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Chapter 1. Introduction 

Montgomery County Government provides a variety of funding and services to County residents and 

businesses. While some County programs are designed to benefit certain geographic areas of the 

County, other programs are intended to have a Countywide effect. The County Council is interested in 

ensuring all County residents have access to Countywide programs and initiatives.  

This Office of Legislative Oversight όh[hύ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ǘƻ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ 

geographic distribution of County residents and businesses who access government funding and 

services, and to assess whether programs and funding are utilized proportionately given the 

distribution of residents and businesses in the County. Specifically, this report looks at programs from 

three categories: 

¶ Economic development programs; 

¶ Tax credits and/or exemptions; and 

¶ Minority Health Initiatives. 

OLO found that not all Countywide programs can be measured the same way. ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ά/ƻǳƴǘȅǿƛŘŜέ 

can mean different things given a number of factors, including the target population of a program, 

where the target population is located, County land-use patterns, and ŀ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ specific provisions 

and parameters.  

Given these factors, OLO presents the following questions for Council consideration: 

1. What does it mean to be a Countywide program?  

2. How is geographic distribution best evaluated when the target population or target businesses 

of a Countywide program are not dispersed equally throughout the County?  

3. How should the County define an appropriate geographic distribution for Countywide 

programs? More specifically, which programs are best assessed by geographic concentration 

(that is, number of residents or businesses served by a program in different geographic areas of 

the County) versus geographic proportionality (that is, the proportion of eligible or target 

residents or businesses in an area that benefit from the program)? 

OLO also includes discussion questions specific to each program at the end of each section.  

Project Scope and Methodology. OLO consulted with Council and Executive Branch staff to select the 

ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΦ DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǊŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ 

/ƻǳƴǘȅǿƛŘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΣ h[h ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ŀ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊǎ 

limited its geographic scope. OLO excluded programs intentionally restricted to certain locations 

and/or accessible only to a limited number of County businesses and/or residents. (An example of a 

program OLO deemed too narrow for this study is the Enterprise Zone tax credit which is available to 
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non-residential properties only in designated areas of downtown Silver Spring, Takoma/Long Branch, 

and Wheaton). 

¶ Economic development programs: OLO focused its analysis on economic development 

ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ CǳƴŘ ό95CύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦǳƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ 

economic development Countywide by providing financial assistance to businesses who are 

located or plan to locate or expand operations in the County. Additionally, the three EDF 

programs OLO selected reflect County support for a range of business types and sizes: the 

Economic Development Fund Grant and Loan Program (EDFGLP) grants relatively large dollar 

amounts (ranging from $15,000 to $22,000,000) to employers in targeted industry sectors; the 

Make Office Vacancies Extinct (MOVE) program offers assistance to businesses who lease 

vacant office space throughout the County; and the Microloan program provides relatively 

smaller loans (no greater than $15,000) to County entrepreneurs who lack access to traditional 

means of financing. OLO intentionally omitted an analysis of economic development programs 

that target specific industry sectors as the programs, by definition, are not intended to have a 

Countywide effect. 

¶ Tax credit programs: OLO examined property tax credits offered by the County, excluding tax 

credits issued solely by the State of Maryland without a companion County component. OLO 

also filtered out property tax credits whose eligibility criteria significantly limited the program 

scope either by geography or other characteristic (e.g., a property tax credit for the surviving 

spouse of a fallen law enforcement officer or fallen rescue worker). Some of the five tax credits 

examined in this report are offered to both residential and non-residential properties, others 

are offered to only one of these property types. 

¶ Minority Health Initiatives: Given that programs vary greatly within and across each Minority 

Health Initiative, OLO focused its analysis on programs that offered events with identifiable 

locations. The majority of these were in-person events, though some were hybrid events 

(offering both in-person and virtual participation). While program staff noted that virtual 

programming often allows for greater geographic reach, OLO excluded these events because 

the data needed to measure the extent of their reach were unavailable.  

OLO examined three questions based on data it received on selected programs:  

A. Given the distribution of residents and businesses in the County, are programs and funding 

used proportionately? 

B. If the available data cannot assess geographic proportionality, are there still geographic 

differences in how residents and businesses use programs and funding? and;  

C. What insights can OLO draw from any geographic variations in how programs and funding are 

used? 
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OLO was able to map the geographic distribution for many of the programs in this report. However, 

much of the program data OLO received did not lend itself to a measure of relative geographic 

proportionality. That is, in many cases it was not possible to compare the proportion of businesses or 

residents that received economic assistance, tax credits, or participated in Minority Health Initiative 

events within a geographic subset of the County against similar proportions in other parts of the 

County. This is because calculation of proportionality requires data on the number of businesses or 

residents that may be eligible to receive and/or participate in a particular program or funding initiative. 

For many of the programs analyzed for this report, this information is not available in County 

databases. 

Lastly, OLO used ZIP Code Tabulation Areas or ZCTAs (pronounced zik-tahs) for its geographic analyses. 

ZCTAs represent the geographic distribution of U.S. Postal Service ZIP codes, and are frequently used 

for mapping, display, and analysis. The U.S. Census Bureau creates ZCTAs by combining 2020 Census 

blocks into larger areas based on ZIP code boundaries. For the most part, a ZCTA will be the same as its 

ZIP code. Since ZCTAs are based on the most recent Census, they are generally more stable than ZIP 

codes and do not change as often.1 Several ZCTAs overlap with neighboring counties, however the 

maps in this report show only the portions of ZCTAs that fall within Montgomery County. 

Key Terms. OLO uses the following key terms throughout this report to describe racial and ethnic 

groups, systemic inequities, and racial disparities: 

¶ Latine: OLO uses the term Latine as a gender-neutral alternative to Latino or Latina for 

describing people who descend from Latin America. As described by El Centro at Colorado State 

¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ ά[ŀǘƛƴȄκŜ ǇǳǎƘŜǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ōƛƴŀǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜcting 

ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ŘŜǎŎŜƴŘ ŦǊƻƳ [ŀǘƛƴ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΦ2 

¶ Systemic Inequities: OLO uses the term systemic inequities to refer to biases at the individual, 

institutional, and/or structural levels that affect certain groups of people more than others. 

Historically in the United States, systemic inequities have, and currently do, disproportionately 

affect Black, Indigenous, and other people of color. Systemic and racial inequities foster racial 

disparities. 

¶ Racial Disparities: OLO uses the term racial disparities to refer to differences in outcomes by 

race and ethnicity. 

 

1 For more information, refer to ZIP Code Tabulation Areas (ZCTAs), U.S. Census Bureau. 
2 ά²Ƙȅ [ŀǘƛƴȄκŜΚέ El Centro, Colorado State University. 

https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/geography/guidance/geo-areas/zctas.html
https://elcentro.colostate.edu/about/why-latinx/
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Report Structure. This OLO report contains the following chapters: 

¶ Chapter 2, Economic Development Programs presents analyses of the geographic distribution 

of grant or loan recipients of three County economic development programs: 1) the Economic 

Development Fund Grant and Loan Program, 2) the MOVE Program, and 3) the Microloan 

Program; 

¶ Chapter 3, Tax Credits presents analyses of the geographic distribution of recipients of five 

County property tax credit programs: 1) the Homestead Tax Credit and Income Tax Offset Tax 

Credit, 2) the IƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘΣ оύ the wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ, 4) the Swim Club Tax Credit, 

and 5) the Day Care Provider Tax Credit; and 

¶ Chapter 4, Minority Health Initiatives presents analyses of the geographic distribution of 

ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǘƘǊŜŜ aƛƴƻǊƛǘȅ IŜŀƭǘƘ LƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎΥ мύ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ 

Health Program, 2) Asian American Health Initiative, and 3) Latino Health Initiative. 
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Chapter 2. Economic Development Programs 

This chapter presents analyses of the geographic distribution of grant or loan recipients of three 
economic development programs managed by the County Department of Finance and the County 
Business Center:  

A. The Economic Development Fund Grant and Loan Program 

B. The MOVE Program 

C. The Microloan Program 

A. Economic Development Fund Grant and Loan Program 

In 1995, the County Council approved legislation to create the Montgomery County Economic 
Development Fund (EDF). As stated in the County Code, the purpose of ǘƘƛǎ ŦǳƴŘ άƛǎ ǘƻ ŀƛŘ ǘƘŜ 
economic development of the County by assisting private employers who are located or plan to locate 
ƻǊ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŜȄǇŀƴŘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦέ ¢ƘŜ /ƻŘŜ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ 
employer from this Fund may take the form of loans or grants of public funds as otherwise authorized 
ōȅ ƭŀǿΧέ3 

The County further stipulates that EDF grants and loans should advance County economic 
development objectives by providing financial assistance to private businesses to: 

1. bring a significant number of new jobs to the County; 

2. add a significant number of new jobs to an existing operation in the County; 

3. retain a significant number of jobs at an existing operation in the County; or 

4. respond to other economic development objectives.4 

The Economic Development Fund Grant and Loan Program (EDFGLP) targets assistance to the 
technology and manufacturing sectors, businesses in urban revitalization areas, and other private 
employers that provide the greatest public return on investment. 

