Welcome to the 2009-2011 Growth Policy Listening Session

hy are we here?

We want to hear your ideas and concerns on issues involving
growth and public facilities.

hree tables are set up around the

room:; each one addresses a

different topic related to growth: .
| P Jrow Table 1: Planning for Growth
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Montgomery County...growing smarter

rowth Policy Schedule: S

May 11" and May 18t — Growth Policy Listening Sessions

May 28t — Growth Policy Status Report and Draft Recommendations

June 12 - Growth PO“Cy Staff Draft presented to the P|anning Board i Bl oy T s [ )

County ptanners drafting the 2009-2011 Growth Policy are

n d _ P b I = H = h S ff D f rethinking how we manage growth, looking beyond basing S . = ~
June 22 ublic Hearing on the Staff Dratft i A N O marer,
will focus on ways to enhance quality of place in our

communities. Growing smarter means respecting the

J u I y 9th _ G r O Wt h P O I I Cy WO r k S e S S I O N #1 natural environment in the design of bulldings, spaces and streets fo create great places with better connections.

http://www.montgomeryplanning.org/research/growth_policy/growth_policy09/agp_growing_smarter.shtm

July 2314 - Growth Policy Worksession #2

™ MontgomeryPlanning.org

August 15t -  Deliver Planning Board Draft of the 2009-2011 Growth Policy

http://www.montgomeryplanning.org/research/growth_policy/growth_policy09/feedback.shtm e .
with Policy how we age growth, focus hal i place &

Tell planners what you think! We will review your thoughts — on topics such as sustainable growth, transportation




hat Is Growth Policy?

Final Draft

Montgomery County’s Growth Policy
2005-2007 Policy Report

Growth Policy is...

Final Draft

2007-2009 Growth Policy

Toward Sustainable Growth for Montgomery
County:

2003-2005

annual
growth
policy

MoNTGOMERY CoUNTY PLANNING Boarp M-NCPPC™
A new vision for
managing growth

in Montgomery
Count final draft

A biennial resolution adopted by the Montgomery County Council aimed at
managing growth to match the adequacy of public facilities.

Does It matter?

The timing of development, in coordination with the provision of public facllities,
attempts to keep road congestion and school crowding to a minimum.

Does It work?

As Montgomery County matures — with just 4 percent of its land area available
for development, which requires more infill and redevelopment — the tests for
the adequacy of our facilities must evolve. Typically, when growth occurs on
undeveloped land, If roads were deemed Inadequate to accommodate
additional homes and/or businesses, we built new ones. With infill and
redevelopment, building additional roads or widening existing ones may not be

possible or practical.

What do we do next?

Provide a framework for the provision of facilities that contribute to a

sustainable community.

Example: Ashton Meeting Place

HMlustrative Sketch of Proposal

Adequate Public Facilities

Foads and Transportation Facilhities

Vehicular/Pedestrian Access, Transit and Land Uses

\

P351\'\

Propoasad for Verifled Data

Approval by the

Preliminary Plan
ADFQUATE FUBLIC FACIITIES
Slormwater Managemant Fes Agency eter E23I07
Water and Sewer (W35C) Yes AZENCY COMMENts 2
10-yr Water and Sewer Plan Compliance Yes AZENCY COMMEnts 2l
Well and Zeptic Mia
Local Area Trame Review e Sial’ mema 430TE
Policy Area Mobility Review ¥es Stat mema FELTE
Transportation Managemant Agresment NGO SIZADE
School Cluster in Moratonum ? NO SZADG
School Facligies Payman: NO SZADG
Fire and Rescus Yes Bgency eter 11407

Cfher [lLe., schaooks)

Local Area Transporiation Review

As part of the APF test, a Local Area Transportation Review (LATE.) test was required for the
subject development smce 1t was estimated to generate 30 or more peak-hour frips during the
typical weekday mommg (6:30 am_ —9:30 am ) and evenmg (4:00 p.m — 7:00 p.m) peak
penods. The APF test for the subject development also required the Policy Area Mohty
Review (PAME) test under the new Growth Policy since the apphication for the proposed use
was filed after Janmary 1, 2007. The use also generated more than three new peak-hour irips and
was located 1n a pohcy area that required mitigation (Rural East Pohcy Area with a required 3%
trip nmtigation).

The Apphcant subnutted a raffic study dated January 18, 2008 (Rewized), that examined traffic-
related mmpacts of the development on nearby mtersections and PAME related tnp mitigation
requirements. Our review of the traffic study mdicated that it comphed with the requirements of
the 2007 Local Area Transportation Review/Policy Area Mobility Review Guidelines.

The traffic analysis estimated that the uses proposed on the site — 44 462 square-feet of retail

29 536 square-feet of office, and 7 single-fanmly dwelling units — would generate approximately
137 “total” peak-hour trips durmg the weekday moming and 423 total peak-hour trips during the
weekday eveming peak-penods. After accounting for “pass-by” and “diverted” mps, the
proposed development was estimated to generate 137 and 215 net “new™ trips during the
morning and evening peak-hours, respectively. A sunmmary of this data 15 presented m Table 1 of
the appended Transportation Plannng memorandum.

A summary of the capacity/Crifical Lane Volume (CLV) analysis results for the study
mtersections for the weekday mommg and evening peak-hours within the respective peak-
peniods from the traffic study 13 presented m Table 2 of the Transportation Planning
memorandum. As shown m that table, the weekday morning and evening peak-hour capacity
analysis presented i the traffic study indicated that under Total (or Bunld) Traffic Conditions,
with the roadway/intersection mprovements, CLV values at the study mtersections would be
below the applicable congestion standards. Therefore, the application satisfies the LATR
requirements of the APF test.

Policy Area Mobility Review

As noted earher, to meet the PAME requirements under the 2007-2009 Growth Pohcy, this
preliminary plan was required to mitigate 3% of 1ts new peak-hour trips. With a net of 137 and
215 “new” peak-hour trips during the moming and evemng peak-peniods, respectively, the trip

nutigation requirement for the proposed use was caleulated to be 7 trips for the morning peak
hour and 11 trips for the evening peak hour.

