


1, Section 424-23(a). The Bill as introduced (the Leggett Bill) would state:

The County Council by resolution may create a transportation management district (TMD) in a
policy area where the Subdivision Staging Policy requires transportation review. A district may be
formed from one or more Subdivision Staging Policy areas, even if they are not contiguous. [See
©7, Lines 151-155.]

The Elrich Bill version would state:

The County Council by resolution may create a transportation management district (TMD). A
District may be formed from one or more Policy Areas, even if they are not contiguous.

A goal of both the Leggett and Elrich Bill is to allow for TMDs to be established in the
Red, Orange, and Yellow Policy Areas, but not in Green Policy Areas: the County’s rural areas.
However, since the Subdivision Staging Policy (SSP) requires transportation review in all areas,
the Leggett Bill language would allow for TMDs to be established there. A problem with both
versions of the Bill 1s that it is possible that the Council might choose to establish a TMD that
overlaps more than one Policy Area. For example, the current North Bethesda TMD overlaps all
or portions of five policy areas: Grosvenor, White Flint, Twinbrook, North Bethesda, and Potomac.

Council staff recommends that recommends that Section 42A-23(a) be written as
follows:

The County Council by resolution may create a transportation management district (TMD)
in Red, Orange, or Yellow Policy Areas as defined in the Subdivision Staging Policy. A
district may be formed from all, or portions of, one or more Policy Areas, even if they are not
contiguous.

Last winter DOT had shown a draft of possible TMD boundaries, which inciuded generic
TMDs for Orange and Yellow Policy Areas, neither of which were internally contiguous. Council
staff recommended a different set of boundaries, which consisted of TMDs that were
geographically coherent and internally contiguous. However, since the Bill itself will not set
boundaries, leaving in the language “even if they are not contiguous™ will give the Council the
option to go either way when it finally does set the boundaries in a subsequent resolution.

2, Section 424-24(a)(1). The Bill as introduced (the Leggett Bill) would state:
The Director must require an employer subject to this Section to submit a TDM Plan meeting the
requirements of this Section if the Council by resolution or in the Subdivision Staging Policy has
approved the use of traffic mitigation or TDM plans in a given district. [See ©9, Lines 208-213 ]

The Elrich Bill version would simply state:

The Director must require an employer subject to this Section to submit a TDM Plan meeting the
requirements of this Section.

Council staff recommends the language in the Elrich Bill. The purpose of the Bill is to
authorize TMDs everywhere in the County, except in Green Policy Areas. The establishment of a



TMD should not be dependent on the SSP approving the use of traffic mitigation or TDM plans in a
given district.

3. Section 424-24(a)(2). The Bill as introduced (the Leggett Bill) would state:

Upon written request from the Director, an employer within a district must provide the Director
with the number of full-time and part-time employees working for that organization at any
workplace within the district. [See ©10, Lines 216-219.]

Mr. Elrich’s version would state:

Upon written request from the Director, an employer must provide the Director with the number of
full-time and part-time employees working for that organization by workplace in each Policy Arca
or District.

Council staff recommends the language in the Elrich version. Under the Elrich
language an employer with offices or stores in more than one TMD might receive one request
rather than multiple ones.

4, Section 424-26(a). Regarding DOT’s approval of a project-based TDM Plan, the Bill as
introduced (Leggett Bill) would state:

This approval must be obtained prior to Planning Board approval of the application, or prior to
Department of Permitting Services approval for projects not requiring Planning Board action. [See
©18-19, Lines 451-454.]

The Elrich Bill version would state:

This approval must be obtained prior to the issuance of any building permit by the Department of
Permitting Services.

Council staff recommends the language in the Elrich Bill. One of the changes requested
by the building industry is that TDM Plans, which still may involve some negotiation in some
cases, should not be finalized until prior to issuance of a building permit, so as not to unduly slow
down a subdivision approval. DOT concurs, which is why it is in the Elrich Bill. The corollary
change should be made in Section 42A-26(e). [See ©27, Lines 678-681.]

5. Section 424-26(a)(3). Under the Bill as introduced (Leggett Bill), a new development
would be required to have a TDM plan:

where the Department decides, under standards adopted by the Council for the adequacy of
transportation, including NADMS Goals and other commuting goals adopted in Master Plans,
Sector Plans, and the Subdivision Staging Policy, that more transportation facilities or
transportation demand management measures are necessary to meet the County’s commuting goals.
[See ©19, Lines 460-466.]