Businesses must apply to the County Department of Finance for EDFGLP assistance and typically do so 
through initial contact with the Montgomery County Economic Development Corporation (MCEDC). 
The Department of Finance evaluates requests for assistance to determine which businesses best fulfill 
the objectives of the program. The County gives priority to requests for assistance that create 
significant employment growth within one to three years, result in significant capital investment in the 
County, and leverages state and private sector funding. 

 

3 Montgomery County Code Section 20-74(a). 
4 Ibid., Section 20-74(b). 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/montgomerycounty/latest/montgomeryco_md/0-0-0-129461#JD_20-73
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/montgomerycounty/latest/montgomeryco_md/0-0-0-129461#JD_20-73
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If assistance is approved, the County and the awardee enter into an agreement that stipulates the 
terms of the assistance including the dollar amount and the disbursement schedule. EDFGLP 
agreements also include performance standards and milestones such as a required amount of capital 
expenditures or a mandated number of jobs created or retained. EDFGLP assistance usually is a 
conditional grant; however, all EDFGLP agreemeƴǘǎ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ όƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ άŎƭŀǿōŀŎƪέ 
provisions) to require repayment of funds if a business fails to achieve expected outcomes. 

Program Data: The Department of Finance furnished OLO with the primary corporate location for all 
businesses that received EDFGLP assistance from FY14 through FY24. OLO also received data on the 
anticipated grant amount and anticipated number of jobs to be created or retained over the life of the 
grant. From FY14 through FY24, the County awarded EDFGLP grants to 52 business with funded 
amounts ranging from $15,000 to $22,000,000 and with job creation or retention ranging from 25 to 
3,500 jobs. 

Note: Many EDFGLP grants involve disbursements over multiple years with actual grant 
payments subject to the recipient meeting investment, job creation, and other standards 
ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦ CƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŦǳƴŘŜŘ ŀƳƻǳƴǘέ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ 
either to the total amount dispersed through the life of the grant (for grants that have 
reached the end of their term) or to the anticipated total multi-year disbursement (for 
grants that have not yet reached the end of their term). The funded amount may differ from 
the amount in the initial agreement depending on whether the recipient achieved the 
standards specified in the agreement. Similarly, the number of jobs associated with each 
loan reflects current estimates of job creation or retention as of the end of the grant term. 
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Geographic Distribution: Map 1 displays the locations of the 52 businesses that received EDFLGP 
grants awarded between FY14 and FY24. Each dot is the same size and represents one EDFGLP grant, 
independent of the grant amount and the anticipated number of jobs created or retained. Note that 
the grant locations are concentrated in commercial areas along the I-270 corridor and in Bethesda and 
Silver Spring Downtowns with a few other grants in Friendship Heights, near the Montgomery County 
Airpark, and in the East County. 

Map 1. Location of EDFGLP Awards, FY14-FY24 

 
Source: County Department of Finance 
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Map 2 displays the locations of the 52 EDFGLP grants awarded between FY14 and FY24. The size of the 
dots in the map are proportional to the funded amount of the grant. The two largest awards were for 
the Marriott International Inc. headquarters in Bethesda ($22 million) and for retention of the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services on Fishers Lane in Rockville ($19.5 million). Together, these 
two grant awardees received funding for nearly 70% of the total $59,400,000 in approved funding 
provided by the EDFGLP from FY14 through FY24. No other businesses received assistance greater than 
$5,000,000 during this time period.  

Map 2. Location of EDFGLP Award by Grant Funded Amount  
(dot sizes proportional to the funded amount of the grant) 

 
Source: Department of Finance 
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Map 3 displays the locations of the 52 EDFGLP grants awarded between FY14 and FY24 with the size of 
the dots proportional to the number of jobs created or retained. The awards with the largest job 
creation or retention impact were the Marriott International Inc. headquarters in Bethesda (retaining 
about 3,500 jobs) and the retention of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services on Fishers 
Lane in Rockville (retaining about 3,000 jobs). The job creation or retention impact for five awards are 
yet to be determined. The locations of these five awards are indicated by blue pins on the map.  

Map 3. Location of EDFGLP Awards by Jobs Created or Retained 
(dot sizes proportional to the number of jobs created or retained)

 
Source: County Department of Finance 
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Data Limitations: The maps display the geographic distribution of business that received EDFGLP 
assistance. However, the data does not lend itself to a measure of relative geographic proportionality. 
That is, it is not possible to compare the proportion of businesses that received EDFGLP assistance 
within a geographic subset of the County against similar proportions in other parts of the County. 
Calculation of proportionality requires data on the number of businesses that may be eligible to 
receive an EDFGLP grant. However, it is not possible to measure how many businesses could be eligible 
for EDFGLP assistance because (a) the program does not have quantifiably eligibility criteria; (b) as the 
program supports relocation of businesses to the County, potentially eligible businesses may be 
located outside the County; and (c) only businesses that apply have the potential of receiving 
assistance.  

Findings: ¢ƘŜ ƪŜȅ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ h[hΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 95CD[t ƎǊŀƴǘǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜΥ 

¶ The location of EDFGLP grant recipients concentrate primarily in non-residential areas of the 
County, primarily along the I-270 corridor and in Bethesda and Silver Spring Downtowns.  

¶ The two largest recipients ς the Marriott International Inc. headquarters in Bethesda and the 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services in Rockville ς received 70% of total EDFGLP 
funding from FY14 through FY24. 

Discussion Question: Based on the above information on the EDFGLP program, OLO presents the 
following question for Council consideration:  

¶ What role, if any, does or should geographic location play in the determination of EDFGLP grant 
awards?  
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B. Make Office Vacancies Extinct (MOVE) Program 

The Make Office Vacancies Extinct (MOVE) program offers one-time grants to eligible businesses that 
lease commercial space in the County. Assistance is offered to eligible lessors of office and laboratory 
space as well as craft alcohol producers. Businesses may apply for a MOVE grant of $8.00 per square 
foot after signing a direct lease in commercial space with a minimum term of at least three years. 

Prior to this year, the County Government administered the MOVE program under its general charge of 
assisting the creation and growth of businesses in the County. On July 30, 2024, the County Council 
approved legislation that codified the MOVE program in the County Code. Of note, the legislation also 
modified several elements of the program. 

¶ Previously, the program assisted businesses leasing no more than 20,000 square feet of 
commercial space. Under the new legislation, there is no square footage limit for program 
eligibility. 

¶ Previously, program assistance was capped at a maximum award of $80,000. The new 
legislation increases the maximum award to $150,000. 

¶ Previously, program assistance was limited to businesses starting up in the County or relocating 
into the County. Under the new legislation, existing businesses located in the County are 
eligible for program assistance to expand their leased space. 

¶ tǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅΣ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ƭŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǿŀǎ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ά/ƭŀǎǎ ! ƻǊ /ƭŀǎǎ .έ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ and 
wet lab spaces. The new legislation removes this limitation. 

The above changes will take effect once the County Council approves Executive Regulations submitted 
by the County Executive. 

Note: OLO analyzed MOVE program data for FY2014 through FY2024. As such, all information 
presented below relates to implementation of the MOVE program under its previous rules. 

Program Data: The County Business Center furnished OLO with street addresses and ZIP codes for all 
businesses that received a MOVE grant from FY14 through FY24. OLO further received data on the 
number of square feet of leased commercial space associated with each grant award. From FY14 
through FY24, the County awarded MOVE grants to 209 businesses in amounts ranging from $1,040 to 
$80,000 (the maximum grant amount under previous program rules) for leases ranging from 130 to 
19,692 square feet of commercial space.  
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Geographic Distribution: Map 4 displays the locations of the 209 MOVE grants awarded between FY14 
and FY24. Each dot is the same size and represents one MOVE award, independent of the grant 
amount of the number of square feet of leased commercial space. Note the grant locations are 
primarily concentrated in commercial areas along the I-270 and Route 29 corridors and in Bethesda 
and Silver Spring Downtowns. 