The Applicant propeses to meet the PAME. requirements of the proposed development through a
combination of non-aute transpoertation faciines and site-specific fnip reduction actions in the
immediate area. The non-auto transpertation facihties propesed by the Applicant to mitigate
development’s momung peak-hour mpact meluded mstallation of a bike locker (a set of e1ght,
for a credit of up to 2 peak hour tnps} and a new bus shelter (for a credit of up to 3 peak hour
rips) in the immediate area. These facihiies are awaiting final approval by DPWT staff. The site-
specific rip reduction achon by the Applicant to mitigate development's evening peak-hour
mmpact was providing a mix of retail, restaurant, office, and residential uses on the site. The mux
of uses proposed on the site has the potennal to reduce overall site tnip gensration through
mternal trip-capture, pnmarnly during the evening peak-hour. Usmg [TE Tnp Generation
Handbook gumidelines, the mtemal tnp-capture credit for the development was thus estumated to
be 22 tmps. The PAME tmip nutization requurements, the measures propesed by the Applicant,
and respective mip cradits for each measure are summarized i Table 3 of the Transportation
Planning memorandum

Since DPWT approval of Apphcant’s PAME mip muitigation proposal 15 sall pending, staff
recommends that the Applicant be requured to submut 2 DPWT approved PAME. trip mutigation
plan to staff to reduce seven (7) peak-hour trips (related to the moming peak penod) prior to the
subnmssion of the Site Plan for certification. 5taff also recommends that the Applicant be
required to fully mmplement the DPWT approved PAME requirement(s) prior to release of

1T Ml
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bulding ocoupancy permuats for the propesed development

thiz staff report. the Applhication mests the Poliey Area Mobilitv Beview reguirsments.




Planning for Growth in Montgomery County

Istory of Growth iIn Montgomery County

The Planning Department maintains Montgomery County’s commercial and residential development pipelines. do we want this kind of growth?

The pipelines include commercial and residential projects that have been approved for development but not yet built.
There are 33 million square feet of commercial space remaining to be built in the March 2009 commercial pipeline.

This represents the equivalent of about 111,600 jobs. If the pipeline would be built to capacity, these jobs would represent
About 68 percent of the Round 7.2 job growth forecast between 2009 and 2030.

There are 29,000 housing units remaining to be built in the February 2009 pipeline, 9,600 single-family units and 19,400
multi-family units. Based on the Round 7.2 forecast of household growth from 2009 to 2030, the pipeline represents about
58 percent of the single-family growth and 30 percent of the multi-family growth.

Montgomery County Metro Statistical Area U.S.

Jobs Households Jobs Households Jobs Households
Current 2005 500,000 347,000 3,051,700 1,863,800 134,000,000 114,000,000
Forecast 2030 670,000 440,000 4,200,200 2,507,600 162,000,000 146,000,000

parking

7,000 + acres surface lots
40 acres (top of garages)
2.5% of the county




Planning for Growth in Montgomery County

The Montgomery County Planning Department www.MontgomeryPlanning.org
Growth Areas:
Emerging District w==__InterCounty Connector
-
@  Greenfield / Brownfield == Metro Stations
- Reinvestment Areas ——  MARC Stations
Other =f#9—  Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT)
- . "+  Purple line Route and Station Alternatives
O Metro 1/2 mile Buffer P :
- Colleses / Uni it Areas not otherwise identified are
olleges/ Universities Established Neighborhoods
— All Existing and Proposed Parkland (62,091 Acres)
Agricultural Reserve m a rt e r
Municipalities w/ Zoning Authority (17,500 Acres) # Pt sustainable development |
| aesign
) ‘ LAYTOMNSVILLE
D, s s “JoceHen
/iy of
NEELSVILLE . } ATHERTOWN
/3
o :- MONTOOMERY VILLAG
/-‘ - ’D
) ‘
o K
R &vw
- S8 78,  tcsvrown
A 2 ﬁ
Site # Name Category
1 Site2 /Percontee Emerging District
2 White Flint / Twinbrook Emerging District
3 Gaithersburg West Emerging District
4 Germantown Emerging District
5 COMSAT Greenfield /Brownfield
6 Cabin Branch Greenfield /Brownfield
7 Takoma/Langley Reinvestment Areas
8 SilverSpring Reinvestment Areas
9 Wheaton Reinvestment Areas
10 Olney Town Center Emerging District
11 Glenmont Emerging District s AN ; A%
12 Mess Property Greenfield/Brownfield Plu]cl.(l()l-l. M.axyland Stateplane, NAD83
13 Webb Tract Greenfield /Brownfield Map Units: Feet
14 Damascus Town Center Emerging District M: 2 =
R i X ap produced by:
22 Wcs.lf‘l) e lfunu.slmc.n. ; .-?rcas Montgomery County Planning Explore Team
16 Kensington Emerging District 4 February 2009 .
17 Washington Adventist Hospital Reuse Other ORERLY.
18 Ashton Emerging District
19 Shady Grove Emerging District
20 NIST Other
21 Federal Research Centerat White Oak Emerging District
22 WRAMC Other 8
23 NIH / Naval Medical Other \
24 Naval Surface Warfare Center Other Miles
25 DOE Other
26 Aspen Hill Emerging District N

By 2030, the County Is forecasted to add Jobs Per Acrs in Montgamery Courly
165,000 jobs and 80,000 households.

Development Is targeted for:
* Transit stations

* Infill development

* The |-270 corridor

The CLRP Aspirations scenario examines how
transportation needs might be affected if
development patterns changed to reflect a greater
mix of jobs and housing throughout the County.

