[ Capital Outlay _ 0 21,000 21,000 0 —
| Silver Spring Parking District Expenditures 9,519,728 11,001,690 10,883,970 10,709,410 -2.7%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 19 20 20 20 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 .
Workyears 23.8 24.9 249 253 1.6%
REVENUES
Property Tax 5,431,413 5,929,320 5,956,950 6,314,870 6.5%
Parking Fees 7,797914 9,312,000 9,312,000 9,500,000 2.0%
[ Parking Fines 2,499,959 2,600,000 2,600,000 2,600,000 -—
[ Miscellaneous 326,060 0 0 0 T
. Investmentf Income 369,525 317,700 126,600 87,900 -72.3%
Silver Spring Parking District Revenues 16,424,871 18,159,020 17,995,550 18,502,770 1.9%

WHEATON PARKING DISTRICT
EXPENDITURES

Parking District Services
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. Budget. . - - Estimated

ST R 2 S -FY09 < i © FY09
alaries and Wages 177,723 212,590 197,310 235,450 10.8%
Employee Benefits 57,143 62,180 59,200 83,490 34/
Wheaton Parking District Personnel Costs 234,866 274,770 256,510 318,940 16.\
l Operating Expenses - 868,090 952,070 952,070 977,380 2.75/oj
| Capital Outlay 0 4,100 4,100 0 —
Wheaton Parking District Expenditures 1,102,956 1,230,940 1,212,680 1,296,320 5.3%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 3 3 3 3 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Workyears 3.1 3.3 3.3 3.5 6.1%
REVENUES ) ’
Property Tax 398,828 543,800 402,330 429,640 -21.0%
Parking Fees 679,538 1,035,000 835,000 835,000 -19.3%
Parking Fines 657,891 513,120 513,120 520,000 1.3%
Investment Income 58,556 45,400 11,400 5,100 -88.8%
Wheaton Parking District Revenues 1,794,813 2,137,320 1,761,850 1,789,740 -16.3%
DEPARTMENT TOTALS
Tetal Expenditures 22,497,166 24,852,120 24,668,520 23,395,440 ~5.9%
[ Total Full-Time Positions 42 52 52 52 —
{_'H:fal Part-Time Positions [/] 0 0 0 —
[ Total Workyears . 47.7 50.1 50.1 50.9 1.6%
uofal Revenues 39,355,146 40,768,370 39,928,180 40,996,220 0.6%

FY10 RECOMMENDED CHANGES

Expenditures '

BETHESDA PARKING DISTRICT

FY09 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 12,506,180 21.5
Changes (with service impacts)
Add: Pay By Cell Phone Pilot Program - Bethesda [Parking Operations] 50,000 0.0
Other Adjustments (with no service impacts)
Increase Cost: Contracts Consumer Price Index {CPl} - Bethesda [Parking Operations] 190,560 0.0
Increase Cost: Ulilities - Bethesda [Financial Management Program] 66,400 0.0
Technical Adj: Position Funding Correction - Bethesda [Management Services and Property Development] 37,970 0.4
Increase Cost: Motor Pool Rate Adjustment - Bethesda [Parking Operations] 32,510 0.0
Increase Cost: Annualization of FYO? Personnel Costs 23,240 0.0
Increase Cost: Annualization of FY09 Lapsed Positions 21,630 0.0
Increase Cost: Cashier Contract - Bethesda {Parking Operations] 14,080 0.0
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment 9,690 0.0
Increase Cost: Service Increment 9,100 0.0
Increase Cost: Waste System Benefit Charge - Bethesda [Parking Operations) 5,750 0.0
Increase Cost: Leases - Bethesda [Financial Management Program) 3,350 0.0
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 2,670 0.0
Increase Cost: Risk Management Adjustment - Bethesda [Financial Management Program)| 1,740 0.0
Increase Cost: Pay-on-Foot Maintenance - Bethesda [Parking Operations]) 1,310 0.0
Increase Cost: Printing and Mail Adjustment - Bethesda [Parking Operations] 1,240 0.0
Increase Cost: Debit/Credit Card Bank Fees for Pay-on-Foot and Pay-by-Space Machines - Bethesda 490 0.0
[Financial Management Program]
Technical Adj: Workyear adjustment 0 -0.2
Decrease Cost: Central Duplicating Deficit Recovery Charge - Bethesda [Parking Operations) -260 0.0
Decrease Cost: Occupational Medical Services Adjustment - Bethesda {Financial Management Program] -2,010 0.0
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time ltems Approved in FY09 - Bethesda [Parking Facility Maintenance -20,420 0.0
and Engineering] .
Decrease Cost: Ticket Database Management Contract Savings - Bethesda [Parking Operations] -44,690 0.0
Decrease Cost: Debt Service - Bethesda [Financial Management Program] -1,637,250 0.0
FY10 RECOMMENDED: 11,273,280 21.7

%)
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ONTGOMERY HILLS PARKING DISTRICT

FYO9 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION

QOther Adjustments {with no service impacts)

Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:

Contracts CPl - Montgomery Hilis [Parking Operations}

Motor Pool Rate Adjustment - Montgomery Hills [Parking Operations]

Service Increment

Utilities - Montgomery Hills [Financial Management Program]

Waste Benefit Charge - Monigomery Hills [Parking Operations)

Leases - Montgomery Hills [Financial Management Program]

Retirement Adjusiment

Group Insurance Adjustment

Printing and Mail Adjustment - Montgomery Hills [Parking Operations)

Risk Management Adjustment - Montgomery Hills [Financial Management Program)

Decrease Cost: Occupational Medical Services Adjustment - Montgomery Hills [Financial Management

Program)
Increase Cost:

Annualization of FYQ? Personnel Costs

FY10 RECOMMENDED:

SILVER SPRING PARKING DISTRICT

FY09 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION

Other Adjustments {with no service impacts)

Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Technical Adj:

Contracts CPl - Silver Spring [Parking Operations]

Cashier Contract - Silver Spring [Parking Operations)

Utilities - Silver Spring [Financial Management Program]

Motor Pool Rate Adjustment - Silver Spring [Parking Operations]

Position funding Correction - Silver Spring [Management Services and Property

Development]

Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:

Annualization of FY09? Lapsed Positions

Waste system Benefil Charges - Silver Spring [Parking Operations)

Service Increment

Retirement Adjustmeni

Leases - Silver Spring [Financial Management Program]

Annualization of FY09 Personnel Costs

Group Insurance Adjustment

Pay-on-Foot Maintenance - Silver Spring [Parking Operations)

Printing and Mail Adjustment - Silver Spring [Parking Operations)

Risk Management Adjusiments - Silver Spring [Financial Management Program]
Debit/Credit Card Bank Fees for Pay-on-Foot and Pay-by-Space Machines - Silver Spring

[Financial Management Program]
Decrease Cost: Central Duplicating Deficit Recovery Charge - Silver Spring [Parking Operations]
Decrease Cost: Occupational Medical Services Adjustment - Silver Spring [Financial Management

Program]

Decrease Cost: Ticket Database Management Contract Savings - Silver Spring [Parking Operations)

Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time ltems Approved in FY09 - Silver Spring [Parking Facility
Maintenance and Engineering]

Decrease Cost: Debt Service - Silver Spring [Financial Management Program]

FY10 RECOMMENDED:

WHEATON PARKING DISTRICT

FY09 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts)

Increase Cost:
Technical Adj:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:
Increase Cost:

Increase Cost:

Contracts CPl - Wheaton [Parking Operations]

Position Funding Correction - Wheaten [Management Services and Property Development]

Annualization of FYO? Personnel Costs
Utilities - Wheaton
Motor Pool Rate Adjustment - Wheaton [Parking Operations)
Service Increment
Refirement Adjustment
Waste Benefit Charge - Wheaton [Parking Operations]
Leases - Wheaton [Financial Management Program)
Group Insurance Adjustment
N

[Expenditures

113,310 0.4
3,000 0.0
660 0.0

210 0.0

190 0.0

180 6.0

130 0.0

110 0.0

60 0.0

10 0.0

10 0.0

-30 0.0
-1,410 0.0
116,430 0.4
11,001,690 24.9
184,410 0.0
142,130 0.0
128,440 0.0
47,400 0.0
31,810 0.4
21,640 0.0
10,960 0.0
9,970 0.0
9,890 0.0
6,710 0.0
6,340 0.0
3,440 0.0
2,610 0.0
2,200 0.0
1,540 0.0
1,320 0.0
-250 0.0
2,310 0.0
-21,290 0.0
-23,300 0.0
-855,940 0.0
10,709,410 25.3

1,230,940

34,640
22,150
18,560
7,170
6,190
1,540
1,490
1,070
720
430

3.3

0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

5y
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-Expenditures
. . IR N

nerease Cos . Credit Car Fees for Pc-on-Ff and ay—pcuc ines W eaton 240

[Financial Management Program} ’
Increase Cost: Risk Management Adj. - Wheaton [Financial Management Program) 170 (o]
Increase Cost: Printing and Mail Adjustiment - Wheaton [Parking Operations] 130 0.t
Technical Adj: Workyear adjustment 0 0.1
Decrease Cost: Central Duplicating Deficit Recovery Charge - Wheaten [Parking Operations] -40 0.0
Decrease Cost: Occupational Medical Services Adjustment - Wheaton [Financial Management Program] -310 0.0
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time ltems Approved in FY09 - Wheaton [Parking Facility Maintenance -4,540 0.0

and Engineering]

Decrease Cost: Ticket Database Management Contract Savings - Wheaton [Parking Operations] -24,230 0.0
FY10 RECOMMENDED: 1,296,320 3.5
L

PROGRAM SUMMARY

‘ B v : FY09 Approved FY10 Recommended
Program Name ' | . . Expenditures WYs Expenditures WYs
Management Services and Property Development 476,480 9.4 568,410 9.2
Financial Management Program 10,384,030 4.6 8,149,980 6.4
Parking Facility Maintenance and Engineering 4,904,880 15.7 4,856,620 20.5
Parking Operations 9,084,730 204 9,820,430 14.8 ‘

| Total 24,852,120  50.1 23,395,440 509 |

CHARGES TO OTHER DEPARTMENTS

] | ‘ FY09
Charged Department Charged Fund | ' : ; Total$

BETHESDA PARKING DISTRICT .
Transit Services Mass Transit 763,410 52 834,630 5.1

© FY10
Totals

1

WYs

WYs

FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS |

i

E CE REC. ; ($000's) ; :
Title | Y10 Y11 - FY12 FY13 - FY14 | FY15
This table is intended o present significant future fiscal impacts of the department's programs.

BETHESDA PARKING DISTRICT

Expenditures .

FY10 Recommended ' 11,273 11,273 11,273 11,273 11,273 11,273
No infiation or compensation change is included in outyear projections.

Elimination of One-Time ltems Recommended in FY10 0 -50 -50 -50 -50 -50
Hems recommended for one-time funding in FY10, including Pay By Cell Phone pilot program, will be eliminated from the base in the
outyears.

Labor Contracts 0 4 4 4 4 4
These figures represent the estimated cost of service increments and associated benefits.

Debit/Credit Card Bank Fees for Pay-On-Foot and 0 1 2 2 2 2

Pay-By-Space Machines

* Install debit/credit card machines for Pay-On-Foot and Pay-By-Space.

Debt Service 0 1 4 10 16 19
These figures represent costs associated with debt service including new debt, pay down of existing debt, and fluctuations due 1o interest
rate assumpfions.

Pay-On-Foot Maintenance 0 1 -45 -45 -45 -45
Maintenance costs per contract.

Retiree Health Insurance Pre-Funding 0 75 112 121 130 139
These figures represent the estimoted cost of the mulii-year plan to pre-fund retiree health insurance costs for the County’s workforce.

Subtotal Expenditures 11,273 11,306 11,300 11,315 11,330 11,343

@\
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MONTGOMERY HILLS PARKING DISTRICT
ljxgndiiures

FY10 Recommended 116 116 116 116 116 116

No inflation or compensation change is included in oulyear projections.
btotg! E.xe.r!d_fure _ 16 116 116 _ 116 1ié6 ils

SILVER SPRING PARKING DISTRICT

Expenditures

FY10 Recommended 10,709 10,709 10,709 10,709 10,709 10,709 }
No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections.

Labor Contracts 0 5 5 5 5 5 |
These figures represent the estimated cost of service increments and associated benefits.

Debit/Credit Card Bank Fees for Pay-On-Foot and 0 1 3 3 3 3

Pay-By-Space Machines
Install debit/credit card machines for Pay-On-Foot and Pay-By-Space,
Garage 16 Renovation , 0 1,375 1,500 125 ) 0 ]

Anticipated renovation of Garage 16

Pay-On-Foot Maintenance 0 3 -90 -90 -90 -90
Maintenance costs per contract.
Retiree Health Insurance Pre-Funding 0 60 20 97 104 111

These figures represent the estimated cost of the multi-year plan fo pre-fund retiree health insurance costs for the County’s workforce.

Subtotal Exﬂenditures 10,709 12,153 12,217 10,849 10,731 10,738 )

WHEATON PARKING DISTRICT

Expenditures
FY10 Recommended 1,296 1,296 1,296 1,296 1,296 1,296
No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections.

Labor Contracts 0 1 1 1 1 ]
These figures represent the estimated cost of service increments and associated benefits.
. Debit/Credit Card Bank Fees for Pay-On-Foot and 0 0 1 1 1 1

Pay-By-5pace Machines
Install debit/credit card machines for Pay-On-Foot and Pay-By-Space,

Retiree Health Insurance Pre-Funding 0 1 17 18 19 21
These figures represent the estimated cost of the multi-year plan to pre-fund retiree health insurance costs for the County’s workforce.
Subtotal Expenditures 1,296 1,309 1,314 1,316 1,317 1,318
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JBLIC SERVICES PROGRAN:

14 FY15
PROJECTION | PROJECTION | PROJECTION PROJECTION /
{

FISCAL PROJECTIONS
ASSUMPTIONS

ESTIMATE PROJECTION

Property Tax Rate: Recl/kmproved 0.280 0.280 0.280| 0.280 0.280 0.280 0.280]
Assessable Base: Recl/Improved (000} 1,550,800 1,659,700 1,780,800 1,838,800 1,875,000 1,924,300 2,002,600
Property Tax Rute: Real/Unimproved 0.140 0.140| 0.740] 0.140| 0.140 0.140| 0.1 40
Assessoble Bose: Real/Unimprovaed {000) 83,100 88,900 95,400 98,500 100,400 103,000 107,200
Property Tax Collection Factor: Real Property 99.4%)| 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4%
Property Tox Rate: Personal/lmproved 0.700] 0,700 0.700 0.700| 0.700, 0.700] 0.70
Assessable Bosa: Personal/lmpreved (000} 196,700 198,100 200,300 202,600 204,900 207,200 209,600
Property Tux Rate: Personal/Unimproved 0.350] 0.350] 0.350 0.350] 0.350 0.350] 0.350
Asseszable Base: Parsonal/Unimproved [0C0) 16,400 16,500 16,700 16,900 17,100 17,300 17,500
Property Tax Collection Factor: Personal Property 99.4% 99.4% 99 4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4%
Indirect Cost Rote 12.88% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73%
CPi {Fiscal Yeor) 4.1% 3.3% 2.8% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%)
Investment Income Yield 0.013 0.011 0.0165 0.0255 0.028 0.031 0.0335
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE 'I9,526,020i 16,596 A10] 15,854,540 16,640,140 13,632,140 15,364,990 17,120,320
REVENUES

Taxes 5,857,530 6,178,770 6,540,870 6,723,310 6,843,400 7,000,930 7,242,|oT

Charges For Services 8,745,000 9,000,000 9,000,000 9,000,000 9,812,790 9,975,350 10,024,120

Fines & Forfeitures 4,800,000 4,800,000 4,800,000 4,800,000 4,800,000 4,800,000 4,800,000

Miscellansous 574,020 525,520 476,120 1,004,920 1,065,520 1,154,320 1,236,820
Subtotal Revenves 19,976,550 20,504,290 20,816,990 21,528,230 22,521,710 22,930,600 23,303,040
INTERFUND TRANSFERS {Net Non-CIP) (6,648,600) {7,846,340) (7,871,440) (7,984,020) (8,114,610} (8,221,020) (8,325,220),
Transfers To The General Fund (282,250) {320,930) {238,600) (252,280] {275,230} {275,230) {275,230)

Indirect Cosis {244,180) {274,620) 1275,230) {275,230) {275,230) (275,230) {275,230)

Technology Modemization CIP Project {38,070) {46.,310) 36,630 22,950 o] o] ]
Transfers To Special Fds: Tax Supported 16,366,350) {7.525,510) {7,632,840) (7,731,740 {7.839,380) (7,945,790 (8,049,990}

To Transportation Management District / Bethesda (1,122,850) 1,090,510  (1,195,840)|  (1,225740)|  {1,256,380)|  (1,287,790) (1,319,990)
Transporicfion Solutions ! ‘

To Mass Transit [PYN] (2,468,650) {3,600,000) (3,600,000} {3,600,000) {3,600,000) {3,600,000) {3,600,000)
TOTAL RESOURCES 32,853,970 29,254,260 28,800,090 30,184,350 28,039,240 30,074,570 32,098,130
CIP CURRENT REVENUE APPROP. (3,799,000) (2,089,000) (590,000) (4,739,000) (590,000) {590,000) 1]
PSP OPER. BUDGET APPROP/ EXP'S.

Operating Budget {7.551,970) (8,003,940) {8,268,060) {8,516.690) (8,773,420) (9.038,540) {9.312,340)

Debt Servica {4,906,590) (3,269,330) {3,270,240) {3,273,140) (3,279,010 (3,285,030} (3,288,660)] ¢

Retiree Health Insurance Pre-Funding o] V] (74,830} {(112,210) (120,650) {129.510) {138,820}

Labor Agreement n/a o {4,480) (4,480) {4,480) {4,480) (4,480)

Annudlizations and One-Time n/a n/a 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000

Credit Card Fees for POF/PBS afa n/a {1,000) (1,510 (1,510 (1.510) (1,510)

Pay On Foot Maintenance n/e n/a (1,340) 44,820 44 820 44,820 44,820
Subtoial PSP Oper Budget Approp / Exp's {12, 458,560) (11,273,280) (11,569,950) (11,813,210) (12,084,250) (12,364,250) (12,650,990)
OTHER CLAIMS ON FUND BALANCE 0 {37,440) [ 0 0 1] ]
TOTAL USE OF RESOURCES (16,257,560)] (13,399,720)| (12,159,950)| (16,552,210)| (12,674,250)| (12,954,250) (12,650,990)
YEAR END FUND BALANCE 16,596,410 15,854,540 16,640,140 13,632,140 15,364,990 17,120,320 | 19,447,150
END-OF-YEAR RESERVES AS A ‘

PERCENT OF RESOURCES 50.5 54.2%) 57.a%t 45.2%) 54.3%L 56.9% 60.6°%)

Assumptions:

1. The cash balance includes funds required to be held by the District to cover Bond Covenants. Bond coverage (annual net revenues over debt
service requirements) is maintained at about 470 percent in FY10. The minimum requirement is 125 percent.

2. Property tax revenue is assumed to increase over the six years based on an improved assessable base.

3. Investment income is estimated to increase over the six years based upon projected cash balance.

4. Revenue for the air rights lease for Garage 49 are assumed in FY10 through FY15.

5. Large assessable base increases are due to ecnomic growth and new projects coming online.

6. The labor contract with the Municipal and County Government Employees Organization, Local 1994, expires at the end of FY10.

7. These projections are based on the Executive's Recommended Budget and include the revenue and resources assumptions of that budget. FY11-15
expenditures are based on the "major, known commitments® of elected officials and include negotiated labor agreements, estimates of compensation
and inflation cost increases, the operating costs of capital facilities, the fiscal impact of approved legisiation or regulations, and other programmatic
commitments. They do not include unopproved service improvements. The projected future expenditures, revenues, and fund balance may vary
based on changes to fee or tax rates, usage, inflation, future labor agreements, and other factors not assumed here.

B. Parking fine transfer to Mass Transit Fund increases from $25 fo $35 per ticket in FY10-15.
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FY09 Frie FYil FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15
FISCAL PROJECTIONS ESTIMATE REC PROJECTION | PROJECTION | PROJECTION { PROJECTION PROJECTION
ASSUMPTIONS
Property Tax Rata: Real/lmproved 0.240 0.240 0.240 0.240 0.240] 0.240 0.240
Assessoble Base: Real/Improved (000) 25,000 26,800 28,800 29,700 30,300 31,100 32,400
Property Tox Rate: Real/Unimproved 0.120 0.120 0.120 0.120 0.120 0120 0.120
Assessable Base: Real/Unimproved (000) 500 500 500 500 500 500 500
Property Tax Colledion Factor; Real Property 99.4%)| 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4%
Property Tax Rate: Personal/Improved 0.600 0.500 0.600 0.600 0.600 0.600] 0.400
Assessable Base: Personal/Aimproved (000) 9,700 9,800 9,900 10,000 10,100 10,200 10,300
Property Tax Rate: Personal/Unimproved 0.3D0 0.30D! ’ 0.300] 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300
Assessable Base: Personal/Unimproved {000} 3,300 3,300 3,300 3,300 3,300 3,300 3,300
Property Tax Collection Factor: Personat Property 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4%
indirect Cost Rate 12.88%| 13.73% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73%,
CPI (Fisco! Yeor] 4.1% 3.3% 2.8% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%
Investment Income Yiald 0.013 0.011 0.0165 0.0255 0.028 0.031 0.0335
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE 186,050 222,960 261,180 303,910 350,910 401,200 452,880
REVENUES
Taxes 127,930 132,820 138,190 130,930 142,960 145,460 149,160
Charges For Services 35,500 35 35,500 35,500 35,500 35,500 35,500
Fines & Forfeitures 27,500 27,50 27,500 27,500 27,500 27,500 27,500
Miscellaneous 3,300 (500 7,100 12,600 17,820 21,200 L 24,500
Subtotal Revenues 194,230 199,420 208,290 216,530 223,760 229,560 236,660
INTERFUND TRANSFERS (Ney Non-CIP} {44,010) (44,770) {45,030) (45,220) (45,240) (45,700) {46,170)
Transfers To Tha General Fund (22,220) (22,980} [23,240) {23,430) (23,450) (23,910) {24,380)
Indirsct Costs {4,880) {5,060) (5,080) (5,080) (5,080) {5,080) {5,080)
Regional Services Center (16,590} (17,060) {17,480) (17,920) (18,370} (18,830} (19.300)
Transfers To Spacial Fds: Tax Supported {21,790}, (21,790} {21,790) (21,790} (21,790) {21,790 (21,790)
To Maoss Tronsit {10,610) 10,610 {10,610) (10,610) {10,610) {10,610} {10,610}
To Mass Transit [PVN] {11,180) @ (11,180) {11,180} {11,180 {11,180) [11.180}
bad
TOTAL RESOURCES )m 377,610 424,340 475,220 529,430 L 585,160 643,370
PSP OPER. BUDGET APPROP/ EXP'S. /K
Cperting Budget S’L-hl’ (113,310 (116,430) {120,430) (124,210) (128,130) (132,180 (136,360)
tabar Agreement bL Zp/ ‘z D nfa Y (100} 1 00)[ {100) {100} {100}
Subtotal PSP Oper Budget Approp / Exp's (113,310) (116,430)  (120,530) (124,310) (128,230) (132,280) (136,460)
TOTAL USE OF RESOURCES (113,310) {116,430) (120,530) (124,310) (128,230) (132,280) (136,460)
YEAR END FUND BALANCE 222,960 261,180 303,910 350,910 401,200 452,880 506,910
END-OF-YEAR RESERVES AS A
PERCENT OF RESOURCES 66.3%] 69.2% 71.6%)| 73.8%) 75.;‘/:4 77.4%| 78.8%)
Assumptions:
1. Property tax revenue is assumed fo increase over the six yeors based on an improved assessable base.
2. Investment income is estimated to increase over the six years based upon projected cash balance.
3. The labor contract with the Municipal and County Government Employees Organization, Local 1994, expires of the end of FY0.
4. These projeclions are based on the Executive’s Recommended Budget and include the revenue and resources assumptions of that budget.
FY11-15 expenditures are based on the "major, known commitments” of elected officials and include negotiated labor ogreements, estimates of
compensation and inflation cost icnreases, the operating costs of capital facilities, the fiscal impact of approved legislation or regulations, and
other programmatic commitments. They do not include unapproved service improvements. The projected future expenditures, revenues, and
fund balance may vary based on chnages fo fee or tax rates, usage, inflation, future labor agreements, and other factors not assumed here.
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FYQ9

i3

FYig

FY15

FISCAL PROJECTIONS ESTIMATE REC PROJECTION | PROJECTION | PROJECTION | PROJECTION PROJECTION
ASSUMPTIONS
Property Tax Rate: Real/Improved 0.280 0.280) 0.000 0.000) 0.000) 0.000] 0.00
Assessable Base: Reol/improved {000) 1,653,900 1,770,000 1,899,200 1,961,100 1,999,700 2,052,300 2,135,800
Property Tax Rate: Real/Unimproved 0.140 0.140) 0.000 0.000] 0.000 0.000] 0.000|
Assessable Base: Real/Unimproved {000) 285,100 305,100 327,400 338,100 344,800 353,900 368,300
Property Tox Collection Foctor: Real Property 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4%
Property Tax Rote: Personal/lmproved 0.700 0.700, 0.000] 0.000] 0.000] 0.000) 0.000
Assessoble Base: Parsonal/Improved (000} 135,400 136,400 137,900 139,500 141,100 142,700 144,300
Property Tax Rate: Personul/Unimproved 0.350 0.359 0.000] 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000:
Assessable Base: Personal/Unimproved (000) 4,300 4,300 4,300 4,300 4,300 4,300 4,300
Property Tax Collection Factor: Personal Proparty 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4%)
Indirect Cost Rote 12.88% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73%
CPI {Fiscol Year) 4% 3.3% 2.8% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%|
Investment Income Yield 0.013 0.0 0.0165 0.0255 0.028 0.031 0.0335
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE 8,699,030 7,118,740, 4,541,580 3,067,370 1,809,320 2,155,330 2,830,460
REVERUES
Taxes 5,956,950 6,314,870 6,715,930 6,914,230 7,042,120 7,212,320 7A75,890
Charges For Services 9.312,000 9,500,000 9,785,000 10,078,550 10,380,910 10,692,330 11,013,100
Fines & Forfeitures 2,600,000 2,600,000 2,678,000 2,758,340 2,841,090 2,926,320 3,014,110
Misceflaneous 126,600 87,900 92,100 71,500 78,200 123,800 194,400 |
Subtotal Revenves 17,995,550 18,502,770 19,271,030 19,822,620 20,342,320 20,954,770 21,697,500
INTERFUND TRANSFERS (Net Non-CIP) (4,086,870) {5,305,570) {5,590,040) (5,661,190) (5,735,610) (5,834,610) (3,931,610)
Tronsfers To The Generai Fund {1.505,240) {345,220) {334,690) {318,840) {292,260} {292,260) (292,260}
indirect Costs (262,830) {291,580) {292,260) (292,260) {292,260) {292,260} {292,260)
Repayment to General Fund (1,198,000} 0 [ 0 o 0 o]
Technology Modernization CIP (44,410) (53,640} (42,430} {26,580) o] 0 )
Transfers To Special Fds: Tax Supported (2,581,630) {4,960,350) (5.255,350) {5,342,350) {5.443,350) (5,542,350) (5.639,350)
To Transportation Management District (200,000) {897,350} (897,350} (897,350} (897,350) (897,350) (897,350)
To Mass Transit (PVN) o {1,950,000) {1,950,000} {1,950,000) (1,950,000 (1,950,000 {1,950,000)
To Silver Spring Urban District (2,381,630) {2,113,000) {2.408,000) {2,495,000) (2,596,000)t (2,695,000) {2,792,000)
TOTAL RESOURCES 22,607,710 20,315,940 18,222,570 17,228,800 16,416,030 17,275,500 18,596,350
CiP CURRENT REVENUE APPROP. {4,605,000) {5,035,000) (2,700,000) {2,700,000) {2,700,000) (2,700,000) 4]
PSP OPER. BUDGEY APPROP/ EXP'S.
Operating Budget (10,028,030)]  (10,709,410)]  (11,011,380)| (11,211,700)|  (11,421,150)| (11,723,410 (12,035,420)
Labor Agreement n/a 0 {4,910) (4,910) {4.910) (4,910) (4,910)
Retires Health Insurance Pre-Funding n/a n/a (59,860) {89,760) (96,520) {103,610} {111,060}
Garage 16 Renovation n/a n/a [1.375,000} {1,500,000) {125,000} o} 0
Credit Card Fees for POF/PBS n/a n/a {1,360) (2,760) (2,760) {2,760) (2,760}
Pay On Foot Maintenonce n/o n/a (2,690} 89,650 89,650 89,650 89,650
Subtotal PSP Oper Budget Approp / Exp's (10,883,970) (10,709,410} (12,455,200) {(12,719,480) (11,560,6%0) {11,745,040) (12,064,500}
TOTAL USE OF RESOURCES {15,488,970) (15,774,360) (15,155,200) {15,419,480) {14,260,690) (14,445,040) (12,064,500)
YEAR END FUND BALANCE 7,118,740 4,541,580 3,067,370 1,809,320 2,155,340 2,830,460 6,531,850
END-OF-YEAR RESERVES AS A .
PERCENT OF RESOURCES 31.5%; 22.4% 16.8% 10.5% 13.1%| 16.4% 35.1%]

Assumptions:

1. Property fax revenve is assumed to increase over the six years based on an improved assessable base.
2. Investment income is estimated to increase over the six years based upon projected cash balance.

3. large assessable base increases are due to ecnomic growth and new projects coming online.

4. The labor contract with the Municipal and County Government Employees Organization, Local 1994, expires at the end of FY10.
5. These projections are based on the Executive's Recommended Budget and include the revenue and resources assumptions of that budget. FY11-
15 expenditures are based on the "major, known commitments® of elected officials and include negotiated labor agreements, estimates of
compensation and infiation cost increases, the operating costs of capital facilities, the fiscal impact of approved legislation or regulations, and other
programmatic commitments. They do not include unapproved service improvements. The projected future expenditures, revenues, and fund balance
may vary based on chnages to fee or tax rates, usage, inflation, future labor agreements, and other factors not assumed here.
6. Parking fine transfer to Mass Transit Fund set at $35 per ticket in FY10-15.