Map 4 Location of MOVE Grant Awards, FY14 - FY24 

 
Source: County Business Center 
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Map 5 displays the locations of the 209 MOVE grants awarded between FY14 and FY24 with the size of 
the dots varying by number of square feet of leased space associated with each grant. Sixty percent of 
all MOVE grants were for leases of between 1,000 and 5,000 square feet. Thirteen of the leases were 
for greater than 10,000 square feet and received the maximum grant amount of $80,000. Of these 13 
leases of 10,000 or more square feet, eight were located in two ZIP codes, 20850 (Rockville) and 20852 
(North Bethesda). The remaining five leases for 10,000 or more square feet were located in the 20874 
(Germantown), 20876 (Germantown), 20855 (Rockville), 20815 (Bethesda), and 20877 (Gaithersburg) 
ZIP codes. 

Map 5. Location of MOVE Grant Awards by Square Footage 

 
Source: County Business Center 
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Data Limitations: The maps display the geographic distribution of leased space supported by MOVE 
program grants. However, the data does not lend itself to a measure of relative geographic 
proportionality. Commercial space availability and vacancy rates change significantly over short time 
periods and have been far from constant during the seven years since MOVE program inception. As 
such, it is not possible to compare the proportion of available or vacant leasable commercial space 
filled by MOVE-assisted leases within a geographic subset of the County against similar proportions in 
other parts of the County.  

Findings: ¢ƘŜ ƪŜȅ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ h[hΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ah±9 ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ 
grants include: 

¶ Montgomery County awarded 209 MOVE grants between FY14 and FY24. MOVE grant locations 
were primarily concentrated in commercial areas along the I-270 and Route 29 corridors and in 
Bethesda and Silver Spring Downtowns. 

¶ From FY14 through FY24, 13 MOVE grants of $80,000 were awarded for leases of at least 
10,000 square feet of commercial space. Of these 13 leases, eight were located in two ZIP 
codes, 20850 (Rockville) and 20852 (North Bethesda).  

Discussion Question: Based on the above information on the MOVE program, OLO presents the 
following question for Council consideration:  

¶ Under previous MOVE program rules, the location of businesses receiving grants primarily were 
concentrated in commercial areas along the I-270 and Route 29 corridors and in Bethesda and 
Silver Spring Downtowns. Recent Council legislative action modified several elements of the 
MOVE program, including removing a square footage limitation, increasing the maximum 
award to $150,000, and expanding program eligibility to businesses located in the County 
(subject to Council approval of Executive Regulations). Does the Executive Branch anticipate any 
significant changes in the geographic distribution of MOVE grants under the modified program 
rules? 
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C. Microloan Program 

In 2017, the County Council approved Bill 49-16 that established a microlending program to assist 
County entrepreneurs. The program provides loans of up to $15,000 to County residents who lack 
access to traditional means of capital financing to start or expand a business in the County. 

The County Business Center administers the microloan program via contracts with two providers ς the 
Latino Economic Development Corporation (LEDC) and Life Asset ς that underwrite and monitor 
program loans. Under the terms of the contracts, the providers must implement a culturally proficient 
microlending program for speakers of multiple languages. Businesses receiving microloans must 
participate in educational and technical assistance offered by the program providers. 

Program Data: The Executive Branch furnished OLO with street addresses and ZIP codes for all 
residents that received a microloan from program inception in FY18 through the end of FY24. During 
the past seven years, a total of 643 County residents received a microloan with Life Asset underwriting 
571 of the loans and LEDC underwriting the remaining 72 loans. The Department of Finance reports 
that, in Calendar Year 2023, the average microloan amount was $1,208 ($559 for loans underwritten 
by Life Asset and $9,464 for loans underwritten by LEDC). 

Geographic Distribution: The table below presents the ten ZIP codes with the greatest number of 
microloan recipients (from either underwriter) since program inception. These ten ZIP codes account 
for 409 of the total 643 microloans (64%) issued over the life of the program. 

Table 1. ZIP Codes with Greatest Number of Microloan Recipients, FY18-FY24 

ZIP Code Microloans 

20874 (Germantown) 77 

20906 (Aspen Hill) 54 

20910 (Silver Spring) 46 

20904 (White Oak) 42 

20902 (Wheaton) 40 

20877 (Gaithersburg) 35 

20876 (Germantown) 31 

20850 (Rockville) 29 

20878 (Gaithersburg) 28 

20852 (North Bethesda) 27 

 

https://apps.montgomerycountymd.gov/ccllims/DownloadFilePage?FileName=1059_1_878_Bill_49-16_Signed_20170426.pdf


A Geographic Analysis of Select County Programs 

16 

 

Map 6 shows the ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ōƻǊǊƻǿŜǊǎΩ address for County residents who received 
microloans underwritten by Life Asset from program inception through the end of FY24. Map 7 shows 
ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ōƻǊǊƻǿŜǊǎΩ locations for microloans underwritten by LEDC during the same time period.  

Map 6. Location of tǊƛƳŀǊȅ .ƻǊǊƻǿŜǊΩǎ !ŘŘǊŜǎǎ ς Life Asset Underwritten Microloans, FY18-FY24 

 
Source: County Business Center 
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Map 7. Location of tǊƛƳŀǊȅ .ƻǊǊƻǿŜǊΩǎ !ŘŘǊŜǎǎ ς LEDC Underwritten Microloans, FY18-FY24 

 
Source: County Business Center 
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The /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƳƛŎǊƻƭƻŀƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƛǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎǎƛǎǘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ lack access to traditional 

means of capital financing. The relatively small dollar amounts of microloans (no greater than $15,000) 

are of greatest benefit to up-and-coming entrepreneurs who have limited personal resources and 

access to credit. Map 8 ǎƘƻǿǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ōƻǊǊƻǿŜǊǎΩ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ƳƛŎǊƻƭƻŀƴǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ōȅ ōƻǘƘ 

providers. 

People who experience barriers to accessing economic resources largely due to systemic inequities are 
concentrated in certain geographic areas of the County. One measure of the relative economic 
standing of residents of different areas of the County is the Community Equity Index (CEI) prepared by 
the Planning Department. ¢ƘŜ /9L ƛǎ ŀ άcomposite measure of equity-related indicators that helps users 
understand socio-economic conditions that drive advantage and disadvantage across the county. It 
measures the extent to which individual neighborhoods are representative of the socio-economic 
ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦέ5 Map 9 shows the concentrations of inequitable neighborhoods in the County, 
where neighborhoods that are highly disproportionately disadvantaged are shaded red and 
neighborhoods that are highly disproportionately advantaged are shaded dark blue. People living in 
neighborhoods that are disproportionately disadvantaged are the target population for the microloan 
program.  

The locations of residents receiving microloans generally form a band extending from Silver Spring 
through Wheaton, Aspen Hill, Gaithersburg, and Germantown with another ribbon in the Route 29 
corridor. Of note, these locations branch out beyond major commercial centers into more residential 
areas of the County. A comparison to the location of microloan recipients (Map 8) with the location of 
neighborhoods that are disproportionately disadvantaged (Map 9) reveals that residents of 
disproportionately disadvantaged areas are well represented in the geographic distribution of 
microloans.  

 

5 Maryland-National Capital Planning Department, Community Equity Index Analysis and Explorer. 

https://montgomeryplanning.org/planning/equity-agenda-for-planning/community-equity-index-analysis/
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 Map 8. Location of Primary .ƻǊǊƻǿŜǊΩǎ !ŘŘǊŜǎǎ 

ς All Microloans, FY18-FY24 
Map 9. Community Equity Index 
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Data Limitations: The geographic information presented above is based on the home addresses of 
primary microloan borrowers. While the LEDC shares with County Government information about the 
location of the primary borrowers as well as the businesses assisted by microloans, Life Asset only 
reports the addresses of the primary borrowers. As such, this report does not include information 
about the geographic distribution of businesses that are supported by microloans.  

The maps display the geographic distribution of residents who received microloans. However, the data 
does not lend itself to a measure of relative geographic proportionality as there is no way of knowing 
the number of individuals in different areas of the County who have considered or attempted to start 
or expand a business.  

Findings: ¢ƘŜ ƪŜȅ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ h[hΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
microloan primary borrowers include: 

¶ During the past seven years, a total of 643 County residents received a microloan of up to 
$15,000 to start or expand a business. The Department of Finance reports the average 
microloan amount during Calendar Year 2023 was $1,208. 