The Elrich Bill would add to this phrase the potential for a commuting goal set through an
executive regulation. Council staff concurs with the Leggett Bill language; the commuting
goals for each area of the County should be set solely by the Council. The same
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recommendation applies in Section 42A-26(c¢)(2). [See ©22, Lines 547-549.] In another part
of the Bill the Director is given the authority to set a project-level commuting goal, but it would
be set within the context of a Council-approved Policy Area goal.

6. Section 42A4-16(c)(2). The Leggett Bill requires that a project be considered as
contributing to the area’s NADMS goal if it is making measurable improvement toward that goal
within the date established in the TDM plan. [See ©22, Lines 553-560.] The Elrich Bill aims
higher, requiring that the project make such progress towards a goal 5% higher. Council staff
concurs with the Elrich Bill. New development has a greater opportunity to reach higher
NADMS goals than existing development, and this fact should be recognized if an area is to reach
its overall NADMS goals.

The Elrich Bill also would insert text starting on ©22, Line 560 and in Section 42A-
16(c)2)(E) [starting on ©24, Line 597] stating that:

Once the NADMS goal or other commuting goals have been achieved, the owner must maintain
the level necessary to continue achieving the goal.

Council staff concurs with the Elrich Bill in both instances.

7. Section 424-16(c)(2)(C). Both versions of the Bill require owners or applicants of Level
Two plans to self-monitor its achievement of its TDM goals. The Elrich Bill would add the
following on ©23 after Line 579:

This self-monitoring must be conducted in addition to any monitoring conducted by the
Department.

Council staff concurs with the Elrich Bill language.

8. Section 424-16(c)(3). For Level 3 Results plans, the Leggett bill calls for the DOT
Director to establish a project-based goal to be higher than or lower than the area’s NADMS goal.
[See ©25, Lines 620-622.] This reflects the reality that developments very close to a transit station
have higher NADMS than those up to a half-mile away. The Elrich Bill would put parameters on
this variation: it would allow the project’s goal to be up to 5% higher or down to 5% lower than
the NADMS for the area. Including parameters would provide a degree of predictability for a
potential developer.

The proposed 10% spread (between 5% higher to 5% lower) is too small: research has
shown that NADMS falls off dramatically after a few blocks’ walk from a transit station. The
following is from a 2005 study by WMATA examining the transit mode share by walking distance
to a Metro Station. The difference if mode share between an office or residence at a Metro Station
is more than 20% higher than those a half-mile away. (Most Red Policy Areas have a radius of
about a half-mile.)



Metrorail
Office
Distance (Miles) Commute Residential
o 35% 54%
0.25 23% 43%
0.5 10% 31%

Council staff reccommends that the DOT Director set the project’s goal—whether it
be for a Level 2 or Level 3 plan—up to 10% higher or down to 10% lower than the NADMS
for the area, a 20% spread. The text on ©25, Lines 620-622 would be replaced by:

The project plan may establish a project NADMS Goal that is up to ten percent higher or ten
percent lower than the NADMS goals based on project-specific parameters, consistent with
the executive regulation. When approving the Project-Based TDM Results Plan, the Director
must determine that the commuting goals for the District or Policy Area will be attained with
the established project NADMS Goal.

9. Section 424-28(a). This section lists the types of information to be included in the biennial
report for the TMDs, to the extent feasible within the constraints of available resources. The
Leggett Bill includes ten types of information, monitoring progress in all aspects of transportation,
including commuting patterns, congestion relief, transit use and availability, carpool/vanpool rates,
bicycle and bikeshare use, etc. [See ©32, Lines 809-825.] The Elrich Bill would delete two of the
ten: (1) level of service measurements for each major intersection in the policy area and selected
critical intersections outside the area; and (2) status of road of intersection improvements, signal
automation, bicycle and pedestrian access and safety, and other traffic modifications in or near the
district.

Council staff concurs with the Leggett Bill. For a holistic assessment of transportation
management in an area, congestion levels and the status of traffic improvements should be
included in the report, resources permitting. It should not be difficult to assemble this
information. Data on congestion levels could be drawn by the Planning Board’s biennial Mobility
Assessment Report, which evaluates congestion levels at intersections and roadway sections
throughout the County. DOT conducts as well as regularly tracks the progress of its traffic
improvements, and it monitors such improvements by the State Highway Administration.