(#0)
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Fro9 FYI1 FY12 Fa FY15
FISCAL PROJECTIONS APPROVED ESTIMATE PROJECTION PROJIECTION PROJECTION PROJECTION PROJECTION
ASSUMPTIONS
Property Tox Role: Reol/improved 0.240 0.240 0.240| 0.240] 0.240f 0.240 0.240 0.240]
Assessoble Base: Reol/improved {000) 181,600 162,700 174,100 186,800 192,900 196,700 201,900 210,100
froperty Tax Collaction Factor: Raal P Ay 09.4% Q9.4% 22.4%, o9 4% P9.4% 09 4% 29.4% 29.4%
Property Tox Rote: Personol/Improved 0.600 0.600 0.600] 0.600 0.600 0.600 0.600) 0.600]
Assessable Bose: Personal/Improved {000) 16,500 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200
Proparty Tax Collection Factor: Personal Proparty 99.4%| 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4% 99.4%
indirect Cost Role 12.88% 12.88% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73% 13.73%
CPi {Fiscal Year) 2.8% 4.1% 3.3% 2.8% 2.5% 1.5% 2.5% 2.5%
Invesimeni Income Yield 0.025 0.013 o0.011 0.0165 0.0255 0.028 0.0 0.0335
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE 957,980 922,740] 117,360 57,950 B3 66‘7 83,300 82,500 85,6501
REVENUES
Toxes 543,800 402,330 429,640 450,060 474,610 483,680 496,080 515,640
Charges For Services 1,035,000 B35,000 835,000 835,000 835,000 835,000 835,000 835,000
Finas & Forfeitures 513,120 513,120 520,000 520,000 522,000 520,000 520,000 520,000
Miscelianeous 45,400 11,400 5,100 9,900 14,200 18,400 19,100 21,100
Subtotal Revenues 2,137,320 1,761,850 1,789,740 1,624,560 1,843,810 1,857,080 1,870,180 1,891,740
INTERFUND TRANSFERS (Net Non-CIP) (1,027,550) (1,027,550) (390,220)] (291,510) (289,410) (260,890) (225,890) (365,890)|
Transfers T The General Fund (41,180 (41,180} (50,900) (49.510) 147,410 {43,890) (43,890) {43,890)
Indirect Cosis {35,3%0) {35,390 {43,790) {43,890) 143,890) {43,890) {43,890) {43,890)
Technology Modernization CIP {5.790) (5,790) 7.110) (5.620) (3.520) 0 o 0
Tranzfers To Special Fds: Tax Supported (986,370} 986,370} {339,320) {242,000) {242,000) (217,000} (182,000} {322,000)
To Mass Transit {60,000} (60,000} {47,000) {47,000 [47,000) {47,000) (47,000} (47,000
Yo whealon Urban District {688,450} (688,490} {292,320) {195,000} {195,000) {170,000) (135,000} {275,000)
TOTAL RESOURCES 2,067,750 1,657,040 1,516,880 1,591,400 1,637,560 1,679,490 1,726,790 1,611,500
CIP CURRENT REVENUE APPROP, (290,000) (327,000) (157,000) (157,000} (157,000) (157,000) (157,000) o
PSP OPER. BUDGET APPROP/ EXP'S.
Operating Budget {1,230,240) (1,212,680) {1,296,320) {1,339,000) 1,379,160} {1,420,630) {1,463,450) {1,507,660)
Labor Agreement nfa n/fa <] (760} 7 60) {7 60} (760) (760)
Retiree Heuolth Insurance Pra-Funding 0 0 4] (11,220) {16,830) {18,090) (19,420} (20,820}
Annudlizations and One-Time n/a n/a n/a 1] ] 4] 0 o
Credit Card Bank Fees for Pay-On-Fool ond Poy-By-Spuce nja n/o n/e (260} {510} (510) (510) {510)
FF b n/a n/a o/a 0 [1] 0 4] 0
|subtotal PSP Oper Budget Approp / Exp's (1,230,940)  (1,212,680)| (1,296,320) (1,351,2a0))  (1,397,260)] (1,439,990)] (1,484,140} (1,529,750)
OTHER CLAIMS ON FUND BALANCE 4] 4] {5,610) ] 1] 1] ] 0
TOTAL USE OF RESOURCES (1,520,940) {1,539,580) (1,A58,930) (1,508,240) (1,554,260) (3.,596,290) (1,64!,140L (1,529,750)
YEAR END FUND BALANCE 545,810 117,360 57,950 83,160 83300 82,500 85,650 81,750
-
END-OF-YEAR RESERVES AS A
PERCENT OF RESOURCES 26.4%) 7.1% 3.8% S.Z%L 5.I%L 4'9%L S.D%L 5.19%)
Assumptions:
1. Property tax revenue is assumed to increase over the six years based on an improved assessable base.
2. Investment income is estimated fo increase over the six years based upon projected cash balance.
3. The labor contract with the Municipal and County Government Employees Organization, Local 1994, expires at the end of FY10.
4. These projections are based on the Executive's Recommended Budget and include the revenuve and resources assumptions of thot budget. FY11.15
expenditures are based on the "major, known commitments” of elected officials and include negotiated laobor agreements, estimates of compensation and
inflation cost increases, the operating costs of capital facilities, the fiscal impact of approved legislation or regulations, and other programmatic
commitments. They do not include unopproved service improvements. The projecied future expenditures, revenves, and fund balance may vary based on
changes to fee or tax rates, usage, inflation, future labor agreements, and other factors not assumed here.
5. Parking fine transfer to Mass Transit fund eliminated in FY10-15.
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FY09 Adopted Parking Security Patrol Budget
Sworn Officer Patrols Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton Total
Total County Police Hours 2,266 2,266 0 4,532
Cost $102,440 $102,440 $0 $204,880 |*MCP Benfits per District are included
Total Park Police 0 0 2,385 2,385
Cost 30 £0 $102,800 $102,800
Total Swom Officer Patrol Hours 2,266 2.266 2,385 6,917
Cost $102,440 $102,440 $102,800 $307,680
Contract Security Guards Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton Total
|Scheduted Patrol Hours 24,711 37,963 6,305 68,979
Cost $501,010 $776,097 $131,560 $1,408,667
Service Corp. Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton Total
Total Patrol Hours 0 8,320 0 8,320
Cost $0 $67,414 $0 $97.414
Total Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton Total
Total Patrol Hours 26,977 48,549 $,690 84216
PLD Cost $603,450 £975.951 $234360 $1,813,761
| — -

Change from FY09 Adopted to FY10 CE Recommended Parking Security Patrol Budget

Sworn Officer Patrols Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton Total
Total County Police Hours-Change 0 0 0 0
Cost-Change $8,195 38,195 $0 $16,390
Total Park Police-Change 0 0 0 0
Cost-Change $0 $0 30 $0
Total Swomn Officer Patrol Hours-Change 0 0 0 0
Cost-Change $8,195 $8,195 30 $16,390
Contract Security Guards Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton Total
Scheduled Patrol Hours-Change 0 0 o 0
Cost-Change $0 $0 30 $0
Service Corp. Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton Total
Total Patrol Hours-Change 0 0 0 0
Cost-Change $0 30 $0 $0
2 Total Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton Total
Total Patrot Hours-Change FY09 to FY10 [ 0 0 [
PLD Cost-Change FY09 10 FY10 38,195 38,195 | $0 $16,390

FY10 CE RECOMMENDED PARKING SECURITY BUDGET

Sworn Officer Patrols Bethesda Silver Spring ‘Wheaton Total
Total County Police Hours 2,266 2,266 [¢] 4,532
Cost $110,635 $110,635 $0 $221,270 |*MCP Benfits per District are included
Total Park Police 0 o) 2,385 2,385
Cost $0 30 $102,800 $102,800
Total Swom Officer Patrol Hours 2.266 2,266 2,385 6,917
Cost $110,635 $110,635 $102,800 $324,070
Contract Security Guards Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton Total
Scheduled Patrol Hours (estimated) 24 711 37,963 6,305 68,979
Cost $501,010 $776,097 $131,560 $1,408,667 |* Silver Spring Total Cost includes $9,019 of Montg H
Service Corp. Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton Total
Total Patrol Hours 0 8,320 0 8,320
Cost $0 $97414 30 $97,414
Total Bethesda Silver Spring Wheaton Total
Total Patrol Hours 26,977 48,549 8,690 84,216
PLD Cost $611.645 $984,146 $234,360 $1,830,151

PLD Security.xls
01pubrecitrans\pkg
4/22/2009




'l MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

April 17, 2009

MEMORANDUM

TO: Marlene Michaelson, Senior Legislative Analyst
Montgomery County Council

VIA: Rollin Stanley, Director [l%
Montgomery County Planning Department

FROM: Dan Hardy, Chief A
Move/Transportation Planning Division

SUBJECT: Request for FY 10 Operating Budget Reconciliation List Addition

The Montgomery County Planning Department requests a $75,000 addition to our FY
10 operating budget for participation in a parking management study to inform revisions
to Chapter 59-E of the Zoning Ordinance.

The value and need for this study was discussed at a joint PHED and T&E Committee
meeting on March 16. At that meeting the Commiitee members reviewed the attached
Council staff packet, including the $150,000 parking study scope developed by M-
NCPPC and DOT staff on page circle-4 of the attached memorandum. This study is
needed to address complex shared parking formulas in order to justify reduced
commercial parking requirements and develop business community support for reduced
parking, consistent with recommendations in OLO Report 2009-6 and Recommendation
T-1in the 2009 Climate Protection Plan.

The Committee members directed M-NCPPC and DOT to propose study funding
resources. M-NCPPC and DOT have concurred that the study should be conducted by
DOT, based on their ability to expedite consuitant services procurement, and funded

jointly by the two agencies.

We Jook forward to continuing the discussion of this important study with you and the
County Council members. Please let me know if you have any questions.

cc: Al Roshdieh, DOT
Rick Siebert, DOT
Alison Davis
Rose Krasnow .
§787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 Director’s Office: 301.495.4500  Fax: 301.495.1310

www.MontgomeryPlanning.org

100% recycled paper
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The mission of
County.

e Division of Transit Services is to provide an effective mix of public transportation services in Montgomery

BUDGET OVERV!IEW

The total recommended FY10 Operating Budget for the Division of Transit Services is $111,845,000, a decrease of $5,536,240 or
4.7 percent from the FY09 Approved Budget of $117,381,240. Personnel Costs comprise 53.4 percent of the budget for 787 full-time
positions and four part-time positions for 831.3 workyears. Operating Expenses and Capital Outlay account for the remaining 46.6
percent of the FY 10 budget.

The general obligation bond Debt Service for the Mass Transit Fund is appropriated in the Debt Service Fund and is not displayed in
this section. To pay for the Debt Service, a transfer of funds from the Mass Transit Fund to the Debt Service Fund of $2,433,290 is
required.

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

LINKAGE TO COUNTY RESULT AREAS

While this program area supports all eight of the County Result Areas, the following are emphasized:
& An Effective and Efficient Transportation Network

% Healthy and Sustainable Neighborhoods

o Vital Living for All of Our Residents

DEPARTMENT PERFORMANCE MEASURES

This table presents the department's headline measures or submeasures that relate to multiple programs including projections

from FY09 through FY11. These estimates reflect funding based on the FY09 savings plan, the FY10 budget, and funding for
comparable service levels in FY11.

Actual Estimated Projected  Projected
FYO8 FY09 FY10

iR o : - S
Number of reporfed collisions between Ride On buses and a person or . . 43 43 4.3
object, per 100,000 miles driven

Passengers transported per capita {ratio of the number of passengers 29.5 30.7 311 30.2 29.ﬂ

boarding a Ride On bus within the fiscal year and the County population)
Percent of Ride-On customers who report a satisfactory customer service
experience’ ‘

Reported Ride-On complainis per 100,000 bus riders 12.3 14.2 15.8 14.2 12.8
Scheduled Ride On roundirip circuits missed, in whole or in part, per : 3.7 50 76 57 43
(1,000 roundtrip circuits

T New measure; data to be collected in the future.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES

< Ride On boardings increased from 28.2 million in FY07 to 29.7 million in FY08. This represents an increase of 5.1%.
This accomplishment is due to many factors, including excellent service and reliability.

S

®

57 New Employers Participated in Commuter Services programs.

o

Employers with at least one Transportation Control Measure increased from 2,248 at the end of FYO7 to 2,334 at the

end of FY08. 7
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392 employers with nearly 52,000 employees have filed Traffic Mitigation Plans with Commuter Services.

& Commuter Services parinered with Council of Governments (COG) for the 35th annual 8ike to Work Day.
Montgomery County had seven Pit Stops with a total of 1,812 registrants — about one-quarter of the region’ ~
registration of 7,000. {

& Commuter Services conducted the first Car Free Day in Montgomery Couniy Sepfember 22nd in cooperation with the
first-time regional effort by COG. This effort was designed to encourage people fo try alternative methods of
transportation and as a result, to consider reducing use of single occupant vehicles. Through efforts at multiple
locations in the County we reached over 1,000 commuters with information about alternativc forms of commuting.

& Ride On is equipping its entire fleet of buses with annunciators for ifs passengers with disabilities. With the
expected implementation of a new Computer Aided Dispatch/Automatic Vehicle Location system, passengers will
hear automated announcements of bus stops, cross sfreefs, and transit centers. This will enhance our service in
accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act.

< In Januvary 2008 the Division of Transit Services expanded the Seniors Ride Free program from midday only to all
day every day. Ridership under this program has nearly doubled to about 1.4 million boardings per year, providing
more mobility options for County seniors.

®
L

Productivity Improvements
- In FY10, Transit Services will be bringing on-line its new Fixed Route Scheduling software. This special purpose,
proprietary software optimizes transit schedules by minimizing the non-revenue time a bus is out on the street as

well as minimizing a bus operator’s non-productive driving time.

- Increased the use of online submissions for Annual Commuter Survey and Traffic Mitigation Plans.

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Bill Selby of the Division of Transit Services at 240.777.5807 or Brady Goldsmith of the Office of Management and Budget
at 240.777.2793 for more information regarding this department's operating budget.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

Special Transportation Programs
Special Transportation Programs provide: transportation to and from Medicaid appointments for those eligible; a user-side subsidy
program that provides travel options for low-income elderly and disabled; and information on all public transportation programs
available to seniors and persons with disabilities.

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures
FY09 Approved 8,370,110
Increase Cost: Medcaid Grant 370,050 0.0
F Decrease Cost: Call ‘N Ride (no service impact) -1,016,310 0.0
Miscellanecus adjustments, including negotiated compensation chonges, employee benefit chonges, changes 25,140 -0.5
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
FY10 CE Recommended 7,748,990 7.4
Ride On

Fixed-route bus service is provided by the Ride On system throughout the County. Ride On operates primarily in neighborhoods and
provides a collector and distributor service to the major transfer points and transit centers in the County. Ride On supplements and
coordinates with Metrobus and Metrorail service provided by the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority. The Ride On
transit program operates and manages more than 80 routes; maintains a strategic plan for replacement of the bus fleet; maintains the
buildings and bus parking lots at the Silver Spring and Gaithersburg Operations Centers; trains new bus operators and provides
continuing safety instruction for existing operators; coordinates activities with the Advanced Transportation Management Center;
and operates Ride On's centralized radio system.

Actual Actual Estimoted  Projected  Projected
Program Performance Measures FYO7 FY08 FYO9 FY10 Fri1 N
Hours of Service 1,085,469 1,100,358 1,096,930 1,038,100 1,038,100

Number of reported collisions between Ride On buses and a person or 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.3
object, per 100,000 miles driven @

49-2 Transporiation FY10 Operating Budget and Public Services Program FY10-15




" Attal T Estimated
FYO8 - .. ~F

Passengers per hour of Service

Passengers Transporied [millions) 29.9
Passengers transported per capita (ratio of the number of passengers 299
boarding a Ride On bus within the fiscal year and the County population)

Percent of Ride-On customers who report a satisfactory customer service

experience! -

[Reported Ride-On complaints per 100,000 bus riders 123 14.2 15.8 14.2 128
Scheduled Ride On roundtrip circuits missed, in whole or in part, per 3.7 5.0 7.6 7 4 3\
11,000 roundtrip circuits |

1 New measure; data to be collected in the future.

FY]O Recommended Changes . Expenditures

FY09 Approved 93,810,540

":iAdd: Transit Security Grant 996,530 2.4

| _Add: Coniract Ride On Mystery Rider Program for Americans With Disabilities Act compliance monitoring 50,000 0.0

[ Increase Cost: Access to Jobs grant 60 -0.5 |
Technical Adj: Charges to CIP - Silver Spring Interim Operation Site 0 1.7

| Reduce: Nicholson Depot Supervisors from 5 to 4 -53,350 -1.0
Decrease Cost: Lease Payments for Buses -60,520 0.0ig
Shift: Increased Charges to Recreation for Mini Trips -70,860 0.0 |
Reduce: Gaithersburg Depot supervisors from 7 to 6 -75,230 1.0
Decrease Cost: Increased Charges to HHS for Program Transportation -129,980 0.0 |

| _Decrease Cost: Eliminate Part-Time Bus Operators and Reduce Overtime -350,000 0.0 \
Decrease Cost: Motor Pool Rate Adjustiment -700,280 0.0 |
Reduce: Ride On Service -4,278,910 -39.6

" Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -155,890 1.ﬂ

due o staff furnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
|_FY10 CE Recommended 88,982,110 755.0

Commuter Services

The Commuter Services program centralizes commuter services efforts and promotes transportation alternatives to the single
occupant vehicle in Silver Spring, Bethesda, Wheaton, North Bethesda, Friendship Heights, and other areas of the County. The
program provides efficient and coordinated administrative support for services to employers and employees or residents. It uses
existing organizations, such as Urban Districts, as advisory organizations. The Silver Spring Transportation Systemm Management
District, the North Bethesda Transportation Management District (TMD), the Friendship Heights TMD, and the Bethesda TMD were
created by County law. In Wheaton, efforts are focused on a transportation policy planning area.

FY10 Recommended Changes . Expenditures
FY09 Approved

4,836,760 15.4
Increase Cost: Increase in the Bethesda Urban Parinership Grant 18,430 0.0 J
Decrease Cost: Funding for the National Institutes of Health/Medical Center Traffic Management Organization -10,000 0.0
Decrease Cost: North Bethesda Traffic Management District Audit -12,000 0.0
ﬁEliminate: Traffic Counts in Commuter Services -40,000 0.0
| Decrease Cost: Charges for Mid-Pike Plaza Park & Ride Lot -45,900 0.0
Decrease Cost: Abolish Transit Marketing Specialist Position -100,200 1.0
| Decrease Cost: Transportation Action Partnership Grant -140,720 0.0
Decrease Cost: Fare Share (to actual usage) -190,000 0.0
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -13,190 -0.9 W
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program ‘
"FY10 CE Recommended 4,303,180 13.5 |

Taxi Regulation

The Taxi Regulation program is responsible for issuance, enforcement, renewal, and management of passenger vehicle licenses and
taxicab driver 1Ds. This program administers the taxicab regulation, licensing, and permit actjvities.

S FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures
FY09 Approved 719,290
increase Cost: Taxi program ) 94,870 1.0
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 12,350 1.4 |
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
FY10 CE Recommended 826,510 7.8 |

N
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Cusfomer Service

The Customer Service program operates the Transit Information Center (TIC) to provide bus route and rail information to the public.
The TIC manages the distribution of transit timetables and responses to citizen inquiries. The program conducts marketing and
promotional activities to reach potential riders and provides the public and employers with easier access to fare media to encour!
ridership. '

The "Customer Service program also provides community outreach to civic and community groups, senior organizations and
residential sites. This community outreach effort strives to inform citizens of programs and services for fixed routes and services for
seniors and persons with disabilities.

Expenditures
1,978,940 113

_ FY ﬂ) Recommended Changes
" FY09 Approved

Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -212,930 0.5
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
FY10 CE Recommended 1,766,010 11.8

Transit Parking Facility Maintenance

The Transit Parking Facility Maintenance program funds the operation and maintenance of the Park & Ride and Commuter Rail
Parking Lots as well as the Lakeforest and Germantown Transit Centers. The Division of Operations provides and manages the
maintenance services at the Park & Ride and Commuter Rail lots as well as the Lakeforest Transit Center.

11?\*'10 Recommended Changes : Expenditures

FY09 Approved 328,550 1.2

| Reduce: Maintenance at Commuter Rail Lots - -45,000 0.0

Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 1,640 0.0
due fo staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budgef changes affecting more than one program

FY10 CE Recommended 285,190 1.2

Transit Operations Planning and Control

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

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures
FY09 Approved 1,792,300
Increase Cost: Support / Maintenance agreement for new Computer Aided Dispatch/Automatic Vehicle 120,000 0.0 |
Location system
Decrease Cost: Data Collection -28,000 -0.8
Decrease Cost: Printing of Paper Transfers -69,500 0.0
Miscelloneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 103,990 -3.0
due to staff turnover, reorgonizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
| FY10 CE Recommended 1,918,790 18.6

Passenger Facilities

The Passenger Facilities program provides for the safe, comfortable, clean, and accessible entry for transit customers into the transit
system. The program is responsible for supervising the construction and maintenance of bus shelters and the collection of the
County’s share of revenues generated through advertising sales, as provided under a 15-year franchise agreement. It is also
responsible for the purchase, installation, maintenance and replacement of all equipment, including but not limited to bus benches,
trash receptacles, transit information display units, bus stop passenger alert lights (beacons), and other passenger amenities. The
program installs and maintains all system signage, including poles and bus stop flags.

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures
FY09 Approved _ 998,160 2.0.
Reduce: Bus Stop Materials -73,200 0.¢ -
Decrease Cost: Abolish Passenger Facility Manager -88,660 -1 0
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 22,120 2ﬁ
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
|_FY10 CE Recommended 858,420 3.0
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Fixed Costs
The Fixed Costs program contains certain cost items that involve long-term funding coiiinitments independent of the annual scope of
program costs. Fixed costs included in this category are utility payments and insurance. Casualty insurance for Ride On is provided
through the Division of Risk Management. The costs are required or “fixed” based on the existence of the programs, but the actual
amount is based on anticipated rates and the proposed size and scope of the related unit or program.

Expenditures

70 ‘l—?econjwmrenvdedfh ariges

FY09 Approved 1,798,650
Increase Cost: Risk Management Adjustment 206,850
Increase Cost: Occupational Medical Services Adjustment 31,800
Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 643,490
due 1o staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
|_FY10 CE Recommended 2,680,790 0.7 |
Administration

The Administration program provides general management, planning, supervision, and support for the Division. It performs financial
management tasks, administers contracts, manages grants, provides personnel management functions, and provides Montgomery
County's financial support to the Washington Suburban Transit Commission.

FY10 Recommended Changes B Expenditures
FY09 Approved 2,747,940
Increase Cost: Printing and Mail Adjustments 21,860 0.0
Decrease Cost; Eliminate All Conference Travel -37,000 0.0
Decrease Cost: Abolish Yocant Information Technology Specialist -76,510 0.8
| Decrease Cost: Reduce payment to WMATA for Sentors Ride Free program (to actual usage) -268,750 0.0
( Miscellaneous adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 87,470 -0.8
| due to staff furnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting more than one program
FY10 CE Recommended 2,475,010 12.3 |
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BUDGET SUMMARY

% Ch

. Estimated .. " Recorimended . ¢ ‘
‘ . Bud/R

o FY09 . FY10

MASS TRANSIT

EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 38,513,568 43,270,600 54,739,750 43,013,990 . -2.2%
Employee Benefits 12,758,024 16,154,230 5,340,800 14,908,060 -7.7%
Mass Transit Personnel Costs 51,271,592 60,124,230 60,080,550 57,922,050 -3.7%
OEerafin&Ex&enses 55,805,648 53,135,130 52,611,950 48,434,430 -8.8%
Capital Outlay. 828,688 0 720 0] —
Mass Transit Expenditures 107,905,928 113,259,360 112,693,220 106,356,480 -6, '%—l
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 778 764 764 772 1.0%
Part-Time 122 122 122 4 -96.7%
Workyears 738.9 848.1 848.1 806.1 -5.0%
REVENUES
Monfaomel@llege U-Pass .550,000 550,000 550,000 550,000
Investment income 1,169,555 450,000 300,000 260,000
Other 554,531 500,000 500,000 500,000
Property Tax 88,039,768 66,863,890 66,800,860 67,681,500
L State Aid: Smart Trip Card Implementation 2,558,176 0 3] 0
L State Aid: Ride On 22,089,042 27,092,540 22,092,540 22,092,540
State Aid: Rural Fixed Route 330,494 286,000 286,000 286,000 —
State Aid: Call 'N Ride 368,572 379,110 379,110 379,110 —
State Aid: MARC Shuttle 85,950 37,430 37,430 37,430 -
Bus Shelter Advertising 520,320 600,000 520,000 520,000 -1 3.3°/J
Ride On Bus Advertising 55,667 225,000 201,580 270,830 20.4%]
Ride On Fare Revenue 12,914,358 13,941,720 13,759,700 13,766,000 -1.3%)
Taxicab Licensing 297,128 538,950 620,770 873,120 62.0%
North Bethesda TMD 1,367,244 980,260 1,031,210 1,079,520 10.1%
Developer Contributions 271,724 50,000 50,000 50,000 —
L Metro Police Parking Violations 0 500,000 500,000 500,000 —1
E&t-ln Revenue 21,018 31,200 31,200 31,200 '
Call 'N Ride & Same Day Access Revenue 409,833 1,083,580 562,760 598,760 -44.7.
TMD Fees 276,435 171,500 188,530 237,020 38.2%]

Mass Transit Revenves 131,879,815 114,281,180 108,412,390

GRANT FUND MCG

109,713,030

EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages _ 1,078,386 1,212,620 1,212,620 1,395,170
L Employee Benefits 397,199 447,160 447,160 460,800 3.1%
Grant Fund MCG Personnel Costs 1,475,585 1,659,780 1,659,780 1,855,970 11.8%
Operating Expenses 2,607,045 2,462,100 2,845,470 3,001,220 21.97{
Capital Outlay 7,709,116 0 0 631,330 —
Grant Fund MCG Expenditures 11,791,746 4,121,880 4,505,250 5,488,520  33.2%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 16 16 16 15 -6.2%
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 j
| Workyears 23.3 23.3 23.3 25.2 8.2%|
REVENUES T
Access-To-Jobs 672,948 582,210 582,210 582,270 0.0%
Bus Replacement Grant 3,903,025 0 0 o —
COG CNG Grant 75,000 0 0 0 —
COG Grant 152,967 151,400 151,400 151,400 —
Commuter Assistance: Ridesharing 371,899 372,070 372,070 372,070 —
Federal Capital Bus Grant 3,731,092 0 0 0 _
State Medicaid 2,511,026 3,016,200 3,399,570 3,386,250 12.3%|
J Transit Security Grant 123,789 0 0 996,530 t‘
Grant Fund MCG Revenues 11,541,746 4,121,880 4,505,250 3,488,520
DEPARTMENT TOTALS
Total Expenditures 119,697,674 117,381,240 117,198,470 111,845,000 -4.7%
| Total Full-Time Positions 794 780 780 787 0.9
Total Part-Time Positions 122 122 122 4 -96.71\“
Total Workyears 762.2 871.4 871.4 831.3 -4.6%
Total Revenves 143,421,561 118,403,060 112,217,640 115,201,550 -2.m

@
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FY10 RECOMMENDED CHANGES

MASS TRANSIT

FY09 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 113,259,360 848.1
Changes (with service impacts)
Add: Contract Ride On Mystery Rider Program for Americans With Disabilities Act compliance monitoring 50,000 0.0
[Ride On]
Eliminate: Traffic Counts in Commuter Services [Commuter Services] -40,000 0.0
Reduce: Maintenance at Commuter Rail Lots [Transit Parking Facility Maintenance) -45,000 0.0
Reduce: Nicholson Depot Supervisors from 5 to 4 [Ride On} -53,350 1.0
Reduce: Bus Stop Materials [Passenger Facilities] ‘ -73,200 0.0
Reduce: Gaithersburg Depot supervisors from 7 to 6 [Ride On] -75,230 -1.0
Reduce: Ride On Service [Ride On] -4,278,910 -39.6
Other Adjustments {(with no service impacts)
increase Cost: Service Increment 536,500 0.0
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 248,510 0.0
Increase Cost: Risk Management Adjustment [Fixed Costs] 206,850 0.0
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment 148,270 0.0
Increase Cost: Annualization of FY0O9 Personnel Cosis 137,490 45
Increase Cost: Support / Maintenance agreement for new Computer Aided Dispatch/Automatic Yehicle 120,000 0.0
Location system . [Fransit Operations Planning and Controli]
Increase Cost: Taxi program [Taxi Regulation] 94 870 1.0
Increase Cost: Occupational Medical Services Adjustment [Fixed Costs] 31,800 0.0
Increase Cost: Printing and Mail Adjustments [Administration) 21,860 0.0
Increase Cost: Increase in the Bethesda Urban Partnership Grant [Commuter Services] 18,430 0.0
Increase Cost: Annualization of FY09 Operating Expenses 15,040 0.0
Technical Adj: Charges to CIP - Silver Spring Interim Operation Site [Ride On] 0 17
Technical Adj: Shift costs from Operating to Personnel 0 1.0
Decrease Cost: Funding for the National institutes of Health/Medical Center Traffic Management -10,000 0.0
Organization [Commuter Services)
Decrease Cost: North Bethesda Traffic Management District Audit [Commuter Services] -12,000 0.0
Decrease Cost: Data Collection [Transit Operations Planning and Control] -28,000 .0.8
Decrease Cost: Contract reductions - 2% -32,430 0.0
Decrease Cost: Eliminate All Conference Travel [Administration] -37,000 0.0
Decrease Cost: Charges for Mid-Pike Plaza Park & Ride Lot [Commuter Services] -45,900 0.0
Decrease Cost: Lease Payments for Buses [Ride On] -60,520 0.0
Decrease Cost: Printing of Paper Transfers [Transit Operations Planning and Control] -69,500 0.0
Shift: Increased Charges to Recreation for Mini Trips [Ride On]) -70,860 0.0
Decrease Cost: Abolish Yacant Information Technology Specialist [Administration] -76,510 -0.8
Decrease Cost: Abolish Passenger Facility Manager [Passenger Facilities] -88,660 1.0
Decrease Cost: Abolish Transit Marketing Specialist Position [Commuter Services] -100,200 -1.0
Decrease Cost: Increased Charges to HHS for Program Transpeitation [Ride On] -129,980 0.0
Decrease Cost: Transportation Action Parinership Grant [Commuter Services] -140,720 0.0
Decrease Cost: Fare Share (o actual usage) [Commuter Services] P -190,000 0.0
Decrease Cost: Reduce poyment to WMATA for Seniors Ride Free program (to actual usage) “oern -268,750 0.0
[Administration] :
Decrease Cost: Eliminate Part-Time Bus Operators and Reduce Overtime [Ride On} -350,000 0.0
Decrease Cost: Retirement Incentive Program (RIP) Savings -539,190 .5.0
Decrease Cost: Motor Pool Rate Adjustment [Ride On] -700,280 0.0
Decrease Cost: Call ‘N Ride (no service impact) [Special Transporiation Programs] -1,016,310 0.0
FY10 RECOMMENDED: . 106,356,480 806.1
GRANT FUND MCG
FY09 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 4,121,880 23.3
Changes (with service impacts)
Add: Transit Security Grant [Ride On] 996,530 2.4
Other Adjustmentis (with no service impacts)
Increase Cost: Medcaid Grant [Special Transporiation Programs] 370,050 0.0
) Increase Cost: Access to Jobs grant [Ride On] 60 05
t FY10 RECOMMENDED: 5,488,520 25.2

® |
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PROGRAM SUMMARY

Special Transportation Programs 8,370,110 7.9 7,748,990 7.z
Ride On 93,810,540 791.2 88,982,110 755.0
Commuter Services 4,836,760 15.4 4,303,180 135
Taxi Regulation 719,290 54 826,510 7.8
Customer Service 1,978,940 11.3 1,766,010 11.8
Transit Parking Facility Maintenance 328,550 1.2 285,190 1.2
Transit Operations Planning and Control 1,792,300 22.4 1,918,790 18.6
Passenger Facilities 998,160 2.0 858,420 3.0
Fixed Costs 1,798,650 0.7 2,680,790 0.7
Administration 2,747,940 13.9 2,475,010 12.3
Total : 117,381,240 871.4 111,845,000 831.3

CHARGES TO OTHER DEPARTMENTS

B S FY09 FY10
- Charged. Department Charged Fund ) . Total$ WYs Total$ WY¥s -

MASS TRANSIT
Health and Human Services County General Fund 603,300 0.0 733,180 0.0
Recreation Recreation 0 0.0 70,860 0.0
| Total 603,300 0.0 804,040 0.0

FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS

- i ($000's)
Title - FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13

FY14 FY15

This table is intended to present significant future fiscal impacts of the department's programs.
i
MASS TRANSIT
Expenditures
FY10 Recommended 106,356 106,356 106,356 106,356 106,356 106,356
| Noinflation or compensation change is included in outyear prejections.
Labor Contracts 1] 264 . 264 264 264 264
These figures represent the estimaied cost of service increments and associated benefits.
Maryland Transit Administration Management Avdit 0 -50 -50 -50 0 -50
The Maryland Transit Administration Management Audit is required every four years.
Master Lease Payments 0 -307 -1,533 -1,723 -1,723 1,723
Lease/purchase payments for 12 gas-fueled buses, three CNG buses, five hybrid buses, and SmarTrip Fareboxes will end in FY11, FY11,
‘ FY11, and FY12, respectively.