¶ The relatively small dollar amounts of microloans are of greatest benefit to entrepreneurs who 
have limited financial resources and who experience barriers to accessing credit. People living 
with less socio-economic resources are concentrated in certain geographic areas of the County.  
The locations of residents receiving microloans generally form a band extending from Silver 
Spring through Wheaton, Aspen Hill, Gaithersburg, and Germantown with another ribbon in the 
Route 29 corridor. A comparison to the location of microloan recipients with the location of 
neighborhoods that are disproportionately disadvantaged reveals that residents of 
disproportionately disadvantaged areas are well represented in the geographic distribution of 
microloans.  

Discussion Questions: The purpose of the microloan program is to assist entrepreneurs who have 
limited financial resources and experience barriers to accessing credit. The mapping of microloan 
primary borrowers reveals that residents of disproportionately disadvantaged areas are well 
represented in the geographic distribution of microloans. As the program appears to reach its target 
populations and locations, OLO does not present any microloan discussion questions. 
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Chapter 3. Tax Credits 

This chapter presents analyses of the geographic distribution of recipients of five County property tax 
credit programs overseen by the County Department of Finance:  

A. Homestead Tax Credit and Income Tax Offset Tax Credit 

B. IƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ 

C. wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ  

D. Nonprofit Swim Club Tax Credit 

E. Day Care Provider Tax Credit 

A. Homestead Tax Credit and County Income Tax Offset Credit  

As specified in State law, the Homestead Tax Credit (HTC) limits State and County property tax 

assessment increases to no more than 10% per year.6 The HTC applies only to owner-occupied 

residences. Additionally, to be eligible for the HTC for a given year, a property: 

¶ must be the owner's principal residence; 

¶ must not have been transferred to new ownership; and 

¶ must not have increased in value as a result of a rezoning.  

To receive the State and County HTC, property owners must complete an online or paper application. 
Once approved, property owners do not need to reapply for the HTC as long as they own their home 
and continue to meet the eligibility criteria. 

The County Code authorizes the County to offer an Income Tax Offset Credit (ITOC) to residential 
property owners.7 Property owners who are eligible for the HTC are also eligible to receive the ITOC. 
However, as a result of recent changes in State law, only property owners who have been approved by 
the State to receive the HTC may receive the ITOC. The amount of the ITOC is determined annually 
through the budget process and currently is set at $692 for each eligible property.8 

 

6 Annotated Code of Maryland, Tax-Property Article, Section 9-105(e)(5)(i). 
7 Montgomery County Code, Section 52-86. 
8 See Council Resolution 20-538. 

https://govt.westlaw.com/mdc/Document/ND3EAD0301D8211EFA5929138E895CAF7?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/montgomerycounty/latest/montgomeryco_md/0-0-0-151765#JD_52-86
https://apps.montgomerycountymd.gov/ccllims/DownloadFilePage?FileName=12223_1_25684_Resolution_20-538_Adopted_20240523.pdf
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Program Data: The Department of Finance provided OLO with the parcel numbers and ZIP codes of the 
192,156 properties that received the ITOC in 2023. Each record in the dataset included two identifiers 
indicating that the property is eligible to receive the ITOC: 

¶ Owner-occupied status ς identifies all or part of the property as being the owner's primary 
residence;9 and  

¶ Property use status ς identifies all or part of the property as zoned for residential use.10 

OLO used the GIS dataset of all property parcels in the County (352,724 total parcels) to obtain the 
number of ITOC-eligible residences.11 OLO filtered the property parcels dataset by owner-occupied 
ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǳǎŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ нсмΣлнс ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ōƻǘƘ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƻǿƴŜǊΩǎ 
principal residence and zoned for residential use, making them eligible to receive the ITOC. 

Note: OLO acknowledges that the true measure of ITOC-eligibility is whether the State has 
approved a property to receive the Homestead Tax Credit (HTC). However, data on the HTC 
application status of properties were not available in the datasets procured for this analysis. As 
such, OLO used owner-occupied status and property use status as proxy measures for ITOC-
eligibility. 

From these data, OLO calculated the number of ITOC-eligible residences and the number of residences 
that received the ITOC contained in each ZIP code. OLO was then able to calculate ITOC participation 
rates by ZIP code. 

Countywide, about 74% of residents who are eligible for an ITOC in 2023 received the $692 credit as a 
result of having an HTC application approved by the State. However, as detailed below, there is 
significant geographic variation in ITOC participation.  

 

9 The Maryland State Department of Assessments and Taxation (SDAT) uses three owner-ƻŎŎǳǇƛŜŘ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŎƻŘŜǎΦ /ƻŘŜ άIέ 
ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƻǿƴŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ƛǎ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘhe 
I¢/Φ /ƻŘŜ ά5έ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƻǿƴŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜ ōǳǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŀǊŜ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
I¢/Φ /ƻŘŜ άbέ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƻǿƴŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƛƴŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ 
receive the HTC. All ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ h[h ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻŘŜŘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ άIέ ƻǊ ά5ΦέΤ SDAT: Real Property Data 
Search (maryland.gov). 
10 SDAT establishes the following codes to identify a property as zoned for residential use: R = residential, U = residential 
condominium, RC = residential/commercial, and CR = commercial/residential. All property records in the dataset OLO 
received had one of these four codes. ; SDAT Land Use Codes. 
11 Property Points Feature Class downloaded from County GIS Database on August 21, 2024. 

https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx
https://dat.maryland.gov/Pages/ProcedureDetails_Copy(1).aspx?LID=36
https://dat.maryland.gov/Pages/ProcedureDetails_Copy(1).aspx?LID=36
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Geographic Distribution: Countywide, about 74% of residents who are eligible for an ITOC received the 
$692 credit as a result of having an HTC application approved by the State. However, there is 
significant geographic variation in ITOC participation. The percent of ITOC-eligible residences that 
actually received the ITOC ranges from as high as 87% in the 20880 (Washington Grove) ZIP code to as 
low as 63% in the 20903 (Hillandale/White Oak) ZIP code. Most County ZIP codes have ITOC 
participation rates between 70% and 80%. However, OLO identified eight ZIP codes with ITOC 
participation of greater than 80%, shown in the table below. For the most part, these high ITOC 
participation ZIP codes are located in municipalities and/or areas of the County with higher incomes.  

Table 2. ZIP Codes with ITOC Participation Rates Greater than 80%, 2023 

ZIP Code 

(with 100+ eligible residences) 

Percent of Eligible Residences 
Receiving ITOC 

20880 (Washington Grove) 87.3% 

20896 (Garrett Park) 87.2% 

20818 (Cabin John) 83.9% 

20833 (Brookeville) 83.8% 

20854 (Potomac) 83.3% 

20862 (Brinklow) 82.9% 

20832 (Olney) 81.0% 

20895 (Kensington) 80.2% 

 
OLO also identified nine ZIP codes with ITOC participation of less than 70%, shown in the table below. 
For the most part, these low ITOC participation ZIP codes are located in areas of the County with lower 
incomes. 

Table 3. ZIP Codes with ITOC Participation Rates Less than 70%, 2023 

ZIP Code 

(with 100+ eligible residences) 

Percent of Eligible Residences 
Receiving ITOC 

20876 (Germantown) 68.8% 

20866 (Burtonsville) 68.3% 

21771 (Mt. Airy) 67.9% 

20852 (North Bethesda) 67.4% 

20874 (Germantown) 66.3% 

20879 (Gaithersburg) 66.2% 

20886 (Montgomery Village) 64.3% 

20877 (Gaithersburg) 64.2% 

20903 (Hillandale/White Oak) 63.3% 
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Map 10 displays the locations of ZIP codes with higher than 80% and lower than 70% ITOC participation 

rates. 

Map 10. ZIP Codes with ITOC Participation Rates Greater than 80% and Less than 70% 

Source: Department of Finance; County Property Points GIS Database, accessed 8/21/2024. 
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Data Limitations: OLO was able to calculate ITOC participation rates by ZIP code because of the 
availability of data for both the number of ITOC-eligible residences and the number of residences that 
received the ITOC in 2023. OLO notes that the determination of ITOC-eligible residents is dependent on 
the accuracy of property identifiers (such as parcel number, owner-occupied status, and property use 
status) in the County GIS property database. In comparing the ITOC-eligibility data set with the set of 
parcels that received an ITOC credit, OLO was able to find matching parcel numbers for 98.7% of the 
properties. OLO proportionally adjusted the count of ITOC-eligible parcels in each ZIP code by 1.3% to 
avoid undercounting ITOC participation rates. 

In addition, OLO notes that residential density may vary greatly within a single ZIP code. The ITOC 
participation rates presented above reflect all residences within the ZIP code. However, certain 
neighborhoods within the same ZIP code may have greatly divergent ITOC participation rates.  