Changes in Jobs Par Acre from 2009 to 2030

Growth forecasts are coordinated for each Py e s tones
B — ——. . Montgomery County Jobs and Households by Policy Area
.. .. i . . . . . .S
jurisdiction in the Washington Region SR
] ] Estimate of Existing Round 7.2 Cooperative Forecast Constrained Long Range Plan {CLRP)
through the Metropolitan Washington 2030 Aspirations Scenario
Saunce: Vorgamery County Plrrirg apartre, Fescarch & Tochnckagy Caris I Found 1.2 U0 R ETV
= Bosh o sefuld Hiowrd 7.2 Hownd 7.2 2030 Jabs i Howsshald Jankrs ) o s Fsald
C OuncCi I Of G overnme ntS ] Palicy Area 2009 Jobs | 2000 Househalds Ratio 2030 Jobs Households Ratio 2030Jobs | 2030 Households Ratio
Aspen Hill 5,201 24,864 0.25] 6,314 24,994 02s] &.821 24,753 0.28
Bethesda CBD 35,349 7,161 so1| 38609 11,131 3.47| 34,299 12,027 2,85
Bethesda/Chevy Chase 43,631 29,102 1.50] 49,563 29,295 1.69] 49,924 28,914 1.73
Households Per Acre in Montgomery County Clarksburg 3,819 3,912 098] 16,362 13,118 1.25 21,772 10,901 2.00
2009~ 2030 Growth Estimates by Traffic Analysis Zones Cloverly 1,348 5,480 o2s| 1346 5,552 oz2a] 1471 5,471 0.27
Damascus 2,315 3,712 os2] 2476 4,832 os51] 4,254 3,888 1.09
Darnestown,/ Travilah 507 3,814 0.24 a17 4,024 0.23 917 4,024 0.23
Derwood 18,030 5,694 317 21382 6,281 140 20639 6,794 3.04
Fairland/White Oak 29,182 28,452 1.03] 38679 28,904 134] 39,572 29,257 1.35
Friendship Heights 8,618 3,355 257 10,839 4,258 255 10,684 4,394 2.43
Gaithersburg City 53,566 23,250 230| =7.012 33,183 262 as.073 35,903 2.37
Germantown East 8,818 2,016 1.10] 17,745 9,811 1e1] 18112 10,506 1.72
Germantown Town Center 3.5959 981 408 7284 2,356 3.08 G791 2,634 2.58
Germantown West 10,6132 21,350 os0] 20610 26,053 073 30,602 22,381 1.37
Glenmont 634 1,070 0.59 718 1,970 0.36 1,872 1,228 1.52
Goshen 1,032 5,312 o8| 1,038 5,568 0.19 1,038 5,568 0.19
Grosvenor 588 3,649 0.16 591 4,614 03] 2,433 3,677 0.66
Kensington/Wheaton 14,043 32,548 043 14,160 33,786 o.42| 15,820 32,716 0.48
Montgomery Village/Airpark 12,740 18,764 0.68] 15700 18,840 0.83 16,585 18,774 0.88
North Bethesda 51,753 14,554 356| 63,983 19,623 32s| 60578 21,162 2,86
Changes in Households Per Acre from 2009 to 2030 North Potomac 1,445 5,006 o8| 1,550 10,361 0as| 3,845 9,100 0.42
by Traffic Analysis Zones Olney 5,689 11,371 osol 6020 13,068 0.48| 8709 11,664 0.75
— [ — - . Patuxent 2,620 3,630 o72] 3130 3,924 ogo] 3,173 3,917 0.81
&8 {_\::P R Poolesville 1,775 3,089 057 1778 3,531 0.50 1,778 3,531 0.50
v Potomac 12,083 17,230 o.70] 14,919 17,836 o.84| 16,408 17,375 0.94
R & D Village 20,284 3,556 s.70] 38,835 9,467 ags| 37.276 9,530 3.75
e e o o Rock Creek 1,851 2,258 082 1876 2,680 0.70 1,899 2,664 0.71
Rockville City 77,594 23,672 3.28| 100,677 30,102 334] 88,079 37,464 2.30
shady Grove 2,854 350 g.15] 5472 5,564 pos| 7111 3,792 1.88
Silver Spring CBD 30,558 6,279 487 33,087 12,449 266 27,355 13,389 2.04
silver Spring/Takoma Park 15,556 29,245 053] 14,913 29,943 oso| 15,907 29,302 0.54
Twinbrook 10,263 3 3.421.00| 11,067 2,552 434 9827 2,513 3.91
Wheaton CBD 9,042 2,468 3se| 9,957 4,309 231 9,024 4,185 2.16
White Flint 6,008 1,903 320 13411 6,021 223 12,344 6,181 2.00
Montzomery County Total 505,400 359,100 1.41] 670,000 440,000 1.52] 69,996 439,979 1.52




anaging growth through related efforts:

Master Plans

Schedule: Master Plans and Major Projects

I

Kensington

Limited Wheaton CED Amend.

JIFIMIA (M [ JALISTO N DR [F IMA M[S J A S [O|N[Dg |F [M]A MDA S [OINJOR (F |MAME) |2 A 1S TON]DR [FIMIA LMD | [AS1ON (D
Growth Policy Review/Update
| | | I
Forest Conservation Law Revisions l | | | |
germantownforward | I I !
| | Zoning Ordinance Revision | . . q
| | |
ICC Bikeways | H | | |
| | | | |
Enforcement Regulations On hold pending State I-L'.'QIE.IH’[I'.'.'I'I | I
o renm | | | |
gaithel'Sbl.II'g west master plan TWII-II:'F::I{ I I
White Flint Core Area (Phase |) B I
| | |
Housing Functional Master Plan H | |
l | | | |
Gemmantown H I I
l l ]
Gaithersburg West H |
I I ] |
Gmen Infrastructure H 1 1
_ | | ! l
Geomia Avenue Concepl Study I I I
| | l !
! ]
cank =
' i
1 i
: i
Y i
' i
i

]
i
Takoma/Langley Crossroads I : H -
Furple Line Functional Master Flan H I
1 | I ]
i el
YWater Resources Funchonal Flan l H
! I ; |
Wheaton CEDYMetro Center I I "1 r H
|
_ _ i i i I n M
White Flint Phase || H
I I i | I
i i i - .
Battery Lane | | IDeferred in Ii"f’l 0 I .
|
Westhand I I IDeferred in FY10 I
i i i X
Rt. 28 Corridor Mobility & Land Use Plan I I I ¥ i
i i i i ] i
. . I I I .
Furple Line Station Areas Master Plan++ ! ! H
JFHAHJIJAEEH JIFIMIATML g JATS |OINI DY JF IMIATML 3 JATS[O[N FHAHJJAEEHDIJF MJ |J [ALS]OIN
2007 2008 2008 2010 2011
Staff Council Hearing Matice Penod F  Planning Board Draft
Flanning Board Council Review H Hearnng
Flanning Board and PHED Commission Adoption, SMA, i Designates Fiscal Years
County Executive Fublication
* Council consideration delayed until after election. ++ Replaced Glenmont Master Plan
Images R-60 Zone: Standard Method of Development
R_60 Required Lot Size, Setback, and Coverage
N\ g ‘ , AN
The R-60 Zone typically results in residential / 5 Min. 20’
subdivisions with a fairly dense housing pattern l
usually near commercial centers and outside
CBDs.
Sum of
Requirements Sideyards Main Building
Minimum net lot area 6,000 sf e
1377 ac —» Min. 8’
Minimum lot width:
At front of building ' 60 ft
At street 25 ft
Minimum setback from street
. . , 25ft
(interior lot) 2
: > bl *——— Min. 60° »
Sideyard setbacks (main building):
Minimum sideyard 8 ft Micy. 257
Sum of 2 sideyards 18ft
Minimum rearyard 20 ft l
ZOﬂIﬂg Code Rewrite MaxImum building height? < Min 35 —»
As part of the Zoning Code rewrite, planners will reorganize, revise, and simplify the county Zoning Code to {nals ‘z'dgig‘;fi‘;"” ftto 30-35ft Aot Front Street
: : ghest pt.,
make It easier to use. Maximum building coverage 359, Min. Lot Size | 6,000 sf yields max 7.26 units/acre
.. . . .. . Parki Max. Building Coverage | 35% yields 2,100 sf/fl (for min. lot)
To start that process, planners invited residents and others who use the Zoning Code to participate in small group Lol _ — = % ’
: : . . : : . 2 off-street parking spaces/dwelling unit Max. Building Height | 30ft vields 2.5 floors
sessions to provide feedback. Planners incorporated their suggestions into a report summarizing the results from
line survey and 14 small group sessions held to identify problems and offer preliminary recommendations o e O e o )
ouron _ y 9 P P P y ' May be reduced if located in an historic district Height max. 35 . to highest roof point or,
for the rewrite. in accordance with 59-A-5.33 Height Max. 30 ft measured to mid-pt. of gable,
? Subject to an established building line in g, ITesrT, or gt ool