_Subtotal Expenditures 106,356 106,263 105,038 104,848 104,898 104,848

2
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DETAIL ON RECOMMENDED FY10 CE AMENDMENTS

Tax Supported

RESOURCE AMENDMENTS

Correction and Rehabilitation

ELIMINATE LOCAL JAIL REIMBURSEMENT -3,307,500
This change in State support is consistent with actions taken by the Maryland General
Assembly in its final approval of the State's FY10 budget.

DOT-Transit Services

RIDE-ON SERVICE 60,600

Restore weekday service on route 53 and Saturday service on route 29; restore route 93 with
less frequent service and less span; restore route 7 with same frequency of service and span,
but eliminate part of the route.

IMPLEMENT EXPRESS FARE AND ELIMINATE DISCOUNT SHUTTLE BUS FARE 550,600

Implement Express Fare of $3.00/$3.10 (SmarTrip/cash} on Route 70 (Milestone-Bethesda) and
abolish 35 cent shuttle fare on Routes 93 and 96.

Health and Human Services

REDUCE TARGETED LOCAL HEALTH FORMULA -823,000
This change in State support is consistent with actions taken by the Maryland General
Assembly in its final approval of the State’'s FY10 budget.

Public Libraries

INCREASE STATE AID FOR LIBRARIES {CHANGE IN STATE AID RELATIVE TO BUDGET 143,740
ASSUMPTION) :

This change in State support is consistent with actions taken by the Maryland General
Assembly in its final approval of the State’s FY10 budget.

Transportation

REDUCE HIGHWAY USER STATE AID 22,793,100
This change in State support is consistent with actions taken by the Maryland General
Assembly in its final approval of the State's FY10 budget.

Montgomery County Public Schools

REDUCE STATE AID FOR NON-PUBLIC PLACEMENTS -1,614,963
This change in State support is consistent with actions taken by the Maryland General

Assembly in its final approval of the State’s FY10 budget. The Executive recommends a

corresponding increase in the County's local contribution to offset this loss in tax supported

revenue,

Montgomery College

STATE AID -1,004,413
This change in State support is consistent with actions taken by the Maryland General

Assembly in its final approval of the State’s FY10 budget. The difference between the change in

fund balance policy and the State Aid loss will be made up by an increase in the local

contribution.

MODIFY COLLEGE FUND BALANCE POLICY 918,115
The Executive recommends a change in the freatment of the College's available fund balance for
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Defail on Recommended Budget Adjustments Tax Supported

budgetary purposes. All County agencies except Montgomery College calculate the available
beginning fund balance as the amount estimated to be available after the end of the previous
fiscal year. Montgomery College calculates the fund balance available for the next fiscal year as
the amount available at the end of the fiscal year two years ago. For exampile, the ending FY08
fund balance is consideied the amount available for FY10, whereas, Montgomery County
Government, Montgomery County Public Schools and the Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission calculate the estimated ending FY 09 fund balance as the amount available
for FY10. This recommended change would put the calculation of the College fund balance on
the same basis as the other agencies.

Other

RELEASE OF FY09 SET ASIDE 2,203,700
When the Executive recommended the FY 10 Budget, $11,584,070 was retamed as a set aside

for snow and storm removal costs and other unanticipated cost increases. Snow/Storm removal

costs are estimated to be approximately $2.2 million below estimates and this amount is

recormmended to be released and used to offset State Aid Reductions referenced above.

Total Tax Supported Resources -25,665,821

EXPENDITURE AMENDMENTS

DOT-Transit Services

RESTCORE: RIDE-ON SERVICE 600,000
Restore weekday service on route 53 and Saturday service on route 29; restore route 93 with

less frequent service and less span; restore route 7 with same frequency of service and span,
but eliminate part of the route,

—

Environmental Protection

ADD: SUPPCORT FOR THE MARYLAND CLEAN ENERGY CENTER 270,000
To provide suppon for staffing the new Maryland Clean Energy Center, which will be located in
Montgomery County at the Camille Kendall Academic Center at the Universities at Shady Grove.

Under the joint proposal by the University of Maryland System and the County, Montgomery

County pledged to provide funds for staffing the Center: $270,000 in FY10 and $286,200 in FY11.

The FY10 total breaks down as follows:

Executive Director; $130,000
Senior Program Manager: $90,000
Analyst and Administrative: $50,000
TOTAL: $270,0C0

NDA - Conference and Visitors Bureau

INCREASE COST: ALLOCATION TO CONFERENCE AND VISITORS BUREAU 7,840
The Executive recommends an additionai $7,840 for the Conference and Visitor's Bureau to

make the total amount of that Non-departmental Account 3.5 percent of total Hotel Motel tax

revenues as required by the County Code.

NDA - Productivity Enhancements and Personnel Cost Savings

DECREASE COST: FY10 RETIREMENT INCENTIVE PROGRAM -1,241,170
This represents additionat projected tax supported savings, based on information from the County
Executive's actuary. Details are provided in the Fiscal Impact Statement related to Expedited Bill

10-09, Personnel - Retirement Incentive Program.

NDA - Retiree Health Benefits Trust

T

N
‘ombceamend\ceamend-appr-detail.rpt @) 4/20/2009 5:13:24PM Page 2 of 5
e




FY10 Ride On
Service Cuts

Daily Annual
Platform Platform Est Daily Est Annual

Hour Hours Ridership Ridership Net Annual

Route Service Area Service Proposed Change-Description Savings Savings Loss Loss Cost
3 Takoma/Silver Spring Whkdy Eliminate route 39 982.8 42 10,584 [ $§ 55,025

6,37 Wkdy Restructure - - - - $ -
7 Wheaton/Forest Glen Whkdy Restructure-WH to FG only 2.5 630.0 12 3,024 | $ 37,040
15 Langley Park/Siiver Spring Sat Every 30 minutes after 900p-reduce 4 trips 1.6 88.0 18 990 | § 4,907
15 Langley Park/Silver Spring Sun Every 30 minutes after 900p-reduce 4 trips 1.1 66.0 17 1,020 | $ 3,550
15 Langley Park/Silver Spring Wkdy | Every 30 minutes after 1000p-reduce 6 trips 1.3 3276 20 504018 17631
17 Langley Park/Silver Spring Sat Reduce 2 trips after 900p 0.5 27.5 5 2751 % 1,550
17 Langley Park/Silver Spring Wkdy Reduce 2 trips after 1000p 0.6 151.2 6 151218 8,520
18,25 Hillandale/FDA/Silver Spring Wkdy Restructure 5.5 1,386.0 37 9,274 { § 80,257

29 Glen EcholFriendship Heights Sat Restore - - $ -
31 Wheaton/Glenmont Wkdy Eliminate route 12.0 3,024.0 127 32,004 | $ 169,573
32 Woodrock/Bethesda Whkdy Eliminate Woodrock Extension 5.6 1,411.2 15 3,780 | $ 84,377
34 Wheaton/Silver Spring Sat Reduce 2 trips after 900p 0.9 49.5 4 220 | § 2,919
34 Wheaton/Silver Spring Sun Reduce 2 trips after 900p 0.8 48.0 4 2401 % 2,818
34 Wheaton/Siiver Spring Whkdy Reduce 2 trips after 1000p 1.2 302.4 6 1,512 1% 17,751

Eliminate Fallsgrove-reduce frequency to 20

43 Shady Grove Hospital/Shady Grove | Wkdy min during peaks 59 1,486.8 53 13,356 | $ 84,492
49 Glenmont/Rockville Wkdy Reduce 2 trips after 1000p 0.8 2016 6 1512 $ 11,597

53 Glenmont/Olney/Shady Grove Wkdy Restore - - $ -
57 Lakeforest/'Shady Grove Sat Reduce 2 trips after 900p 1.0 60.0 7 420 | $ 3,466
57 L akeforest/Shady Grove Wkdy Reduce 2 trips after 1000p 1.0 252.0 12 3,024 | § 13,963
61 Germantown/Shady Grove Wkdy Reduce 2 trips after 1000p 1.3 3276 17 4284 | $ 17,987
83 Milestone/Germantown Whkdy Reduce 2 trips after 1000p 0.6 151.2 6 1,512 1% 8,520
83 Milestone/Germantown Sun Eliminate Sunday service 315 1,890.0 333 19,980 | $ 105,994
93 Twinbrook/HHS Wkdy Reduce frequency to 30 mins 5.0 1,260.0 79 19,782 | $§ 67,6.15
ﬁgs Wisteria La/Germantown Sat Eliminate Saturday service 16.7 918.5 176 9680 | $ 51,525
L8 Connecticut Ave Sat Eliminate route 52.5 2,887.5 941 51,7551 $ 151,957
L8 Connecticut Ave Sun Eliminate route 45.9 2,754.0 600 36,000 | § 151,212
Strategics County Wide Wkdy Eliminate Strategics 355| 8,946.0 - - $ 546,153
i T2 River Rd Sat Eliminate route 43.3 2,381.5 629 34,595 | $ 129,131
T2 River Rd Sun Eliminate route 41.0 2,460.0 526 31,560 | § 135,350
22 US 29/Colesville Sat Eliminate route 223 1,226.5 474 26,070 | $ 62,625

|

]

35697 |

323005 [ $2,027.514 |




~ Routes 4, 6,
18, 26, 43, 63,
75, 79, 82, 83,
90, 96, 98

Montgomery County
Department of Transportation
Division of Transit Services
101 Monroe Street 5th Floor, Rockville, MD 20850
240-777-7433(RIDE) = TTY 240-777-5869
Rotary 240-777-5871
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“The fq}:idmnq; g‘;tes‘iw'i'lr‘,l be chqngéd_absipar't of §chédul;e changes on April 5, 2009:
WEEKDAY: Routes 4, 6, 18, 43, 63, 75, 79, 82, B3, 90, 96, 98 :

SATURDAY: Route 18, 26, 43 and 90
SUNDAY: Route 26

See details of these routes below.

As you know, Montgomery County
is facing a serious budget shortfail and these
reductions are necessary to meet budget goals.

WEEKDAY

Route 4 Eliminate weekday midday service from
10 amto 1:30 pm.

Route 6 Eliminate weekday midday service from
10 amto 1:30 pm

Route 18 The time between buses in the midday
(approximately from 9:00 am to 4.00 pm) will increase from
15 to 30 minutes during midday between Takoma Matro
and Langley Park.

Al trips to and from Silver Spring Metro by way of Second
Avenue will be modified. Route will serve First Avenue,
Fenwick Lare and Second Avenue. Two bus stops will be
eliminated along Second Avenue between Fenwick and
Spring St.

Route 43 The time between buses in the midday
{approximately 10 am - 2:30 pm) will increase from
20 to 30 minutes.

Route 63 During midday only, service will be provided to
the County Health Department from Shady Grove Station
only between 9:30 a.m. and 2 p.m. The remainder of Route
63 from Rockville station, which is currently also covered by
Route 54, will be discontinued midday. Rush hour service
remains unchanged.

Route 75 Weekday service will be rerouted to the County
Correctional Facility, Clarksburg Town Center & Gateway
Business Park. Service north of MD 121 to the Urbana Park
& Ride will be discontinued.

Routes 79 Routes combined. Route 79 extended to
Clarksburg Town Center via Skylark Drive weekday during
peak hours replacing portions of Route #82, Bus service
eliminated to the Department of Energy campus and
through the Milestone neighborhood notth of Father
Hurley Boulevard.
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Route 82 The route will be eliminated. Service to
Clarksburg Town Center will be retained and now be
served by Routes 75 and 79.

Route 83 More time between huses in the peak rush hour
from 15 to 20 minutes (approximately between 5 am to
9 am and between 3:30 pm to 7 pm).

Route 90 Eliminate service on the portion between
Damascus and Milestone.

Route 96 Eliminate weekday PM peak service to Mont-
gomery Mall. Service will be discontinued to Montgomery
Mall after 4 pm. Service will remain unchanged between
Grosvenor Station & Rockledge/Rock Spring.

Route 98 More time between buses during the peak rush
from 15 to 30 minutes from 5:30 am to 9:00 am and
from 4 pmto 7 pm. Churchill Senior Living will be served
between approximately 10 AM to 10 PM.

WEEKEND

Route 18 Saturday All trips to and from Silver Spring
Metro (Saturday 11:30 am - 4:00 pm) by way of Second
Avenue will be modified. Route will serve First Avenue,
Fenwick Lane and Second Avenue. Two bus stops will be
eliminated along Second Avenue between Fenwick ard
Spring St.

Route 26 Saturday and Sunday Eliminate Saturday
and Sunday service to Trolley Museum.

Route 43 Saturday Trip departure times were adjusted.

Route 90 Saturday Eliminate Saturday service.



OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE o
Isiah Legpgett ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850

County Executive

MEMORANDUM
April 10, 2009
TO: Phil Andrews, President : ‘ wT

Montgomery County Council
FROM: Isiah Leggett, County Exccﬁtl}%{‘{ﬂ

SUBJECT: Resolution for Taxicab Fees

T am transmitting a proposed Resolition which revises some taxicab fees as I proposed in my
budget. These Fee increases are estimated to generate an additional $368,130 in FY 2010. The County
Council is authorized to set taxicab fees by resolution after a public hearing. The Director of the Department
of Transportation (DOT) must charge the fees to administer Chapter 53 of the County Code.

This resolution proposes to eliminate the fee for a temporary taxicab driver identification
card (ID) because temporary IDs are no longer issued. It also proposes to increase the fee for Passenger
Vehicle License (PVL) renewals from $325 to $750 and the fee to transfer from one to four PVLs from
$2,500 to $5,000 for each license transferred. The PVL renewal fee and the fee to transfer individual
licenses have not been increased since they were established by Executive Regulation 3-00 in March 2000.

The current taxicab fees do not provide sufficient revenue to cover the costs to the
Department of processing taxicab applications, issuing licenses, and enforcing the code. This is occurring at
the same time as demands on staff are increasing due to a January 2009 court decision that will allow
Barwood Cab to transfer most of their 360 taxicab licenses to individuals. This will result in a reversal to the
County taxicab structure from an 80 percent fleet — 20 percent individual system. Prior to 2005, the Taxicab
Unit was essentially self-funded with fee revenue matching Unit expenditures. Since FY 2006, the Unit has
been funded at approximately the thirty-five percent level with tax revenues. The increase in fees is needed

to return the Taxicab Unit to a self-supporting basis, maintain the current staffing and add an additional
licensing specialist and one inspector.

Irecommend that the Council approve this resolution. The proposed $5,000 transfer price
will help cover the costs, although the revenue from this particular fee is dependant on the number of licenses
transferred. The PVL renewal fee of $750 is the fee that produces regular and recurring revenue annually
because it is the fee that every licensee must pay each year to operate a taxicab. This is the foundation of the
fee revenue. If DOT is going to be able to meet the ongoing taxicab licensing and enforcement needs, as well
as an increase in responsibilities, the revenue that will be provided by the fees is necessary.

IL/im
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Resolution No.
Introduced:
Adopted:

COUNTY COUNCIL
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: County Council

SUBJECT: Taxicab Fees

Backeround

1. Sections 53-107 and 53-206 of the County Code, as amended by Chapter 37 of the Laws
of Montgomery County (Bill 37-05), authorize the Council to set, by resolution adopted
after a public hearing, taxicab fees that the Director of the Department of Transportation
must charge to administer Chapter 53 of the County Code.

2. Section 53-107(b) provides that the Council must not set fees that exceed the aggregate
cost of administering Chapter 53, except as authorized by Section 53-206.

3. The County Executive has requested an increase in taxicab fees to cover the cost of
administering Chapter 53.

4. The increase is needed becanse the cost of administering the regulation of the taxicab
industry is increasing due to a recent court decision. The decision will allow Barwood to
transfer their fleet licenses to individuals. This will result in a change of the County
taxicab structure from an 80% fleet/ 20% individual system to a system with 75% of the
taxicab licenses held by individuals.

Action
The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland approved the following Action:

The Director of the Department of Transportation must charge the taxicab fees described
in Table I, attached to and made part of this resolution.

This is a correct copy of Council action.

Linda M. Lauer, Clerk of the Council Date

7
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TAXICAB FEES

December Proposed
2005 2009
Resolution #15-1269 Resolution
Driver Identification Card (ID)
Application $20
[Temporary $15] NA
New one year $50
Renewal one year $75
Renewal two year $150
Duplicate $25
Test Fee $20
Passenger Vehicle License (PVL)
Renewal [$3251 - $750
Vehicle Replacement $75
Affiliate Company Transfer $150
Application for Individual PVL $500
Application for Fleet PVLs $1,000
New Taxicab PVL in Service (Individual) $5,000
New Taxicab PVL in Service (Fleet) ~ $2,500
[Ownership] License Transfer
1-4PVLs [$2,500/PVL] $5.000/PVL
5-100 PVLs $10,000 +$500/PVL over 4
101 +PVLs $58,000 +$250/PVL over 100
Vehicle reinspection 1% $25
Vehicle reinspection 2™ $75
Vehicle reinspection 3™ $150

S/EOB5/T AXI/Resolution-Fees 2009/FEETableCompare.2009




TABLE I

TAXICAB FEES
I. Driver Identification Card (ID)
Application $20
New one year $50
Renewal one year $75
Renewal two year $150
Duplicate $25
Test Fee $20
1I. Passenger Vehicle License (PVL)

Renewal $750
Vehicle Replacement _ $75
Affiliate Company Transfer $150
Application for Individual PVL $500
Application for Fleet PVLs $1,000
New Taxicab PVL in Service (Individual)  $5,000
New Taxicab PVL in Service (Fleet) $2,500
License Transfer

1-4PVLs $5,000

5-100 PVLs $10,000 +$500/PVL over 4

101 +PVLs $58,000 +$250/PVL over 100
Vehicle reinspection 1% $25
Vehicle reinspection 2™ $75
Vehicle reinspection 3™ $150

S/EOBS/TAXI/Resolution-Fees.2009/FEETable. 2009



4 COALITION fra
l Competitive Taxicab Industry

April 23, 2009

The Honorable Nancy Floreen, Chair
Transportation & Environment Committee
Montgomery County Council

100 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, MD 20850

Dear Ms. Floreen:

CCTI welcomes the opportunity to comment on the County Executive’s proposed resolution, made on
behalf of DOT, to increase in the FY2010 budget (i) certain taxicab fees and (ii) the size of the Taxi
Unit staff. The essence of DOT’s proposal is that a large staff increase is necessary as a result of the
Barwood situation and that therefore certain fees need to be doubled (or more). Respectfully, both the
proposed staff increase and the fee increases are excessive, unwarranted and not comparable to
surrounding jurisdictions.

Jurisdictional Comparisons: Staffing Levels (Attachment 1)

Montgomery County currently has by far the highest ratio of taxi staff to vehicles of any of the
surrounding jurisdictions. For instance, the Public Service Commission, which regulates 1,482 taxis,
in four different jurisdictions, and regulates 5,291 sedans, limos and other vehicles, has a staff of 17
which will grow to 19. Their current ratio is 1 staff member to 404 vehicles (will be 1 staff to 362
vehicles). Montgomery County’s ratio of staff to vehicles is currently 1 to 132. The proposed
budget, which is adding 2 additional staff, will bring it to 1 to 102. The average ratio, in the
surrounding jurisdictions, is 1 per 245. Our neighbors successfully regulate their taxis with less than
half the staff of our Taxi Unit.

Montgomery County: Staffing Levels

The County Executive in his transmittal letter pointed out that prior to 2005, the Taxi Unit was
essentially self-funded. This is true. What was left out is that in FY2005 the staff increased from 2.4
regulators to 6.4. By 2008, due to budget freezes, the staff level was at 5.4. Staff increased by 125%
between 2005 and 2009. PVLs increased by 23% in that same period. The proposal, of an additional
2 staff members, will bring the 2005 to 2010 staff increase to almost 200% or almost 10 times the
increase in PVLs.

DOT justifies the increase in staff levels by implying that the results of the Barwood Bankruptcy Court
decision will “result in a reversal of the County taxicab structure from an 80 percent fleet — 20 percent
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individual system.” This may be true four or five years from now, when Barwood’s five year plan is
complete. It is not true in FY2010. The Department is aware of this, and has projected only 40 PVL
transfers in the FY2010 budget. If all of the transfers are from fleets to individuals, the fleet ratio
would be 73.8 percent fleet — 26.2% individual.

Even if there was a complete reversal of the fleet to individual ratio, the workload of the Taxi Unit
would not drastically increase.

o There would not be any additional vehicles added.
o There would not be any net new drivers.
o Fleets would still be responsible for managing their affiliates.

There would be a temporary workload increase when transfer applications are reviewed. However,
this only happens once per transfer, should only take a staff member no more than a day, probably less
since transferees will be pre-screened by the fleet. The additional werk load might be as much as 2
months work, not 2 work years, which would be more than covered by the current $2,500 PVL
owner transfer fee.

Jurisdictional Comparisons: Fees (Attachment 2)

Most of the counties in our region do not charge to transfer a PVL. There are a few exceptions: Prince
George’s charges $1,000, Anne Arundel charges $100, and DC charges $350. Montgomery County
currently charges $2,500 and is proposing to double the fee to $5,000. The current fee of $2,500
will raise $100,000 which should be more than sufficient to cover the staff costs to process 40 transfer
applications.

The average PVL renewal fee in surrounding jurisdictions is approximately $160. The highest fee is in
DC which charges $350. Montgomery County currently charges $325 and is proposing a 130%

increase to $750.

Montgomery County’s Proposed Fee Increases

As mentioned above the County Executive, in his proposed resolution, is asking to drastically increase
two fees — the PVL renewal fee and the PVL owner transfer fee. He says that this will raise an
additional $368,130. There was no backup provided by DOT to explain how this number was
determined. Using the 40 transfers estimated in DOT’s budget and the 715 existing PVLs, we believe
the actual increase from these two fees is approximately $475,000.

When fees were last before the County Council, it was recognized that the increased cost of the Taxi
Unit, which was in the budget just prior to the adoption of Bill 14-04, should not be solely funded by
the industry. There was a public purpose component, similar to the County’s partial funding of Ride-
On. Further, it was agreed that a rolling window of several years, would be used to evaluate the
necessary fees to fund the Taxi Unit. This is necessitated by the bi-annual issuance of new licenses,
which raised approximately $239,000 in FY2009. We estimate that the Taxi Unit, even with their
unnecessary proposed staffing levels and fee increases, will be creating a substantial surplus of
revenues over several years. This would be in violation of Section 53-107(b) that limits fees to the
aggregate cost of administering Chapter 53.

8540 Calypso Lane ~ Gaithersb=~a, MD ~ 20879 ~ (301) 258-0431



Discussion

DOT has not provided the necessary information to the County Council, on which the Council could
base any rational decision, on the necessity to add additional staff or to justify any fee increase, let
alone the massive fee increase that is being proposed.

o No information has been provided on the current workload of the staff. Are they constantly
overworked? There has been no basis shown for additional staff. There has been no estimated
work years (or actually months) provided to justify the need, i.e., requirement to approve the
transfer of approximately 40 PVLs. instead, DOT implies that the all of the Barwood PVL
transfers will happen almost immediately not over the 5 years that Barwood has planned.

o This proposed resolution was not accompanied by any detailed revenue information. DOT did
not provide to the County Council the actual revenue raised in prior years, nor any detailed
estimation of the revenue that would be raised in FY2010 and beyond by the existing fees and
their proposed increases.

Without this information, there is no justification to increase staff or increase fees.

CCTI’s Propesal (Attachment 3)

CCTI does recognize the current economic climate and the stresses this is placing on the County’s
budget. This economic climate is also placing stress on our drivers, private owners and the fleets as
well. However, we are willing to make reasonable concessions, as other stakeholders in the County
have, such as the teachers’ union and other county unions.

We believe that the Taxi Unit should be not requesting additional staffing when other departments are
actually losing staff and others have agreed to forego pay raises. In this budget environment, CCTI
does not believe that additional staff members should be requested, are not properly justified, and, in
our opinion, are not needed. As discussed above, there is a minimal work load increase. Other
jurisdictions are able to effectively regulate their taxis with a much smaller staff than the current staff
of the Montgomery County Taxi Unit.

CCTI recognizes that the current fee structure does not cover, even with a rolling budget, the current
costs of the existing size of the Taxi Unit. While we do not think the current size of the Unit is
necessary, we are not proposing that any additional staff reductions be implemented. We have set
forth our proposed fee structure and the estimated revenue for comparative purposes against DOT’s fee
proposal.

Because neither the Council nor the industry was provided with a “big picture analysis” of Fee
Revenue, our numbers were based on a number of basic assumptions being placed in a template used
by DOT in 2005, when fees were discussed by the Council. Assumptions: 50 PVL transfers in
FY2010 is based on Barwood’s planned transfers; driver numbers are based on the Taxi Unit’s
FY2009 numbers on driver statistics through February 2009; estimated fines of $27,265 is based on the
amount of fine revenue provided to CCTI by the Taxi Unit (FY2008 fines were $28,952).
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We are proposing three fee increases, two of which are based on the rate of inflation.

o We propose that the PVL renewal fee be increased to $400. This figure is based on the U.S.
Department of Labor’s inflation rate from 2000 to 2009. This fee was last raised in 2000.

o We are proposing to double the vehicle replacement fee from $75 to $150. Each vehicle
replacement involvcs time for the inspector to make a special inspection of the new vehicle at
the meter course.

o We are proposing a small increase to the renewal fees for existing drivers, which is also based
on the inflation rate. The one year renewal would go irom $75 to $80 and the two year renewal
from $150 to $160.

We are not proposing to increase any fees for new drivers. We do not believe that any increase is
necessary or justified for the PVL transfer fee, we propose it stay at the already exorbitant rate of
$2,500 shown in Attachment 2

Conclusion

CCTI requests that the proposed staff increase for the Taxi Unit be denied and that the proposed
resolution by the County Executive and DOT be rejected. If the County Council believes that it is
necessary to increase taxi fees, we respectfully ask that CCTI’s proposed fee increases be adopted.

If you have any questions on CCTI’s proposal please communicate with Retha Arens, CCTT’s
Executive Director, or any of our fleet members.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

JIéeza Raoofi /

President, CCTI and Action Taxi

cc:  The Honorable George Leventhal
The Honorable Roger Berliner
Arthur Holmes, Director, Department of Transportation
Lawrence A. Shulman, Esq.
Retha Arens, Esq.
CCTI Members: Lee Barnes, Matthew Mohebbi, and Dwight Kines
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TAXI REGULATOR STAFF RATIOS
WASHINGTON METRO AREA

ATTACHMENT 1

# RATIO STAFF:

JURISDICTION STAFF REGULATION RESPONSIBILITIES VEHICLES VEHICLES
MONTGOMERY COUNTY 7 full time Taxis Only 715 1 per 102
PROPOSED FY2010
MONTGOMERY COUNTY 5.4 Full time Taxis Only 715 1 per 132
CURRENT FY2009
MD PSC: BALTIMORE CITY 2 dedicated to taxis, 19 |[Taxis plus sedans, limos and buses 6,873 1 per 362
CURRENT total
PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY 2 not all taxi Taxis plus ice cream trucks, tow trucks, 775 1 per 388
CURRENT vending machines
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 19 full time Taxis plus limos 5044 1 per 265
CURRENT
ARLINGTON COUNTY 2 staff, 1 inspector Taxis Only 765 1 per 255
CURRENT
CITY OF ALEXANDRIA 3 full time Taxis Only 730 1 per 243
CURRENT
FAIRAX COUNTY 3 not all taxi Taxis plus pawnbrokers, massage therapists 576 1 per 192
CURRENT
ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 4 not all taxi Taxis plus other licenses 520 1 per 130
CURRENT
FREDERICK COUNTY 1 part time Taxis Only 61 1 per122
CURRENT
AVERAGE RATIO WITHOUT 1 per 245
MONTGOMERY COUNTY

* 7.8 work years proposed in FY2010 budget. Budget only has 7 full-time staff members. The discrepancy is not explained by DOT.




FEE COMPARISONS
WASHINGTON METRO AREA

ATTACHMENT 2

JURISDICTION PVL RENEWAL FEE TRANSFER FEE
MONTGOMERY COUNTY
PROPOSED FY2010 $750 $5,000
MONTGOMERY COUNTY
CURRENT FY2009 $325 $2,500
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
PROPOSED $475 $475
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
CURRENT $350 $350
MD PSC: BALTIMORE CITY
CURRENT $145 None
CITY OF ALEXANDRIA
CURRENT 150" None
FAIRAX COUNTY
CURRENT $150 None
PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY
CURRENT $100 $1,000
ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY
CURRENT $100 $100
ARLINGTON COUNTY
CURRENT $10 None

* City of Alexandria charges a $4,000 annual fee to each fleet. For a Fleet of 100 taxis the equivalent PVL renewal fee is $190.



PROPOSED TAXI FEE REVENUE COMPARISONS

ATTACHMENT 3

PROPOSED 010 e n
DOT DOT CCTI CCTI
Estimated Total DOT Estimated Total CCTI Estimated Total DO
Fee Number | Revenue Fee Number | Revenue Fee Number Revenue
DRIVER ID
Appilication $ 20 425/ 8500 % 20 4251$ 8,500 | $ 20 425, $ 8,500
Temporary ID $ 15 0 NA 0 | N/A 0
New [D one year 3 50 3851 % 1925014 % 50 385 % 19250 | % 50 385
One year ID $ 75 185| % 13875]% 75 185! $ 13,875 |/'%i 80 185 i A $ 925
Renew ID two year $ 150 300[{$ 450001]8% 150 300| $ 45,000 28 %8960 30055 as $ 3,000
Duplicate ID $ 25 353 87518 25 35| % 875 | $ 25 35
TestFee $ 20 410|$ 8200]% 20 4101 $ 8,200 | % 20 410
TOTAL DRIVER FEES $ 95700 $ 95,700 $ 3,925 |
PVL Renewal $ 325 650] $ 211,250 JE 0 [ $ 536,250 [RF T 325,000 | $ 74,750
Vehicle Replacement $ 75 160/ $ 12,000 ] % 75 180/ $ 13,500 &% 4507 $ 15,000
PVL affiliate co. transfer | $ 150 10($ 1500]% 150 10/ % 1,500 (8%
Individual PVL request* | $ 500 60| $30,0001% 500 0% -8
Fleet PVL application* $ 1,000 4% 4000]|% 1,000 0| % -9
New PVLinserv.-Indiv* | $ 5000 151% 75000]% 5,000 0% -1$
New PVL in serv. - Fleet* | $§ 2,500 52| $ 130,000 % 2,500 0| % -1 $
PVL owner transfer/indiv | $ 2,500 20| $ 50,000 g 000 ] $ 200,000 B3 150,000 | $ 75,000
Complete Company sale 0 0
Sliding flat fee (See Memo) )
Vehicie reinspect/ 1st $ 25 112|$ 2,800 % 25 112|$ 2,800 | $ 25 112 $ 2,800
Vehicle reinspect/ 2nd $ 75 60| $ 45001}% 75 60/ $ 4,500 9% 75 60| $ 4,500
Vehicle reinspect/ 3rd $ 150 20/ 3000]¢% 150 20/$ 3,000 9% 150 20| % 3,000
Total PVL Fees $ 524,050 $ 761,550 $ 449,800 475,000 | $ 164,750
Total Driver Fees $ 95,700 $ 95,700 $ 99,625 $ 3,925
Estimated Fines $ 27,265 $ 27,265 $ 27,265
TOTAL REVENUE $ 647,015 $ 884,515 $ 576,690 000 |2

* New PVL's are issued bi-annually. Next issuance FY2011.