Findings: ¢ƘŜ ƪŜȅ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ h[hΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǾŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ L¢h/ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜǎ 
include: 

¶ Countywide, about 74% of residents who are eligible for ITOC received the $692 credit in 2023. 

¶ The percent of ITOC eligible residents that actually received the ITOC ranges from as high as 
87% in the 20880 (Washington Grove) ZIP code to as low as 63% in the 20903 (Hillandale/White 
Oak) ZIP code.  

¶ High ITOC participation ZIP codes, for the most part, are located in municipalities and/or areas 
of the County with higher incomes. 

¶ Low ITOC participation ZIP codes, for the most part, are located in areas of the County with 
lower incomes. 

Discussion Questions: Based on the above information on the ITOC, OLO presents the following 
questions for Council consideration: 

¶ OLO identified significant geographic variations in ITOC participation rates. What could be the 
contributing factors that result in these variations?  

¶ How can the County use the information about the geographic disparities in ITOC participation 
to better inform non-participating households on their eligibility for this tax credit? 
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B. IƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ  

¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ IƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƛǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ aŀǊȅƭŀƴŘΩǎ 
IƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ όIh¢/ύ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦ The County provides a supplemental tax credit to residents 
who qualify for the State HOTC. 

The State offers the HOTC to homeowners whose property tax bill exceeds a fixed percentage of the 
person's gross income. Eligibility requirements for the HOTC include requirements that:  

¶ The applicant must own or have a legal interest in the property; 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜ; 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘΩǎ ƴŜǘ ǿƻǊǘƘ12 must be less than $200,000; and 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘΩǎ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ƎǊƻǎǎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ŜȄŎŜŜŘ ϷслΣлллΦ 

The State HOTC caps annual property taxes (State, County, and municipal combined) based on 
household income. Eligible homeowners pay no property tax for the first $8,000 of the combined 
household income; no more than 4% of the next $4,000 ($8,001 - $12,000) of combined household 
income; no more than 6.5% of the next $4,000 ($12,001 - $16,000) of combined household income; 
and 9% of all income above $16,000. 

County residents who qualify for the State HOTC also qualify for the County Supplemental 
HomeownersΩ Property Tax Credit.13 Residents do not have to submit a separate application for the 
County supplemental credit. The County supplement is applied against the General County and Special 
Service Area property taxes. Eligible homeowners pay no County property taxes for the first $20,000 of 
combined household income; no more than 2% of the next $6,000 ($20,001 - $26,000) of combined 
household income; no more than 5% of the next $7,000 ($26,001 - $33,000) of combined household 
income; no more than 6.5% of the next $8,500 ($33,001 - $41,500) of combined household income; 
and 8% of all income above $41,500. 

County residents aged 65 or older who qualify for the State HOTC and the County Supplemental 
HomeownersΩ Property Tax Credit ŀƭǎƻ ǉǳŀƭƛŦȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ {ŜƴƛƻǊ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘΦ Age-eligible residents 
do not have to submit a separate application for the Senior Tax Credit. The Senior Tax Credit equals 
50% of the total HOTC and County supplemental tax credit.  

Program Data: The Department of Finance provided OLO with the ZIP codes of the 4,400 properties 
that received the /ƻǳƴǘȅ {ǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀƭ IƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ tǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ ƛƴ нлноΦ The amounts of the 
tax credits ranged from 35 cents to $2,465. 

 

12 For determination of HOTC eligibility, net worth excludes the value of the property on which the applicant seeks the 
credit or any qualified retirement savings or Individual Retirement Accounts. 
13 See Montgomery County Code, Section 52-85. 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/montgomerycounty/latest/montgomeryco_md/0-0-0-151727
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Geographic Distribution: Greater than one-ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ /ƻǳƴǘȅ IƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ ŎǊŜŘƛǘǎ ƛƴ нлно ǿŜǊŜ 
received by property owners in three ZIP codes: 20906 (Aspen Hill), 20902 (Wheaton), and 20874 
(Germantown). The ten ZIP codes with the greatest number of /ƻǳƴǘȅ IƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ ǘŀȄ ŎǊŜŘƛǘ 
recipients appear in the table below; these ten ZIP codes account for more than 58% of total credit 
recipients.  

Note that these tax credits are only available to residential property owners. As such, those who 
benefit from the tax credits may have relatively low net worth, but still have some equity in their 
home. Nonetheless, the ZIP codes with the greatest number of tax credit recipients tend to be areas 
with residents of relatively modest wealth. As such, the geographic distribution of these tax credits 
serves as a proxy for locating concentrations of residential property owners with limited financial 
resources other than their home. 

Table 4. ZIP Codes with the Greatest Number of Residences Receiving  
County Supplemental IƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ, 2023 

ZIP Code Number of Residences 

20906 (Aspen Hill) 519 

20902 (Wheaton) 316 

20874 (Germantown) 308 

20878 (Gaithersburg) 248 

20904 (White Oak) 227 

20853 (Rockville) 212 

20850 (Rockville) 194 

20879 (Gaithersburg) 181 

20901 (Silver Spring) 178 

20852 (North Bethesda) 178 
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Map 11 displays the number of County HomeownersΩ Tax Credit recipients by ZIP code for Levy Year 
2023. 

Map 11. Number of County Supplemental HomeownersΩ Tax Credit Recipients by ZIP Code,  
Levy Year 2023 

 
Source: Department of Finance. 
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Data Limitations: OLO was able to map the geographic distribution of IƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ 
recipients; however, the data does not lend itself to a measure of relative geographic proportionality. 
That is, it is not possible to compare the proportion of eligible residents that received the tax credit 
within a geographic subset of the County against similar proportions in other parts of the County. 
Calculation of proportionality requires data on ŜǾŜǊȅ ƘƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊΩǎ ƴŜǘ ǿƻǊǘƘΣ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
available in County databases.  

Findings: ¢ƘŜ ƪŜȅ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ h[hΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ geographic distribution of the County 
{ǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀƭ IƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ tǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜΥ 

¶ The geographic distribution of ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ {ǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀƭ IƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ tǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ 
serves as a proxy for locating concentrations of residential property owners with limited 
financial resources other than their home. 

Discussion Questions: As the location of residents receiving the County Supplemental IƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ 
Property Tax Credit is distributed in an expected pattern with the greatest number in geographic areas 
with residents of relatively modest income, OLO does not present any questions about this program. 
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C. wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ 

¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƛǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ aŀǊȅƭŀƴŘΩǎ wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ 
Credit Program. The County provides a supplemental tax credit to residents who qualify for the State 
wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘΦ 

The State Renters' Tax Credit Program provides tax credits for eligible renters based on the concept 
that renters indirectly pay property taxes as part of their rent. The amount of the credit is a function of 
ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘΩǎ ǊŜƴǘ ōǳǊŘŜƴ ŀƴŘ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΦ LŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜƴǘ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ 
property taxes exceeds a fixed percentage of household income, the renter may receive a payment of 
up to $1,000 from the State of Maryland.  

This tax credit is available to renters: (a) who are 60 years of age or older or who are 100% disabled; 
and (b) who are younger than 60, live with at least one dependent under the age of 18, and do not 
receive federal or state housing subsidies. Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƴǘŀƭ ǳƴƛǘ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ 
residence to qualify for the credit. 

Renters must reapply to the State annually to receive the tax credit. County residents who qualify for 
ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǉǳŀƭƛŦȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ǘƻ рл҈ ƻŦ 
the credit amount provided by the State. Residents do not have to submit a separate application for 
the County credit. 

Program Data: ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ CƛƴŀƴŎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ h[h Řŀǘŀ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ 

Credit recipients by ZIP code. Countywide, a total of 332 households received the credit in 2024.  

Although data does not exist to precisely measure how many renter households would qualify for the 

{ǘŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅ wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘǎΣ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǊŜƴǘŀƭ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ƛƴ 

the County that have high housing cost burdens, the target population for this tax credit. The U.S 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) estimated approximately 30,000 renter 

households in Montgomery County have a household income at or below 30% of the HUD Area Median 

Family Income (HAMFI). The nuƳōŜǊ ƻŦ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŀ 

little more than one percent of the renter households at or below 30% of HAMFI. However, many of 

the renter households at or below 30% of HAMFI may live in subsidized units, and so, may be ineligible 

for the tax credit. 
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Geographic Distribution: Greater than three-ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ оон wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ нлнп 
were located in ten ZIP codes. The table below lists ten ZIP codes with the largest number of 
ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ wŜƴǘŜǊΩǎ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘǎΦ 

Table 5. ZIP Codes with the Greatest Number of Households Receiving  
RentersΩ Tax Credit, 2023 

ZIP Code Number of Households 

20852 (North Bethesda) 55 

20874 (Germantown) 41 

20906 (Aspen Hill) 34 

20850 (Rockville) 33 

20910 (Silver Spring) 27 

20904 (White Oak) 16 

20877 (Gaithersburg) 14 

20817 (Bethesda) 13 

20853 (Rockville) 13 

20878 (Gaithersburg) 13 
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Map 12 ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅǎ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ ōȅ ZIP code in Year 2024. 