10.  Section 424-28(e). The existing law requires that employers make a good faith effort to
generate responses from their employees to the commuting survey, with the objective of achieving
at least an 80% compliance rate. [See ©18, Lines 441-443.] There is no penalty for not meeting
this objective.

Both the Leggett and Elrich Bills recommend reducing the objective to 60%. [See ©29-
30, Lines 746-750.] MNCBIA and NAIOP point out that the average response rate is 22%, and it
believes even a 60% goal is unrealistic. DOT noted in a prior worksession that several firms have
achieved a 100% response rate.



DOT has conducted more research on this issue and noted that for a statistically reliable
result, surveys of smaller office and residential projects require a higher response rate, and surveys
of larger projects can be reliable with a smaller response rate. DOT now recommends using
Council staff’s proposed 40% response as a general objective, but to give the Director the authority
to set a smaller or larger response rate to achieve statistical reliability. Council staff and DOT
recommend the following:

¢ Amend the response rate goal on ©30, Line 749 to 40 percent; and

o Add the following sentences after ©30, Line 750: “Worksites, buildings, or projects
with fewer than 100 employees or residents must use a good faith effort to achieve at
least a 50% response rate. The Director may require a smaller or larger response
rate from a given worksite, building, or project, based upon requirements for
statistical viability.”

11.  Section 424-29(c). The Leggett Bill would require that if a TMD’s commuting goals are
not met within eight years of its creation or by June 30, 2027, whichever is later, the DOT Director
must recommend corrective action to the Executive. [See ©33, Lines 830-833.] The Elrich Bill
would amend to deadline to Year 2030 or dates established by master plans, whichever is later.
Council staff concurs with the Elrich Bill. The rollout of the new TMDs may not occur right
away, so setting a goal that is 11 years from now—or longer, should a master plan indicate so—
seems more realistic.
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Bill No. 36-18
Concemning: Transportation

Management - Transportation
Demand Management Plan -
Amendments

Revised: 10/29/2019 Draft No.5

Introduced: November 13, 2018

Expires: May 13, 2020

Enacted:

Executive:

Effective:

Sunset Date: _None

Ch. , Laws of Mont. Co.

COUNTY COUNCIL

FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

Lead Sponsor: Council President at the Request of the County Executive

AN ACT to:

(D expand transportation demand management to reduce traffic congestion and
automobile emissions, support multi-modalism and achievement of non-
automobile travel goals, enhance the efficient use of transportation infrastructure,
and promote the sustainability of existing and future development;

2) establish the requirements for a transportation demand management plan for
development in certain areas of the County; and

(3) update the law governing transportation management in the County.

By amending
Montgomery County Code
Chapter 42A, Ridesharing and Transportation Management
Sections 42A-21, 42A-22, 42A-23, 42A-24, 42A-25, 42A-26, 42A-27, 42A-28, 42A-29,
and 42A-30

By adding
Montgomery County Code
Chapter 42A, Ridesharing and Transportation Management
Sections 42A-31 and 42A-32

Boldface Heading or defined term.

Underlining Added 1o 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.
oo Existing law unaffected by bill.

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland approves the following Act:
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(B) the Director notifies the owner of the building under
subsection (a).]

As specified in the notice, the owner's plan may cover all or some

employers in the building. A plan submitted under this

subsection may be in addition to one an individual employer
must submit. |

After receiving notice under this Section, an owner must submit

a traffic mitigation plan that meets the requirements applicable

to an employer.}

The Director may require an owner of a residential building or

complex with at least 100 dwelling units, including a common

ownership community as defined in Chapter 10B, in a district to
submit a traffic mitigation plan if:

(A) the Director finds that a plan is necessary to achieve the
purpose of this Article because of the owner's control of
parking or common space or for similar reasons; and

(B) the Director notifies the owner of the building under
subsection (a).

After receiving notice under this Section, an owner of a

residential building must submit a traffic mitigation plan that

meets the requirements applicable to an employer.]

[(h) The Director must offer to help employers and owners prepare traffic

1)

mitigation plans.]

The Director must:

(1)

decide if each proposed plan meets the requirements of this

Section; and
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(2)  help the employer or owner revise a plan which does not meet
the requirements.]
The Director may require an employer or owner to resubmit a plan that
is not consistent with any commuting goals set in the Growth Policy.
The Director must not require an employer to submit a plan that meets
the requirements of this Section more than once every 2 years. An
employer must submit a report on transportation management measures
used to implement a traffic mitigation plan to the transportation

management organization based on a schedule the Director sets.]