Basis of Data: Minimal data furnished by DOT; the estimated driver numbers are based on DOT partial FY09 data; DOT PVL transfer numbers are based on DOT estimates; other numbers are CCTI

estimates.



TAXICAB FEE RESOLUTION
BULLETS

PROPOSED FEE RESOLUTION

o Eliminate the Driver Fee for Temporary IDs, because Temporary IDs are no longer
issued.

e Increase the annual PVL Renewal Fee from $325 to $750. This fee produces regular and
recurring revenue because it is the fee that every licensee must pay each year to operate a
taxicab. This fee is the foundation of the fee revenue.

e Increase the Fee to Transfer from One to Four PVLs from $2,500/ PVL to $5,000/ PVL.
This fee is recommended to capture some of the costs for the impending transfer of

licenses anticipated from the Barwood case and Expedited Bill 30-08.

The Industry Has the Capability to Pay the Annual PVL Renewal Fee Increase
Due to the Awards of Additional PVLs and the Barwood Court Case

e Industry Grewth. Action Taxi, Regency Cab, and Sun Cab have received additional
taxi licenses since 2006 that they can rent for about $3.538.000 each year in addition to
the rent they receive yearly from all their original taxicabs.

Since 2006, Action Taxi, Regency Cab, and Sun Cab, have received an additional
108 newly awarded PVLs which they rent to drivers at about $105 a day, $630 a
week, $32,760 a year per taxicab. The additional 108 awarded PVLs can bring in
up to $3,538.000 in additional revenue to these fleets each year.

The three fleets hold a total of 208 PVLs. The proposed PVL Renewal Fee
increase of $425 [from $325 to $750] will cost the three flects a total of $88.400
more each year in renewal fees, which they certainly can pay when the additional
rental income is considered.

The three fleets will also be able to benefit by participating in the waivers under
Expedited Bill 30-08 and profit by transferring their PVLs to individuals.

e The Barwood Court Decision. Barwood has the ability to transfer the licenses they hold
to individuals.
If they transfer 250 at $60,000 each as they plan, they will receive $15,000,000.

The PVL Renewal Fee increase will impact each new licensee. The remaining
PVL Renewal Fee increase will be more than covered by the profits Barwood has
the capability to attain from the transfer of their PVLs.

-



There is a Need for Additional Staff

An increase from one to two Program Specialists is needed for regulating and licensing.

An increase from two to three Code Enforcement Inspectors is needed for enforcement to protect
the public safety and welfare.

The current staff was established in 2004 to implement the revised Code based on the current
structure of 80% of the licenses held by fleets, and 20% held by individuals.

2004 580 Taxicabs [460 Fleet/ 120 Individual]
2006 650 Taxicabs [516 Fleet/ 134 Individual]
2008 715 Taxicabs [566 Fleet/ 149 Individual]
Barwood Case & Bill 30-08 715 Taxicabs [185 Fleet/ 530 Individual]

Staff is already hard pressed to meet the increasing needs of the additional licensees. We
are at capacity with the current number of taxicabs and individual licensees.

We do not know how quickly the licenses held by fleets will transfer to individuals, but we
must have staff is place to accommodate the increase in transactions and responsibilities.

s Impact of Barwood Case.
Tasks will increase further because the January 2009 court decision allows
Barwood Cab to transfer most of their 360 taxicab licenses to individuals.

Chapter 53 is established to regulate and enforce the code by “licensee™ not by
fleet. In other words, if a fleet such as Barwood is a licensee that holds 360
taxicabs licenses, it takes fewer staff to regulate the company than if those 360
licenses were held by 360 individuals (small business owners).

e CCTI’s Comments.
CCTI compares both fees and staffing with other jurisdictions but the comparisons are
not well-founded.
Most of the jurisdictions do not have transferable licenses with a street value.

Most of them depend on their police to do the greatest percentage of enforcement.
They also pay those police officers to do the enforcement although, unless a
specific officer is assigned wholly to taxicabs, the positions do not appear on
CCTT’s list of “enforcement staff.”

Some jurisdictions such as Prince George’s County only provide permitting and
no other services.

Some agencies, such as the Maryland Public Service Commission do not fulfill
the requirements of their mission. For example, the PSC does not provide the
State-wide enforcement necessary to apprehend offenders and prevent illegal
operations of sedan and vans providing for-hire service.

S/EOB5/Taxi/Kutz/FeeResolutionBULLETS.4.27.2009
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COALITION
Competitwe Taxicab Industry

April 28, 2009

The Honorable Nancy Floreen, Chair
Transportation & Environment Committee
Montgomery County Council

100 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, MD 20850

Dear Ms. Floreen:

CCTI would like to take this opportunity to respond to the comments by DOT at the April 27"
worksession on the Taxi Unit’s proposed FY2010 budget and on the proposed resolution to increase
taxi fees. It was disappointing to our members that DOT did not provide any meaningful explanation
of why DOT requires additional staff or why certain taxi fees need to be increased by 100% to 130%.
The Director did state that Montgomery County is different than our surrounding jurisdictions, but
there was no explanation of how the taxi industry or the regulation requirements are different in
Montgomery County. Since our County’s taxi industry needs to be competitive with surrounding
jurisdictions, especially for drivers and those issues that impact drivers, CCTI believes that it is
important for DOT to explain why there needs to be such major differences.

Staffing Levels: New Program Specialist

DOT continues to assert that more staff is necessary because of the “Barwood situation,” which
implies that the fleet to individual ratio will almost immediately be flipped from 80%/20% fleet to
individual to 20%/80% fleet to individual. At the same time, DOT only forecasted 40 total transfers of
PVLs for FY2010. Assuming all these transfers were from fleets to individuals, the ratio would be
73.8% fleet to 26.2% individual. Assuming a more realistic number of 50 transfers per year, the ratio
in FY2012 would be about 60% fleet to 40% individual.

Some of the jurisdictions in the Washington Metro area, which average half or less of a taxi staff ratio
than Montgomery County, currently have much higher individual to fleet ratios. Baltimore City
currently has a ratio of 29% fleet to 71% individual. (see Attachment 1, last column) They are
regulated by the PSC which has a staff ratio of 1 to 362, compared to Montgomery County’s

request for a staff ratio of 1 to 102.
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Responsibilities of DOT Regulating Fleets vs. Individuals

 While it would appear that DOT needs to spend significantly more time regulating individual PVL
owners as compared to regulating the fleets, this is simply not the case. Section 53-219 requires
fleets to monitor and ensure compliance with Chapter 53 of both their affiliated and their rental
drivers. DOT currently requires the fleets to ensure that affiliates show up for annual meter and
cosmetic inspections. DOT currently requires fleets to investigate any complaints in regards to
affiliates. There is no reason that CCTI is aware that DOT could not require fleets to provide on behalf
of their affiliates, other information such as PVL renewals, insurance certificates and semi-annual
vehicle inspection reports if that would lessen the need for additional staffing.

Staffing Levels: New Taxicab Inspector

DOT has requested, in the 2010 Budget, for a third taxicab inspector to be added. Early in this decade,
Montgomery County did not have any taxicab inspector. Around 2002, the first inspector was hired; at
which time there were 580 taxis. In 2005 an additional inspector was added, which brought the ratio of
inspectors to taxicabs to 1 inspector per 290 taxis. With the addition of new PVLs the current ratio
is 1 per 358 taxis. The ratio with an additional inspector is 1 per 238 taxis. Please note that this 1s
vehicle to inspector ratio, not the staff to vehicle ratio discussed in this letter.

The vast majority of the citations issued by inspectors are for non-safety violations, such as failure by a
driver to maintain a complete manifest. Other common violations are for (i) parking to solicit business
in a public parking space as opposed to a taxi stand and (ii) smoking in a taxi.

The FY20608 and projected FY2009 and FY2010 revenue from fines based on tickets written by the
inspectors and police was provided to CCTI by DOT. In FY2008 the citation revenue was $28,952.
DOT has forecasted for both FY2009 and FY2010 citation revenue of $27,265. However, there is no
explanation of why revenue is anticipated to decrease, except perhaps that drivers are doing a better
job. If there is a need for an additional inspector, one would expect that DOT’s estimate of citation
revenue would increase, not decrease.

Based on the amount of citation revenue, we estimate that 300 to 500 citations are issued annually.
DOT has stated that some of the surrounding jurisdictions use police officers to enforce their taxi rules.
DOT has not attempted to either show the number of citations, the fine revenue from these
jurisdictions, or the significance of the police officer assistance in those jurisdictions, to show that
Montgomery County does not have sufficient inspectors.

DOT’S “Justification” for Higher Fees

The Director of DOT made two interesting comments on Monday morning to justify a higher fee
structure for the industry. First, new PVLs on the street have created additional taxicab fare revenues,
and second, the sales price of PVLs of $50,000 to $55,000 justify a much higher PVL renewal fee.
Neither of these justifications have any relationship to an annual operating fee, that is levied on both

fleets and individual owners.
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On the first point, no data was provided that actual fare revenue has increased. A new PVL does not
create new passengers. DOT is aware of the severe recession, which translates into decreased trips for
drivers. While there has been a slight fare increase in the past year, with the addition of new PVLs on
the streets, drivers are finding it harder than ever to make a reasonable living. The fare revenue has
minimal to no relationship to the amount that Fleet PVL owners can afford to pay in operating costs.
There is still intense competition for drivers and the fleets are not in a position to raise the daily rent
charged to drivers.

On the second point, the sales price of a PVL has no relation to the income that a PVL can generate.
Operating expenses, such as PVL renewal fees comes from operating revenue, not a sale of the
underlying asset. The value of the PVL has not risen over the past 10 years. A fair argument could be
made that the value will actually decrease when the Barwood transfers start. A “tax” of 10% or more
on these transfers is unjustified and unreasonable.

Proposed Fees Will Generate Excess Revenues in Violation of Chapter 53 (Attachment 2)

Attachment 2 shows the FY2010 and FY2011 fee structure using DOT’s and CCTI’s proposed fees.
FY?2011 includes the bi-annual issuance of new PVLs. Using DOT’s fee increases, DOT will raise a
combined $2,112,030 over the two year period. Their estimated budget for FY2010 is $826,510 and
assuming a 3% rate of increase, which is much higher than the current inflation rate, its FY2011
budget would be approximately $851,305. The combined two years would be $1,677,815. These fees
would exceed revenue by $434,215 even with a higher staffing level. Section 53-107(b) states
“Except as provided in Section 53-206,” (reference to initial license fee) “the Council must not set
fees that in the aggregate exceed the cost of administering this Chapter.”

{TT’s proposed fees would generate $1,421,380. These fees would fund DOT at FY2009 levels.
That budget includes the cost for the part-time time Taxi Unit manager, who is retiring and not being
replaced. CCTI believes its fee structure would cover the necessary costs of running the Taxi Unit,
and even generate a small surplus.

Conclusion

CCTI requests that the proposed staff increase for the Taxi Unit be denied and that the proposed
resolution by the County Executive and DOT be rejected. If the County Council believes that it is
necessary in the current budget environment to increase taxi fees, we respectfully ask that CCTI’s
proposed fee increases be adopted.

Sincerely,

<via e-mail>

Reza Raoofi
President, CCTI and Action Taxi

@
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CccC:

The Honorable George Leventhal

The Honorable Roger Berliner

Arthur Holmes, Director, Department of Transportation

Lawrence A. Shulman, Esq.

Retha Arens, Esq.

CCTI Members: Lee Barnes, Matthew Mohebbi, and Dwight Kines
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TAXI REGULATOR STAFF RATIOS AND FLEET/AFFILIATE RATIOS

WASHINGTON METRO AREA

ATTACHMENT 1

# RATIO STAFF:

JURISDICTION STAFF REGULATION RESPONSIBILITIES VEHICLES VEHICLES FLEET MIX
MONTGOMERY COUNTY _ _|7fultme |TaxsOnly = 715 | 1per102  |26%
PROPOSEDIEY2010; v oo 0 wa adanon sy o atiliate
MONTGOMERY COUNTY 5.4 Full time Taxis Only 715 1 per 132 20%
CURRENT FY2009 Affiliate
MD PSC: BALTIMORE CITY 2 dedicated to taxis, [Taxis plus sedans, limos and buses 6,873 1 per 362 70%
CURRENT 19 total Affiliate
PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY 2 not all taxi Taxis plus ice cream tfrucks, tow trucks, 775 1 per 388 25%
CURRENT vending machines Affiliate
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 19 full time Taxis plus limos 5044 1 per 265 95%
CURRENT Affiliate 5%
ARLINGTON COUNTY 2 staff, 1 inspector Taxis Only 765 1 per 255 55%
CURRENT Affiliate
CITY OF ALEXANDRIA 3 full time Taxis Only 730 1 per 243 95%
CURRENT Affiliate 5%
FAIRFAX COUNTY 3 not all taxi Taxis plus pawnbrokers, massage 576 1 per 192 55%
CURRENT therapists Affiliate
ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 4 not all taxi Taxis plus other licenses 520 1 per 130 57%
CURRENT Affiliate
FREDERICK COUNTY 1 part time Taxis Only 61 1 per 122 Unknown
CURRENT
AVERAGE RATIO WITHOUT 1 per 245
MONTGOMERY COUNTY

* Baitimore City ratio

* 7.8 work years proposed in FY2010 budget. Budget anly has 7 full-time staff members. The discrepancy is not explained by DOT.




FEE COMPARISONS
WASHINGTON METRO AREA

ATTACHMENT 2

JURISDICTION PVL RENEWAL FEE TRANSFER FEE
MONTGOMERY COUNTY- BT TR
PROPOSED FY2010 - T 380 . $5,000.
MONTGOMERY COUNTY '

CURRENT FY2009 $325 $2,500
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

PROPOSED $475 $475

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

CURRENT $350 $350

MD PSC: BALTIMORE CITY

CURRENT $145 None

[CITY OF ALEXANDRIA )

CURRENT 150 None

FAIRFAX COUNTY

CURRENT $150 None

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY

CURRENT $100 $1,000
ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

CURRENT $100 $100

ARLINGTON COUNTY

CURRENT $10 None

* City of Alexandria charges a $4,000 annual fee to each fleet. For a Fleet of 100 taxis the equivalent PVL renewal fee is $190.



PROPOSED TAX! FEE REVENUE COMPARISONS
FY2010 and FY2011

PROPOSED FY2010

ESTIMATED FY2011

ATTACHMENT 2

DOT DOT CCTl CCcTl CCTl Estimated CCTI
DOT Estimated Total CcCTl Estimated Total Estimated Total Revenue Total
Fee Number Revenue Fee Number Revenue Number DOT Fees Revenue
DRIVER ID ]

Application $ 20 4f 3 8500 ! % 20 425] $ 8,500 425 $8,500| $ 8,500

Temporary ID N 0 N/A 0
[New ID one year $ 50 385| $ 19,250 | $ 50 385 $ 19,250 ] 385] $19,250] $ 19,250
One year ID $ 75 | 185| $ 13,875 | $ 80 185] $ 14,800 185 $13,875| $ 14,800
[Renew D two year $ 150 300| $ 45000 | ¢ 160 300 $ 48,000 300] $45,000| $ 48,000
Duplicate ID $ 25 35| % 8751 9% 25 35| % 875 35 $875| $ 875
Test Fee $ 20 410| $ 8200 | § 20 410| $ 8,200 410, $8,200 | $ 8,200
TOTAL DRIVER FEES F$ 95,700 $ 99 625 $95,700| $ 99,625
PVL Renewal $ 0 715 I 6,250 Kj 400 715] $ 286,000 715 $536,250| $ 286,000
Vehicle Replacement $ 75 180| $ 13,500 | ¢ 150 180 $ 27,000 180 $13,500( $ 27,000
PVL affiiate co. transfer | $ 150 101 8 1,500 | § 150 10/ $ 1,500 10 $1,500| $ 1,500 |
@ dividual PVL request* | $ 500 0% -1$ 500 0% - 60 $30,000] $ 30,000
leet PVL application” $ 1,000 0% -1$ 1,000 | 0$ - 3 $3,000} $ 3,000
New PVLin serv. - Indiv: | $§ 5,000 0| 3 -1$ 5,000 0;% - 14 $70,000] $ 70,000
New PVL in serv. - Fleet* | § 2,500 0 $ -[$ 2500 0's - 56 $140,000] $ 140,000 |
PVL owner transfer/indiv I 000 40 Gl $ 2,500 50| $ 125,000 60 $300,000! $ 150,000 |
Complete Company sale 0 ]

| Sliding flat fee (See Memo)
Vehicle reinspect/ 1st $ 25 112 § 2,800 | $ 25 12| $ 2,800 112 $2,800| % 2,800
Vehicle reinspect/ 2nd 3 75 60| $ 45001 % 75 601 $ 4 500 60 $4,500| $ 4 500
Vehicle reinspect/ 3rd $ 150 20| $ 3,000 | $ 150 200 $ 3,000 20 $3,000| % 3,000
Total PVL Fees $ 761,550 | $ 449 800 $ 1,104,550 | $ 717,800
Total Driver Fees B 3 95,700 $ 99 625 $ 95700 ' $ 99,625
Estimated Fines $ 27,265 $ 27,265 $ 27,265 [ % 27,265
A
1

TOTAL REVENUE $ 884,515 $ 576,690 $ 844,690

| |

Basis of Data: Minimal data furnished by DOT,; the estimated driver numbers are based on DOT partial FY0S data; DOT PVL transfer numbers are based on DOT estimates; other numbers are CCTI

estimates.



Barwood Inc., Barwood Taxi, Executive Coach Ltd. and Barwood Delivery Service Inc.

April 28, 2009

The Honorable Nancy Floreen

Chair, Transportaticn, Infrastracture, Energy & Environment Committee
Montgomery County Council

100 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, MD 20850

RE: Proposed Revised Taxicab Fees
Dear Councilmember Floreen:

During the Committee work session on April 27, representatives of the
Department of Transportation attempted to justify their request for additional staffing of
the taxicab unit by referring to the “Barwood issue.” The “Barwood issue” is apparently
a shorthand reference to the Department’s unjustified fears that an increased number of
passenger vehicle license (“PVL”) transfers and/or a higher number of individual
operators affiliated with one of the County’s taxicab fleets will require a dramatic
increase in regulatory attention from the Department of Transportation. We respectfully
suggest that with proper planning, communication and cooperation between the
Department and the taxicab industry, neither of the Department’s fears will be realized.

1. The Fear of an Increased Number of Individual Owner Affiliates.

From the first day that Barwood announced its intention to seek the Bankruptcy
Court’s Order to transfer licenses to willing taxi operators, the Department has insisted
that the integrity of its regulatory scheme would be destroyed. This was the centerpiece
of their objection to Barwood’s reorganization plan, which led to a two-day trial before
the Bankruptcy Court in January of 2009. Yet, when asked to articulate specific concerns
as to how Barwood’s requested reorganization plan would negatively impact the
regulatory scheme, the Department had no answer.

The reason for this silence is that Barwood’s reorganization plan sought only to
pre-empt the single narrow provision of § 53-204, which previously restricted a fleet to
selling only two (2) PVLs per year. Barwood’s reorganization plan did not request a pre-
emption of any other aspect of the taxicab code, and that fact was critical in the Court’s
final ruling approving Barwood’s plan. With the entire code structure intact, Barwood, as
well as the other taxicab fleets, will remain primarily responsible for the enforcement of
the Code and meeting customer service standards , regardless of the number of individual
owners affiliated with the respective fleets. For Barwood specifically it will mean that
Barwood’s affiliate fleet 1s likely to grow from its current level of approximately 105
affiliates, to a larger number. In all other respects, the operation of Barwood’s business
will be identical.

=
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Barwood Inc.

{301) 984-8294 = (800) 521-9077

4900 Nicholson Court Kensington, MD 20895



In its submission to the Council, the Department has also mischaracterized the
scope of Barwood’s reorganization plan. The plan calls for the transfer of PVLs over a
five year period, with the average number of transfers to be fifty (50) per year. The plan
is constructed with the hope that the transfer price can be maintained, in which case fewer
PVLs may need to be sold in the last year. In the event that the transfer price falls, due to
soft demand, additional supply, or excessive transfer fees, the number of PVLs that
Barwood will need to sell will, of necessity, increase in order to accomplish the goal of
paying Barwood’s creditors.

In any event, it is difficult to imagine how an increased number of affiliated
owners will create a heavier regulatory burden on the Department.. The Department has
been asked to provide any statistical basis to show that individual owner operators are
more likely to violate the law or to provide poor customer service. To date, no such
evidence has been produced. Rather, it has been the experience of Barwood that the
owner operators are far more likely to provide excelient customer service, are far less
likely to receive complaints, and are far less likely to violate the Code. This is no
phenomenon; rather it is simply because they are financially invested in the taxicab
system and cannot afford to take risks. It is also true that owner operators tend to be
more experienced operators and drivers who have built up a personal business founded
upon customer service. It is the less experienced drivers that tend to cut corners, give up
short runs for the opportunity to make a bigger return on a longer run, or get involved in
more accidents.

Given that the number of actual operators will not increase, the Departriient has
not put forth any credible evidence that a different ratio of fleet owned vehicles to
individual owned vehicles will create a heavier regulatory burden on the Department.
Indeed, it is Barwood’s belief that that regulatory burden will become lighter as the
number of individual owner operators increases.

II. The Fear of Processing Transfer Applications.

On April 1, 2009, Barwood’s counsel met with representatives of the Department
of Transportation, including the Director and the County Attorney. The purpose of this
meeting was to provide the County with a preview of all of the documents that Barwood
may employ in the transfer a PVL to a new buyer. Barwood provided these documents of
its own volition and with the desire to seek comment and to discuss issues in preparation
of smoothing the transfer process.

During that meeting, considerable time was spent in discussing the current
transfer process. Over the past several years, there has been an average of only eight to
ten transfers per year, all of which occur among individual owners. No fleet has
transferred a license to an individual in recent memory. At the meeting, the Department
described the transfer process as being relatively informal. Typically, the buyer and
seller would make an appointment and appear together and present the transfer
documents, including the transfer form prescribed by the Department. Typically, the
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transfer would be approved on the same day, although there are instances where
additional information was needed in order to meet Code requirements.

Although no specific numbers were discussed, it was clear that the time involved
for review of these documents and approval of a transfer was more on the order of an
hour, than many hours. Certainly, if one measured the transfer fee of $2500.00 against
the time invested by the County to review and approve a transfer, the fee would be
viewed as generous indeed.

Recognizing that the historic number of transfers is going to substantially increase
over the next few years, Barwood has articulated its commitment to streamline the
transfer process so that the review time by a County employee is brought to an absolute
minimum. It continues to await any suggestions from the Department that might make
the process more efficient. The Department recently revised its transfer form and sought
comment from the fleets. On April 22, 2009, Barwood provided those comments, a copy
of which is attached hereto. Barwood also recommended creating the transfer form in
such a way that it could be filled out and submitted electronically, providing the
Department with the template to do so.. In any event, future transfers involving Barwood
PVLs will be managed carefully by Barwood employees in order to assure a smooth
process. This will mean that all applications will be reviewed prior to submission to the
Department to determine that all aspects of the Department’s approval criteria are met
prior to submission.

As such, should the number of transfers rise to 40 to 50 per year, the impact on
the Department will be, and should be, minimal. Certainly, it is in the transferor’s
interest to make this desire a reality and there is no reason why the industry and the
Department, working together, cannot create a process that would take little of the
Department’s time.

IT1. The “Barwood Issue” is a Misnomer,

In October of 2008, the Counsel enacted Expedited Bill 30-08. This bill was
passed to provide the taxi fleets the right to seek a waiver of the prohibition against
transferring more than two (2) licenses to individuals during a calendar year. As a result
of this bill, Barwood applied for a waiver which, unfortunately, was not approved. The
prohibition, however, was pre-empted by the United States Bankruptcy Court.
Nevertheless, Barwood has been advised that one, possibly two, of the remaining three
fleets in the County have filed waiver requests which are currently pending. As such, the
number of PVLs to be transferred over the course of the next few years is not simply due
to transfers sought by Barwood alone. Rather, it is likely that there will be transfers
from each of the fleets, thereby making this an “industry issue.”

In any event, we believe that the fears articulated by the Department as a result of

the approval of Barwood’s reorganization plan are without rational basis. They are
simply fears of change. There has been no credible evidence offered to suggest that the
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impending changes to the industry will increase the regulatory burden of the Department,
or that customer service will be negatively impacted.

Respectfully submitted,
: - ;1' .
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" Lée Barmes

CC: Hon. Roger Berliner
Hon. George Leventhal



Curtin, Vanessa

From: Barnes, Lee

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2009 4:40 PM

To: '‘Kutz, Nancy'; 'James.Ryan@montgomerycountymd.gov'
Subject: New Transfer Application Feedback

Thank you for requesting feedback from the taxi fleets. We are happy to provide you with our observations. After
reviewing the new transfer application Barwood's overall opinion is that the DOT should have two applications; one for
individuals and one for corporations. Feedback on specific sections of the revised transfer application is listed below.

Pg.3. Financial Information

#2. “If the transferee is not a licensed taxicab driver he or she must obtain a criminal background check.” This
question seems to be specific to an individual. How would you require a corporation to submit fingerprints for a
background check? It seems more appropriate to have this section not apply to corporations at all or, as stated above, to
have a separate transfer application for corporations who are interested in purchasing PVLis.

#3. ‘If the transferee is not a license driver they must obtain a driving record for the past three years from the
Motor Vehicle Administration.” We suggest moving this question to #7 under Terms and Conditions and have listed
additional comments in that section below.

#4. This question asks about the model year vehicle being placed in service. In our experience at the time an individual
files this application they do not yet know what model year vehicle they are going to purchase. This language can easily

be modified to “l ptan to place" instead of | am placing a model year vehicle into service. Neither individuals or

corporations typically purchase vehicles until the transfer is approved, our concern here is that they won't be penalized if

another modet year is purchased instead.

Pg.4 Terms and conditions

#5. Security Interest. Chapter 53 Section 204 (f) — states * lien holder must notify at least 30 days prior to Security
Interest Filing creation” We believe the section quoted applies to security interest filings that are created on an already
owned PVL not one that is being transferred. The security interest can't be created until the transfer is approved.

#7. “Will the applicant be personally driving the taxicab” 7 If the applicant answers yes then the driving record
requirement would apply here, but if the applicant answers no, then no driving record should be required. Why would
someone who wants to own a PVL but NOT operate a vehicle have to provide a driving record? Part 2 of the question
then states if the answer was "no" to provide the name of the person who will be driving their vehicle at the time the
application is filed.

Pg. 5 Criteria
It is unclear who is required to sign and date this section.

Pg. 6. Criteria continued

#8 “Have you been convicted of fraud, misrepresentation, or false statement in the course of doing business?” it
should read in the course of ‘doing taxi business?’ This is how it is phrased in Chapter 53-214.

General Question

As stated we feel there should be two applications, one for an individual and one for a corporation. Are there any
additional changes you foresee that would need to be made for Corporations purchasing more than one PVL or for
corporale who are based outside of Maryland?

L ee Barnes

K



Cost Element

Bus Operators

Motor Pool
Coordinators
@Other Operating Labor

Schedule/Communications

Customer Service/Safety

Other Non-labor Oper/Mgmt Svcs/
General Administration/Other

Indirect

Fully Allocated Cost

FY10 CE RECOMMENDED BUDGET
Operating Cost of Ride On Bus Service

y

Cost/Hour

FY10 Dollars

Cost Cumulative

$41.61 $41.61

$31.29 $72.90
$3.24 $76.13
$4.37 $80.50
$3.00 $83.50
$2.55 $86.05
$4.56 $90.61
$7.12 $97.73

$97.73

Rate for any new
service added

WMATA Non-
Regional Rate
$102.41

Ewing analysis.xis
4/13/2009
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RovTeEs (1)

FY2010 METROBUS SERVICE REDUCTION PACKAGE

LINE ELIMINATIONS
ROUTE(S) LINE NAME CHANGE
District of Columibia
M2 Fairfax Village - Naylor Road Discontinue all service. Alternate routes: F14.
¥ D5 MacArthur Blvd, - Georgetown Discontinue all service. Alternate routes: DB6. 14 /€D

Maryland

B27 Bowie - New Carrollton Discontinue all service. Alternate routes: B21, B22,
T16, T17.

B29, B31 Crofton - New Carrollton Discontinue all service. Alternate routes: B21, B22,
B24, B25, C28.

C7,C9 Greenbelt - Glenmont Discontinue all service. Alternate routes: 83, 886, 87,

* 89, C2, C8, R2, R5, R12, T17, Z8, 29, Ride On 10,

The Bus 11. EUMyPATED

Ci12,C14 Hillcrest Heights Discontinue all service. Alternate routes: H11, H12,
P12.

R3 Greenbelt - Fort Totten Discontinue all service. Alternate routes: 83, C2, C4,
C8, F4, F6, F8, R1, R2, R4, R5, R12, T16, T17, The
Bus 11, 13, 14, 15, 15X, 16.

W15 Indian Head Highway Discontinue all service. Alternate routes: A2, D12,
D13, D14, P12, W13.

LINE ELIMINATIONS/SERVICE SUBSTITUTION

Virginia

22B Pentagon-Army/Navy Dr.-Shirley Pk. | Discontinue all service by Metro — Service to be
replaced by Arlington Transit

24P Ballston - Pentagon Discontinue all service by Metro - Service to be
replaced by Arlington Transit

@



ROUTE OR

L

SEGMENT

ELIMINATIONS

ROUTE(S) LINE NAME SERVICE REDUCTION DESCRIPTION

Maryland

C4,C2 Greenbelt - Twinbrook Discontinue ali C4 service between Wheaton and
Twinbrook Stations. {C2 applies only to trips going to
or from garage which had been extended west of
Wheaton Station.) R E INAP

C8 College Park - White Flint Eliminate weekday off-peak and all Saturday service. léﬂlﬁ-’éb

J5 Twinbrook - Silver Spring Reroute over the discontinued segments of C4 and
Q2 as a partial replacement during rush hours only.

Increase frequency from 30 to 20 minutes. ﬂérﬂ IJED

L7 Connecticut Avenue - Maryland Eliminate L7 and increase service on L8. EGMpATED

NH1 National Harbor Reroute from Southem Avenue Station to Branch
Avenue Station.

P17, P18, P19 | Oxon Hill - Fort Washington Reroute all trips to Southern Avenue Station. Charge
regular fare instead of express fare.

Q2 Veirs Mill Road Eliminate north of Rockville Station and south of |
Wheaton Station at all times except retain route Repmed
between Rockville Station and Montgomery College
as required for student travel.

W13, W14 Bock Road Reroute all trips to Southem Avenue Station. Charge
regular fare instead of express fare.

Z2 Colesville - Ashton Eliminate weekday midday service. On Saturday, R W’”ED b
eliminate service between White Oak and Colesville, SPHE

¢T1o)

Virginia

10A Hunting Towers - Pentagon Eliminate weekday service after 9 p.m. and all
weekend service. Increase service on 10B to replace
Alexandria portion of weekday service and Saturday
late evening and Sunday 10A service.

21A,B,C,D,F Landmark - Pentagon Restructure to a single route via Reynolds St., Edsall
Rd., Whiting St., Stevenson Ave., Yoakum Pkwy.,

Edsall Rd., Van Dorn St., Duke St., 1-395 to
Pentagon.
26AEW GEORGE (Falls Church service) Eliminate all service or increase fare

%




INCREASE FARE ON SPECIFIC ROUTES

ROUTE(S) LINE NAME FARE CHAKNGE
Maryland
J7, 49 1-270 Express Charge $3.10 cash/$3.00 SmarTrip express fare /?ET?!
instead of regular fare.
W19 Indian Head Express Charge $3.10 cash/$3.00 SmarTrip express fare
instead of regular fare.
Virginia
26A.EW GEORGE (Falls Church service) increase from $0.50 to regular fare ($1.35 cash/$1.25
SmarTrip).
CHANGE IN FREQUENCY OF SERVICE
ROUTE(S) LINE NAME CHANGE

District of Columbia

52, 53, 54

14™ Street

Interval between buses during rush hours to increase
from 4.5 to 5 minutes. However, new express DC

Circulator service will operate on 14" Strect between
Irving Street and H Street beginning on April 1, 2000.