The map shows the 332 tax credits dispersed throughout areas of the County with large numbers of 

rental residential units. 

Map 12Φ bǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ wŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ ōȅ ZIP Code, Levy Year 2024 

 
Source: Department of Finance. 
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Data Limitations: Eligibility for the RentersΩ Tax Credit is dependent on multiple factors including 
household income, age, presence of dependents, and availability of housing subsidies. As such, data 
does not exist to precisely measure how many renter households would qualify for the State and 
County RentersΩ Tax Credits. Therefore, this report solely presents information on the number of tax 
credit recipients by ZIP code; OLO does not have sufficient data to estimate the percentage of eligible 
households that receive the credit.  

Findings: ¢ƘŜ ƪŜȅ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ h[hΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ Tax Credit 
include: 

¶ The 332 households that received the RentersΩ Tax Credit in 2024 are dispersed throughout 
areas of the County with large numbers of rental residential units. Greater than three-quarters 
of the recipients in 2024 were located in ten ZIP codes.  

¶ HUD estimated that approximately 30,000 renter households in the County have a household 
income at or below 30% of the HAMFI. ¢ƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ wŜƴǘŜǊΩǎ 
Tax Credits represents a little more than one percent of the renter households at or below 30% 
of HAMFI. However, many of the renter households at or below 30% of HAMFI may live in 
subsidized units, and so, may be ineligible for the tax credit. 

Discussion Question: Based on the above information on the RentersΩ Tax Credit, OLO presents the 
following question for Council consideration: 

¶ !ǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ wŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ¢ŀȄ /ǊŜŘƛǘ ōǳǘ ƘŀǾŜ 
not submitted applications to the State? If so, what can the County do to assist these residents 
to obtain the tax credit? 
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D. Nonprofit Swim Club Tax Credit 

As stipulated in the County Code, nonprofit swim clubs are eligible for a 100% credit against General 
County and Special Service Area property taxes.14 To be eligible for the tax credit, the swim club must 
ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǳǎŜǎ ƛǘǎ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ άǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǳǘƭŜǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΦέ Swim clubs must apply annually for the tax credit and must: (a) provide documentation of 
ǘƘŜ ŎƭǳōΩǎ ƴƻƴǇǊƻŦƛǘ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΤ όōύ ŎŜǊǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǎƻƭŜƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎΤ ŀƴŘ 
(c) provide a current Certificate of Good Standing from the State of Maryland. 

The County Code authorizes the County Executive to issue regulations to administer this tax credit. In 
the 2006 staff report on the bill that established the Nonprofit Swim Club Tax Credit, the Council Staff 
Attorney suggested further definition of the eligibility criteria may be needed in the future. 
Councilmembers at the time further stated the need to monitor the tax credit decisions to see if 
further clarification of the law is needed. To date, the County Executive has not issued any regulation 
ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǳǘƭŜǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέ ŜƭƛƎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ǎŜǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ 
Code. 

As interpreted by the Office of the County Attorney, recreational swimming pools operated by 
ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ ŎƻƴŘƻƳƛƴƛǳƳǎΣ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƘƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊǎΩ 
associations) would not be eligible for the tax credit if the pool was restricted for exclusive use of 
residents who live in the common ownership community.  

Program Data: The County Department of Finance provided OLO with addresses of nonprofit 
organizations that received the Swim Club Tax Credit in 2023. A total of 46 swim clubs received the tax 
credit. The combined amount of foregone tax revenue from this tax credit equaled $872,425 in 2023. 

 

14 Montgomery County Code, Section 52-102. 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/montgomerycounty/latest/montgomeryco_md/0-0-0-152086
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Geographic Distribution: As evidenced in Map 13, nearly all the properties that receive the Nonprofit 
Swim Club Tax Credit are located in Downcounty and Midcounty. Most of the tax credit recipients are 
swim clubs in postwar suburban single-family residential areas. As mentioned above, swimming pools 
operated by common ownership communities found in much of the Upcounty are not eligible for this 
tax credit.  

Map 13. Distribution of Nonprofit Swim Club Tax Credit Recipients, 2023 

 
Source: Department of Finance 



A Geographic Analysis of Select County Programs 

36 

 

Data Limitations: The map above displays the location of properties receiving the Nonprofit Swim Club 
Tax Credit. OLO presents no analysis of geographic proportionality because the data indicate that all 
eligible properties receive the credit.  

Findings: ¢ƘŜ ƪŜȅ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ h[hΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bƻƴǇǊƻŦƛǘ {ǿƛƳ 
Club Tax Credit include: 

¶ Forty-six swim clubs currently receive the Nonprofit Swim Club Tax Credit. Nearly all tax credit 
recipients are located in Downcounty and Midcounty, mostly in postwar suburban single-family 
residential areas.  

¶ The County Code authorizes the County Executive to issue regulations to administer this tax 
credit. To date, the County Executive has not issued any regulation further explaining the 
άǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǳǘƭŜǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέ ŜƭƛƎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ for the Nonprofit Swim Club Tax 
Credit established in the County Code. Recreational swimming pools operated by common 
ownership communities have not been eligible for the tax credit if the pool was restricted for 
exclusive use of residents who live in the common ownership community.  

Discussion Question: Based on the above information on the Nonprofit Swim Club Tax Credit, OLO 
presents the following question for Council consideration: 

¶ Nonprofit swim clubs do not impose residency conditions but do require users to pay 
membership fees; these clubs are eligible for a property tax credit. Common ownership 
community swimming facilities generally are restricted to community residents who must pay 
association charges to use the pool; these facilities are not eligible for the tax credit. How should 
County tax policy treat recreational facilities with similar purposes but different residency 
requirements? 
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E. Day Care Provider Tax Credit  

In 1987, the County Council approved an amendment to the County Code creating the Day Care 
Provider Tax Credit.15 The tax credit is available to property taxpayers who make an improvement to 
their property for the exclusive use as a:  

¶ registered family day care center; 

¶ licensed childcare center; 

¶ licensed day care center for the elderly; or 

¶ licensed day care center for adults with disabilities.16 

This tax credit is also available to businesses with at least 25 employees that make an improvement to 
their property for the exclusive use as a: 

¶ registered family day care center; or 

¶ licensed childcare center. 

The Day Care Provider Tax Credit is applied against the General County and Special Service Area 
property taxes. The amount of the credit is equal to the amount of the General County and Special 
Service Area property taxes attributable to the improvement up to a maximum of $3,000 per year. Day 
care providers must apply for the credit annually and document their continued eligibility for the 
credit. 

Program Data: The County Department of Finance provided OLO with addresses of day care facilities 
that received the Day Care Provider Tax Credit in 2023. A total of five properties ς representing four 
day care facilities ς received the tax credit. One taxpayer owns four of the properties ς and three of the 
facilities ς that received the credit. All of the tax credits were applied to standalone day care facilities, 
none were applied to day care facilities within a business. The combined amount of foregone tax 
revenue from this tax credit equaled $11,122 in 2023. 

The number of day care facilities in the County greatly exceeds the number of Day Care Provider Tax 
Credit recipients. According to a recent report by the Maryland Family Network, greater than 1,000 
family and center-based childcare providers operate in Montgomery County.  

 

15 Montgomery County Code, Section 52-94. 
16 The actual term used in Section 52-фп ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aƻƴǘƎƻƳŜǊȅ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻŘŜ ƛǎ άƳŜŘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƘŀƴŘƛŎŀǇǇŜŘ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΦέ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 
ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ƻƴ 5ƛǎŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ WƻǳǊƴŀƭƛǎƳΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άƘŀƴŘƛŎŀǇǇŜŘέ Ƙŀǎ ŦŀƭƭŜƴ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ŦŀǾƻǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Řƛǎŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 
and should be avoided when describing a person or people.  

https://www.marylandfamilynetwork.org/sites/default/files/2024-02/Montgomery%202024.pdf
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/montgomerycounty/latest/montgomeryco_md/0-0-0-151958
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Geographic Distribution: Map 14 shows the location of the five properties and four facilities that 
received the Day Care Provider Tax Credit in 2023. The number of recipients is too small for OLO to 
present meaningful conclusions about the geographic distribution of credit recipients. 