accordance with Section 59-A-5.33

more information faster and with greater accuracy

« Matching land use to development patterns

« Rationalizing development standards to weed out obsolete
requirements

=

The code diagnosis, titled Zoning Discovery, recommends 3 Building height may be increased to 3 floors or i — T < 4
40 ft by the Planning Board T P
* Restructuring to fewer, more meaningful zones to eliminate L o Max. 30 Max 35
fUsi | = |z +  Refer to complete requlations in the
con lISIOI’I _ | | = I_:” Montgomery County Zoning Code
» Using more tables and graphics to convey complex concepts =L 13 ¥ v
- Better organization = | ]! [&rﬁﬁ | spT e '
: . - =OEA Al LB isti ti 4 ;
« Accommodating change and recognizing consistency 1N as IR T SRR T I
« Updating technology to create legal zoning maps that convey ' @[ﬂ-ﬁh
L[|
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Staging and Funding Public Facilities

Prioritizing Public

Facilities

Capital project prioritization should

explicitly consider smart growth

location, master plan staging, and

quality of life.

Demand for Public Facilities

Project
Type

Master/Sector

= n q n T Ll _ g . ' ' . ' _ T - _
£ | Sustainability | Plan Goals and Connectivity Design Excellence Diversity Total
Ll . L LS
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= Objectives
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da lad

Pricrity areas:

Utban areas as defined in Chapter 49 (Grosvencr, Shady Grove, Twinbrock, White Flint, Silver Spring,
Wheaton, Bethesda, Friendship Heights, and Glenmont Metro Station Policy Areas; Germantown Town
Center; Clarksburg Town Center; Damascus Town Center; Olney Town Center; Flower/Arliss /Pimey
Branch commercial area; Montgomery Hills Parlang Lot District; North Bethesda Commercial Mixed-Use
area, and Silver Spring Parking Lot District) — 15 pomtsAreas within 2 mile of on-MSPA Metro Stations
(Forest Glen, Medical Center. Takoma. and Shady Grove) — 10 pts

Areas within *2 mile of other existing or programmed transit stations — 3-8 points

MD Smart Growth Prionty Funding Area other than the above — 3 points

Neon- MD Smart Growth Pricrity Funding Area other than the above — 0 points

Other Community Facility.

Project types: Foad, Pedestrian/Bicycele, Transit, Police, Fire and Rescue, School, Library, Parks and Fecreation, or

Future programmatic or policy changes can affect public facility adequacy even
in areas with little or no forecasted growth.

Factors affecting demand for public facilities in established communities (other than new growth through redevelopment)

Draft Apnil 24, 2009

Factors Cwelical | Sustamned Demand for public facilities/services
Schools | Roads | Transst | Police | Fire | Water | Sewer | Health | Parks | Bec Solid Libraries
Centers | Waste
L L L L L L

Demographics
Population change X X X X X X X X X X X
Aging population X X X X
Ethnic nux of population X X X X X
Household size X X X X X X X X X
Economic conditions
Unemployvment X X X
Higher gas prices X X X
Auntos per dwelling unit X
Technological
Improvements

Energy star appliances X X X

High-zpeed mternet X X
Changes in X
standards/regulations

Changes in class size X X

Universal Pre-K X X

Cwyelical: up to 10 years

Sustained: more than 10 vears

Funding Growth — Impact and
Recordation Taxes

School Impact Tax (changes effective December 1, 2007)

¢ The old and new base rates are shown below:

Housing Category Old New

Single-family detached 59,111 $20,456
Single-family attached 56,833 $15,401
Multi-family (except high-rise) 54,555 $9,734
Multi-family high rise 51,822 54,127
Multi-family senior SO S0

consumer price index.

applicable rate.

* The rates will be adjusted on July 1 in each odd-numbered year according to the change in a construction
cost index to be specified by regulation. Previously this adjustment was based on the change in the

* The large single-family-dwelling surtax increases from 51/sf to $2/sf. The surtax applies to houses from
3,500 sf (rather than 4,500 sf) to 8,500 sf.

* For residential developments with 30% or more affordable housing units (moderately priced dwelling
units and units for lower income-eligible residents), the market rate units are charged 50% of the

Revise impact taxes to consider

vehicle trip lengths for
transportation and house size for
schools

Change in Household Population by Age and Sex
Montgomery County, 2000 to 2030
Population Gain: 262,290

Age

[ 2000 Population

Gain 2000-2030

45,000 35,000 25,000 15,000

Males

15,000 25,000 35,000 45,000

Females

5,000 5,000

Transportation Impact Tax (changes effective December 1, 2007)

shown below:

Residential (perd.u.)
Single-family detached

Single-family attached
Garden apartments
High-rise apartments
Multi-family senior
Non-residential [per sf)
Office

Industrial

Bioscience

Retail

Place of Worship
Private School

Hospital

Social Service Agencies
Other Non-Residential

e The transportation impact tax rates are increased by 70% across the board. The old and new rates are

General Metro Station Areas Clarksburg
District District
Old New Old New Old New
$6,264 $10,649 53,132 $5,325 59,396 515,973
$5,125 58,713 52,563 54,357 57,688 $13,070
$3,986 56,776 51,993 $3,388 55,979 510,164
52,847 54,840 51,424 $2,420 54,271 57,261
61,139 51,936 $569 S$968 51,708 52,904
$5.70 $9.69 52.85 $4.85 $6.85 $11.65
$2.85 $4.85 $1.40 $2.43 $3.40 $5.78
$0.00 $0.00 S0.00 $0.00 S0.00 $0.00
$5.10 $8.67 $2.60 $4.34 $6.15 $10.46
$0.30 $0.51 $0.15 $0.26 50.40 50.68
$0.45 $0.77 $0.20 $0.39 S0.60 $1.02
$0.00 $0.00 S0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
-- $0.00 - $0.00 - $0.00
$2.85 $4.85 $1.40 $2.43 53.40 $5.78

the consumer price index.