80

North Capitol Street

Interval between buses during a.m. rush hours to
increase from 8.5 to 10 minutes.

90, 92

U Street -~ Garfield

Interval between buses during a.m. rush hours to
increase from 4 to 4.5 minutes and during p.m. rush
hours from S {o 5.5 minutes.

H2, H3, H4

Crosstown

Interval between buses during a.m. rush hours to
increase from 5 to 5.5 minutes and during p.m. rush
hours from 8.5 to 10 minutes.

H6

Brookland -

Fort Lincoln

Interval between buses during rush hours to increase
from 10 to 14 minutes and during midday hours from
15 to 20 minutes. However, there will be no loss of
capacity on this line because larger buses were
assigned to the route.

N2, N3, N4

Massachusetts Avenue

Interval between buses during p.m. rush hours to
increase from 6 to 7 minutes.

52,54

16" Street

Interval between buses during rush hours to increase
from 4 to 4.5 minutes. However, there will be new
express bus service during rush hours on 16™ Street
beginning on March 30, 2009.

V7, V8

Minnesota Avenue - M Street

Interval between buses during rush hours to increase
from 8 to 9 minutes.

X2

Benning Road - H Street

Interval between buses during rush hours to increase
from 6.8 to 7.5 minutes.

&)
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Maryland

A12 M. L. King Jr. Highway Interval between buses during rush hours to increase
from 20 to 25 minutes.
411, 412 Mariboro Pike Interval between buses during rush hours to increase
from 23 to 31 minutes.
729, 729 LLaurel - Burtonsville Express interval between buses during a.m. rush hours to ]
increase from 20 to 30 minutes on each route. ReTWveD
Z11, Z13 Greencastle - Briggs Chaney Interval between Z11 buses during rush hours to
Express increase from 10 to 15 minutes. £€7},~ co
Virginia
TA, TE, 7F Lincolnia - North Fairlington 7A,F: Interval between buses during evening hours to
increase from 15 to 30 minutes between 8 and 10
p.m.
7E: Interval between buses during a.m. rush hours o
increase from 4 to 7.5 minutes and during p.m. rush
hours to increase from 7.5 to 10 minutes.
OPERATION ON WEEKENDS BY Metrobus INSTEAD OF BY Ride On
(Metrobus to continue to operate weekday service.)
ROUTE(S) LINE NAME DAY(S)
—
L8 Connecticut Avenue - Maryland Saturday & Sunday. Same service as provided by
Ride On.
T2 River Road Saturday & Sunday. Same service as provided by ~
Ride On.
)22 Colesville - Ashton Saturday. Same service as provided by Ride On
between White Oak and Silver Spring Station. (Does
— not operate on Sunday.) T

TY(S WESKEMD WOVD CopTINVE To LE Plovipep £
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Expedited Biil No. 17-09
Concerning: _Parking Lot Districts — Use

of Revenue
Revised: 3/31/2002 DraftNo. 2
Introduced: April 14, 2009
Expires: October 14, 2010
Enacted:
Executive:
Effective:
Sunset Date:
Ch. , Laws of Mont. Co.

COUNTY COUNCIL
FOR MIONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: Councilmembers Floreen, Knapp, Elrich, and Leventhal, and Council President Andrews

AN EXPEDITED ACT to:
(1) expand the use of Parking Lot District revenues for transit service serving the Parking
Lot Disfrict; and
(2) generally amend the law regarding the use of parking lot district funds.

By amending

Montgomery County Code

Chapter 60, Parking Lot Districts

Section 16

Boldface Heading or defined term.

Underlining Added to existing law by original bill.

[Single boldface brackets] Deleted from existing law by original bill.

Double underlining Added by amendment.

[[Double boldface brackets]] Deleted from existing law or the bill by amendment.
e Existing law unaffected by bill.

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland approves the following Act:
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EXPEDITED BiLL No. 17-09

Sec. 1. Section 60-16 is amended as follows:

60-16. Purpose of parking lot funds.

(c)

¢y

* * *

Notwithstanding the limitations in subsection (a) or (b) or any

other provision of this Chapter, the County Council may

transfer revenue frem parking fees to:

(A)

(B)

©)

the fund of any urban district from which the fees are

collected, as limited by Section 68A-4(a)(2)

fund activities of the Department of Transportation to

implement transportation system management under

[Section 42A-13 and] Section 42A-23. Parking fee

revenue transferred to fund activities in a transportation

system management district must not exceed parking fees

collecied in that transportation system management

district; [and]

fund activities of the Department of Transportation in a

parking lot district, other than any parking lot district

where a transportation system management district is

operating to:

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

(1)) establish cooperative County and private sector
programs to increase ridesharing and transit
usagel.]; and

fund bus service provided by the Department of

Transportation that directly serves a parking lot district.

89
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ExPEDITED BiLL No. 17-09

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

(2) In this subsection, "parking fee" means revenue from parking

meters, parking permits, or any other user charge for parking.

* %k o
Sec. 2. Expedited Effective Date.
The Council declares that this legislation is necessary for the immediate

protection of the public interest. This Act takes effect on July 1, 2009.

Approved:
Philip M. Andrews, President, County Council Date
Approved:
Isiah Leggett, County Executive Date

This is a correct copy of Council action.

Linda M. Lauer, Clerk of the Council Date

f:Nawibills\0917 parking lot districts\bill 2.doc




Pedestrian Safety Program -- No. 500333

Category Transportation Date Last Modified March 17, 2009
Subcategory Traffic improvements Required Adequate Public Facility No
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation Impact None.
Planning Area Countywide Status On-going
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Thru Rem. Total Beyond
Cost Element Total FYOB FYo8 6 Years | FYO02 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 EY14 | g Years
Planning, Design, and Supervision 1,318 768 0 550 50 100 100 100 100 100 0
[ Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1} 0
Site Improvements and Uiiiities 1,815 349 66 1,400 150 250 250 250 250 250 0
Construction 7,169 119 0 7,050 800 1,250 1,250 1,250 1,250 1,250 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 8] 0 0 0 0
Total 10,300 1,234 66 9,000 1,000 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 *
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000
Current Revenue: General 5,050 0 0 5,050 800 850 850 850 850 850 0
G.0. Bonds 4,566 550 66 3,950 200 750 750 750 750 750 0
PAYGO 584 584 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
State Aid 100 100 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0
Total 10,300 1.234 66 9,000 1,000 1,500 1,600 1,600] 1600] 1,600 "ol
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the review and analysis of existing physical structures and traffic conirols in order to make modifications aimed at improving safety and
the walking environment for pedestrians. This project provides for the construction of physical structures and/or installation of traffic control devices which
include, but are not limited to: new crosswalks; pedestrian refuge islands; sidewalks; bus pull-off areas; fencing to channe! pedestrians to safer crossing
locations; relocating, adding, or eliminating bus stops; accessble pedesinian signals (countdown) or warning beacons; improving signage, efc. The
improvements will be made in compfiance with the requirements of the ADA. This project supports the construction of improvements at and around schoois
identified in the Safe Routes to Schoot program. The project also includes pedestrian safety audits at High Incidence Areas, physical improvements, education
and outreach.

COST CHANGE

Increase due to the addition of $600k each year, beginning in FY 10, to conduct two additional pedestrian roadway safety audits and imb\emen’t the identified
safety improvements.

JUSTIFICATION

The County Executive's Blue Ribbon Panel on Pedestrian Safety identified the need to improve the walkability along Montgomery County roadways and, in
particutar, in the CBDs where there is high pedestrian concentration and mass transit nidership. The improvements proposed under this project wilt enhance
and/or add to the County's existing infrastructure to increase the safety and comfort level for pedestriians, which in tum wilt encourage increased pedestrian
activity and safer access to schools and mass transit. The issue of pedestrian safety has been an elevated concem for pedestrians, cyclists, motorists, and
public officials. To address this issue the County Executive’'s Pedestrian Safety Initiative has developed strategies and goals to make our streets walkable and

pedestrian friendly. This project is intended to support the strategies for enhancing pedestrian safety by piloting new and innovative techniques for improving -
{raffic control device compliance by pedestrians, motonsts, and cyclists.

Various studies for improvements will be done under this project with emphasis on pedestrian safety and traffic circulation. A study of over 200 Moentgomery

County schools (Safe Route to Schools program) was completed in FY05. This study identified needs and prioritized schools based on need for signing,
pavement markings, circulation, and pedestrian accessibility.

The December 2007 "Pedestnan Safety Initiative™
OTHER

This project is intended to address the Engineering aspect of the "Three E's” concept (Engineering, Education, and Enforcement), which is one of the
recommendations included in the final Blue Ribbon Panel on Pedestrian and Traffic Safety Report. Additional efforts to improve pedestrian walkability by
creating a safer walking environment, ufilizing selected technologies, and ensuring ADA compliance will be addressed under the following projects: Annual
Sidewalk Program; Bus Stop Improvements; Intersection and Spot improvements; Neighborhood Traffic Calming; Transponrtation Improvements for Schoois:
ADA Compliance; Transportation; Resurfacing; Primary/Arterial, Sidewalk and Infrastructure Revitalization; Streetiighting; Traffic Signais; and ATMS.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION .
EXPENDITURE DATA Washington Metropofitan Area Transit
~ "y Authority
First Aj ki
D'ate irst p?roprla o0 FYos {3000) Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
First Cost Estimate Commission
Current Scope Fyio 10,300 ! L
Lot FY's Cost Estimat 7300 Mass Transit Administration
astrrs cd 222 1| Maryland State Highway Administration
VT Wheaton Central Business District
Appropriation Request — FYio 1600 Wheaton Regional Services Center
Supplemental Appropriation Request O 11 Commission on Aging

| Transfer O j!| Commission on People with Disabilities
Montgomery County Pedestrian Safety

Cumuilative Appropriation 2,300 || Advisory Commitiee

Expenditures / Encumbrances 1,277 Ci’(i;en's Advisory Boards

Unencumbered Balance 1,023 Various CIP Projects

Partial Closeout Thru FYOT

New Partial Closeout FYng 0

Totat Partial Closeout

@ |




Pedestrian Safety Program -- No. 500333 (continued)

OTHER DISCLOSURES
- A pedestian impact analysis will be performed during design or is in progress.
- The Executive asserts that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource
Protection and Planning Act.
- * Expenditures will continue indefinitely.



Pedestrian Safety Program -- No. 500333

Category Transportation Date Last Modified March 17, 2008
Subcategory Traffic Improvements Required Adequate Public Facilily No
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation impact None.
Planning Area Countywide Status On-going
EXPENDITURE SCHEBULE ($00D) -
Thru Rem. Total Beyond |
Cost Elzment Tetal FYO3 EYDR & Years FY09 FY10 FY11 Fy12 FY13 FY14 | g Years
Planning, Design, and Supervision  Jjfe ®310 766 01250 558 50 100] S# 8o £» 80| I2 TU0] go 100 )
Land D 0 0 0 0 5] 0 0 0 D 0
Site Improvements and Utiliies  (#4§ #5843 34D 66{/2%1 400 150 250 150 e58] /e 250(|s50 ostlife 260 n
Construction §3dy a8 119 0 [53307650 80B]  1,250|fa 126012 +:250|Bar 1250} far 1,260 0
Other 0 C 0],,.p 0O 0 0 0 o D 0 0
Total 509 18300 1,234 66{" 8000 1,000]  1,500|/e7*1,600]/+7%4,500] 1?7 1.606| /° 1,606 -
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)
| Current Revenue: General 2654 -sT% 0 DPLSo5-05t 800 850] 280 358 260 350| 260 856 25850 D
G.O. Bonds 4,566 550 66 3,850 200 750 © 750 750 750 750 0
PAYGO 584 584 0 0 D 0 0 0 [v] 0 o]
State Ad 100 100 o, 0 ) ) ] 0 0 D )
Total /909 se3e0] 1,234 561P°%@00]__ 1,000 1.600 fone 14680 1000 +:666] /000 4,660 oy, 1580 0
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the review and analysis of existing physical structures and traffic controls in order to make modifications aimed at improving safety and
the walking environment for pedestrians. This project provides for the construction of physical structures and/or installation of traffic control devices which
include, but are not limited to: new crosswalks; pedestrian refuge islands; sidewalks; bus pull-off areas; fencing fo channel pedestrians to safer €rossing
locations; relocating, adding, or eliminating bus stops; accessible pedestrian signals {countdown) or wamning beacons; improving signage, ete. The
improvements will be made in compliance with the requirements of the ADA. This project supports the construction of improvements at and around schools

identfied in the Safe Routes to School program. The project also includes pedesinian safety audits at High Incidence Areas, physical improvements, education
and outreach.

COST CHANGE .

increase due to the addition of $600k each-year-begirning in FY 10, to conduct two additional pedestrian roadway safety audits and implement the identified
safety improvements.

JUSTIFICATIOR

The County Executive's Blue Ribbon Panel on Pedestian Safety identified the need fo improve the walkability along Montgomery County roadways and, in
particular, in the CBDs where there is high pedestrian concentrafion and mass transit ridership. The improvements proposed under this project will enhance
and/or add to the County's existing infrastructure fo increase the safety and comfort level for pedestrians, which in fum will encourage increased pedestrian
activity and safer access to schools and mass transit. The issue of pedestiian safety has been an elevated concemn for pedestians, cyclists, motorists, and
public officials. To address this issue the County Executive’s Pedestrian Safety Initiative has developed strategies and goals to make our sireets walkable and

pedestrian friendly. This project is intended to support the strategies for enhancing pedestrian safety by pitoting new and innovative techniques for improving
traffic control device compliance by pedestrians, motorists, and cyclists.

Various studies for improvements will be done under this project with emphasis on pedestrian safety and traffic circulation. A study of over 200 Montgomery

County schools (Safe Route to Schools program) was completed in FYD5. This study identified needs and prioritized schools based on need for signing,
pavement markings, circuiation, and pedestiian accessibifity.

The December 2007 "Pedestrian Safety Initiative™
OTHER

This project is intended to address the Engineering aspect of the "Three E's™ concept (Engineering, Education, and Enforcement), which is one of th
recommendations included in the final Blue Ribbon Panel on Pedestrian and Traffic Safety Report.  Additional efforts to improve pedestrian walkability t
creating a safer walking environment, utilizing selected technologies, and ensuring ADA compliance will be addressed under the following projects: Annu
Sidewalk Program; Bus Siop Improvements; Intersection and Spot improvements; Neighborhood Traffic Calming; Transportation Improvements for School
ADA Compliance; Transportation; Resurfacing; Primary/Arterial; Sidewalk and infrastructure Revitalization; Streetlighting; Traffic Signals: and ATMS.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION . MAP
EXPENDITURE DATA Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
— Authority
First Appropriat
D,E‘E st p;_) phatet FYos (sﬂoo ] Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
First Cost Estimate 192 Commissi
FY10 10360 Mmission
Current Scope 3 . .. .
Last FY's Gost Estman 7300 Mass Transit Administration
stTrs male . Maryland State Highway Administration

— Wheaton Central Business District by
Appropriation Request. : FY10 1,600 Wheaton Regional Services Center kel
Supplemental Appropriation Request % 11 Commission on Aging i {’f
Transfer 0 {} Commission on People with Disabilities N

Montgomery County Pedestrian Safety .

Cumulative Appropriation 2,300 {1 Advisory Commitiee m
Expenditures | Encumbrances 1,277 || Citizen's Advisory Boards P
Unencumbered Balance 1023 Various CIP Projects
Partial Closeout Thru FYD7 D
New Partial Closeout FYD8 2}
Total Parttial Closeout D N




Pedestrian Safety Program -- No. 500333 (continued)

OTHER DISCLOSURES
- A pedestrian impaci analysis will be periormed during design or is in progress.
- The Executive asserts that this project conforms 1o the requirements of relevant Ipcal plans, as required by the Manyland Economic Growth, Resource
Protection and Planning Act.
- * Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

G



Pedesirian Lighting Participaticn - MSHA Projects -- No. 500920

Category Transportation

Date L.ast Modified March 18, 2009

Subcalegory Traffic Improvements Required Adequate Public Facility No
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation impact None.

Planning Area Countywide Status Final Design Stage

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Thru Rem. Total Beycnd
Cost Elerment Total | rvog | Fyos | 6 Years | FY03 | Fy1o | Fri1 FY12 FY13 | FY14 | g vYears
Planning, Design, and Supervision 820 0 0 820 20 780 20 0 0 0 i)
land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 G 0 D
Site Improvements and Utilities 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0 0
Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 §) 0
Other 0 3] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 )
Total 820 0 D 820 20 780 20 0 0 i) i}
FUNDING SCHEDULE {$0£D)

Current Revenue: General 760 8] 1] 760 0 760 0 0 0 0

G.0. Bonds 50 0 0 60 20 20 20 0 0 O [}
Total 820 o 0 820 20 780 20 1] 0 0 5

OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000)

Maintenance 18 0 2 4 4 4 4

Energy B7 0 11 18 19 19 19

Net impact 105 0 13 23 23 23 23
DESCRIPTION ‘

This project provides resources to leverage State funds for implementation of pedestrian lighting on MD 124 {Airpark Road to Fieldcrest Road) and at the MD
355 Inferchange with Montrose Parkway/Randolph Road.

CQOST CHANGE

Add funds in FY10 to enable the installation of a complete fighting system as part of the State's MD355/Montrose interchange project.

JUSTIFICATION

Montgomery County's lighting standards provide for safely and accessibliity for pedestrians and bicyclists along all roadways, sidewalks and joint-use paths in
Montgomery County. This project is needed to provide lighting in accordance with County standards on fwo roadway projecis being constructed by the
Maryland State Highway Administration (MSHA). Due o cumrent State poficy and fiscal considerations, MSHA does not include continuous roadway lighting in
its projects. MSHA will, however, include and partially fund a continuous pedestrian lighting system in its projects provided that the tocal junsdiction agrees to
fund any costs above and beyond the State’s maximum contibution. In order fo leverage ihe State's contribution, the County must have funding available for
its matching portion. Currently, there are fwo projects in which the County has the opporiunity to leverage MSHA funds to have pedestrian fighting instatied.

They are: MD 124 (Airpark Road to Fieldcrest Road) and at the MD 355 Interchange with Montrose Parkway / Randolph Road.
FISCAL NOTE

Both of the State projects are design/build projects and construction coniracts have been awarded by MSHA. The pedestrian lighting system has been

designed but is not included in the construction contracts pending cost sharing commitments from the County. The State's contribufion for the MD355/Montrose

Lighting project is $732.5k and the County's estimated cost is $758k. The final costs for each project are subject to negofiations between MSHA and the
construction contractor.

OTHER DISCLOSURES
- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Maryland State Highway Administration
Date First Appropriation 00 (S000) Potomac Electiic Power Company
First Cost Estirnate

Current Seope FY10 820

Last FY's Cost Estimate &0

Appropriation Request FY10 780

Supplemental Appropriation Request 0

Transfer b]

Cumulafive Appropriation 20

Expenditures / Encumbrances 2

Unencurnbered Ralance 18

Partial Closeout Thru FYO7 D

New Partial Closeout FYo8 )

Total Partial Closeout 0 @

(4]




Pedestrian Lighting Participation - MSHA Projectis -- No. 500920

Category Transportation Date Last Modified March 18, 2003
Subcategory Traffic Improvements Required Adequate Public Facility No
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation tmpact None.
Planning Area Countywide Status Final Design Stage
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000) )
= -

Cost Element Total 2{)‘; Esgls 6 \?e‘gis FY09 FY10 FY11 Fy12 FY13 FYid SB?eL:::
Planning, Design, and Supervision 820 0 D B20 20 780 20 0 0 0 0
[Land 0 D D 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 D
Site Improvements and Utilities 0 0 Y 0 0} ) D 0 0 D 0
Construction 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 0 1]
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 o] ¢ 0 0 0
Total 820 0 0 820 20 780 20 0 0 0 0
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($0%0)

Current-Reusnue-Gancrate 4601 —OH- —at 268 —O7  gmzen s ot~ —0]
G.0. Bonds S0 B0 0 0| F2080 20} 720 20 20 0 D 0
Total 820 0 0 820 20 780 20 0 0 0 0]
OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000) 3

| Maintenance 18 D 2 4 4 4 4

Energy . 87 0 11 19 19 19 19

Net Impact ' 105 0 13 23 23 23 23
DESCRIPTION

This project provides resources to leverage State funds for implementation of pedestrian lighting on MD 124 (Airpark Road to Fieldcrest Road) and at the MD
355 Interchange with Montrose Parkway/Rando!ph Road.

COST CHANGE
Add funds in FY10 to enable the installation of a2 complete lighting system as part of the State's MD355/Montrose interchange project.
JUSTIFICATION
Monigomery County’s lighting standards provide for safety and accessibility for pedestrians and bicyclists along all roadways, sidewalks and joint-use paths in
Montgomery County. This project is needed fo provide lighting in accordance with County standards on two roadway projects being constructed by the
Maryland State Highway Administration (MSHA). Due to current State policy and fiscal considerations, MSHA does not include continuous roadway lighting in
ils projects. MSHA will, however, include and partially fund a continuous pedestrian lighting system in its projects provided that the local jurisdiction agrees to
fund any costs above and beyond the State's maximum contribution. In order to leverage the State’s contribution, the County must have funding available for
its matching portion. Cumrently, there are two projects in which the County has the opportunity to leverage MSHA funds to have pedestrian lighting instalied.
They are: MD 124 (Airpark Road tc Fislderest Road) and at the MD 355 Interchange with Montrose Parkway / Randoiph Road.
FISCAL NOTE
Both of the State projects are design/build projects and construction coritracts have been awarded by MSHA. The pedestrian lighting systemn has been
designed but is not included in the construction contracts pending cost sharing commitments from the County. The State's contribution for the MD355/Montrose
Lighting project is $732.5k and the County's estimated cost is $758k. The final costs for each project are subject fo negotiations between MSHA and the
construction contractor.
OTHER DISCLOSURES

- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Maryland State Highway Administration
Date First Appropriation FYD9 ($0007 Potomac Electric Power Company
First Cost Estimate

Current Scope FY10 620

Last FY's Cost Estimate 60

Appropriation Request FY10 780

Supplemental Appropriation Request 0

Transfer 0

Cumutative Appropriation 20

Expenditures / Encumbrances 2

Unencumbered Balance 18

Partial Clossout Thru Fyo7 0

New Partial Closeout FY08 0

Total Partial Closeout 0




Intersection and Spot Improvements - No. 507017

Category Transportation Date L ast Modified March 17, 2009

Subcafegory Traffic Improvements Required Adequate Public Facility No

Administering Agency Transportation Relocation Impact None.

Planning Area Countywide Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Thru Rem. Total ] Beyond
Cost Element Total FYOB EYO0B 6Years | FYO09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 | 5 Years
Planning, Design, and Supervision 2,145 D 0 2,145 220 385 385 385 385 385 *ol
Land 400 0 290 110 10 20 20 20 20 20 0
Site Improvements and Utiliies 925 0 0 925 50 175 175 175 175 175 D
Constiuction 4,329 0 1,148 3,180 280 580 580 580 580 580 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 7,798 0 1,439 6,360 560 1,160 1,160 1,160 1,160 1,160 *
FUNDING SCHEDULE {$000)

Current Revenue: General 2,500 0 0 2,500 0 500 50D 500 500 500 0
G.Q. Bonds 5,276 0 1,416 3,860 560 660 660 660 660 660 0
intergovernmental 23 0 23 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 )
Total 7,798 0 1,439 6,360 560 1,160 1,160 1,160 1,160 1,160 0
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for planning and reconstructing various existing intersecfions in Montgomery County and for an annual congestion study to identify
focations where there is a need for congestion mitigation. The project also includes the identiication ahd implementation of carridor modifications and traffic
caiming treatments to enhance pedesirian safety. At these identified locations either construction begins immediately or detailed design plans are prepared and
developed into future projects. The projecis listed below reflect their current stafus.

COST CHANGE »

Increase due 1o the addition of $500k each year, beginning in FY10, to identify and implement corridor and intersection modifications and traffic calming to
enhance pedestnan salely.

JUSTIFICATION

Ongoing studies conducted by the Traffic Engineering and Operations Division indicate that many locations need capacity andlor vehicular and pedestian
safely improvemnents.

The December 2007 "Pedestiian Safety Initiative™
OTHER

Projects completed in FYD6-07: Father Hurley Blvd & Observation Dr, Hillerest Ave, Old Baltimore Rd & Covered Wagon Way, Observation Dr and
Shakespeare 2ivd, Undesignated - Several smalt scale projects also completed.

Projects currenly under constructionirecently completed: Bonifant St & Georgia Ave - Summer 2007, Warfield Rd and Plum Creek Rd - Summer 2007
Connecticut Ave, Grand Pre to Bel Pre - Summer 2007, Ridge Rd & Oak Dr- Summer 2007, New Hampshire Ave & Oakview Dr - Spring 2008. ’

To be constructed in FYD8-10: Arcola Ave, Kemp Mill to University, Veirs Milt Elementary School access improvements, S. Glen Rd & Falls Rd, Briggs
Chaney Rd & Good Hope Rd, Shady Grove Rd & Damestown Rd, Calverton Bivd, Cheny Hili Rd to Prince George's Line, E. Gude Drive & Southlawn Lane
Randolph Rd, Rock Creek to Dewey (Design Only), Randoiph Rd - Veirs Mill to Colie (Dropped - Cosis exceeded benefits) '
OTHER DISCLOSURES

- A pedestrian impact analysis wilt be performed during design or is in progress.

- * Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
" — Commission
Date First Appropriation 1} 0 < - .
i f Cz)st E;Ii)m;te o FY7 (3000) Maryland State Highway Administration
e ) Y10 7799 {} U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Current Scope . Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Last. FY's Cosf Estimate 7.308 Authority
- Developers
Appropriation Request - Yo 1160 Montgomery County Pedestrian Safety
Supplemental Appropriation Request 9 |} Advisory Committee
Transfer 0 |} Citizen's Advisory Boards
Cumulative Appropriation 1,999
Expenditures / Encumbrances 1,418
Unencumbered Balance 581
Parfial Closeout Thru FYo7 32,793
New Partial Closeout FYOB 2,009 a

Total Partial Closeout 34,802 ? Z




Intersection and Spof Improvements -- No. 507017

Category Transportation Date Last Modified March 17, 2009

Subcategory Traffic Improvements Required Adequate Public Facility No

Administering Agency Transportation Relocation Impact None.

Planning Area Countywide Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Thru Rem. Total ) T ~ [ Beyond
Cost Element Total FYO8 EYDR 6 Years FYD9 FY10 FY11 FYiz FYi3 Y14 L5 Years
Planning, Design, and Supervision 2,145 0 0l 2,145 220 385 385 385 385 385 % 0]
Land 400 0 290 0] 10 20 20 20 20 2] [ o
Site Improvemenis and Utilities 925 0 Ol APBIST 8 APIROP2\ATE 175 175 1751 | o
Construction ] 4,329 o] 1,149{ 3,180 280 580 580 580 580 s80{ | 0]
Other N 0 0 ol .0 0 0 0 0 0 ol” T)‘
Total ‘ S7249 F719 of  1,439] 776 384 5601 1,160 4, #1468 | 440 1,160 40 0466|4401 160 :
FUNDING SCHEDULE {$000)

Curent-Rovenuo-Gonarnt 2500 5] 2588 —8} 80| 500 B 0]
G.0. Bonds 5776 5275 0 1,415 47,3868 5601 [/¢o 550 660 660 660 660 )
Intergovernmental 23 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 5299 2298 ol 1439|43%p 560{  1,1601669 4;160(660 HASTILLO 1160640 H160! )
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for planning and reconstructing various existing intersections in Montgomery County and for an annual congestion study to identify
focations where there is a need for congestion miligation. The project also includes the idenfification and implementation of comidor modifications and traffic
calming treatments to enhance pedestrian safety. At these identified locations either construction begins immediately or detailed design plans are prepared and
developed into future projects. The projects listed below reflect their current status.

COST CKHANGE )

Increase due to the addition of $500k sach-yenm=beginniayin FY 10, to identify and implement corridor and inlersection modifications and traffic calming to
enhance pedestrian safety.

JUSTIFICATION

Ongoing studies conducted by the Traffic Engineering and Operations Division indicate that many locations need capacity andfor vehicular and pedestran
safety improvements.

The December 2007 "Pedestnan Safety Initiative™
OTHER

Projects completed in FYDB-07: Father Hurley Blvd & Observation Dr, Hiflcrest Ave, Old Baltimore Rd & Covered Wagon Way, Ohservation Dr and
Shakespeare Bivd, Undesignated - Several small scale projects also complefed.

Projects currently under construction/recently completed: Bonifant St & Georgia Ave - Summer 2007, Warfield Rd and Plum Creek Rd - Summer 2007,
Connecticut Ave, Grand Pre to Bel Pre - Surminer 2007, Ridge Rd & Oak Dr - Summer 2007, New Hampshire Ave & Oakview Dr - Spring 2008.

To be constructed in FY0B-10: Arcola Ave, Kemp Mill to University, Veirs Mill Elementary School access improvements, S. Glen Rd & Falls Rd, Briggs
Chaney Rd & Good Hope Rd, Shady Grove Rd & Darnestown Rd, Calverton Bivd, Cherry Hill Rd o Prince George's Line, E. Gude Drive & Southtawn Lane,
Randolph Rd, Rock Creek to Dewey (Design Only), Randolph Rd ~ Veirs Mill to Colie {Dropped - Costs exceeded benefits)
OTHER DISCLOSURES

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

- * Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
- v Commission
Date First Appropriati
F:; Clor; E::i)rrn:te >0 FY70 (3000) Maryland State Highway Administration
Current Scope FY10 5 ﬁ?qgg U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Lot FVs Cost Estimate 7308 Wash:rjgton Metropolitan Area Transit
- Authority
— Developers
Appropriation Reguest - Yo 1,180 Montgomery County Pedestrian Safety
Supplemental Appfopriation Request 9 || Advisory Committee
Transfer 0 || Citizen's Advisory Boards
Cumulative Appropriation T 1,909
Expenditures / Encumbrances 1,418
Unencumbered Balance 581
Partial Closeout Thru FYo7 32,793
New Partial Closeou FYoB 2,000 XN
Total Partal Cioseout 34,802 | @

~annty Connel



Annual Sidewalk Program — No. 506747

Category Transportation Date Last Modified March 18, 2009
Subcategory Pedestrian Facilities/Bikeways Required Adequate Public Facility No
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation Impact None.
Planning Area Ceuntywide Status On-going
' EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$200)
Thru Rem. Total * | Beyond |
Cost Element : Tofal FYDB EYDB 6 Years FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 | g Years
Planning, Design, and Supervision 2,602 0 78 2,524 379 529 379 3738 378 379 0
Land 40 0 10 30 5 5 5 5 5 5 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 273 0 15 258 43 43 43 43 43 43 0
Consfruction 10,546 0 58 10,488 923 1,873 1,823 1,823 1,923 1,923 0
Cther 0 . D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 13,461 o 161] 13,300 1,350] 2,550 2,350 2,350{ - 2,350 2,350 -
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)
Current Revenue: General 1,200 0 0 1,200 0 1,200 0 0 0 0 0
G.O. Bonds 11,627 0 127 11,500 1,250 1,250 2,250 2,250 2,25D 2,250 )
Stale Aid 634 0 34 500 100 100 100 100 100 100 b}
Total 13,461 D 161] 13,3000 1,350 2,550 2,350 2,350] _23s50] 2350 —Ij
DESCRIPTION

This pedestrian access improvement program provides sidewalks and bus pads on County-owned roads and some State-maintained roadways under the
Maryland State Highway relrofit sidewalk program. Some funds from this project will go 1o support the Renew Montgomery program. The Department of
Transportation maintains an official fist of all outstanding sidewalk requests. Future projects are evaluated and selected from this list, which is continually
updated with new requests. In addition, projects identified by the Citizens’ Advisory Boards are placed on the list One aspect of this project will focus on

improving pedestrian walkability by creafing a safer walking environment, utilizing selected engineering technologies, and ensuring ADA compliance.
COST CHANGE

Add funds.in FY10 for Pedestrian Safefy Initiative for enhanced sidewalk construction
JUSTIFICATION

In addition to connecting existing sidewalks, these projects increase pedestirian safely and facilitate walking to: Metrorail stafions; bus‘stops; shopping and

medical centers; employment, recreational, and school sites. The average rate of requests for sidewalks has been between 80-100 per year over the last two
years. A backlog of over 100 requests remains.