Map 14. Day Care Provider Tax Credit Recipients, Levy Year 2023 

 
Source: Department of Finance 
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Data Limitations: OLO is not able to compare the proportion of properties that received the Day Care 
Provider Tax Credit with the number of properties that may be eligible for the tax credit because of the 
absence of data on which providers improved their properties exclusively for day care functions.  

Findings: ¢ƘŜ ƪŜȅ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ h[hΩǎ review of the Day Care Provider Tax Credit include: 

¶ Five properties ς representing four day care facilities ς received the Day Care Provider Tax 
Credit in 2023. All of the tax credits were applied to standalone day care facilities, none were 
applied to day care facilities within a business.  

¶ Greater than 1,000 family and center-based childcare providers operate in the County.  

Discussion Questions: Based on the above information on the Day Care Provider Tax Credit, OLO 
presents the following question for Council consideration: 

¶ Why do only four providers currently receive the Day Care Provider Tax Credit? 
 Should the County engage in an effort to inform day care providers about the existence of this 
tax credit? 
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Chapter 4. Minority Health Initiatives 

¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
three Minority Health Initiatives: 

A. African American Health Program; 

B. Asian American Health Initiative; and 

C. Latino Health Initiative. 

The Minority Health Initiatives are funded and administered by the Department of Health and Human 
Services, Office of Community Affairs. The programs were established to address the unique health 
needs of African American, Asian, and Latine populations in Montgomery County, and to reduce racial 
and ethnic disparities in health outcomes.17 

 

OLO uses the term Latine as a gender-neutral alternative to Latino or Latina for describing people who 

ŘŜǎŎŜƴŘ ŦǊƻƳ [ŀǘƛƴ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΦ !ǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ōȅ 9ƭ /ŜƴǘǊƻ ŀǘ /ƻƭƻǊŀŘƻ {ǘŀǘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ ά[ŀǘƛƴȄκŜ ǇǳǎƘŜǎ 

ōŜȅƻƴŘ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ōƛƴŀǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǘƛƴƎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ diverse community of 

people who descend from Latin America.18 
 

A. African American Health Program 

The African American Health Program (AAHP), initiated in 1999, is administered via County-merit 

personnel and the contractual services provided by a vendor. At present the vendor is McFarland & 

Associates, Inc. (McFarland), a Montgomery County-based firm. McFarland has executed this contract 

ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ŜƛƎƘǘ ȅŜŀǊǎΦ !!ItΩǎ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǘŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŘƛǎǇŀǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ ŦƻǊ 

!ŦǊƛŎŀƴ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻŦ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ ŘŜǎŎŜƴǘ ƛƴ aƻƴǘƎƻƳŜǊȅ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦ !!ItΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǎƛȄ 

key health areas that show the most profound health disparities:19  

¶ cancer;  

¶ diabetes and heart health;  

¶ maternal and infant health;  

¶ mental health;  

¶ oral health; and  

¶ sexual health.  

AAHP implements a range of health promotion programs and services across these six areas, including 

awareness campaigns and events, wellness screenings, disease prevention and management classes, 

patient monitoring, and case management services.20 McFarland operates the majority of AAHP events 

and determines whether to offer a program in-person, virtually, or in a hybrid format. 

According to AAHP staff, event format is often based on three factors: 1) the availability of space 

and/or instructors; 2) the type of content offered; and 3) the preference of participants. For example, 

offerings such as walking groups tend to be in-person, whereas diabetes management classes are in 

hybrid formats at the request of participants.21 AAHP staff note that the availability of virtual 

 

17 2022-2025 Community Needs Assessment, Montgomery County Community Action Agency, Office of Community Affairs, 
Department of Health and Human Services, April 2023. 
18 ά²Ƙȅ [ŀǘƛƴȄκŜΚέ El Centro, Colorado State University. 
19 African American Health Program FY23 Annual Report, African American Health Program, Office of Community Affairs, 
Department of Health and Human Services [cited herein after as African American Health Program FY23 Annual Report]; 
About AAHP, African American Health Program website. 
20 Ibid. 
21 AAHP staff report that they began offering diabetes self-management and prevention classes through a hybrid format 
during the COVID-19 pandemic. The program surveys participants every six months asking if participants prefer to go back 
to in-person sessions or continue to attend virtually. Most prefer to attend virtually.  

https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/HHS-Program/Resources/Files/CNA%20Report%202023_April%2027.pdf
https://elcentro.colostate.edu/about/why-latinx/
https://www.aahpmontgomerycounty.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/AAHP-Annual-Report-FY23.pdf
https://www.aahpmontgomerycounty.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/AAHP-Annual-Report-FY23.pdf
https://www.aahpmontgomerycounty.org/mission-vision-strategy/
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programming offers two benefits. First, virtual attendance options tend to increase participation, 

especially among individuals who cannot travel easily. Second, virtual offerings allow for greater 

geographic reach of programs. 

A variety of factors influence the location for in-person events. The primary factor is whether AAHP 

staff or a McFarland employee is onsite to conduct outreach or provide services at an event organized 

by another community group or organization. For example, AAHP often distributes educational 

material at community gatherings such as the AfroCaribbean Festival.22 In such cases, the community 

organization determines the location of the in-ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ŜǾŜƴǘΦ hǘƘŜǊ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅΩǎ 

availability and its proximity to transit.23  

Finally, when selecting locations for in-person events, AAHP takes into account the unique health 

disparities affecting various Black and/or African American communities in the County, as well as the 

specific health services these communities require. To help with this targeting, AAHP uses data and 

findings from local health equity studies, including its own Racial Disparities in Health Care report, 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ άƘƻǘ ǎǇƻǘǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǊŀŎƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǇŀǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΣ 

especially for Black people, are the most severe (see textbox on page 45 for more details).24 AAHP also 

uses data from IŜŀƭǘƘȅ aƻƴǘƎƻƳŜǊȅΩǎ ZIP Code Ranking Project, which measures variations in 

ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƭƛǾŜΦ25 These data help AAHP offer events in 

locations that demonstrate the most need for particular health services. 

!!ItΩǎ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ǾŀǊȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜŀŎƘΦ {ƻƳŜ ŜǾŜƴǘǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ǎŎǊŜŜƴƛƴƎǎΣ 

engage many individuals at one time in one location. Other events engage clients individually, such as 

ǿƘŜƴ !!ItΩǎ ƴǳǊǎŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ƘƻƳŜ Ǿƛǎƛǘǎ with new or expecting mothers participating in 

the S.M.I.L.E. (Start More Infants Living Equally) program. AAHP staff note that they are working to 

reach populations in areas like Poolesville that typically have less consistent access to health programs 

and services. Staff also report they are working to improve and standardize data collection efforts for 

all event participants. 

 

22 African American Health Program FY23 Annual Report. 
23 Except for maternal and child health programs, for which AAHP offers mothers ride shares to ŘƻŎǘƻǊǎΩ appointments, 
AAHP programs do not provide transportation. 
24 The State of Black Health in Montgomery County, The Health Disparity Hot Spot Identification Initiative (HDHSII), African 
American Health Program Executive Coalition, September 24, and October 11, 2018 [cited herein after as AAHP Geographic 
Hot Spot Report: Racial Disparities in Health Care]. 
25 Marcia, Melissa, and Liu, Chunfu, The Zip Code Ranking Project: An analysis of health factors and health outcomes by zip 
code in Montgomery County, MD, Montgomery County Department of Health and Human Services [cited herein after as The 
Zip Code Ranking Project]. 