42A-25. [Traffic mitigation agreements] Transportation Demand

[(2)

[(b)

[(¢)

Management Plans for Existing Buildings.

Any proposed subdivision or optional method development in a district
must be subject to a traffic mitigation agreement if the Planning Board
and the Director jointly decide, under standards adopted by the Council
for the adequacy of public transportation, that more transportation
facilities or transportation demand management measures are necessary
to meet any commuting goals set in the Growth Policy.]

A traffic mitigation agreement must specify transportation demand
management measures that the applicant or a responsible party must
carry out. The measures must be calculated to ensure that public
transportation will be adequate to meet commuting goals set in the
Annual Growth Policy.]

A traffic mitigation agreement may require:

(1) naming a transportation coordinator;

(2) limits on parking spaces;

(3) peak period or single-occupancy vehicle parking charges;

(4) preferential parking for carpools and vanpools;
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subsidies for employees not using single-occupancy vehicles;
financial or other participation in building or operating on- or oft-
site transportation facilities or systems;

providing space on a periodic basis for marketing and
promotional activities of the district;

designating permanent areas in prominent locations to display
information on commuting options; or

other transportation demand management measures. |

A traffic mitigation agreement must be:

(1)

()

(3)

4)

agreed to by the applicant, the Department, and the Planning
Board;

made an express condition of any approval for subdivision under
Chapter 50 or optional method development under Chapter 59;
subject to all other review and approval requirements of Chapter
50 and Chapter 59; and

recorded in the County’s land records.]

A traffic mitigation agreement may:

(D

(2)
3)

require adequate financial security, including bonds, letters of
credit, or similar guarantees;

bind future tenants of the development; and

specify liquidated damages, specific performance, or other

contractual remedies, as appropriate.]

The Department must enforce the terms of each traffic mitigation

agreement. This does not limit the Planning Board's authority to revoke

or otherwise enforce any approvals for subdivision under Chapter 50 or

optional method development under Chapter 59.]
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Level Three: A Project-based TDM Results Plan requires a

commitment by the owner or applicant to achieve certain Non-

Auto Driver Mode Share and related commuting goals at that

project. The plan must include project-based strategies and

demonstrate that the plan is achieving the goals established for

the project. Those goals may be equal to, higher or lower than

the district’s goals based on project-specific parameters,

consistent with the Executive Regulation. The plan must be

submitted by the owner or applicant and approved by the

Department. A Project-based TDM Results Plan must include

the Project-based TDM Action Plan components and the

following:
(A) Independent Monitoring. Monitoring by a consultant

approved by the Department, to determine whether the

project is meeting its goals. This monitoring must be done

on a regular basis consistent with the Executive

Regulations.
(B) Addition and/or Substitution of Strategies. If the strategies

initially selected by the owner or applicant do not result in

the project achieving its goals by six years after Date of

Final Occupancy, the Department may require revisions in

the project’s plan using the “Sample Menu of TDM

Strategies” or other strategies proposed by the owner or

applicant. The owner or applicant must agree to

implement these revised strategies if required by the

Department at a level consistent with the owner’s

commitment to fund and implement the plan. This process
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749 target population with the objective of achieving at least a 60 percent

750 compliance rate.

751 42A-29. [Transportation Management Fee] Executive report on {[TMDs]]
752 Transportation Demand Management.

753 [(a) Authority.

754 (1)  The Council may by resolution adopted under Section 2-57A set
755 the transportation management fee that the Department must
756 annually charge, under the Alternative Review Procedures in the
757 Growth Policy, an applicant for subdivision or optional method
758 development approval in a district and each successor in interest.
759 (2) If the resolution creating a district authorizes the Department to
760 charge a transportation management fee to any of the following
761 persons, the Council may, by resolution adopted under Section
762 2-57A, set the fee that the Department must charge:

763 (A) an applicant for subdivision or optional method
764 development in the district who is not subject to a
765 transportation management fee under the Alternative
766 Review Procedures in the Growth Policy and each
767 successor in interest; and

768 (B) anowner of existing commercial and multi-unit residential
769 property in the district.]