OTHER

Projects implemented under this project originate from private citizens, citizen associafions, and public agencies. Projects are evaluated and scheduled using
sidewalk prioritization procedures.

OTHER DISCLOSURES
- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

- The Executive asserts that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Econornic Growth, Resource
Protection and Planning Act.

- * Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROFRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Renew Montgomery program
Date First Appropriation 57 (3000) Maryla_nd:Nat»onal Capital Park and Planning
First Cost Estimate Commission
FY10 13 461 || Maryland Sfate Highway Administration
Current Scope 4 A
Last FY's Cosi Estmate 13606 Montgomery County Public Schools
J Washington Metropofitan Area Transit
— Authority
Appropriaiion Request' - FYio 2,550 Sidewalk and Infrastructure Revitalization
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0 1| Maryland Mass Transit Administration
Transfer 0 || Montgomery County Pedestrian Safety
: Advisory Committee
Cumulative Appropriation 1,511 {1 Commission on People with Disabilities
Expendifures / Encumbrances 1,152
Unencumbered Balance 359
Partial Closeout Thru FYoz 23418
New Partial Closeout Fros 1,345 |

Total Partial Closeout 24,763 -




Annual Sidewalk Program -- No. 506747

Category Transportation Date Last Modiiied March 18, 2009

Subcategory Pedestrian Facilities/Bikeways Required Adequate Public Facility No

Administering Agency Transportation Relocation Impact None.

Planning Area Countywide Status On-going

) EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($600)
Thru Rem. Total Beyond
Cost Efement Total FY08 EY08 6 Years | FYO09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 | 6 Years
Planning, Design, and Supervision 2,602 0 78 2,524 379 629 379 373 375 379 0
Land 40 0 10 30 5 5 5 5 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 273 0 15 258 43 43 43 43 43 43 0
Consfruction 10,546 0}, 58 10,488 923 1,873 1,823 1,923 1,923 1,923 0
Other 0 . 2 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 0 0 0 0
Total 13,461 0 161 13,300 1,350 2,550 2,350 2,350 - 2,350 2,350 *
FUNDING SCHEDULE (3$000)

CumentReverus-Censral 1200 o “-200] 200 L —~a] L -4
G.O. Bonds 128737 4. 0 127#"34:508 1,250 24501250 2,250 2,250 2,250 2,250 0
State Aid 634 0 34 600 100 100 100 100 100 100 0
Total 13,461 0 161 13,300 1,350 2,550 2,350 2,350 2,350] 2350 0

DESCRIPTION

This pedestrian access improvement program provides sidewalks and bus pads on County-owned roads and some State-maintained roadways under the
Maryland State Highway retrofit sidewalk program. Some funds from this project will go to support the Renew Montgomery program. The Department of
Transportation maintains an official lisi of all outstanding sidewalk requests. Future projects are evaluated and selected from this list, which is continually
updated with new requests. In addition, projects identified by the Citizens' Advisory Boards are placed on the list One aspect of this project will focus on
improving pedestrian walkability by creating a safer walking environment, utilizing selected engineering technologies, and ensuring ADA compliance.

COST CHANGE

Add funds.in FY10 for Pedestrian Safety Initiative for enhanced sidewalk construction

JUSTIFICATION

in addition to connecting existing sidewalks, these projects increase pedestrian safety and facilitate walking to: Metrorail stations; bus stops; shopping and

medical centers; employment, recreational, and school sites. The average rate of requests for sidewalks has been between 80-100 per year over the last two
years. A backiog of over 100 requests remains.

OTHER

Projects implemented under this project originate from private citizens, citizen associations, and public agencies. Projects are evaluated and scheduled using
sidewalk prioritization procedures.

OTHER DISCLOSURES
- A pedestrian impac! analysis has been completed for this project.

- The Executive asserts that this project conforms 1o the reguirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource
Protection and Planning Act.

-* Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Renew Montgomery program
Date First Appropriation o7 ($000 gggﬁgﬂ;ﬁ:mnal Capital Park and Planning
Qﬁg‘?sst;;zmate FY10 13,451 || Maryland State Highway Administration
Last FY's Cost Estimate 13,606 Montgomery County Public Schools
d Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
—— Authority

0 50 N gy
Appropriation Req“eslt‘ - i 25 Sidewalk and Infrastructure Revitalization
Supptemental Appropriation Request 9 |} Maryland Mass Transit Administration
Transfer 0 || Montgomery County Pedestrian Safety

Advisory Committee
Cumutative Appropriation 1511 || Commission on People with Disabilities
Expenditures / Encumbrances 1,152
Unencumbered Balance 359
Partial Closeout Thru FYO7 23,418
New Partial Closeout FYDB 1,345
Total Partial Closeout 24763 /\,\)
G
L
County Council




Street Tree Preservation -- No. 500700

Category Transportation Date Last Modified March 18, 2009
Subcategory Highway Maintenance Required Adequate Public Facility No
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation Impact None.

Planning Area Countywide Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)

T Thru Rem. Total . Beyond |
Cost Element Tota FY08 Fyos | 6Years | FYC9 FY10 FYi1 FYiz i3 FY14 ! g vYears
Planning, Design, and Supervision 1,268 68 40 1,160 210 110 210 210 210 210 0
l.and D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site Improvements and Ulilities 0 0 0 i} 1] 0 0 0 0 D )
Construction 13,527 3,187 o] 10,340 790 390 1,790 1,790 2,790 2,790 0
Other 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 8] D o]
Total 14,800 3,260 40 11,500 1,000 500 2,000 2,000 3,000 3,000 -
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)
Current Revenue: General 14,342 3,260 40 11,042 1,000 42 2,000 2,00D 3,000 3,000 0
Land Sale 458 0 0 458 0 458 0 0 0 0 0
Total 14,800 3,260 40 11,500 1,000) 500 2,000 2,000 3,000 3,000 0
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the presefvation of street trees through proactive pruning that will include the removal of limbs to: reduce safety hazards to
pedestrians and motorists; preserve the health and fongevity of trees; correct structural imbalances/defects; improve aesthetics and adjacent property values

and improve sight distance. Proactive pruning will prevent premature deterioration, minimize fiability, reduce storm damage potential and costs, imprové
appearance and enhance the condition of street trees.

COST CHANGE
Reduce funding and expenditures for fiscal capacity in FY10
JUSTIFICATION

Prior to FY84 the County provided for scheduled cyclical pruning every six years for all frees in the old Suburban District. This work was funded through the
dedicated Suburban District Tax. Beftween FY84 and FY97, fiscal constraints caused a reduction in pruning fo a 40-90 year cycle. in FY97, the County
eliminated the Suburban District Tax and expanded its street ree maintenance program from the old Suburban District to include the entire County and the
street tree population increased from an estimated 100,000 to over 250,000 trees. Since that time, only pruning in reaction to emergency/safety concems has
been provided. A streef tree has a life expectancy of 60 years and, under current conditions, a majority of street trees will never receive any pruning. Lack of
cyclical pruning leads to increased storm damage and cleanup costs. right-of-way obstruction and safety hazards to pedestrians and molorists, premature
death and decay from disease, weakening of structural integrity, and increased public security risks. Healthy street trees provide a myriad of public benefits
including energy savings, aesthetic enhancements that soften the hard edges of buildings and pavements, property value enhancement, mitigation of various

airbome pollutanis, reduction in the urban heat island effect, and stormwater management enhancement. Various CIP projects provide' for the preservation
revitalization, restoration, or protection of all types of public infrastructure.

The "Forest Preservation Strategy” Task Force Report (October, 2000) recommends the development of a "green infrastructure™ CIP project for street tree
maintenance. The "Forest Preservalion Strategy Update® (July, 2004) reinforced the need for a CIP project that addresses street trees. Also, see
reccimimendations in the inter-agency study of tree management practices by the Office of Legislative Oversight (Report #2004-8 - September, 2004) and the
Tree Inventory Report and Management Plan by Appraisal, Consulting, Research, and Training Inc. (November, 1995). Studies have shown that healthy trees
provide significant year-round energy savings. Winter windbreaks can lower heating cosis by 10 to 20 percent and summer shade can lower cooling costs by

15 to 35 percent. Every tree that is planted and mainltained saves $20 in energy costs per year. In addition, a healthy street tree canopy captures the first 1/2
inch of rainfalf reducing the need for stormwater management facilities.

OTHER DISCLOSURES
-* Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
n — Commission
Date First Appropriatio
F-a T C'rst Ep:.)m;e 4 FYo7 (3000, Department of Environmental Protection
rst Lost tst FYi0 14 800 || Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Curent Scopa_ ' Utility companies
Las! FY's Cost Estimate 15,300 Hity compani
Appropriation Request FY10 500
Supplemental Appropriation Reguest ]
Transfer [{]
Cumulative Appropriation B 4,300
Expenditures / Encumbrances 3,263
Unencumbered Balance 1,037
Partial Closeout Thru FYD7 0
New Partial Closeout EYOB 0
Total Partial Closeout ls) @

County Council [




Advanced Transportation Management System -- No. 509399

Category Transportation Date Last Modified March 18, 2009
Subcategory Traffic Improvements Required Adequate Public Facility No
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation Impact None.
Planning Area Countywide Status On-going
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$000)
Thra Rem. Tofal ] Beyond |
Cost Element Total FYD8 Fyos 6Years | FYD9 FY1o FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 | g Years
rT’Eﬁning;l)esign, and Supervision 6,953 5,829 0 1,124 298 150 169 169 169 169 0
Land 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 36,052 =23558] 1.740] 10,7541  4230] 1200 1331 1,331 1331 1,331 —Tﬂ
Construction 53 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 3,734 3,734 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
| Total 46,783 33,175 1,740; 11,878 4,528 1,350 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 -
- FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)
Cable TV 2,241l 2,196 45 0 0 0 D 0 o] o 0
Contributions 85 95 5] 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 0
Current Revenue: General 15,154 6,139 175 8,850 1,500 1,350 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 0
Federal Aid 3,237 2,538 269 430 430 0 0 0 0 0
I'G.O. Bonds 8395 8,396 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ) )
Mass Transit Fund 5,064 4,015 351 1,698 1,698 0 0 0 0 0 0
PAYGO 2,228 2,226 0 o] D o 0 3} .0 0 6‘
State Aid 8,870 7,070 900 900 500 0 ) 0 0 0 )
[ Transportation Improvement Credit 500] 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
[Total 46,793] 33475] 1,740[ 11,878 4,528 1,350] 1,500 1,5000  1,500] 1,500 0
OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000
Maintenance B 525 25 50 75 100 125 150
Energy _ _ 105 5 10 15 20 25 30
Program-Staff 450 0 50 50 100 100 150
Program-Other 27 0 3 3 6 6 9
Net Impact 1,107 30 113 143] - 226 256 339]
WorkYears 1 0.0 1.0 1.0 2.0] 2.0 3.0
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for Advanced Transportation Management Systems (ATMS) in the County. The ATMS deploys the infrastructure elements to conduct
real-time management and operations of the County's transportation system. Twenty-two National Intelligent Transporation Architecture market packages
have been identified for deployment of the ATMS. Each of these market packages is considered a subsystem of the ATMS program and may include several
elements. These subsystems are identified in the ATMS Strategic Deployment Plan dated February 2001 and revised September 2005. One aspect of this
project will focus on improving pedestrian walkability by creating a safer walking environment, utilizing selected technologies and ensuring ADA compfiance.
COST CHANGE

Reduce funding and expenditures for fiscal capacity in FY10.

JUSTIFICATION

ATMS provides real-time monitoring, control, and traveler information in an effort to reduce traffic congestion and trave! time, improve safety, and defer the
need to construct new roads. ATMS emphasizes safety and efficiency of mobility to include mode, route, and travel time choices. ATMS supports public safety
and directly impacts the movement of people and goods throughout the County’s transportation system.

OTHER :

This project includes the replacement of Ride On's Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) / Automatic Vehicle Locator (AVL) system and on-bus hardware (including
radios). The replacement is based on a comprehensive evaluation completed in May 2005 and will provide improved safety and security, more reliable service,
better informed scheduling, and a platform for real-time customer information. $7,540,000 is included in FY07-09 for this replacement.
OTHER DISCLOSURES
- The Executive asserts that this project conforms te the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource
Protection and Planning Act.
-* Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Developers
- e Department of Technology Services
A i

E.a tf gtrs: Epgrr::tr;a on £Y93 {3000) Department of Police

Irst ©ost &5 FYio 46793 || Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
Gurrent Scope ' Federal Highway Administration (FHWA!
{ast FY's Cost Estimate 46,943 || oo ora Highway Adminisiration )

Fibemet
— Maryland State Highway Administration

Appropriation Request FY10 1,350 Virginia DOT
Supplemental Appropriation Request O I Other Local Governments

Transfer . 0 || Other Private Entities
Traffic Signals project

Cumulative Appropfiation 39,443 || Traffic Signat System Modernization Project
Expenditures / Encumbrances 37,864 |} Montgomery County Pedestrian Safety
r~U_ng'rt:umbered Balance 1.579 _Ag!}llsory Commlttee

—_— Citizen's Advisory Boards
Sartial Closeout Thm o7 5 Montgomery County Planning Board
New Partial Closeout FY0B T o]
Total Partiat Closeout 0 2

11
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Bus Stop Improvements -- No. 507658

Category Transportation Dale Last Modified March 18, 2009

Subcategory Mass Transit Required Adeguate Public Facility No

Administering Agency Transportation Relocation Impact Mone.

Planning Area Countywide Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$000)
Cost Element Total ;,;:;’; Esg; 51\—;:::-5 FY03 FY10 FY11t FY1i2 FYi3 Y4 siy;r;i
Pianning, Design, and Supervision 995 0 0 955 240 235 240 240] 20 20 0]
Land 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 o
Site Improvements and Utifities 258 0 8 250 250 0 0 ) 0 o o
Construction 71,737 0 352 7,385 1,760 1.745 1,760 1,760 180 180 0
Other 28 0 28 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 9,018 0 388 8,630 2,259 L 1,980 2,000 2,000 200 200 o]
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)

G.0. Bonds 7,588 0 388 7,200 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 of 0 D
Mass Transit Fund 1,180 0 0 1,180 200 180 200 200 200 200 0
State Aid 250 o} 0 250 250 D 0 0 &) 0 0
Total ' 9,018 ol 38| B630] 2250 1,980 2,000 2,000 200 200 o

DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the installation and improvement of capital amenities at bus stops in Monigomery County to make tham safer, more accessible, and
attractive to users and to improve pedestrian safety for County ransit passengers. These enhancements can include iterns such as sidewalk connections,
improved pedestrian actess, pedesinan refuge islands and other crossing safety measures, area lighfing, paved passenger standing areas, and other safety

upgrades. In prior years, this project included funding for the installation and replacement of bus shelters and benches along Ride-On and County Metrobus
routes; benches and shelters are now handled under the operating budget.

COST CHANGE
Reduce funding and expenditures for fiscal capacity in FY10.
JUSTIFICATION

Many of the Counly's bus stops have safety, secunty, or right-of-way deficiencies since they are located on roads which were not originally built to
accommodate pedes‘tn’ans'. Problems include: lack of drainage around the site, sidewalk connections, passenger standing areas or pads, lighting or pedestrian
access, and unsafe street crossings to get to the bus stop. This project addresses significant bus stop safety issues to ease access lo transit service.
Correction of these deficiencies will result in fewer pedestrian accidents related to bus riders, improved accessibility of the system, increased afiraciiveness of
fransit as a means of ransportation, and greater ridership. Making transit 2 more viable option than the automobile requires enhanced facilities as well as
increased frequency and fevel of service. Getting riders to the bus and providing an adequate and safe facility to wait for the bus will help to achieve ihe goal.

The County has approximately 5,400 bus stops. The completed inventory and assessment of each bus siep has determined what is needed at each location to
render the stop safe and accessible to all transit passengers.

In FY05, a contractor developed a GiS-referenced bus stop inventory and condition assessment for alf bus stops in the County, criteria to determine which bus
stops need improvements, and a proritized fisting of bus stop relocalions, improvements, and passenger amenities. The survey and review of bus stop data

have been completed and work is on-going. Fuikscale construction began in October 2006, in the first year of the project, 728 bus stops were reviewed and
modified, with significant construction occurring at 219 of these locations.

QTHER

Any required purchase of fand for right-of-way will be tunded nitially out of the Advance Land Acquisition Revolving Fund (ALARF), then reimbursed by a future
appropniation from this project. The total cost of this project may increase when land expenditures are programmed.
FISCAL NOTE

Funding for this project includes general obligation bonds dedicated to Mass Transit with debt service financed from the Mass Transit Faeilities Fund.
The additional funds in FY03 ($250K) are to be funded with State Aid through the State Bicycle Retrofit Program.
OTHER DISCLOSURES

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

- The Executive asseris that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource
Protection and Planning Act. ’

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA : Civic Associations
— Municipalities
Date First Appropriation P
F.a e Epf p‘ FY76 (000 1 paryiand State Highway Administration
st Losl stimate FYie g 18 || Maryland Transit Administration
Current Scope : Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Last FY's Cost Estimate 10,646 g P
Authority
— Commission on Aging
Appropriation Request FY10 1980 I} Commission on People with Disabilities
Supplemental Appropriation Request 250 Montgomery County Pedestrian Safety
Transfer 0 |1 Advisory Committee
Citizen Advisory Boards
Cumulative Appropriation 2,388
Expenditures / Encumbrances 2,263
Unencumbered Balance 125
Parfial Closeout Thru FYo7 3,391
New Partial Closeout FYoB 1,858

Tolat Partial Closeout 5,249




Bus Stop improvements -- No. 507658

Category Transporiation Date Last Modified March 18, 2009
Subcategory Mass Transit Required Adequate Public Facility No
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation impact Mone.
Planning Area Countywide Status On-going
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$000)
Thru Rem. | Total [ Beyond
Cost Element Total FY08 FYos | 6 Years | FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 | FY14 |6 Years
| Planning, Design, and Supervision poe 893 0 0l/ooe 885 240§ 235 240] 243 240 20 20 0
Land 0 0 0 D o] D D 0 0 0 B
Site Improvements and Utilities 258 0 8 250 250) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Construction NISaLI3H 0 352 [70eF383 1,760 1,745 1,760 {128 13660 180 180! 0
Other | 28 0 280 . O 0 0 0 0 0 0 s
Total Jozp018 0 388905 8s30| 2250  1,980] 2000|125 %500 200 200 o
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($00D0)
G.0. Bonds : 7,588 0 388 7,200 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 0 0 0
Mass Transit Fund {290 148D 0 0)20s 1,188 200 180 200} 270 200 200 200 0
State Aid - 250 o o 250 250 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total ‘ 0758048 0 388 %{e’i” 2,250 1,980 2,000 2008 200 200 ﬂ
AT
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the installation and improvement of capital amenities at bus stops in Montgomery County to make them safer, more accessible, and
attractive fo users and to improve pedestrian safety for County transit passengers. These enhancements can include items such as sidewalk connections,
improved pedestiian access, pedestrian refuge islands and other crossing safety measures, area lighting, paved passenger standing areas, and other safety

upgrades. In prior years, this project included funding for the installation and replacement of bus shelters and benches along Ride-On and County Metrobus
routes; benches and shelters are now handled under the operating budget.

2 COST CHANGE Hr
Q&AG‘Red-use funding and expenditures for fiscal capacity+s FY1 Ofo F41 .
JUSTIFICATION

Many of the County's bus stops have safety, secunly, or right-of-way deficiencies since they are located on roads which were not originally built to
accommodate pedestrians. Problems include: lack of drainage around the site, sidewalk connections, passenger standing areas or pads, lighting or pedestrian
access, and unsafe street crossings to get to the bus stop. This project addresses significant bus stop safety issues to ease access {o transit service.
Correction of these deficiencies will result in fewer pedestrian accidents refated to bus riders, improved accessibility of the system, increased attractiveness of
transit as a means of transportation, and greater ridership. Making transit a more viable option than the automobile requires enhanced facilities as well as
increased frequency and level of service. Getting riders to the bus and providing an adequate and safe facility to wait for the bus will help to achieve the goal.

The County has approximately 5,400 bus stops. The completed inventory and assessment of each bus stop has determined what is needed at each location to
render the stop safe and accessible to all transit passengers.

In FY035, a contractor developed a GlS-referenced bus stop inventory and condition assessment for all bus stops in the Counly, criteria to deiermine which bus
stops need improvements, and a prioritized listing of bus stop relocations, improvements, and passenger amenities. The survey and review of bus stop data

have been completed and work is en-going. Fuli-scale construction began in October 2006. In the first year of the project, 729 bus stops were reviewed and
modified, with significant construction occurring at 219 of these locations.

OTHER
Any required purchase of land for right-of-way will be funded initially out of the Advance Land Acquisition Revolving Fund (ALARF), then reimbursed by a future
appropriation from this project. The total cost of this project may increase when land expenditures are programmed.
FISCAL NOTE
Funding for this project includes general obligation bonds dedicated to Mass Transit with debt service financed from the Mass Transit Facilities Fund.
The additional funds in FY08 ($250K)} are to be funded with State Aid through the State Bicycle Retrofit Program.
OTHER DISCLOSURES
- A pedestrian impact analysis will be performed during design or is in progress.

- The Executive asseris that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource
Protection and Planning Act. ’

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA : Civic Associations

— — Municipalities
Date First Appropriation

" p? d AL (3000) Maryland State Highway Administration
First Cost Estimate r,'p;s Marvland T it Administrati
Current Scope FY10 - Waryh_an ) rahrA\St rFlms ration )
[Est FY's Cost Estmate 10,645 ashington Metropo itan Area Transit
Authority

— Commission on Aging
Appropriation Request. - FYio 1,360 Commission on People with Disabilities
Supplemental Appropriation Request 250 Montgomery County Pedestrian Safety
Transfer

L ans 0 || Advisory Committee
Citizen Advisory Boards

Cumulative Appropriation 2,388
Expenditures / Encumbrances 2,263
Unencumbered Balance 128
Partial Closeout Thru FYo7 3,381
New Partial Closeout FYG8 1,858

Total Partial Closeout 5,249 @

County Council




Montgomery Mall Transit Center - No. 500714

Category Transpoitation

Date Last Modified March 18, 2009

Subcategory Mass Transit Required Adequale Public Facility No

Administering Agency Transportation Relocation Impact Mone.

Planning Area Potomac-Travilah Status Final Design Stage

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$000)
Thru Rem. Total o Beyond
Cost Element Total | pypg | Fyos | 6Years | FY09 | FY10 | FYi1 | FYiz FYi3 | FY14 |G vears
Planning, Design, and Supervision | 40 6 14 20 0 0 20 0 0 0 0]
Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0 0
Site Improvements and Ulilities | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Construction 1,110 0 30 1,080 0 0 1,080 0] 0 0 0
Other of o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 1,150 8 44l 1,100 o o] 1,00 0 0] 0 0
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)

%@ss Transit Fund 1.150 6 4] _1100] 0 o] 1,100 0 0] 0 %

Total 1,150 6 44] 4,100 [} ol 1,100 0 o] 0 0
OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000)

Maintenance 110 1%_ 20 20 20 20 20|
Net impact ) 110 10 20 20 20 20 20
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the County portion of the new Montgomery Mall Transit Center. Mall owners will develop the land and construct all bus and passenger
foundation structures including utilities. The County will design and fund construction, as well as maintain the patron waiting area with weatherfwind protected
sides, passenger seating, a transit center canopy o protect patrons, and a driver restroom. This project also includes construction oversight.

JUSTIFICATION

On January 27, 2005, the Planning Board granted Westfield Montgomery Mall conditional approval for a 500,000 square foot mall expansion. This expansion
requires Westfield to participate in construction of a new and expanded Montgomery Mall Transit Center adjacent to the 1-270 right-of-way. Westfield will
provide consfruction of all base infrastructure, valued at $2 million. Westfield will pay for design and construction of drives, ramps, platfiorm pads, and utility

access. The County will pay for the transit center canopy and all passenger and bus operafor amenities on the passenger waiting pad.
OTHER

The consiruction schedule has been postponed due to the delay of the developer's construction. The County could not construct the County portion until

Westfield completes all the civil work. The construction of the County portion is not expected to start untit FY11 in order to coordinate with the Montgomery

Mall expansion by the developer which has been delayed. The design of this project has been completed through Facility Planning: Transportation.
FISCAL NOTE

Expenditures and funding have been shifted to reflect cumrent implementation plan.
OTHER DISCLOSURES

- A pedestirian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION MAP
EXPENDITURE DATA Department of Transportation
Date First Appropriation FYOT (5000) aﬁi?it::‘dl inc.
First Cost Estimate FY09 1.150 || Department of Pemnitting Services
Curtent Scope ' Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
Last FY's Cost Estimate 1,150 Commission '
— Department of Economic Development
Appropriation Reguest . FYio 1,100 Facility Planning: Transportation
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0
Transfer 0 See Map on Next Page
Cumulative ApprT;priaﬁon 1,150
Expenditures / Encumbrances 6
Unencumbered Balance 1,144
Partial Closeout Thru FYo7 0
New Pamf’:l Closegﬁ FYos o] |
Total Partial Closeout 0 @

County Council



Facility Planning-Transportafion -- No. 509337

Category Transportation Date Last Modified March 18, 2009
Subcategory Roads Reguired Adequate Public Facility No
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation Impact None.
Plamning Area Countywide Status On-going
EXPENDITURE SLHEDULE ($000)
Thru Rem. Total ] Beyond
Cost Element Total FYos EYOR 8 Years FY03 FY10 FYt1 FY12 FY13 FY14 & Years
Planning, Design, and Supenvision 47,090] 28508] 1,083] 17,558 2,295] 2.079 2,845 3,079 3.260] 4,000 0
Land 381 336 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 128 128 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 D )
Construction 52 52 0 0 0 0 0 o] D 0 )
Other 49 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 D 0
Total 47,709| 29,073 1,078 17,558 2,295| 2,079 2,845 3,078 3,260 4,000 *
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)
Contributions 4 4 0 0 0 0 D D 0 b} 1}
Current Revenue: General 36,708 26,200 857 9 851 1,905 131 2025 1,950 1,910 1,930 D
Impact Tax 1,553 184 80 1,289 230 120 660 279 0 0 0
Intergovemnmental 785 764 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0]
f.and Sale 1,849 21 0 1,828 0 1,828 ¢} 0 0 0 0
Mass Transit Fund 3,285 1,825 320 1,140 160 0 160 150 200 470 ‘_04
Recordation Tax Premium 3,450 0 0 3,450 0 0 8] 700 1,150 1,600 0
State Aid ] 75 75 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total A7,709) 29,073 1,078] 17,558 2,295 2,079 2,845 3,079 3,260 4,000 0]
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for planning and prefiminary engineering design for new and reconstructed highway projects, pedestrian faciliies, bike faciiities, and mass
transit projects under consideration for inclusion in the CIP. Prior to the establishment of a CiP stand-alone project, the Department of Transportation (DOT)
will perform Phase 1 of facility planning, a rigorous planning level investigation of the following critical project elements: purpose and need; usage forecasts and
traffic operational analysis; commurity, economic, social, environmental, and historic impact analyses; recommended concept design and public participation.
At the end of Phase {, the Transportation and Environmeni Committee of the County Council reviews the work and determines if the project has the merits to
advance to Phase Il of facility planning, preliminary (35 percent level of completion) engineering design. In prefiminary engineering design, construction plans
are developed showing the specific and detailed features of the project, from which its impacts and costs can be more accurately assessed. At the completion

of Phase II, the County Executive and County Council hold projeci-specific public hearings and then determine if the candidate project has the merits 1o
advance into the CIP as a fully-funded, stand-alone pmoject.

€COST CHANGE
Reduce funding and expenditures for fiscal capacity in FY10.
JUSTIFICATION

There is a continuing need to define the scope-and defermine need, benefits, implementation feasibility, horizontat and vertical alignments, typical sections,
impacts, community support/opposition, preliminary costs, and alternatives for master planned transportation recommendations. General Plan: Master Plans;

and Master Plan of Highways; and Maryland-National Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) Transportation Policy Report. The sidewalk and bikeway
projects in Facility Planning specifically address pedestrian needs.

FISCAL NOTE
Replace current revenue with land sale proceeds in FY10. Starting in FY01, Mass Transit Funds provide for mass transit related candidate projects. Impact tax
wilf continue to be applied to qualifying projects.
OTHER DISCLOSURES
- A pedestrian impact analysis will be performed during design or is in progress.

- The Executive asserts that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource
Protection and Planning Act.

-* Expenditures will continue indefiniely.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Maryland-National Park and Planning
n — Commission
Date First Appropriation
sl FY9S (000 M \sarytand State Highway Administration
First Cost Estimate "
Current Scope FY10 47,709 || Maryland Department of the Environment
Last FY's C&ost Estmate %7575 Maryland Department of Natural Resources
: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Appropriation Request FY10 2,159 stt?‘:sment of Permitting Services
Supplemental Appropriation Request 9 {1 Municipalities
Transfer ] 0 |] Affected communities

Commission on Aging

Cumulative Appropriation 35,505 || Commission on People with Disabilities
Expenditures / Encumbrances 32,198 MOﬁtgomew County Pedestrian Safety
Unencumbered Balance 3,307 || Advisory Commitiee

Partial Closeout Thru FYo7 2]

New Partial Closeout FY08
{ Total Partial Closeout o] A

(o(




FACILITY PLANNING TRANSPORTATION —- No. 509337

Studies Underway or io Siart in FY00-10:

Road/Bridge Projects

Dedicated but Unmaintained Roads Study

Dorsey Mill Road Extended and Bridge (over 1-270)

East Deer Park Drive Bridge (over CSX Railroad)

East Gude Drive Widening (Crabbs Branch Way-MD2§)
Midcounty Hwy Extended (Mont. Village Ave-MD27)
Observation Dr (Waters Discovery -1/4 mi. S. Stringtown)
Robert’s Tavern Road/MD355 Bypass

Seminary Road Intersection

Road Code Production of Standards and Specifications

Sidewalk/Bikeway Projects

Bradley Boulevard Bikeway (Wilson La-Goldsboro Rd)
Central Avenue Sidewalk (MD355-MARC)

MD355 Sidewalk (Hyattstown Mill Rd-MC Line)
MacArthur Blvd Bike Path Seg #3 (Oberlin Ave-DC Line)
Oak Drive/MD27 Sidewalk

Seven Locks Road Sidewalk/Bikeway (Montrose-Bradley)
Sixteenth Street Sidewalk (Lyttonsville Rd-Spring St)

Mass Transit Projects
Takoma/Langley Park Transit Center*
County-wide Bus Rapid Transit Feasibility Study (BRT)

Other Candidate Studies to Startin ¥FY11-14:

Road/Bridge Projects
Arlington Road Widening (Wilson La-Bradley Blvd)

Sidewalk/Bikeway Projects

Dale Drive Sidewalk (MD97-US29)

~Falls Road Sidewalk-West Side (River Rd-Dunster Rd)

[ Franklin Avenue Sidewalk (US29-MD193)

r"‘Goldsboro Road Bikeway (MacArthur Blvd-River Rd)

Interim Capital Crescent Trail (Stewart Ave-SS Metro)

[} Jones Mill Rd Bikelanes (Beach Dr-Jones Bridge Rd)
MacArthur Blvd Bike Path Seg #1 (Stable La - 1-495)

r P Midcounty Hwy BW/SW (Woodfield —Shady Grove)
NIH Circulation & North Bethesda Trail Extension

Tuckerman Lane Sidewalk (Gainsborough-Westlake)
Mass Transit Projects

Clarksburg Transit Center
New Transit Center/Park-and-Ride

Other Candidate Studies Proposed after FY14:

Road/Bridge Projects
N/A

Sidewalk/Bikeway Projects
Dufief Mill Sidewalk (MD28-Travilah Rd)

Flower Ave Sidewalk (Piney Branch Rd — Carroll Ave)
ysmnhmore Ave SW (Stillwater Ave-Garrett Park)

k Forest Glen Bikeway (MD97-Sligo Creek Park)

Mass Transit Projects

Hillandale Transit Center

Lakeforest Transit Center Modernization
Olney Longwood Park & Ride

Olney Transit Center

University Boulevard BRT

UpCounty Park-and-Ride Expansion

*

LState project — County consulting and staff time charged to Facility Planning




Facility Planning-Transportation -- No. 503337

Category Transportaiion

Date Last Modified March 18, 2009

Subcategory Roads Required Adequate Public Faciity No

Administering Agency Transportation Relocation Impact None.