* The transportation impact tax for any building within a half-mile of the following MARC commuter
stations is levied at 85% of the applicable General District rate: Kensington, Garrett Park, Washington
Grove, Gaithersburg, Metropolitan Grove, and Germantown.

* The rates will be adjusted on July 1 in each odd-numbered year according to the change in a construction
cost index to be specified by regulation. Previously the rates were adjusted according to the change in




Proposed Changes to Transportation Adequacy Tests

taff recommends several revisions to the Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR) and
Local Area Transportation Review (LATR) tests to incentivize efficient growth and
encourage multi-modal mobility solutions.

Policy Areas B Road Code Urban Areas

“Alternative Review “Alternative Review f

Procedures” allowed Procedures” allowed C
In Metro Station in all urban areas <

Policy Areas

z)

PAMR requirements PAMR requirements

100% A 100%

° ° ° A
il = \\ e based on requiring balance arterial = \\ pcsepa
e LOS D as minimum mobility with transit "I N

IE T for average arterial mobility throughout
pccepabe it ul it mobility, regardless LOS spectrum

- elo| c | s A of how good transit - (ol e | = \

55% :
D \

40%

Arterial LOS

Arterial LOS

= Acceptable with full mitigation

0% 425%50% 60% 5% 100% Transit LOS service IS. ez 42.0% 0% o0% 7% 100% Transit LOS
Year 2012 PAMR Chart
Re{gai()/re Arterial Mobility: (Cong%?tgd Arterial Speed Relative toa:‘:rterial Free Flow Speed) Northbound Travel Time Comparison: MD 97 (Georgia Avenue) Tues., 3-3-09
0 2,400+
7 2001 ¥ Silver Spring / Takoma Park e Kensington Wheaton Policy Area Aspenﬁﬁ,
90% - - - - . . Policy Area S o653
PAMR requirements PAMR requirements
80(y0 _ I I N 1 I T T T T
Pl e B established by future could be waived in
5 ARurdl W

/ / Lo forecasted, not urban areas if
e actual speeds specific adjacent
I roadways serving the
I 1 site meet mobility

20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Travel Time Duration (Seconds)

; 6 Art
1204 ¢ 30 moh T35 29.1% Mo?o”a
Relative Transit Mobility: (Overall Transit Speed Relative to Overall Speed Using Arterials) (S pe e d ) Sta n d a rd S ' o3 ~ ; - : " : ~ pr— r ’ —r ,
Travel Distance (Miles)
‘ 1mp 110 15 mph 1510 25 mph 2510 35 mph 35 mph orgreater

Table C-2
Weekday Morning and Evening Peak Hour Trip Generation Rates for the Silver Spring CBD

Morning Evening

Office (existing vacant/1,000 sf) 1.60 5 15 1.60 5 85 SpeCia I VEh iC|e tri p Adopt rates for

Office (pending + future/1,000 sf) 1.40 85 15 1.40 15 85 . . . .

Industrial (1,000 sf) 1.00 85 15 1.00 15 85 generatlon rates In tra nSIt_OrIented

Retail (1,000 sf) 0.50 50 50 2.00 50 50

Residential (high rise) 0.30 20 80 0.30 70 30 LAT R a re O n Iy d eve I O p m e nt T c R P
Residential (townhouse) 0.45 20 80 0.45 67 33

ot (oom 0 @ e 0w s applicable in certain contained in TCRP REPORT 128
CBDs Report 128

Table 5
Graduated and Maximum Trip Credits Related to Congestion Standards

Trip Credit vs Congestion Standard Effects of TOD on HOUSi“g
3
1350-1500 | 1550-1600 Parking, and Travel

100 linear feet of five-foot wide sidewalk 0.5 0.75 1.0 P rOV| S | O n Of n O n _a uto REVI Se I IStI n g Of

100 linear feet of eight-foot wide bike path 0.5 0.75 1.0

Curb Extension/Pedestrian Refuge 20 30 4.0 fa Ci I ities a re I i m itEd fa Ci I ity types a n d

Island/Handicap Ramp
Accessible or Countdown Pedestrian Signals/ 10 20 30

e o T T by type, include define $11,000 per
“Super” Bus Shelter 10.0 15.0 20.0 Some Out_of_date VEhICle trlp aS

Bus Bench with Pad 05 0.75 1.0

Non-Automobile Transportation Facility

Information Kiosk 15 3.0 45 Optlonsl and are nOt COmmOn Va riable.
Bike Locker (set of eight) 2.0 3.0 4.0 .
equitably valued.
Real-Time Transit Information Sign 10.0 15.0 20.0
Static Transit Information Sign 0.25 0.4 0.5
Maximum Trip Credits 60 90 120

Additional proposals include adopting urban area traffic volume caps or other
staging mechanisms in master plans and sector plans such as White Flint and
allowing developments to transfer APFO approvals.



What is Policy Area Mobility Review (PAMR)?

olicy Area Mobility Review is an areawide assessment of mobility adequacy that
considers the level of delay associated with rush hour congestion and the degree to
which transit service provides a time-competitive alternative to auto travel.

Level of Service (LOS) grades are like those received in grade school: A is best

i \ Acceptable and F is worst. One important difference is that while LOS A provides the
i \ best service for each customer, the most efficient use of resources to move
g : — people and goods on roadways occurs at LOS E, when roads are well used
§ o : I (but not gridlocked), even though all customers experience some delay.
oo Acceptable with full mitigation
. slo| c | =B A County requirements for areawide Arterial LOS and Transit LOS reflect County
a—— policy that transportation mobility should be multi-modal. Areas with better
transit service are not as reliant on auto travel; consequently more
congestion can be accepted as transit LOS improves.
Relative Arterial Mobility Relative Transit Mobility Relative Arterial Mobility and Relative
7 Aspen Hill, 2005 A Aspen Hill, 2005 Transit Mobility are calculated for
/\ 2 | e Pl L e each of the County’s 21 PAMR policy
i N Bl R areas for current conditions anc
\M\ Mo, o f - ::g_ NN L e forecasted conditions considering
B - o O “ approved development and roadway
TR A ] and transit improvements.
How much slower is traffic during rush hours? How competitive is transit service?