770 [(b) Use of revenue. The revenue generated by a transportation
771 management fee must be used in the district in which the development
772 or property subject to the fee is located to cover the cost of:

773 (1) administering the district, including review and monitoring of
774 traffic mitigation plans under Section 42A-24 and traffic
775 mitigation agreements under Section 42A-25; and
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any program implemented under Section 42A-23(b), including
any vehicle or other equipment necessary to carry out the
program.]

The rate of a transportation management fee must be set to

produce not more than an amount of revenue substantially equal to the:

(1

2)

portion of the cost of administering the district, including the
review and monitoring of traffic mitigation plans under Section
42A-24 and traffic mitigation agreements under Section 42A-25,
reasonably attributable to the transportation effects of the
development or property subject to the fee; and

portion of the cost of any program implemented under Section
42A-23(b), including any vehicle or other equipment necessary
to carry out the program, reasonably attributable to the
transportation effects of the development or property subject to

the fee.]

Method. A transportation management fee may be assessed on:

(D

2

(3)
4)

the gross floor area, the maximum or actual number of
employees, or the average number of customers, visitors, or
patients, in a nonresidential building;

the number of dwelling units, or the gross floor area, in a
residential building;

the number of parking spaces associated with a building; or

any other measurement reasonably related to transportation use
by occupants of, employees located in, or visitors to a particular

development or property.]
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(2) the building or project approved is larger than the minimum sizes
designated for each Subdivision Staging Policy Area group in
Section 42A-26; and

(3) construction has not begun.

Approved:

Nancy Navarro, President, County Council Date
Approved:

Marc Elrich, County Executive Date

This is a correct copy of Council action.

Mary Anne Paradise, Acting Clerk of the Council Date

FAORLINVFY20\T&E\BINl 36-18\Bill 5.docx



i

i
SR
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Marc Elrich Al R. Roshdieh
County Executive Director
MEMORANDUM

November 4, 2019

TO: Transportation & Environment (T&E) Commitice:

FROM: _[;fChristopher R. Conklin, Directorif/ / o~
i/ Department of Transportation [t

SUBJECT: Bill 36-18, Transportation Management — Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Plan - Amendments: MCDOT Recommendations on Remaining Issues

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide responses to several questions and
requests raised in the prior T&E Worksession on the subject legislation.

1. Response rate objectives for Commuter Survey — Line 747

Response rate objectives should be based on a percentage necessary for statistical validity
at the various worksites, development projects, buildings, etc. For new development projects — both
commercial and multi-unit residential — the results from the survey will be used as a key determinant of
whether that Project is contributing toward achievement of the Transportation Management District
(TMD) Non-Auto Driver Mode Share (NADMS) goal (for “TDM Action Plans,” as referenced in the bill)
or achieving that Project’s NADMS goal (for “TDM Results Plans,” as referenced in the bill). In .
addition, employer worksite survey results will be important contributors to assessing achievement of the
overall goals for each TMD. :

The response rate necessary to achieve statistical validity varies depending on the size of
the population being surveyed — i.¢., the number of employees or residents at that work site, project or
multi-unit residential building. Typically, the larger the population, the smaller the required sample size
needed for statistical validity. Given the importance of accurately determining mode share for each Project
and for the TMD as a whole, we have further researched the ranges of response rates necessary to obtain a
statistically valid sample and also obtained advice from a nationally-recognized survey consultant on the
response rates needed given our objectives. Qur research indicates the following groupings of response-
rates would be appropriate:

Worksites, Buildings or Projects with 100 employees/residents or fewer — 50%
Worksites, Buildings or Projects with 100 — 200 employees/residents — 40%
Worksites, Buildings or Projects with 200400 employees/residents — 30%
Worksites, Buildings or Projects with more than 400 employees/residents — 20%

S
.
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Page 2

Given these ranges, MCDOT accepts the 40% response rate requirement recommended by Council
Staff for Line 747 as a simpler approach for incorporation into Code, but requests the following additional
language be included:

“Worksites, buildings or projects with fewer than 100 employees or residents must use a good faith
effort to achieve at least a 50% response rate. The Director may require a smaller or larger response rate from
a given worksite, building or project, based upon requirements for statistical validity.”

2. Comparison of Montgomery County’s TDM Program with other TDM programs in the region.

Attachment A is a summary of the provisions included in other TDM programs in the region,
comparing those with what is currently in Montgomery County Code and what is proposed to be added under
Bill 36-18. As is evident from the chart, many of the provisions being implemented in other jurisdictions are
either already in County Code or are being included in the revisions proposed by Bill 36-18.

