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Memorandum

To:
Montgomery County Planning Board

From:
Karl Moritz, Research and Technology Chief

Re: 
Financial Infrastructure Recommendations for Planning Board May 10 Worksession on Growth Policy

Date:
May 10, 2007

 
For tonight’s worksession staff would like to discuss the Planning Board’s thoughts, reactions and positions on the staff’s recommendations for changing the financing of growth. 

Short Term Recommendations

1. Does the Planning Board agree that the school impact tax rates should reflect the full cost of planned increases in school capacity? Our suggested schedule of tax rates to accomplish that approach is the following:


$ 21,000 single-family detached


$ 15,750 single-family attached


$ 10,500 multi-family non high-rise


$   4,200 multi-family high-rise

This impact tax rate schedule more accurately reflects the cost of school construction and expansion associated with new development. In comparison to the current fee, revenue generated from this tax will fund school buildings and additions in a more timely fashion.     

2. Does the Planning Board agree that the County should consider increasing the recordation tax? The recordation tax is a tax applied to new housing sales, resales, and the recordation of other transactions involving housing. The revenue from the recordation tax currently funds school improvements, modernizations and additions. Staff’s proposal is to increase the recordation tax from $6.90 per $1,000 (with the first $50,000 exempt) to $10.00 per $1,000. The recordation tax is a means to capture changes in demand for public facilities from the turnover of existing housing. 

3. Does the Planning Board agree that transportation impact taxes should be increased? The rates proposed by staff are designed to more accurately fund the estimated $1.182B cost of the 25-year County program of transportation system improvements according to the relative trip generation of each type of land use. In order for transportation impact tax rates to reflect the full cost of future transportation improvements, the rates should be significantly higher than current rates, generally by a factor of two. 

The tables below show current and proposed rates:

	CURRENT RATES (THROUGH 6/30/07)
	
	General
	Metro Station
	Clarksburg
	

	Residential (per dwelling unit)
	
	
	
	
	

	Single-family detached
	
	$5,819
	$2,910
	$8,729
	

	Single-family attached
	
	$4,761
	$2,381
	$7,142
	

	Multi-family attached (except high-rise)
	
	$3,703
	$1,852
	$5,555
	

	High-rise residential
	
	$2,645
	$1,323
	$3,968
	

	Multi-family senior residential
	
	$1,058
	$529
	$1,587
	

	Non-residential (per square foot GFA)
	
	
	
	
	

	Office
	
	$5.30
	$2.65
	$6.35
	

	Industrial
	
	$2.65
	$1.30
	$3.15
	

	Bioscience facility
	
	$0.00
	$0.00
	$0.00
	

	Retail
	
	$4.75
	$2.40
	$5.70
	

	Place of worship
	
	$0.30
	$0.15
	$0.35
	

	Private elementary and secondary school
	
	$0.40
	$0.20
	$0.55
	

	Hospital
	
	$0.00
	$0.00
	$0.00
	

	Other non-residential
	
	$2.65
	$1.30
	$3.15
	


	PROPOSED RATES
	
	General
	Metro Station
	Clarksburg
	

	Residential (per dwelling unit)
	
	
	
	
	

	Single-family detached
	
	$10,810
	$5,406
	$16,216
	

	Single-family attached
	
	$8,845
	$4,423
	$13,268
	

	Multi-family attached (except high-rise)
	
	$7,591
	$3,797
	$7,591
	

	High-rise residential
	
	$5,422
	$2,712
	$5,422
	

	Multi-family senior residential
	
	$2,169
	$1,084
	$2,169
	

	Non-residential (per square foot GFA)
	
	
	
	
	

	Office
	
	$10.15
	$5.10
	$12.20
	

	Industrial
	
	$6.95
	$3.40
	$8.25
	

	Bioscience facility
	
	$0.00
	$0.00
	$0.00
	

	Retail
	
	$24.25
	$12.25
	$29.10
	

	Place of worship
	
	$0.70
	$0.35
	$0.80
	

	Private elementary and secondary school
	
	$0.95
	$0.45
	$1.30
	

	Hospital
	
	$0.00
	$0.00
	$0.00
	

	Other non-residential
	
	$6.25
	$3.05
	$7.40
	


Long Term Recommendations

1. Does the Planning Board support an interagency study during the next fiscal year to further refine the approaches recommended by staff? Staff recommends that this study could include more sophisticated approaches to account for the various factors that affect the success of infrastructure financing programs. In particular, the study would examine:

· The use of more fine-grained land use and geographic areas for linking demands for schools and transportation to system capacity needs, considering the reliability of growth forecasts for such a system,

· The refinement of estimates of needed infrastructure for both near term (CIP horizon) and long term (CLRP horizon),

· Explicit consideration of the use of exemptions and credits.

2. Does the Planning Board support biennial evaluations of the status of master plan implementation and long range capital facility plans, tied to master plan requirements and other standards? Staff recommends that these evaluations will strengthen the planning and delivery of infrastructure and other public facilities and services.
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