Sp—— Year 2012 PAMR Chart PAMR mitigation requirements for all
. developments in a given policy area are
. based on the forecasted future year

travel conditions for each Policy Area

DV
NP |
50% VA RU'-ﬂ ey
0 AH, A%, 4SSTP
A A
Der KW
F‘UXOR v A
GBG aPot “NB

i A Dlmascus .
70% - / |
CLI
60% - /AR
T A | itigati
|

40% -

30% -

200/0 I I ‘ I I I [ [ |
20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Relative Transit Mobility: (Overall Transit Speed Relative to Overall Speed Using Arterials) == o sjersthyosiiiliira ot onlbyls o A

1:250,000 A

and the LOS standards. PAMR mitigation
techniques include trip reduction
agreements and construction of off-site
improvements like streets, sidewalks, or
transit service.

Policy Area Mobility Review is applied in
conjunction with Local Area Transportation Review
to assess the transportation adequacy of new
development. The Local Area Transportation Review
tests examines intersection capacity near each
development site. A development may need to take
mitigating action under either or both review
processes, depending upon its location and size.

LocaL AREA TRANSPORTATION REVIEW
AND Poricy ARea MOBILITY
ReviEw (GUIDELINES

Guidelines of the Montgomery County Planning Board for the Administration of the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance

Additional information
is available in the

oy Planning Board’s Local

Area Transportation
Review and Policy Area
Mobility Review
Guidelines.

http ://www.montgomeryplanning.org/
Transportation/latr guidelines/
latr guidelines 2008.shtm




Proposed Changes to School Adequacy Tests

taff recommends the school test threshold at which a School Facility Payment be
revised, retaining the current threshold for moratorium.

it Follitus hepwnClys fcbeiBialen ol ' Eomma
e o oot N\
The current p N
threshold for // g...
application of a , e
School Facility /
Payment is when ( b @&
orojected enrollment oy ST P AT
reaches 105% of — € 5 e
projected program Growt Polcy TstWih 105 HCPS Capcity \
capacity at the S QR W = Y
elementary, middle R oo — oo Y
or high school level v
by cluster.
The current Summary of School Test for FY 2009
threshold for Based on County Eauﬂgilid;%fd FY 2009-2014 CIP
moratorlum On | Cluster COutcomes by Level
development Elementary Inadequate | Middle Inadequate High Inadequate
approvals is when Clusters over 105% utilization Efrect?a;geuaurﬁ,tznna mgﬂﬁéﬁé y Wootton
projected enroliment “inadequate lusters (o proceed. Test year 2012-14 O ortwest
reaCheS 120% Of sased G;?GEDDUDHI;E;:IE‘IIL;ﬁéi:;ﬂﬁmlﬂd []Ui'%;&zziﬁmm
program capacity at Whitman
the elementary,

m | d d | e Or h |g h SC h 00 I Clusters over 120% ufilziation S-year test Clarksburg Clarksburg

Effective July 1, 2008
Maoratorium regured in clusters

|eve| by CIUSte I". that are inadequate. Test year 2013-14

Based on County Council Adopted
FY 2008-2014 CIF

Mote: The Clarksburg cluster exceeds 105% utlization at all 3 levels. However, since this cluster exceeds 120% at the muddle and high school levels, the cluster is in moratonum.

proposed

The proposed In the 2009-2011
threshold for Growth Policy staff
application of a does not a propose
School Facility to change the
Payment is when threshold for
projected enrollment moratorium, thus
reaches 110% of recommending that
projected program it remain at 120%.
capacity at the

elementary, middle

or high school level

by cluster.




1 he fundamentals for achieving sustainable growth:

connections
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LEED MD Model: Revised (2009)

L
W

NEW Smart Location and Linkage:

C ar b O n Off S et S URBANISM NRDC Prerequisite: Smart location

(e e Proximity to water/sewer infrastructure
Conservation of wetlands/farmland/ecological species conservation
Flood plain avoidance

Credits:  Preferred location 10
Brownfield redevelopment
Reduced automobile dependence
Bicycle network and storage
Housing and jobs proximity
Steep slope protection
Site design for habitat or wetlands
Restoration of habitat or wetlands
Conservation management of habitat or wetlands 1

Total 27 points

California SB 375

5B 375 will require planning on a regional scale, in a manner designed to reduce vehicle use and associated ghg emissions.
Emphasis on transit oriented development and sustainability.

Municipal Impacts:

= W ] R

# California Transportation Commission will be required to adopt guidelines for the development and use of travel
demand models

#  Metropolitan Planning Organizations will receive GHG targets; they will be required to create a Sustainable Meighborhood Pattern & Design:

Communities Strategy to meet their target Prerequisite: Walkable strests
Compact development
& A Regional Housing Needs Assessment will be conducted that conforms to the SCS; Regional planning agencies Connected and open community
will be required to provide local governments with a housing allocation representing their fair share of growth Credits: Walkable streets 12
- - Compact development &
Project Specific Impacts: Diversity of uses 1
# Residential and mixed-use projects that are consistent with the general use designation, density, building MIIEd_mcum.? diverse c_:]m munities 7
R ) ) . . ) . - ) Reduced parking footprint 1
intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in either a SCS or APS are eligible for a streamlined Street network 2
CEQA review whereby the review does not have to cover growth-inducing impacts; nor does it have to cover . .
+h ) & \stive impacts deali th climate ch Transit facilities 1
either project —specific or cumulative impa ealing with clima ange mavewr Transportation demand management 2
# In addition, Transit Priority Projects are also eligible for the same streamlined review offered to residential and I c R P vy Access to P'Utf'“f EFHE_E‘E 1
mixed-use projects. REPORT 128 Access to active public spaces 1
Universal accessibility 1
Transit Priority Projects area defined as those — Community outreach and involvement 2
containing at least 50% residential use, Local food production 1
having a minimum net density of 20 units per acre, Efacts of T80 an Hetsing, Tree-lined and shaded streets 2
having an FAR for the commercial portion at .75, Parking. and Trawel Meighborhood schools 1

and be located within ¥ mile of either a rail stop, ferry terminal, or bus line with 15-minute headways Total 44 points
Green Construction and Technology:
Prerequisite: Certified green building