3. Scenarios for TDM fee revenues

The Fiscal Impact Analysis prepared for Bill 36-18 included projections of revenues generated if the
current fee structure were to be applied to a broader segment of new development in current and future TMDs.
1t also projected revenues in the event of a modest increase in TDM fees. A copy of that analysis was included
in the October 10, 2019, T&E Worksession packet, at Circle 202. The table on Circle 204 displays the
projected revenue from new development outside current TMDs over the next six years. That memorandum
also discusses the uses of those revenues. Those analyses were not dependent upon any specific new TMD -
boundaries; rather they incorporated all of the areas where future TMDs could be created by Council under the
proposed bill —i.e., all areas within the Red, Orange or Yellow Policy Areas. The boundary lines for future
TMDs would be determined by Council following adoption of the legislation.

There was also a request for an estimate of the revenues generated by applying a lower fee to both
“existing” and “new’ development in the current and future TMDs. This approach is not being proposed in
either the ongmal version of the bill or in the amendments proposed by County Executive Elrich. However, to
facilitate Council’s consideration of alternative funding approaches, Attachment B to this memorandum
displays data compiled by M-NCPPC’s Research Division providing an estimate of existing building space
(excluding single family and publicly-owned space) within all arcas of the County where TMDs potentially
could be created by Council under the proposed legislation (Red, Orange and Yellow Policy Areas).

Attachments
c¢: Glenn Orlin, Deputy Director, County Council Staff
Robert H. Drummer, County Council Senior Legislative Attorney

Gary Erenrich, MCDOT
Sandra L. Brecher, MCDOT
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ATTACHMENT A

KEY ELEMENTS OF TDM ACROSS THE REGION (in order of size of geographic area)

Strategy provided
for under existing
County law or

Strategy
incorporated into

Strategy not in current
County law and not
proposed under

CITY OF ALEXANDRIA (15 square miles) Resolution Bill 36-18 proposal |Bill 36-18

TDM Applies to:

New development approved or in pipeline for approval X X

Multi-family residential and commercial uses X X

Required as part of development review process X X

Tiered approach, size of development determines required strategies X
Fees/Payments

Property must create fund for project-specific transportation program X

Rates vary by type of development X X
Mode Share Goals
L Mode share goals are project-specific X —|
Monitoring
L Surveys and other reporting required X X
Performance Incentives and Disincentives

No formal incentives X

Financial "contribution" required for non-compliance X
Employer Outreach
[ ‘Staff engages with employers to promote TDM X X




Strategy provided Strategy not in current
for under existing |Strategy County law and not
County law or incorporated into {proposed under
Arlington County, VA (26 square miles) Resolution Bill 36-18 proposal {Bill 36-18
New developments approved or in pipeline for approval
Multi-family residential and commercial uses X X
Required as part of development review process X X
Tiered approach, size of development determines required strategies X X
Fees/Payments
Annual financial contribution based on gross square footage X X
Contributions last for 30 years only X
Mode Share Goals
] No mode share goals I | ] X
<
~~_J Monitoring
{  Monitoring is required l X l X ]
Performance Incentives and Disincentives
I No formal incentives or disincentives | | | X

Employer Qutreach ,
| Staff engages with employers to promote TDM l X l X [




DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA (63 square miles}

TDM Applies to:

Strategy provided
for under existing
County law or
Resolution

Strategy
incorporated into
Bill 36-18 proposal

Strategy not in current
County law and not
proposed under

Bill 36-18

Major developments that go through zoning review process

>

Multifamily residential and commercial uses

Campuses

Tiered approach, size of developmetn determines required strategies

i

Fees/Payments

No fees or payments

Mode Share Goals

h

L Mode share goals are project-specific

Monitoring

[ Monitoring {including surveys) is required

Performance Incentives and Disincentives

{ No formal incentives or disincentives

Employer Qutreach

Staff engages with employers to promote TDM

Commuter Law requires employers of 20 or more to offer at least one
type of financial commuter benefit

Other

Parking management (including restrictions on supply)




FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA (406 square miles)