Planning Area Countywide Status Cn-going

XPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Thru Rem. Totai o Beyomﬂ
Cost Element Total FY08 EYOB & Years FY03 ’L.E‘Y'!D ;é Fr1z F ’33 FY-!4 8 Years
Planning, Design, and Supervision 094£098]  28,508] 1033k, 1&558] 2,205 ""'Za?e ‘—"‘é—m 3,079]368% 260 *7'4,999 ]
Land 381 336 45 0 [} 0 0 0 I 0 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 128 128 0 o D 0 0 0 D 0 0
Construction 52 52 0 0 0 0 0 D 1] D 0
Other 49 43 0} ;eetf O 0f nomq 0 2SS 0 D 0 0]- 0
Tofal 45049 47708 29,073 1,078 11,6561 2,295 2678 25451 3,07‘%% -
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)

Contributions | 4 4 0 ey 0 1915 0 O vasp Oloaug © 0
Curent Revenue: General 2Fotly sc7us| 26,200 657 1Y 9'5351 1,905 26} w9 2025 1,950 £ 1040 |~ "-330 )
Impact Tax 1,553 184 a0 1,289 230 120 660 279 o ) D
Intergovernmental 785 764 21 0] 0 0 0 0 D i) 0
Land Sale 1,849 21 of 1828 0 1,828 i} ) ) D )
Mass Transit Fund 3,285 1,825 320 1,140 160 0 16D 150 200 470 0
Recordation Tax Premium 3,450 0 0] 3450 0 0 0 700 1,150] 1,600 )
State Aid 75 75 0 0 0 0 i 0 D ] D]
Total Y4078  4z7e8| 29073 1,078| 41.558] 2,295 2OF]  RB4H 3,079 3:260] 4,008 o)
DESCRIPTION 15668 2125 2615 Lo 4510

This project provides for planning and preliminary engineering design for new and reconstructed highway projects, pedestrian facilities, bike facilities, and mass
transit projects under consideration for inclusion in the CIP. Prior to the establishment of a CIP stand-alone project, the Department of Transportation (DOT)
will perform Phase 1 of facility planning, a rigorous planning level investigation of the following crilica! project elements: purpose and need; usage forecasts and
traffic operational analysis; community, economic, social, environmental, and historic impact analyses; recommended concept design and public participation.
At the end of Phase |, the Transportation and Environment Committee of the County Council reviews the work and determines if the project has the merits to
advance to Phase Il of facility planning, prefiminary (35 percent leve! of completion) engineering design. In preliminary engineering design, construction plans
are developed showing the specific and detatled features of the project, from which its impacts and costs can be more accurately assessed. At the completion

of Phase 11, the County Executive and County Council hold project-specific public hearings and then determine if the candidate projec.t has the merits o
advance into the CIP as a fully-funded, stand-alone project

COST CHANGE
Reduce funding and expenditures for fiscal capacity in FY10.
JUSTIFICATION

There is a continuing need to define the scope-and determine need, benefits, implementation feasibility, horizontal and vertical alignments, typical sections,
impacts, community support/opposition, preliminary costs, and alternatives for master planned transportation recommendations. General Pian; Master Plans:

and Master Plan of Highways; and Marylang-National Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) Transportation Policy Report The sidewalk and bikeway
projects in Facifity Planning specifically address pedestrian needs.

FISCAL NOTE
Replace cument revenue with land sale proceeds in FY10. Starting in FY01, Mass Transit Funds provide for mass transit related candidate projects. Impact tax
will continue to be applied to qualifying projects.
OTHER DISCLOSURES
- A pedestrian impact analysis will be performed during design or is in progress.

- The Executive asserts that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource
Protection and Planning Act.

-* Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Maryland-National Park and Planning

= Commission

i

E.atf g' rs: gp: roptna i FY93 (3000) Maryland State Highway Administration
é;en?zw;;ma & FY16 47709 Maryllang Bepa:men’; o; t:l)et En\'/i;;onment

" arylan eparment o atsral mesources
Last FY's Cost Estimate 45019 ##5 U.S. Amy Cgrps of Engineers
Appropriation Request FY10 2,159 %Flt?;ment of Pemitling Services
| Supplermnental Appropriation Request 0 Municipalities
Transfer 0 |} Affected communities

Commission on Aging

Cumulative Appropriation 35,505 || Commission on People with Disabilities
Expenditures / Encumbrances 32,198 Moqtgomery County Pedestrian Safety
Unencumbered Balance 3.307 Advisory Commitiee

Partial Closeout Thru FYO7 0|

New Partial Cioseout FY08 0

Total Partial Closeout 0




FACIUITY PLANNING TRANSPORTATION — No. 509337

Studies Underway or to Startin FY(9-10:

Road/Bridge Projects

Dedicated but Unmaintained Roads Study

Dorsey Mill Road Extended and Bridge (over 1-270)

East Deer Park Drive Bridge (over CSX Railroad)

East Gude Drive Widening (Crabbs Branch Way-MD28)
Midcounty Hwy Extended (Mont. Village Ave-MD27)
Observation Dr (Waters Discovery -1/4 mi. S. Stringtown)
Robert’s Tavern Road/MD355 Bypass

Seminary Road Intersection

Road Code Production of Standards and Specifications

Sidewalk/Bikeway Projects

Bradley Boulevard Bikeway (Wilson La-Goldsboro Rd)
Central Avenue Sidewalk (MD355-MARC)

MD355 Sidewalk (Hyattstown Mill Rd-MC Line)
MacArthur Bivd Bike Path Seg #3 (Oberlin Ave-DC Line)
Oak Drive/MD27 Sidewalk

Seven Locks Road Sidewalk/Bikeway (Montrose-Bradley)
Sixteenth Street Sidewalk (Lyttonsville Rd-Spring St)

Mass Transit Projects
Tzkoma/Langley Park Transit Center®
County-wide Bus Rapid Transit Feasibility Stady (BRT)

Other Candidate Studies to Start in FY11-14:

Road/Bridge Projects
Arlington Road Widening (Wilson La-Bradley Blvd)

Sidewalk/Bikeway Projects

Dale Drive Sidewalk (MD97-US29)

Falls Road Sidewalk-West Side (River Rd-Dunster Rd)

Franklin Avenne Sidewalk (US29-MD193)

Goldsboro Road Bikeway (MacArthur Blvd-River Rd)

Interim Capital Crescent Trail (Stewart Ave-SS Metro)

™ Jones Mill Rd Bikelanes (Beach Dr-Jones Bridge Rd)
MacArthur Blvd Bike Path Seg #1 (Stable La ~ 1-495)

TMidcounty Hwy BW/SW (Woodfield —Shady Grove)

NIH Circulanion & North Bethesda Trail Extension
Tuckerman Lane Sidewalk (Gainsborough-Westizke)

Mass Transit Projects
Clarksburg Transit Center
New Transit Center/Park-and-Ride

Other Candidate Studies Proposed after FY14:

Road/Bridge Projects
N/A

Sidewalk/Bikeway Projects

Dufief Mill Sidewalk (MD28-Travilah Rd)

Forest Glen Bikeway (MID97-Sligo Creek Park)
Flower Ave Sidewalk (Piney Branch Rd — Carrolt Ave)
Strathmore Ave SW (Stillwater Ave-Garrett Park)

a

Mass Transit Projects

Hillandale Transit Center

J.akeforest Transit Center Modernization
Olney Longwood Park & Ride

Olney Transit Center

University Boulevard BRT

UpCounty Park-and-Ride Expansion

*State project — County consulting and staff time charged to Facility Planning




Bethesda CBD Streetscape -- No. 500102

Category Transportation Date Last Modified January 07, 2003
Subcategory Roads Required Adeguate Public Facility Yes
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation Impact None.

Planning Area

Bethesda-Chevy Chase

Status

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)

Preliminary Design Stage

Cost Elernent Total FT%; E\‘fg; BTYC:Z:S FYo9 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 ?iﬁ;’;‘;
| Planning, Design. and Supervision 1,107 81 98 628 123 0 105 0 200 200 300
Land 0 D [} D 0 ) 0 D ) 0 D
Site Improvements and Utilities 1,226 0 21 1,205 390 0 0 815 D [] 0
Construction 7,716 0 0 5,416 0 0 205 1,485 1726] 2000 2,300
Other 0 D [} D D ) 0 D D D 0
Total 10,049 g1 119 7,249 513 0 310 2,300 1,926 2,200] 2,600
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($0D0)

G.0. Bonds 10.049 81 119 7.249 513] 0 310 2,300 1,928] 2200 2,600
Total 10,049 81 119] 7,249 513] 0 310 2,300 1,926] 2,200 2,600

OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000)
Maintenance 1 | 4] 0 0] 0 0] 2] 2
Energy HE 4] 0 ol 0 0] 2 2
Net Impact L 8| i) o] 0 ol 4 4
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the design and construction of pedestrian improvemnents to complete unfinished streetscapes along approximately 5,425 feet of
Central Business District (CBD) streets in Bethesda as identified in the Bethesda CBD Sector Plan. This includes 1,125 feet along Woodmont Avenue between
Old Georgetown Road and Cheltenham Drive; 3,550 feet along Wisconsin Avenue between Chelienham Drive and the northern end of the CBD; and 750 feet
along East-West Highway between Waverly Street and Pead Street. It is intended to fill in the gaps between private development projects which have been
constructed or are approved in the CBD. The design elements include the replacement and widening, where possible, of sidewalks, new vehicular and
pedestrian lighting, street trees, street fumniture, roadway signs and the installation of conduit for the future undergrounding of existing overhead utility lines.

The removal of the overhead utility lines and their ptacement in the underground conduits is not included.

JUSTIFICATION

Staging of the Bethesda CBD Sector Plan recommends implementation of transportation improvements and facilities identified in Stage 1 prior 1o moving to

Stage Il.

Bethesda CBD Sector Plan, approved and adepted July 1994; and Bethesda Streetscape Plan Standards, updated April 1992.

OTHER

This work will be completed in two stages. Stage 1. fo be completed in FY12, wil provide brick pavers, street trees, benches, and trash receptacles in all
segments, and install the underground conduit for the Woodmont Avenue and East-West Highway segments. Stage 2, to be started in FY13 and finished
beyond the six-year period, will complete the streetscaping work in these three segments. :

FISCAL NOTE

Project schedule is amended fo refiect current irﬁplementation plan.

OTHER DISCLOSURES

- A pedestnan impact analysis has been completed for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND

_ COORDINATION MAP
EXPENDITURE DATA Maryland-Nafional Capital Park and Planning
- — Commission
‘%te First Ap?mpnahon FYo1 (§000) Mentgomery County Public Schools
irst Cost Estimate e .
Current Scope FY0D 10,049 3epartmer§t of Psn?llﬁlngASerY|(_:es )
Last FY's Cost Estimate 10,049 Ut?l{;{lyaggm tate. ighway Administration
panies
Appropriation Request Y10 0 gzt;;zfda-{:hevy Chase Regional Services
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0
Transfer 0 See Map on Next Page
@mulaﬁve Appropriation 713
FExpenditures / Encumbrances 106
Unencumbered Balance 607
[Partial Closeout Thru FYo7 0
New Partial Closeout FY08 0
Total Partial Closeout 0 2
: {05
1\ .
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z))o
Bethesda CBD Streetscape -- No. 500102 } o7

Category Transportation Data Las! Modified January §7, 2009
Subcategory Roads Requlred Adequale Public Faclity Yaos

Adminisiering Agancy Transportation Relocation Impacy Nono.

Planning Araa Bethesda-Chevy Chase Status Frellminary Deslgn Stage

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$000)
Thru Rem. Totaj Beyond
Cost Element Total | rvos | pyos | BYears | FYPS | FY10 | Fr11 FY12 FY13 | FYi4 | ¢ Years
Planning, Design, and Supervision & D7 81| 0B||55Z 60| 515333} SRS 0 105| IS0 0 200 200 300
Lang 2] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q D 0
Sha Improvements angd Utilifles ;3_? 3236 0 21¢f54-a05 399 0 0] 653 543 [} 0 [
Construction 1 Fxzr 0 030315415 0 ) 205l{loot+23]  1.726] 2.000] 2,300
Other o [2] [1] |\ 0 D 0 1] ) 0 0
Total 10,049 B 118 7.249 513 ) 310| 7 2350 1,926 2,200 2,600
FUNDING SCHEDULE {$000) TS
G.0. Bonds 10.049 B1 118] 7249 513 0 310]G 2868] 1.9%] 2200] 2,500
Total 40.D49 81 419] _ 7.249 513 0 3iD] 2380 1,828] 2.200] 260D
/ OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT (5000)

Mainienance 4 0 0 0 [1] 2 2

Energy 7 4 0 0 0 ] 2z 2

Net impact B [1] 0 0 0 4 4
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the design and eonstruction of pedestian improvements to compiete unfinished streetscapes along approximalely 5,425 ferl of
Central Business Distici (CBD) stresls In Bethesda as ldentified in the Bethesda CBD Seclor Plan. This includes 1,125 leel along Woodmont Avenue helween
Old Georgetown Road and Chellenham Drive; 3.550 feet along Wisconsin Avenvs between Chellenham Drive and the northem end of lhe CBE; and 750 feed
along Easl-Wes! Highway balween Waverly Street snd Pearl Streel 1t |s Intendzd to fifl in the gaps belween ptivate davelopmenl peojecls wiich have been
constnucted or are approved In the CBD. The deslgn elemsnis include the replacement and widealng, where possible, of sidewalks, new veblcular and
pedestrian lighting, streel trees, stresl fumiture, roadway signs and the Installation of conduit for the future undergrounding of existing overhead ulility lines.
The removal of the overhead utifity ines and thelr ptacemant in the underground conduits is not included.

JUSTIFICATION

Staging of the Bathesda CBD Sector Plan recommends mplementation of bansportalion improvements and faciiies kdenttiad bn Stage 1 prior fo moving to
Stage Il

Belhesda CBO Sector Plan, approved and adopted July 1954~ and Bethesda Streetscapa Plan Standards, updated April 1392,
OTHER
This work wil be completed In two stages. Stage 1, lo be completed In FY12, will provide brick pavers, steet trees, benches, and trash receptacles in all
segments, and install the undergroind conduil for the Woodmon! Avenud and Easl-West Highway segments. Stage 2, to be siaried in FY13 and finished
beyond the sx-year pariod, will complele the streelscaping work in these three segments.
FISCAL NOTE
Pioject schedula js amended to refiect cument implementation plan.
OTHER DISCLOSURES
~ A pedestrian impad analysls has been compisted for this profect.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION MAP
EXPENDITURE DATA Marylang-National Capital Park and Planning

z Commission
g.:: CF:: :gnme on FYos (s020) Montgemery County Pubfic Schools
Cimzat Scope FYD9 10,049 !ﬁ):pamenl of F:._nnliﬂng Services

n - aryland State Highway Administration
Last FY's Coxt Estimate 10,049 Utiity Companies

9 Bethesda-Chevy Chase Regional Services

Appropriation Request Y0 3RS 0 Centor
Suppiemental Appropriation Request
Transfer 0 See Map on Next Page
Cumulave Appropriation . m
Expenditures f Encumbrances 105
Unencumbered Balanes 507
Pariia) Closeott Thay FYo? 0
New Partial Closeott FYD8 [+]
Tota) Partial Closeotd '] /0@




Brookville Service Park -- No. 500928

Category Transportation Date Last Modified January 09, 2009

Subcategory Highway Maintenance ’ Required Adequate Public Facility No

Administering Agency General Services Relocation lmpact None.

Planning Area Silver Spring Status Under Construction
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)

{ Thru Rem. Total e iy s Beyond
Cost Element Total FYD8 FYD8 6 Years \*E] FYid FY 114 FY12 FY13 Y14 | eYears
_ﬁlanning, Design, and Supervision 2,297 1,516 342 439 254 123 62 0 0 0 0]
Land 503 503 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
I Site Improvements and Utilities 6,251 2,848 183 3,210 2,011 799 D 400 0 0 )
Construction 8,073 234 454 7 .3R5 4,308 1,485 992 600 0 0 0
Other 789 226 152 411 194 217 o] 0 0 0 0
Total 17,913 5,327 1,141 11,445 6,767 2,624 1,054 1,000 D o 0
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)

Current Revenue: General 50 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

G.0. Bonds 17.B63 5,327 1,091 11,445 6,767 2,624 1,054 1,000 0 0 0

Totat 17,913 5,327 1,1411 11,445 6,767 2,624 1,054 1,000 0 0 0
. OPERATING BUDGET iMPACT ($000)

Maintenance 374 0 22 88 88 88 88

Energy 170} 0 10 . 40 40 40 40

Net Impact 544 0 32 12B 128 128 128

DESCRIPTION

This project, located at 8710 Brookville Road in Silver Spring, provides a depot area for approximaiely 134 full-time, contract, and temporary employees
associated with the maintenance and repair of the streets in the Siiver Spring and Kensington/Wheator areas of the County. The project includes tearing down
abandoned building "A" and construction of a new administrative building next to the existing one, relocation of the fuel station, and installation of a gate for site
security. Subsequently, building "B" will be demolished and new maintenance bays will be constructed for storage vehicles and equipment used for roadway
construction and repair. To improve site circulation and access, a new road immediately to the north of the site will be constructed. This project also includes
improvements to existing bus parking, additional employee parking, new lights, bus heaters, two additional bus maintenance bays, and modification of shops to
accommodate taller buses.

JUSTIFICATION

The condition of the existing facility imposes serious constraints on the depot's efficiency. All administration functions and accommodations for the employees
who report to the site on a daily basis are located in building “B™. Building "A” contains office space, bunk room, and storage and service bays. Building "B is
not sufficient or suitable to respond io the emergency and routine needs of the County. Two distinct operations generate heavy volumes of vehicular traffic in
the complex. The trucks and construction equipment associated with roadway. repair use the site and the Brookville site houses one of the major terminals for
the Ride On Bus program. The fuel station is located such that a blind sloping curve constitutes an unsafe intersection for both transit and depot vehicles. The
Brookville Service Park has no official entrance, and the general motoring public enters the site without waming, resulting in unsafe conditions for the public
and employees. The cument layout does not permit buses to tum around and does not accommodate longer and taller buses. The existing holding capacity is
jow and inefficient. :

Program of Requirements (POR): Brookville Road service yard, Silver Spring depot, November 1997 and amendment to the POR for Brookville Service Park,
December 2001.

OTHER .
indoor air quality improvements for building "H” are included in the project: indoor Air Quality Improvements — Brookville Depot. No part of this facility will be
placed on land identified in the Georgetown Branch Master Plan Amendment for light rail yard and shop facilities.
FISCAL NOTE
Project schedule is adjusted for fiscal capacity and project completion will not be delayed.
OTHER DISCLOSURES
- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
> T Commission
Date First A i
Fa T C“st Epgrr:ptna o FYos (5000) Department of Transportation
st L-ost tsimale EYD8 16.813 || Depariment of Technology Services
Current Scope ' e i
Last FY's Cost Estimate 17913 Department of Permitting Services
d s 4 Department of General Services
— Silver Spring Regional Services Center
Appropriation RequeSt. - FYio % 1 indoor Air Quality Improvements — Brookville
| Supplemental Appropriation Request 0 Depot
Umnsfer o
Special Capital Projects Legislation [Bill No.
@mulaﬁve Appropriation 17,913 11 7-03) was adopted by Council May 14, 2003.
]Expenditures/ Encumbrances 15,353
lUnencumbered Balance 2,560
Partial Closeout Thru FYO07 0
New Partial Closeout FYD8 0
Total Partial Closeout 0




Brookville Service Park -- No. 509928

Category Transportation Date Last Modified June 24, 2008
Subcategory Highway Maintenance Required Adequate Public Facilty No
Administering Agency General Services Relocation Impact None.

‘nning Area Silver Spring Status Under Construction

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)

Thru Est. Total T Beyond
Cost Element Total FY07 Fvos |6 Years FYO03S FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 6 Years
Pianning, Design, and Supervision 2,287 | 1,050 808 4398 254 123 62 0 0 0 0
Land 503 503 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 6,251 338 | 2,703 3210 | 2,011 1,198 0 0 0 0 0
Construction 8,073 193 495 7,385 4,308 2,085 9392 0 0 0 0
Other 789 57 324 411 194 217 0 0 0 0 0
Total 17,913 | 2,141 4,327 11,445 | 6,767 3,624 1,054 0 0 0 0
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)
Current Revenue: General 50 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
G.O. Bonds 17,863 | 2,141 4277 11,445 6,767 3,624 1,054 0 0 0 ]
Total 17,913 | 2,141 4,327 | 11,445 6,767 3,624 1,054 D 0 0 0
OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT ($000)
Maintenance 374 0 22 88 88 88 88
Energy 170 0 10 40 40 40 40
Net Impact 544 0 32 128 128 128 128

DESCRIPTION

This project provides a depot area for approximately 134 full-time, contract, and temporary employees associated with the maintenance and repair

of the streets in the Silver Spring and Kensington/Wheaton areas of the County. The project includes tearing down abandoned building "A" and

construction of a new administrative building next to the existing one, refocation of the fuel station, and installation of a gate for site security.

Subsequently, building "B" will be demolished and new maintenance bays will be constructed for storage vehicles and equipment used for roadway

construction and repair. To improve site circulation and access, a new road immediately to the north of the site will be constructed. This project

also includes improvements to existing bus parking, additional employee parking, new lights, bus heaters, two additional bus maintenance bays,

and modification of shops to accommodate taller buses.

COST CHANGE :

Cost increase atiributed to construction cost escatation.

JUSTIFICATION

“~e condition of the existing facility imposes senious constraints on the depot's efficiency. All administration functions and accommodations for the
ployees who report to the site on a daily basis are located in building "B". Building "A" contains office space, bunk room, and storage and

-ervice bays. Building "B Is not sufficient or suitable to respond to the emergency and routine needs of the County. Two distinct operations

generate heavy volumes of vehicutar traffic in the complex. The trucks and construction equipment associated with roadway repair use the site and

the Brookville site houses one of the major terminals for the Ride On Bus program. The fuel station is located such that a blind sioping curve

constitutes an unsafe intersection for both transit and depot vehicles. The Breokville Service Park has no official entrance, and the general

motoring public enters the site without warning, resulting in unsafe conditions for the public and employees. The current layout does not permit

buses to turn around and does not accommodate longer and faller buses. The existing holding capacity is low and inefficient.

Program of Requirements (POR): Brookville Road service yard, Silver Spring depot, November 1997 and amendment to the POR for Brookville
Service Park, December 2001.

OTHER
Indoor air quality improvements for building "H" are included in the project: indoor Air Quality Improvements — Brookville Depot. No part of this
facility will be placed on land identified in the Georgetown Branch Master Plan Amendment for light rail yard and shop facilities.
OTHER DISCLOSURES
- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE DATA COORDINATION 1
Date First Appropriation FY99 (5000) || Maryland-National Capital Park and
First Cost Estimate Planning Commission
Current Scope Fyos 16,813 || Depariment of Transportation
Last FY's Cost Estimate 16,813 || Department of Technology Services
Department of Permitting Services
Appropriation Request FYD9 2,058 || Department of General Services
Appropriation Request Est FY10 o || Silver Sp_ring Rggional Services Center
. A pr—— ; 0 Indoor Air Quality improvements -
upplemental Appropriation Reques Brookville Depot
Transfer 0
- — Special Capital Projects Legislation [Bill No.
Cumuitative Appropriation 15,855 || 7-03) was adopted by Council May 14,
Expenditures / Encumbrances 5,636 || 2003.
sncumbered Balance 10,219
Partial Closeout Thru FYDB 0
New_Partial Closeout FYo7 0
Total Partial Closeout 0
= ]

County Council 14-15 7/112008 10:54:59AM




North County Maintenance Depot -- No. 500522

Category Transportation Date tast Modified January 05, 2009

Subcategory Highway Maintenance Required Adequate Public Facility No

Administering Agency General Services Relocation Impact None.

Planning Area Germantown Status Preliminary Design Stage

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Thru Rem. Total Beyond
Cost Element Total | rvos | ryos | 6Years| FY09 | FY10 | P11 | Friz | FYis | Fr14 |5 vears
Pianning, Design, and Supervision 3,751 968 3,657 5125 2,772 1,530 823 0 0 0 0
Land 10,000 17 9,883 U 0 D 0 D 0 0 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 17,266 0 0| 17,266 0 0 4,894 6,372 6,000 0 0
Construction 36,242 0 0| 38,242 0 0l 12,553 13,689 10,000 0 0
Other 1,190 0 0 1,190 0 0 238 852 0 0 0
Total 74,449 986| 13,640f 53,823 2,772 1,530] 18,508 21,013| 15,000 0 0
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)

[ G.0. Bonds 74,449 985| 13,840| 59.823] 2772|  1,530] 18,508} 21,013] 16,000] 0
Total 74,449 986! 13,640] 59,823] 2772 1,530] 18,508| 24.543] 1s.000] 0 0
DESCRIPTION '

This project will provide for the planning, design and construction of Phase | of a new North County Depot for the Departments of Transportation and General
Services. The facility will serve as a staging, operations and maintenance center and will accommodate the planned future grewth of the County's transit fieet.
Phase | of the new North County facility will accommodate 120 new buses, provide for their maintenance and house the depariments’ operational and
administrative staff. The facility will complement the existing county maintenance facilities at Brookville in Sitver Spring and Crabbs Branch Way in Rockviile.
This project will be designed to aliow future expansion of the facility to accomodate 250 new buses and almost 50 pieces of heavy duty vehicles and

equipment.
JUSTIFICATION

The County proposes to double transit ridership on the "Ride-On" system by 2020. This will require the addition of a new bus maintenance facility as the
existing facilities are nearing their maximum capacity. In addition, a new highway maintenance depot is needed in the fast growing UpCounty area to better
serve County residents. The new depot will consolidate the existing operations at the Gaithersburg west and Poolesville depots and provide for future growth.

OTHER

The design of the project will comply with the Department of Transportation, the Department of General Services, and ADA standards.

FISCAL NOTE

Project schedule amended to reflect current implementation plan

OTHER DISCLOSURES

- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION MAP
EXPENDITURE DATA Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
- — Commission
Date First Appropriati
Fi?st ngt Egt‘i)m:tea L FYos ($Oom Department of Transportation
Current Scope. FYoo 59,823 | | Department of General Services
- Depantment of Technology Services
|LastFY's Cost Esfimate 74448 Department of Permitting Services
Appropriation Request Y10 0 \;VEan’gl(r;glon Suburban Sanitary Commission
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0 'l Upcounty Regional Services Center
Transfer 0 | washington Gas See Map on Next Page
Allegheny Power
]Cumulaﬁve Appropriation 20,553 | | State Highway Administration
Expenditures / Encumbrances 6,552 Soeci ) . o .

2 pecial Capital Projects Legislation [Bill No.
Iynencumbered alance 14.001 10-06] was adopted by Council May 25, 2006.
[Parial Closeout Thru FYo7 0
Bﬂew Partial Closeout FYOB o]

D'otal Partial Closeout 0
AN
lo5




North County Maintenance Depot -- No. 500522

Category Transportation Date Last Mod!fied April 24, 2008

Subcategory Highway Malntenance Requlred Adequate Public Facllity  No

Administering Agency General Servicas Relocation Impact Hano.

Planning Area Germantown Status Preliminary Deslgn Stage

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$000)
Thra Rem. Total Beyond
Cost Etemont Total FY0B gyop | 6 Years | FYO08 FY10 FY1 FY12 FY13 FY14 | g Years
Planning, Design, and Supervision 9.751 FRE] [ 8,782 236 2.988 2,918 1,147 995 491 0
Land 10,000 17 [+] 8,883 [ 9,883 0 0 0 0 0
Sita Improvemanis and Ulilies 20.555 0 0] 20,555 0 0] 10,838 9,403 313 0 0
Construction 43,145 0 0 43,145 0 '] 9.806] 18.611] 13.728 0 1}
Qther 1,190 [1] 1] 1.180 0 0 0 112 578 100 Q
Total B84.647 986 0| 83,655 236 12,981 23,560 30,273 16,014 591 0
FUNDING SCHEDULE {$000)

G.0. Bonds 84.641 986 0| 83,655 236) 12.981) 23,560 30,273| 18.014 591 0
‘Total 84,641 986 0] 83,655 238 12,981] 23,650 30,2731 16,014 591 0

DESCRIPTION

This project will provide for the planning, deslgn and consiruction of Phase | of a new North County Depot for tha Departments of Transportation and General
Services. The facllity will serve as a staging, operations and mainlenance center and will accommodate the planned fulure growth of the County's transit fleet.
Phase 1 of the new Nosih County facllity will accommodate 120 new buses, provide for thelr malnienance and house lhe depariments' operational and
adminisirative staff. The facllity will complement tha existing counly maintenance facilitles al Braokvilis in Sllver Spring and Crabbs Branch Way In Rockvilie.
This project wiit bs deslgned to allow future expansion of the facliily to accomodate 250 new buses and almost 80 pieces of heavy duly vehictes and

equipment.
JUSTIFICATION

The County proposes lo double lransit ddership on the "Ride-On” syslem by 2020. This will require the sddition of a new bus malntenance facllity as the
existing facililles are nearing thelr maximum capacity. In addition, a new highway maintenance depot Is needed in lhe fast growing UpCounty area to belter
sarve County residents. The new depol will conselldate the existing operalions al the Gaithersburg west and Poclesville depots and provide for future growih.

OTHER

The deslgn of the project will comply with the Department of Transportation, lhe Department of Genera! Services, and ADA standards.

FISCAL NOTE

Project schedule amended to :eﬂe'cl current Impiementation plan: however, cosls and echedule are uncertaln and lkely to change

OTHER DISCLOSURES

- A pedesirian Impact analysis has been complated for this project.