Minimum building energy efficiency

Minimum building water efficiency

Construction activity pollution prevention
will not have a significant effect on historic resources, e e yen Credits: Certified green buildings

buildings exceed energy efficiency standards, Building energy efficiency
and they provide any of the following: 5 acres of open space, Water efficient landscaping

& A full CEQA exemption can be obtained for Transit Priority Projects that meet the following criteria:

no bigger than 8 acres or 200 units,

can be served by existing utilities,

20% moderate income housing,

Existing building reuse

Historic building preservation and adaptive reuse
Minimize site disturbance in design and construction
stormwater managemeant

Heat island reduction

Solar orientation

Cn-site renewable energy sources

District heating and cooling

Infrastructure energy efficiency

Wastewater management

Recycled content in infrastructure

Waste management infrastructure

Light pollution reduction 1

Total 29 points

10% low income housing, or

5% very low income housing

Smarter

sustainable development

o W R W s = = RN

. design

Innovation and Design Process -
Credits: Innovation in design Total 6 points

Montgomery County Planning Department

Regional Priority Credits:
Credits: Regional priority credit Total 4 points




Road Code Urban Areas

[l Urban Areas

All projects must meet the following criteria to be considered for an exemption:
*  Project must be mixed-use with a mumimmm 50% residential use (SB375) and

*  Project mmst seek to achieve the maximum density of the site using 75% or more of the maximum density
allowed in the zone (including all applicable bonuses) subject to limuts mn the Master or Sector Plan (based
on SB375) and

+ Bulding(s) exceeds energy efficiency standards by 17.5% for new buildings or by 10.5% for existing
buwlding renovation. Or, building(s) has on-site energy production such that 2.5% of the anmual bulding
energy cost 15 off-set by the renewable production system (LEED New Construction/Major Renovation)

«  And. the project must provide either one of the following above and bevond that required for plan approval:
o 1 workforce housing umt (whu) for x vehicle trips such that x=[1/2(total mumber of trips requiring
mitigation)/(relative value of 1 whu to the cost of mitigating 1 trip)] rounded to the nearest whole
number (based on SB375)or
o 1 moderately-priced dwelling unit (mpdu) for v tnips such that y = [1/2(total oumber of tnips
requunng mitigation)/(relatrve value of 1 mpdu to the cost of mutigating 1 trip)] rounded to the
nearest whole number (based on SB375)

* Project must be located withan %2 mule of an « Project must be located within a Read Code
existing or planned major transit stop or lugh- Urban Area and be located withun ¥ mule of at
quality transit corndor. A high-quality transit least 10 Basic Services ;
cormidor means a corndor with fixed route bus
service where service intervals are no longer Basic Services include but are not linmted to:
than 15 mumute dunng peak commute hours. A bank, place of worship, convemence grocery,
project shall be considered to be within one- dav care, cleaners, fire station, beauty,
half mule of a major transit stop if all parcels hardware, laundry, library, medical/dental,

within the project have no more than 25% of semor care facility, park, pharmacy, post office,

their area farther than one-half mile from a restaurant, school, supermarket, theater,

. transit stop or comdor and 1f not more than community center, fitness center or musenm,

10% of the residential units 1n the project are (based on LEED for New Construction/Major
i father than one-half male from the stop or Renovation)
corridor. A planned transit stop or corridor is

Dorsey

& WO | first four years of the Consolidated

i Transportation Program and/or the Capital
Improvement Program (SB375)

&
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Smart Growth Criteria Proposal Examples

ow would the Smart Growth Criteria apply to actual development
cases? The following charts show how two hypothetical developments
on a similarly sized piece of land would incent more efficient
development.

Case Study #1.

Lot Area
(Sqguare Floor Area Ratio
Feet)

Allowed Proposed

Average Size of Dwelling Unit (SF)

Square Footage by Type

Number of Dwelling Units

Feak Hour Trips Generated (raetall at 5% pass-by)
MNet Tnp Generabion Rate - Trips per 1000 Square Feet
FAMR Exemption

MNet PAMR Cost

Housing Mitigation Regui

sssumed Value of MPDU / WFDU

LIRS

Ciffics

Froposed Development

Fetaill

FResidential

Additional
MFLDLU or

WFDU

TOTALS

100%

150000

348
2.32

Metro Station Policy Area (Such as Twinbrook) With 40% PAMR Mitigation Requirement

FAMRE Trips
Mitigated PAMR Cos
ErGEn ola er Inp Total

139 § 11,000 % 1,529,000

ko -
$ 1,529,000

] 20,000
Half the Value of FANMR Mitigation B TG4 500
Number of Lnits Needed 19
xemption Proposal #1 - Mixed Use nsit Proximit
Percent FAR by Use 100000 3.00 3.00 25% 20% 55% a2% 105%
Average Size of Dwelling Unit (SF) 1000 1000
Lot and Building
Square Footage by Type 2000 G000 1635000 15000 315000
Number of Dwelling Units 165 15
Feak Hour Trips Generated (retall at m5% pass-by) 115 185 [ [ JB6 401%% 154 5 11,000 5 1,694,000
MNet Tnp Generation Rate - Trips per 1000 Sguare Feet 1.23
FAMR Exemption 100% $ 1,604,000
Mal PFANE Cost 5 =
Exemption Proposal #2 - Proximity to Basic Services
Percent FAR by Use 100000 3.00 3.00 25% 20% 55'% 5% 105%
hverage Size of Dwelling Unit (SF) 1000 1000
Lot and Building
Square Footage by Type 75000 G000 165000 15000 315000
Number of Dwelling Units 165 15
Peak Hour Trips Generated (retail at ¥5% pass-by) 128 185 s [ 399 40%: 1680 5 11,000 % 1,760,000
Met Trip Generation Rate - Trips per 1000 Sguare Feeat 1.27
FAMR Exemption 2% 5 880,004
Net PAMRE Cost ® 880,000

Case Study #2. Suburban Area (Such as Germantown East) With 100% PAMR Mitigation Requirement

Lot Area
(Square Floor Area Ratio
Feet)

Propozed Development

PAMR Trips

Mitigated FAMR Cost

An urban commercial site could require
S1.5M in PAMR mitigation. But with 180
residential units (including 15 affordable
units) added on a transit-oriented site,
the mitigation could be waived.