Strategy provided
for under existing
County law or

Strategy
incorporated into

Strategy not in current
County law and not
proposed under

\\,3 / Monitoring

Resolution Bill 36-18 proposal |Bill 36-18
TDM Applies to:
New development X X
Multi-family residential and commercial X X
Tiered approach, size of development and location {accessibility to transit)
determines required strategies X
Fees/Payments
Annual recurring cost set by developer for TDM expenditures X
Some areas required to participate in or contribute to Transportation
Management Association (e.g., Tysons) X X
Mode Share Goals
I Mode share goals are project-specific X
L Surveys, counts and other compliance and reporting required X X
Performance Incentives and Disincentives:
tncentive fund is a one-time contribution intended to incentivize
participants in surveys or non-SOV travel. X
Remedy funds are set aside for expenditures if TDM goals are not met;
used to increase efforts to meet goals; included in all developments in
Tysons and others w/in 1 mile of Metro X
Penalty fund contribution if trip reduction goals are not met after Remedy
Funds are exhausted. Used to implement programs to reduce trips X
Employer Outreach
L Staff engages with employers to promote TDM X X




Attachment B
Information on Existing Development in Red, Orange and Yellow Policy Areas

Compiléd by M-NCPPC Research Division

Residential GFA Office GFA Retal GFA. ' Industrial GFA Other GFA Total GFA
106,404,815 51,433,426 25,456,661 17,966,887 23,078,266 224,340,055
47% 23% 1% 8% 10% 100%

Explanation of Parcel File — basis for this analysis

Each parcel in Montgomery County is assigned one use (or land use code) from SDAT (state department
of assessments and taxation). Even mixed use parcels that have more than one use only get one land
use code, usually the most predominant use. The GFA of uses on that parcel is broken down into
different “buckets” — residential, office, industriai, and other- so it’s possible for a parcel with a land use
classification of multifamily to have GFA in both residential and retail (think ground floor retail on a
multifamily building).

Some of the older parcels {or really new), especially for residential, don’t have a GFA assigned to them.
M-NCPPC used a factor of a 1000sf per unit to calculate a rough estimate of the GFA for residential
parcels — so now only 2% of residential multifamily units don’t have a GFA assigned to them (those
parcels also had no units attributed to them).

For other parcels missing their GFA, 9% for office, and 4% for retail are missing their GFA. “Other uses”
gets a bit more complicated since it includes a lot of uses that don’t typically have GFA associated with
them, like HOA playgrounds, golf.courses, etc., so in the traditional sense they’re not “missing” a GFA,
they just don’t have any built GFA.

Methodology:
1. prop poly parcel file with data (used GIS as method of analysis)

2. removed parcels inside AR zone
3. removed parcels inside "generalized” ag reserve boundary on GIs

4. removed parcels inside municipalities with zoning authority (rockville, gaithersburg, laytonsville,
poolesville, barnesville, washington grove)

5. removed parcels with public ownership (Montgomery county, Montgomery coilege, mcps, hoc,
mncppe, state of md, federal, wmata, wssc, etc.)

6. removed single family detached and attached parceis (lu codes 111, 116, 114, 112)




residential sf uses - multifamily (includes both multifamily rental and condominium residential), some
office (residential units above office), residence halls, and some retail {residential units above retail}

office sf - most office uses (office, banks, medical and other health uses that are not hospitais), office
uses in hotels, some industrial, some retail, office uses in multifamily, some warehouse

retail sf - most retail uses (regional shopping centers, convenience centers, lumberyards, department
store, groceries, motor vehicles retail, gasoline services, restaurants, automobile trade, and other retail
trade) , retail uses in hotels, retail uses in multifamily, office uses in retail, some warehouse, some

wholesale warehousing

industrial sf - most industrial uses, mini storage facilities, office uses in industrial, resource production,
some retail uses, most warehouses, storage facilities

other sf — mostly a catch all far cther uses — inciudes airports/flying fields, entertainment assembly
(motion picture theaters, amphitheaters, etc.), farm and forestry uses that are not residential, some
multifamily, cuitural resources {museums, etc.), open space facilities (owned by an HOA), religious uses,
swimming areas, sport assembly/activities {golf courses, tennis courts), private schools, nursery schools

parking and parking facilities - has its own category of GFA - but is excluded from this calculation

H:\TransPolicy\Commuter Services\TRFMITAG\NextGen TDM\Council Presentations 8 Worksesslons\Data on Existing
Development MNCPPC.11.1.19.docx

@



	m
	n
	o
	p
	q
	r
	s
	t
	u
	v