@,

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION MAP
EXPENDITURE DATA Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
Commisslon
pele i) Apamprloron £Y08 50091} Dapartment of Transportation
cf"en?ss(»mm ° FY09 50,823 || Department of General Services
Department of Technology Services
Last F's Cost Estimato 14,449 . Depariment of Permitting Services
Approprialion Request i ] z‘g;gggton Suburban Sanitary Commission
Supplementat Appropriation Request 0 |{ upcounty Regional Services Center
Transler ] wish]ng(on Gas See MEP on Next Page
Allegheny Power
Cumulative Appropration 20,553 |1 Stale Highway Adminlstration
Expenditures / EncimPrances =52 Speclal Capital Projects Lepislation [Bill No.
paclal Cap 2 3
Unencumbsred Balanca 1400 10-08} was adopted by Council May 25, 2006.
Partial Closeout Thry FY07 0
New Partlat Closeout EYos 0
Total Partial Closeout 0
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State Transportation Participation -- No. 500722

Categery Transportation Date Last Modified Aptil 16, 2009

Subcategory Roads Required Adequate Public Fadlity Yes

Apministering Agoncy Transportation Relgcation Impact HNone.,

Flanning Area Countywida Slatus On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {3000)
Thru Est. Total Boyond
Cost Elomont Total Y07 Fyog | 6Years | FY09 FY10 Frit Fy12 FY13 FY14 | g Years
Planning, Design, and Supervision 1 1 0 [1] 0 0 D] [\ 0 0 0
Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q Q 0 0 0
Site improvements and Lhiltles 0 [3] 0 [}] 0 0 0 0 0 0 1]
Construction 0 0 0 4] 0 0 0 0 -0 1] ']
Other 104.493 0] 35805 ©8,688] 29225| 2000] 4.759| 22.148] 4.555{ 6000 0
Total 104,494 1| 35,805) 63,688 28,225 2,000 4,758 22,148 4,555 6,000 ]
FUNDING SCHEDULE {5000}

G.0. Bonds 2810 0 0 2,810 0 1,800 910 4] 0 0 0
Impact Tax 22.190 a 0} 22.190 [s] 100 353 11,182 £.555 £,000 0
Revenus Bongs; Liquo; Fund 65.031 1| 3580G| 29235 29,225 0 ] 0 0 0 0
State Aid 14.463 0 0] 144863 0 1] 3.496] 10967 (] 0 0
Total 104,494 9] _35805) $83.6881 20.225 2,008 4,751 22,149 4,555 6.000 g

DESCRIPTION

This project provides for tha Counly’s participation for lhe funding of Stale and WMATA transportation projects that will add transportation capacity {0 the
County’s natwork, reduce traffic congestion in Gfferant areas of the County, and provide overall benefits to the public at large. Major projects to be funded will
be selected from the most recent Joint priosity lalter signed by the County Executive and the President of the Caunty Councll and submitted 1o the County's
Detegation in Annapols, Maniand.
COST CHANGE
$50.000,000 for the Bethasda Metro Station Enfrance project is transfered from this project, including the $5,000,000 appsopriated for ils design in FYO7.
JUSTIFICATION .
Montgomery County. as part of the Washington Reglon, has tha third highest tevel of traffic congestion in the naton. State rgads ¢any the heaviest iaffic
volumas In tha County; and tha State has made it clear that the Transpasiation Trust Fund has not been growing at & rate 1hal will aflow them 1o compiete major
projects in the near fidute, Therelore, in order to direclly add the congestion problems in Monigomery County, the County will parbcipate tn the
constuction of State projacts: to improve the quallly of life for our resitants, eiminata or reduce delays at major bottienecks In our transportation system,
improve salety, and imprave air qually tn the immediate vicinity of the projects.
OTHER ’
The appropration in FYD? was: $5,000.000 for design of the southem entrance ta the Bathesda Metrorail Station; $8.239,000 for 1ang acquisition and wtility
relocation for the Georgia Avenua/Randolph Road Interehange; and $2,400,000 for the 1-270 Watkins Mill Road interchange.
The appropiation in FY08 was: $14,463.000 for the MD 355 and Mcentrose Parkway Inteschange; the Stale will reimbuzse the funds in FY 11 and FY12, shown
In thase years as Stale Aud funding. Other projects 1o be funded under this project includa: design of the Walkins Mill Road bndge over 1-270 ($7.600,000);
design of the Mentose Parkway connection between the MO355/Monlrosa interchangs end ontrose Parkway East {59.000,000); praliminary engineering for
the Viers M)l Road Bus Rapld Transit (BRT) fine between Wheaton and Rocivifle {§6,000.000); design of a padestrian tunnet bensath Goorgla Avenue from
the Forest Glen Metro Station (§2.000,000): prefiminary engineering for improvaments to MD 97 (Georgia Avenue) thvougn Monigomary Hills {$3.000,000)
prefiminary engineating for the Georgla Avenue Busway batween Glenmant and Olney {$5.000,00); design and land acquisition fos the Brookville Bypass
($10.000.000). design, tight-of-way acquisition and utility relocation of MD 124 (Woodfleld Road) behween Mideounty and Atrpark Road ($5.000.000): and
$8,000,000 for half of the eost to constuct intersection improvaments or sidewalks at 3! lozations an State Reads.
QOTHER DISCLOSURES )
- The Executive assens thal this projact confomns to the requiraments of relevani locy! plans, as raguirgd by the Maryland Economic Growih, Resource
Protection and Planning Act.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Maryland State Highway Admintstzation
- Developers
Data First Appropriotion Yot ($000) " .
ool Cost Ectmate Maryland-Natichal Capital Patk and Planning

Current FYes 103494 || Commission
Mcnlgomery County Fire ang Rescue Servics

Last F¥'s Cost Estimaie 162,434 1] washington Metropoitan Area Transi
Appropaation Reaquest V09 g Avthomy
Appropriation Request Est____ FYID 1 3b ’ 948
Suppl ! Appropriation Request [}
Yranster 3,000
Cumulative Approgriation T 30102
Expanditures ! Encumbances 1
Unongumberad Balante 30.108
Partial Closcout Thau FY06 0
Now Partial Giosocut Fyo?
Tots! Partia) Claseout a
County Council



Ride On Bus Fleet -- No. 500821

Category Transportation Date Last Modified June 23, 2008
Subcategory Mass Transit Required Adequate Public Facility No
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation timpact None.
Planning Area Countywide Status On-going
Service Area Countywide

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)

Thry Est. Total Beyond
Cost Element Yotal | pyoy | Fyos | 6Years | FY09 | FY10 i FY11 FY12 FY13 | FY14 | g vears
Flanning, Design, and Supervision 0 0 G 0 0 0 0 Q 0 G 0
Land 0 0 0 ) 0 0 0 Q 0 0; 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 0 0 0} 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0
Caonstruction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 G 0
Qther 82,301 0f 12,742! 639,559 19,383 §,238 5,780 7678 6,086] 22,384 0
Totat 82,301 0, 12,742] 69,559 19,383 8,238 5,780 7,678 6,086] 22,3941 h

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)

Federal Aid 12.701 0 0] 12701 2201 2,100 2,100 2100 2,008 2100 U
Mass Transit Fund 26,989 0 0} 26,969 993 3,308 940 2,838 1,248 17,654 0
shert-Term Financing 21,191 0 12,742 8,449: 8449 0 0 0 0 g 0
State Aid 21440 0 0} 21,440 7,740 2,740 2,740 2,740 2,740 2,740 0
Total 82,301 01 12,742! 69.559) 19,383 8,238 5,780 7,678 6,086: 22,394 0

DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the purchase of replacement buses in the Ride On fleet in accordance with the Division of Transit Services’ bus replacement plan,
JUSTIFICATION

The fuil-size transit buses have an expected useful life of welve years. Smafler buses have an expacted useful life of three to five years.
The FY08-12 plan calls for the following:

FY08: 42 full-size diesel
FY09: 38 fuli-size hybrid disesel/electric
FY10: 18 full-size; 12 small
FY11. 17 full-size
FY12: 22 full-size
FY13: 17 full-size
FY14: 52 full-size; 20 small
FISCAL NOTE
42 buses in FYQ8 and 17 buses in FY09 to be financed over five years with short-term financing.
Federal and State Aid estimates are based on historical receipts.
Federal funds require a 20 percent County match.
An additional $& million in State Aid is assumed in FY(9.
CTHER DISCLOSURES
- The Executive asserts that this project conforms to the requiremments of relevant local plans. as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource
Prolection and Planning Act.
- * Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION
EXPENDITURE DATA Department of General Services
Date First Appropriation FYC9 ($000)

First Cost Estimate

Current Scope FYo9 47,035

Last FY's Cost Estimate Q

Appropriation Request FYR9 19,383

Appropriation Request Est. FY10 8,238

Supplemental Appropriation Request 12742

Transfer 0

Cumuiative Appropriation o

Expendilures / Encumbrances ¢

Unencumbered Bajance ]

Pariai Closeoul Thiu FYDS 0

New Partial Cioseoul FYo7 o}

Total Partial Closeout Q




Ride On Bus Fleet -- No. 500821

Category Transportation Date Lasi ivicaified January 07, 2009

Subcategory Mass Transit Required Adeguate Public Facility No

Administening Agency Transportation 3 Relocation Impact None.

Planning Area Countywida - Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Thru Rem. Total . Beyond
Cost Element Totat Y08 EYOR 6 Years { FY09 FY10 FYid Y42 FY13 FY14 | g Yeare
Planning, Design, and Supervision D 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 D D 0
Land 0 0 0 [i D 0 0 0 0 0 "0
Site improvements and Utilities 0 0 0 "0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Construction 0 0 0 0 0 8] 0 0] o] 0 0
Other 78,725 0| 12,742} 85,983 17,395 6,650 5,780 7,678 68,0861 22,394 0
Tota! 78,725 0 12,742 65,983 17,395 6,650 5,780 7,678 6,086 22,354 j
o FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)

[ Contributions 475 0 0 475 475 0 0 0] 0 0 0]
Federal Aid 14.601 0 0 14,601 3,343 2,858 2,100 2,100} 2,100 2,100 ]
| Mass Transit Fund 24527 0 D] 24527 897| 1,052 9401 2838 1.246] 17,554 0
Shori-Term Financing 22,882 0| 12,742 8,540 9,940 0 ) 0 D 0 0
State Aid ’ 16.440 D D] 16,440 2,740 2740 274D 2,740 2.,740] 2,740 D]
Total 7 78,725 o] 12,742 65983 17,395 66500 5780 7,678 5,086 22334 0

DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the purchase of replacement busec in the Ride On fieet in accordance with the Division of Transit Services' bus replacement plan.
COST CHANGE

Due to reduction of §5 million in State Aid in FY 03, revise plan as follows; delay purchase of 12 small gas buses; purchase four fewer Hybrid buses in FY09;
purchase one additional Diesel bus in £Y10. .

JUSTIFICATION

The full-size transit buses have an expected useful life of twelve years. Smaller buses have an expected useful life of five to seven years.
The FY08-14 plan calls for the following:

FYD8: 42 full-size diesel
FY09. 35 full-size hybrid diesel/electric
FY10: 18 full-size diesel
FY11: 18 full-size
FY12: 22 full-size
FY13: 17 full-size
FY14: 52 full-size; 20 small
FISCAL NOTE .
42 buses in FYDB and 20 buses in FY08 to be financed over five years with shori-lerm financing
Federal funding higher than budgeted due to receipt of additional grants
State Aid estimates are based on FY0S granis
Federal funds require a 20 percent County match
Confributions of $475K in FY08 fiom Traffic Mitigation Agreement
OTHER DISCLOSURES
- The Executive asserts that this project conforms to the requirements of relevant local plans, as required by the Maryland Economic Growth, Resource
Protection and Planning Act.
- * Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION -
EXPENDITURE DATA Department of General Services
Date First Appropriation FYDS {5000)

First Cost Estimate i

Current Scope : FY10 78,725

L.ast FY's Cost Estimate 82,301

Appropriation Request FY10 4662

Supplemental Appropriation Request o

Transfer b

Cumulative Appropriation 32,123

Expenditures / Encumbrances 31,091

Unencumbered Balance 1,034

Partial Closeout Thru FYo7 0

New Partial Closeout FyYoB 0

Total Partial Closeout 0!
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Ride On Bus Fleet -- No. 500821

Calaegory Transportation Date Last Modified Aprl) 28, 2009

Subcalegory Mags Transit Required Adequate Public Facllity

Administering Agency Transportation Relocation Impact None,

Planning Area Countywlde Status Qn-golng

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE {$000}
Thru Rem. Total Buoyond
Cast Element Total EY0s £Yas 6 Years FYo0S FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 6 Years
Ptanning. Deslgn, and Superyision [1] [1] 0 [1] 0 0 [1] 0 Q [1] 1]
Land 0 0 ¢] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 g
Site Improvemenis and Ulilities [} 0 0 0 0 0 [} 0 0 0 0
Constiuction 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0
Other 84.575 0] 12,742 71,833( 17,3851 12,500 5,780 7,678 6,008] 22,394 0
Total 84,575 0] 12,742) 74.833| 17,3551 142,500 5,780 7.678 5,086] 22,394 °
FUNDING SCHEDULE (3000}

Contributions 475 0 0 475 475 0 0 0 0 0 0
| Fed Stimulus (Statc Afiocation) 6.550 0 0 6,550 0 6,550 0 0 0 0 0
Federal Ald 314,641 [+ D} 14,641 3,343 2,898 2.100 2,100 2,160 2,100 [
Mass Transit Fund 24.527 0 B| 24527 B97| _ 1.052 846) 2.838] 1.246] 147.554 0
Short-Term Financing 22.682 0] 12,742 9,840 9,940 0 0 of - 0 0 [{]
State Ald 15.700 0 o 15,700 2,740 2,000 2,740 2,740 2,740 2,740 [1]
Total 84.575 0) 12742 71.833] 147.395 12,560 5,780 7.678 6,0861 22394 0
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the purchase of raplacement buses In the Ride On fleel In accordance wilh the Division of

COST CHANGE

Transit Services' bus replacement plan,

Due to reduclion of $5 million in State Ald In FY09, revise plan as follows: delay purchase of 12 small gas buses; purchase four fewar Hybrid buses in FYG9;
Due to reduction of $740K in State Ald (n FY10, revise plan to purchase 2 fewer Diesel buses In FY 10 Federal Stimulus funds of $6.55M In FY 10: purchase 12

{ult-size Hybsid buses and t Dlesel bus
JUSTIFICATION

Ths full-size transil buses have an axpecled useful fife of twalve years. Smaller buses have an expecied usefu! life of fiva to seven years.

The FY08-14 plan calis for the follawing:

FYgs:
FY09:
FY10:
FY11:
FYi2:

42 tull-size diesel
35 full-size hybrid dieseVelectric

18 full-sizo

22 full-size

FY13: 17 full-size

FY14: 52 ful-stze; 20 small
FISCAL NOTE

42 buses In FYZ8 and 20 buses In FY09 {o be financed over five years with shorl-tenm financing

18 full-size diesel; 12 full-siza hybrid

Federal funding in FY09 and FY10 higher due to recelpt of additional grants
State Ald estimates are based on FYQ9 grants ( except for known FY 10 reduction)

Federal funds { excluding Federal Stimulus funds) require a 20 percen] County maich

Contribulions of $475K In FY09 from Tralfic Mitigation Agreement

OTHER DISCLOSURES

- The Execulive asserts thal this project conforms (o the requirements of relevani local plans, as required by the Maryland Econamic Growth, Resource

Protection and Planning Act.

- * Expenditures will continue Indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND
EXPENDITURE DATA

Dale First Appropriation FYDS {son0)

TEst

TSI o s
Last FY's Cost Estimats 82,301
Appropriation Request FYi0 10.512
Supplernenta) Appropriation Requesi 0
Transfer [}
Cumulative Appropriation 32,125
Expenditures / Enctimbrances 31,099
Unencumbered Balance 1,034
Paral Claseoul Thr FYO? 0
New Partlal Closenut FY08 0
Total Parlial Claseout 0

COORDINATION
Department of General Services




Sidewalk & Infrastructure Revitalization -- No. 508182

Category | Transportation Date Last Modified March 16, 2009

Subcategory Highway Maintenance | Required Adequate Public Facility Ho

Administering Agency Transportation Relocation impact None.

Planning Area Countywide Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
[ Thiu Rem, Total | Beyond
| Cost Element Total | pyog | pyos |6Years| FY03 | Fvio | FY11 | F¥12 | FY13 | FY14 lgvears
Planning, Design, and Supervision 3,576 0 912 2,664 298 473 473 473 473 473 0
Land ’ B 0 0 0 0 ) 0 0 0 0 0 0
[ Site Improvements and Ulilities 0 D 0 0 D 0 D 0 0 0 0
[Construction 34,167 0 .1,296| 32,871 3,736 5827 5,827 5.827 5,827 5,827 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 37,743 0] 2,208| 35,535 4,035 6,300 §,300 6,300 6,300 6,200 T
o FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)

Contributions 3.886 0 886 3,000 500 500 500 500 500 500 0
Current Revenue: General 1.322 ) 1,322 0 0 D ) 0 0] 0 0]
| G.0. Bonds 32.535 0 0} 32535 3,535 5,800 5,800 5,800 5,800 5,800 _ 0j
Total 37,743 ~o] 2208 35515 4035 6,300 6,300 6,300 6,300 5,300 0
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for the removal and replacement of damaged or deteriorated sidewalks, curbs, and guliers in business districls and residential
communities. The County currently maintains about 1,034 miles of sidewalks and about 2,088 miles of curbs and gutters. Many years of paving overtays have
left some curb faces of two inches or less. Paving is milled, and new construction provides for a standard six-inch curb face. The project includes: overlay of
exisling sidewalks with asphait; base failure repair and new construction of curbs; and new sidewalks with handicapped ramps to fill in missing sections. Some

funds from this project support the Renew Montgomery and Main Street Montgomery programs. A significant aspect of this project has been and will be 1o
provide safe pedestnian access and ensure ADA compliance.

Mileage of sidewalks and curb/gutlers has been updated to reflect the annual acceptance of new infrastructure to the County's inventory.

JUSTIFICATION

Curbs, gutters and sidewalks have a service life of 30 years. Freeze/thaw cycles, de-icing materials, tree roots, and vehicle loads accelerate concrete failure.
The County should replace 70 miles of curbs and gutters and 35 miles of sidewalks annually to provide for a 30 year cycle. Deteriorated curbs, gutters, and

sidewalks are safety hazards to pedestrians and motorists, increase liability risks, and allow water to infiltrate into the sub-base causing damage to roadway
pavements. Settled or heaved concrete can trap water and provide breeding places for mosquitoes.

A Countywide inventory of deteriorated concrele was performed in the late 1980's. Porfions of the Countywide survey are updated during the winter season.

The March 2006, "Report of the Infrastructure Maintenance Task Force,” identified an annuval replacement program level of effort based on a 30 year life for
curbs and gutters. ’

OTHER

The Depanment'of Transportation (DOT) maintains a list of candidate projects requiring construction of curbs and gutters based on need and available funding.

The design and planning stages, as well as final completion of the project will comply with the Department of Transportation (DOT), Maryland State Highway

Administration (MSHA), Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO),
and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.

FISCAL NOTE

Replace current revenue with GO Bonds in FY10. Since FY87, the County has offered to replace deferiorated driveway aprons at the property owners' expense‘
up to $500,000. Payments for this work are displayed as "Contributions® in the funding schedule.

OTHER DISCLOSURES
- * Expenditures will continue indefinitely.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION )
EXPENDITURE DATA Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission
- — Other Utilities
Date First Appropriation .
Firet Cot Ezt?m;e FY81 (3000) Montgomery County Public Schools
FYia 37743 || Homeowners
Current Scope - Mont ery County Pedestrian Safety
Last FY's Cost Estimate 43,421 tigomery Lol e
i Advisory Commitiee
Appropriation Request TR 5,300 Commission on People with Disabilities
Supplemental Appropriation Request Q
Transfer . 0
Cumulative Appropriation 6,243
Expenditures / Encumbrances 4,314
lUnencumbered Balance 1,929
Partial Closeout Thru FYa7 70,767
New Partial Closeout FYO08 5678
Total Partial Closeout 76,445 ) ' {S"
County Council

— Gy T



Randolph Road from Rock Creek to Charles Road -- No. 500910

Category Transportation Dale Last Modified February 24, 2009
Subcategory Roads Required Adeguate Public Facility Ho
Administering Agency Transportation Relocation Impact None.
Planning Area North Bethesda-Garrett Park Status Preliminary Design Stage
EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)
Thit Reii. Total Beyond
Cost Elemant Total | tvog | Fyos |6vears | FY09 | FYi0 | FYii | Friz evie | opvas | § Years
Planning, Design, and Supervision 298 0 0 298 44 30/ 224 0 0 o] 0
Land 114 o 0 114 114 0 0 0 0 0 0
Site Improvements and Utilities 85 0 0 85 85 0 0] 0 0 0 0
Construction 1,649 0 0 1 ,649_‘ 0 0 1,649 0 0 0 0
A
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 2,146 o o] 2746] 243 30| 1,873 0 0 D 0
FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)
{G.0. Bonds 2,146 0 o] 2146 243 3ol 1,873] o] 0] 0 0
[ Total L 2146 ] 0] 2,146 243 30] 1,873 D] 0) 0 a
DESCRIPTION

This project provides for design and reconstruction of existing Randolph Road, which is a major easl/west arterial road, from Rock Creek to Charies Road for a
Included in the project fimits are three intersections: at Dewey Road, Saint Dunston Lane, and Colin Road.

Improvements include increasing the radius of the existing roadway from 260 feet to 535 feet, lncreasmg {he length of left turning lanes at Dewey Road, and
providing ADA compatible sidewalks, crossings, and ramps.

total length of approximately 1,500 feet.

JUSTIFICATION

Studies conducted by the Traffic Engineering/Operations Division of the: Department of Transporiation (DCT) indicate that traific accident rates are significantly
higher than state average in this section of Randolph Road. The studies also identified congestion at the intersection of Dewey Road and recommends
lengthening the existing left turning lanes. Pedestrian safety improvements at Dewey Road will provide safe crossing of Randolph Road and access to Rock

Creek Park.
FISCAL NOTE

Project schedule is amended to refiect current implementation plan.

OTHER DISCLOSURES

- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

APPROPRIATION AND
EXPENDITURE DATA
Date First Appropriation FY03 (5000}
First Cost Estimate
|Current Scope FYos 2146
ﬂast FY's Cost Estimate 2,146
Appropriation Request FY10 0
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0
Transfer 0
Cumulative Appropriation 2,146
Expenditures / Encumbrances 1
Unencurnbered Balance 2,145
Partial Closeout Thru FYo7 0
New Partial Closeout FY0B 0
Total Partial Closeout 0

COORDINATION

Maryland National Capital Park and Planning
Commission

Marytand Depariment of the Environment
Department of Permitting Services

Facility Planning : Transporation

Utility Companies

~,

o
(1

MAP

See Map on Next Page
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Silver Spring Traffic Improvements -- Mo. 508716

Category Transportation Dale Last Modified Warch 18, 2009

Subcategory Traffic lmprovements Required Adeguate Public Facility No

Administering Agency Transportation Relocation Impact None.

Planning Area Silver Spring Status On-going

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000)

- Thru Rem. Total ' Beyond
CosiElement . Total EY08 FYO08 6 Years FY09 FY10 FY11 FY1i2 FY13 FY14 | 5 vears
Pianning, Design, and Supervision 783 0 435 348 154 40] 154 0 0 0 [}
Land ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
Site improvemenits and Ulilities | 308 0 181 125 0 125 0 0 0 0 0
Construction 1,400 0 0 1,400 0 0 1,400 0 0 0 0
Other 56 0 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9]
Total 2,545 0 572 1,873 154 165] 1,554 D o ] 0

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000)

[.0. Bonds 2.545 0 672] 1,873 154] 165‘7 1,554 o] ol o] | 0

[ Total , 2,545 ol 72| 1,873 154 165] 1,554 o] o] 0] )

DESCRIPTION

This project provides for intersection and roadway improvements in Silver Spring, in suppori of the Silver Spring Central Business District (CBD) Sector Plan,
and the Silver Spring Redevelopment project to accommodate the flow of traffic related to development within the CBD. Dale Drive at Colesville Road (US 28)
improvement is the last improvement from the study that generated various improvements already in place in and around the CBD. The east leg of Dale Drive
currently has a lefi-turn lane and a combination thru and right tum-lane. The proposed improvement requires an additional lane on the east Dale Drive
approach resulting in a left-tum only lane, a thru only lane, and a right-furn only lane. This project also includes signal reconstruction, construction of a

retaining wall and concrete sidewalk adjacent o the Toll House Restaurant on the north side of Dale Drive and concrete sidewalks on the west ieg of Dale
Drive.

COST CHANGE

Cost reduction due to scope change that includes elimination of the land widening on the westside of the intersection.
JUSTIFICATION

The improvement at Dale Drive and Colesville Road (US 28) will result in improved safety and fraffic flow.

OTHER

16th Street (MD 390) and East-West Highway (MD 410) - construction complete; utility relocations reimbursed to MSHA.
Dale Drive at Colesville Road (US 28) - construction -FY11.
FISCAL NOTE
Project schedule is amended to reflect current implementation plan.
OTHER DISCLOSURES
- A pedestrian impact analysis has been completed for this project.

- Land acquisition will be funded initially through ALARF, and then reimbursed by a future appropriation from this project. The total cost of this project will
increase when land expenditures are programmed.

APPROPRIATION AND COORDINATION MAP
EXPENDITURE DATA Developers
; P Department of Permitting Services
Date First A 1
Firet Clorst Ezg:;';a al AL (3000) Facility Planning-Transportation
rs EY10 2 545 || Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
Current Scope : .
Last FY's Cost Estimate : 3,912 Commission
. Maryland State Highway Administration
— Silver Spring Redevelopment Project
Appropriation Request» ‘ FY10 1,569 Citizen's Advisory Board
Supplemental Appropriation Request 0
Transfer 0 See Map on Next Page
Cumulative Appropriation 976
Expenditures / Encumbrances 124
Unencumbered Balance 852
Partial Closeout Thru FYO7 4,365
New Partial Closeout FYos 78 o~
Total Partial Closeout 4,443

County Council




Historical Activities :
This NDA contains a General Fund ($355,340) and a State ($25,000) appropriation and provides funding for the following agencies
and programs:

- Historic Preservation Commission: The Historic Preservation Commission's main responsibility is to admmister the histc.
preservation ordinance including recommending Montgomery County sites of potential historical significance. These efforts are

administered by the Maryland-Naticnal Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC).

R

Historic Preservation Grant Fund: The Historic Preservation Grant Fund is administered through the Historic Preservation
Commission. The Historic Preservation Commission accepts proposals from County historical groups which compete for grant
funding for historically significant or educational projects. Currently, historic preservation grant awards are recommended by the

Historic Preservation Commission and executed by M-NCPPC.

Historical Society: Funding for the Montgomery County Historical Society provides support for the Society's Education Program
staff, educational and outreach programs for County residents, and to maintain the Historical Society's research library and
museums.

+  Maryland Historic Grant: The Maryland Historic Grant is a matching grant whereby the State of Maryland provides funds for
historic preservation, and Montgomery County contributes matching funds totaling 25 percent of the State grant. These grant
funds are passed through the County to M-NCPPC, which uses the dollars in its historic activity endeavors.

| FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures WYs -
FY09 Approved 380,340 0.0
| _FY10 CE Recommended 380,340 0.0 |

rHomeowners’ Association Road Maintenance Reimburse.

This NDA provides a partial reimbursement to homeowners' associations (HOAs) for their maintenance of certain privately-owned
roadways. The payment is currently restricted to through roadways, accessible to the public, which are one-quarter mile or longer and
which provide vehicular access to more than four dwelling units. In FY97, an Executive Regulation was enacted allowin~
homeowners' associations to request that their roadways be deemed "private maintenance roads." This designation qualifies the HGA
for State reimbursement of their roadway mawtenance costs. The County annually submits to the State its estimate of reimbursabic
miles, including those accepted as private maintenance roads. The State then reimburses the County and, subsequently, the County
forwards the funds to HOAs.

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures WYs

FY09 Approved 337,700 0.0

L FY10 CE Recommended 337,700 0.0
—

Housing Opportunities Commission

The Housing Opportunities Commission is a public corporation established by Maryland law to act as a builder, developer, financier,
owner, and manager of housing for people of low- and moderate- (eligible) income. The Commission also provides eligible families
and individuals with affordable housing and supportive services.

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures WYs
FY09 Approved 6,140,640 0.0
| Increase Cost: Annualization of FY09 Personnel Costs, not including cost of living odjustment 169,300 0.0 |
Reduce: Temporary Staff Budget for Housing Resources -9,100 0.0
Eliminate: Professional Services Budget for Legislative & Public Affairs -12,500 0.0
Reduce: Parent Resource Center Budget -25,000 0.0
Reduce: Tenant Services Contracts -27,000 0.0
Reduce: Resident Counselor Services -50,000 0.0
Reduce: Youth Services -50,000 0.0
| FY10 CE Recommended 6,136,340 0.0

Inauguration & Transition .

The Montgomery County Charter provides for the quadrennial election of a County Executive and County Council. This NDA
provides for a ceremony and smooth transition of the County Executive and County Council every four years.

«
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for all agencies.

One approach used to address retiree health benefits funding is to determine an amount which, if set aside on an annual basis and
actively invested through a trust vehicle, will build up over time and provide sufficient funds to pay future retiree health benefi+-
This amount, known as an Annual Required Contribution or “ARC”, was calculated for County agencies last year to be $240 milli¢
or nearly $190 million more than the previous annual payment for current retirees. Still too large an amount to be set aside all at once
in FY0S8, the County chose a further approach of “ramping up” to the ARC amount over several years, with the amount set aside each
year increasing steadily until the full ARC is reached. A total of $31.9 million for all tax supported agencies was budgeted for this
purpose in FY08.

For FY09, the ARC has been recalculated and is now estimated at $250 million. This amount consists of two pieces — the annual
amount the County would usually pay out for health benefits for current retirees (the pay as you go amount), plus the additional
amount estimated as needed to fund retirees” future health benefits (the pre-funding portion). The pay as you go amount can be
reasonably projected based on known facts about current retirees, and the pre-funding portion is estimated on an actuarial basis. For
FY09, a ramp-up period of eight years was assumed; up from the five year phase-in that was planned in FY08. Because of the
County’s fiscal situation, the Executive recommends level funding in FY10, which allows the County to defer $26 million in
increased trust contributions,

| FY10 Recommended Changes _ Expenditures WYs
" FY09 Approved 16,391,930 0.0 |
[ FY10 CE Recommended 16,391,930 00 |

Risk Management (General Fund Portion)

This NDA funds the General Fund contribution to the Liability and Property Coverage Self-Insurance Fund. The Self-Insurance
Fund, managed by the Division of Risk Management in the Department of Finance, provides comprehensive insurance coverage to
contributing agencies. Contribution levels are based on the results of an annual actuanal study. Special and Enterprise Funds, as well
as outside agencies and other jurisdictions, contribute to the Self-Insurance Fund directly. A listing of these member agencies and the
amounts contributed can be found in the Department of Finance, Risk Management Budget Summary.

| FY10 Recommended Changes _ Expenditures WYs|
FY09 Approved — 9,809,740 0.0 |
Increase Cost: Risk Management Adjustment 1,700,990 0.0 j\

FY10 CE Recommended 11,510,730 0.0

Notes: Provides for higher required contribution levels. Many factors are used to calculate annual contribution levels, such as: poyroll numbers
{o derive workers’ compensation insurance costs; operating budget and description of operations to derive general liability insurance costs; the
number and type of vehicles to derive auto liability and auto physical damage costs; and property value to derive real property insurance costs.

Rockville Parking District

This NDA provides funding towards the redevelopment of the City of Rockville Town Center and the establishment of a parking

district. The funding reflects a payment from the County to the City of Rockville for County buildings in the Town Center
development and is based on the commercial square footage of County buildings.

Also included are funds to reimburse the City for the cost of library employee parking, library patron parking, and the County's
capital cost contribution for the garage facility as agreed in the General Development Agreement.

FY10 Recommended Changes Expenditures WYs

FY09 Approved 377,500 0.0

Enhance: Patron Parking 143,540 0.0

Increase Cost: Employee Parking 3.890 0.0

| FY10 CE Recommended 524,930 0.0
|

State Property Tax Services

This NDA provides for two State reimbursement programs administered by the Department of Finance: the Homeowners
Reimbursement and Homestead Property Tax Program.

FY10 Recommended Changes
FY09 Approved

Expenditures

0 0.0 |
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