Allgreed

Initial Proposal

Parcent FAR by Lize

Average Size of Dwelling Unit (SF)

Sguare Footage by Type

Mumber of Dwelling Uinits

Paak Hour Trips Ganerated (retall at 50% pass-by)
Met Trip Ganeration Rate - Trips per 1000 Sgquare Feat

FAMRE Exemption
MNet PAMER Cost

Housing Mitigation Requirement

Froposed

Office

Fetall

~esidential

Additional
MPDU or

WiFDU

TOTALS

Total

Fer Tri|:|

Farceni Taotal

11,000 5 1,275,000

5 -
s 1,276,000

assumed YValue of MPDU f WFDU B 20,000

Half the Value of FPAMR Mitigation 3 38,000

MNMumbar of Units Neadad 21

Exemption Proposal #1 - Mixed Use Transit Proximity

Percent FAR by Use 100000 1.00 0.85 45% =% 20% 0% 130%

average Size of Dwelling LUnit (SF) 1200 1200

Lot and Building

=guare Footage by Type 8250 4250 42500 22200 110200

Mumber of Dwalling Linits 35 21

Feak Hour Trips Generated (retail at 20% pass-by) [d- 28 17 10 128 100% 128 5 11,000 5 1.408.000
Met Trip Generation Rate - Trips per 1000 Square Feat 1.16

PAMR Exemption 100% $ 1,408,000
MNet PAMR Cost 5 .
Exemption Proposal #2 - Proximity to Basic Services

Fercent FAR by Use 100000 1.00 0.85 45% =% 20% 0% 130%

Avarage Size of Dwelling Unit (SF) 1200 1200

Lot and Building

Square Footage by Type 38250 4250 42500 25200 110200

Mumber of Dwelling Linits 35 21

Feak Hour Trips Generated (retaill at 50% pass-by) [ 25 17 10 128 100% 128 3 11,000 5 1,408,000
Met Trip Ganeration Rate - Trips per 1000 Square Feeat 1.16

PAMR Exemption 20%h 2 704,000
MNeat PAME Cost 3 704,000

The commercial pad site below could
require $1.4M in PAMR mitigation. But
with 56 residential units (including 21
affordable units) added on a transit-
oriented site, the mitigation could be
waived.
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Why should we be thinking about growth differently?

taff Is proposing changes to the adequate public facility reviews and development
Impact tax structures that link transportation and school demand to the broader
need to consider the County’s carbon footprint and sustainable development

non-buildable land 49%

2%

Potomac River

47% preserved & or parkland

buildable land 51%

20% developed before 1960
27% developed after 1960

4% vacant

Land for development is becoming scarce.
In the past 20 years the County developed
40,000 acres of land. Currently, the County
has only 14,000 acres, or 4% of land,
remaining available for development. Future
growth will be primarily on sites suitable for

Infill and/or redevelopment.

County standards.”

he County’s Climate Protection Plan sets a goal for greenhouse gas
reductions so that the 2050 emissions level is 80% below the 2005 level.

In addition, the Climate Protection Plan states as a goal:

“The County’s Growth Policy should direct growth to areas with
significant existing or planned transit resources, and promote
development that fulfills smart growth criteria such as those required
as part of the LEED for Neighborhood Development or more stringent

Housing and Transportation Index ¢
ation Costs ¢

Housing Plus Transportation Costs to 80% of the Area Median Income

Housing Transportation Index**

Concentrating development in the |-
270 corridor and urban ring helps
provide housing opportunities in
areas that are most affordable, when
transportation costs, housing costs
and resident incomes are considered
together.

Miss

The Planning Department
and the Department of
Environmental Protection
are working on ways to
evaluate and promote
sustainabillity. Tools that
encourage the location of
jobs and housing in
walkable, transit-served
communities will help
reduce per-capita carbon-
footprints.

“We re in the midst of a major shift in the way in which development has to occur. And
that is that it has to occur in ways that allow us to achieve overall major, major
reductions in carbon emissions. This is going to be national policy, state policy, and it
has ultimately to do with the quality of the environment of the planet and everybody’s got
to work on it at every level in every practical way that we can.”

Royce Hansen, February 5, 2009




Measuring Our Success

rowth policy initiatives that promote smarter development need evaluation
measures that reflect the outcomes of those initiatives.

The Planning Department and the Executive Branch are

. . Population with_ Park Access, Montgomery County
collaborating on methods to measure healthy and sustainable OOl ey e
communities. These measures allow us to consider how different
areas of the county compare both to one another and to policy
objectives. The measures are also useful to benchmark changes
over time and to compare Montgomery County to similar
jurisidictions nationwide.

Rural East: 60%
mantownjEast: 76%
Germantown Town Center: 2373 ontgomery Village/Airpark: 56% s {

Rural West: 54%

WhitdiEliRE75%
North Bethesda: 63

RENSINGLON/VVIEAION 8970

Percent of Population* with Park Access** by Policy Areas

The areas of the County where greatest growth is forecast are o —— —

233-35%  351%-70% 70.1%-90%  90.1% - 100%

also those with some of the greatest accessibility to public i seog v et RO

NOTE
- Percentage calculated by dividing population within quarter mile buffer from existing parks and schools by total policy area population

resources such as parks and transit services. These developed

areas also tend to have the least forest cover and the highest
percentage Of imperVious Su rface. Population with Transit Access, Montgomery County

2000 Estimates by Policy Areas

Clarksburg: a8% :

Forest Cover Percentages in Montgomery County Germantoun Town Center: T8
2008 Estimates by Policy Areas =%

ontgomery Village/Airpark: 87%

» 3
Damascus: 62%
>
nantown E3sta88 % Rural East: 15%
Montgor

Rural West: 18%
Cloverly: 32% b

Fairland/White Oak: 57%

Percent of Population* with Transit Access** by Policy Areas

— T — I — .
15-30%  30%-70%  70.1%-90%  90.1% - 100%

** Population calculated using Census 2000 block data
** Transit access defined as a quarter mile from existing RideOn routes, Metroline routes,
Metrobus routes and Railroad routes

NOTE
- Percentage calculated by dividing population within quarter mile buffer from transit access by total policy area population

SOURCE
- US Department of Census, 2000 Census
- Montgomery County Planning Department, Research and Technology Center and Environmental Planning

9 D 55
: 31% %
A Friendship v
Height

%
Percent Forest Cover by Policy Areas ' J
Q’ o\ N
\Q\ o N ,.e\e

‘*“ Comparisons countywide

Source: Montgomery County Planning Department, Environmental Planning

Many smart growth policies include strategic goals that are
Izg(l)ggrtvut)ug FS)tlx‘rfzce Percentages in Montgomery County dEVElOpEd |n CO||abOratIOn Wlth regIOna| and natIOnal
partners, such as the EPA’s Chesapeake Bay Program. Some
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strateglies take many years to achieve measurable results.
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