https://www.aahpmontgomerycounty.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/Montgomert-County-Maryland-AAHP-Health-Disparity-Hot-Spot-Identification-Initiative-HDHSII-Report-Revised-Title-05Sep2019.pdf
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/HHS/Resources/Files/Reports/Zipcode%20Ranking%20Final%20Results.pdf
https://www.aahpmontgomerycounty.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/AAHP-Annual-Report-FY23.pdf
https://www.aahpmontgomerycounty.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/AAHP-Annual-Report-FY23.pdf
https://www.aahpmontgomerycounty.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/AAHP-Health-Disparity-Hot-Spots-Montgomery-County-Maryland-Sep-24-and-Oct-11-Presentations-2018_JN.pdf
https://www.aahpmontgomerycounty.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/Montgomert-County-Maryland-AAHP-Health-Disparity-Hot-Spot-Identification-Initiative-HDHSII-Report-Revised-Title-05Sep2019.pdf
https://www.aahpmontgomerycounty.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/Montgomert-County-Maryland-AAHP-Health-Disparity-Hot-Spot-Identification-Initiative-HDHSII-Report-Revised-Title-05Sep2019.pdf
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/HHS/Resources/Files/Reports/Zipcode%20Ranking%20Final%20Results.pdf
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/HHS/Resources/Files/Reports/Zipcode%20Ranking%20Final%20Results.pdf
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/HHS/Resources/Files/Reports/Zipcode%20Ranking%20Final%20Results.pdf
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/HHS/Resources/Files/Reports/Zipcode%20Ranking%20Final%20Results.pdf
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IŜŀƭǘƘ 5ƛǎǇŀǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ African American population by Geography  

¢ƘŜ !!ItΩǎ Racial Disparities in Health Care study, published in 2019, identified 13 ZIP codes in 
aƻƴǘƎƻƳŜǊȅ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŀǎ ŘƛǎǇŀǊƛǘȅ άƘƻǘ ǎǇƻǘǎέ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ нл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŜǊŜ 
Black. The study found that compared to White residents, Black residents experienced inequitable 
ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ !!ItΩǎ ƪŜȅ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛƴ ŀƭl 13 ZIP codes.26 The table below notes the 
inequitable health outcomes by ZIP code:  

Locations Cancer 

Hypertension 
and/or Heart 

Disease Diabetes 

Maternal, 
Fetal, and 

Infant 
Morbidities 

and 
Mortality  

Mental 
Health 

Disorders 

Oral 
Health 

Disorders HIV/STIs 

20912  
(Takoma Park) 

  V V  V V 

20910  
(Silver Spring) 

V V V V V V V 

20906  
(Aspen Hill) 

V  V V  V V 

20905  
(Silver Spring) 

V  V V  V V 

20904  
(White Oak) 

V V V V  V V 

20903  
(Hillandale/White Oak) 

V  V V V V V 

20901  
(Silver Spring) 

V V   V   

20886  
(Montgomery Village) 

V V  V V V V 

20879  
(Gaithersburg) 

V  V V V V V 

20876  
(Germantown) 

  V V V V V 

20874  
(Germantown) 

 V V V  V V 

20866  
(Burtonsville) 

V V V V V V V 

20860  
(Sandy Spring) 

  V   V  

Source: AAHP Geographic Hot Spot Report: Racial Disparities in Health Care, DHHS, 2019. 

 

 

26 AAHP Geographic Hot Spot Report: Racial Disparities in Health Care. 

https://www.aahpmontgomerycounty.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/Montgomert-County-Maryland-AAHP-Health-Disparity-Hot-Spot-Identification-Initiative-HDHSII-Report-Revised-Title-05Sep2019.pdf
https://www.aahpmontgomerycounty.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/Montgomert-County-Maryland-AAHP-Health-Disparity-Hot-Spot-Identification-Initiative-HDHSII-Report-Revised-Title-05Sep2019.pdf
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Program Data: AAHP staff provided OLO with data on events held in Calendar Year 2023. In total, AAHP 

conducted 410 events: 256 (62%) were virtual, 143 (35%) were in-person, and 11 (3%) were hybrid. As 

ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǊŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ !!ItΩǎ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ, this analysis focuses only on those 

events with identifiable locations, namely in-person and hybrid events. Although AAHP staff indicate 

that virtual programming allows for greater geographic reach, OLO is not able to measure the extent of 

this reach because the data needed for such analysis is unavailable. 

The contractor, McFarland, provided AAHP with addresses for some, but not all, in-person and hybrid 

events; AAHP shared this information with OLO. The table below summarizes in-person and hybrid 

events and participants by program and identifies the number of events with and without addresses. 

While there are events in every program without addresses, location information is missing for all 

HIV/AIDS/STI prevention events, mental health screenings, nurse case management events, and social 

work case management events. Therefore, OLO could not include these events in its geographic 

distribution analysis.  

In total, 83 in-person and hybrid events have addresses. These events account for 40% of all program 

participants and are part of three AAHP program areas: 1) Chronic Disease Prevention and 

Management (CDPM) classes, which cover cancer education, diabetes management, general health 

ŀƴŘ ƴǳǘǊƛǘƛƻƴΣ ά¢ŀƪŜ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻŦ ¸ƻǳǊ IŜŀƭǘƘΣέ ŀƴŘ ǿŜƛƎƘǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΤ27 2) health screenings; and 3) 

outreach and information dissemination events. 

Table 6. AAHP In-Person and Hybrid Events and Participants by Program,  

With and Without Event Address, 2023 

PROGRAM Events Participants* 

With Event Address   

Chronic Disease Prevention and Management Classes 18 293 

Health Screenings 59 1,314 

Outreach and Information Dissemination 6 406 

Subtotal 83 2,013 

Without Event Address   

Chronic Disease Prevention and Management Classes 12 484 

Health Screenings 16 442 

Outreach and Information Dissemination 3 681 

HIV/AIDS/STI Prevention 9 182 

Mental Health Screenings 3 465 

Nurse Case Management (S.M.I.L.E.) 16 173 

Social Work Case Management 12 692 

Subtotal 71 3,119 

TOTAL 154 5,132 

Source: OLO analysis of AAHP data 

*Does not count unique participants. It is possible that attendees overlap between events/program. 

 

27 African American Health Program FY23 Annual Report. 

https://www.aahpmontgomerycounty.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/AAHP-Annual-Report-FY23.pdf
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Geographic Distribution: The 83 in-person and hybrid events with addresses took place across 14 ZIP 

codes. The majority of these events (79 of the total 83, or 95%) occurred in the 10 ZIP codes listed in 

the table below. The remaining four ZIP codes, not included in the table, had only one event each. The 

data show that events were frequently held in ZIP codes in and around Silver Spring, including Aspen 

Hill and White Oak, as well as in Rockville, including North Bethesda and Derwood. Events in these 10 

ZIP codes accounted for 95% of participants. The majority (64%) attended health screenings, more 

than a fifth (21%) attended outreach and information dissemination events, and 15% attended CDPM 

classes. 

Table 7. ZIP Codes with the Greatest Number of AAHP In-Person Events, 2023 

ZIP Code Events Participants 

20910 (Silver Spring) 14 520 

20852 (North Bethesda) 12 311 

20906 (Aspen Hill) 11 190 

20904 (White Oak) 11 175 

20855 (Derwood) 9 183 

20850 (Rockville) 8 194 

20901 (Silver Spring) 6 137 

20866 (Burtonsville) 3 35 

20912 (Takoma Park) 3 131 

20876 (Germantown) 2 44 

Source: OLO analysis of AAHP data 

Map 15 on the next page uses data from the 2020 Decennial Census and ZIP Code Tabulation Areas 

(ZCTAs)28 to show where Black and/or African American people who are not Latine live in the County. 

DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ !!ItΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ŦƻǊ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻŦ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ ŘŜǎŎŜƴǘΣ 

the map gives a general picture of the geographic distribution of !!ItΩǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΦ 

The Census data show that the highest numbers of Black and/or African American residents of non-

Latine origin live in ZIP codes 20904, which includes White Oak, Colesville, and Fairland; 20906, which 

includes Aspen Hill, Layhill, and some addresses in Wheaton; and 20874, which includes Germantown 

and Darnestown. Following these, the next most populated ZIP codes in terms of Black and/or African 

American residents of non-Latine origin include 20901, 20902, 20910, and 20912, which encompass 

Silver Spring, Wheaton, and Takoma Park, and 20886 in Montgomery Village. 

 

28 ZIP Code Tabulation Areas (ZCTAs) ŀǊŜ άƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƛȊŜŘ ŀǊŜŀƭ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ƻŦ ¦Φ{ tƻǎǘŀƭ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ ό¦{t{ύ ½Lt ŎƻŘŜǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ 
2020 Census blocks. According to the Census, all 2020 ZCTA codes are current valid USPS ZIP codes as of January 1, 2020. 
Several ZCTAs overlap with neighboring counties. For this analysis, OLO focused on ZCTAs that were mostly contained in 
Montgomery County. For more information, refer to ZIP Code Tabulation Areas (ZCTAs), U.S. Census Bureau. 

https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/geography/guidance/geo-areas/zctas.html
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Map 15. Black and/or African American (Not Latine) population by ZCTA, Montgomery County 

 
Source: Table P9, 2020 Decennial Census, Census Bureau 

The event and participation data in Table 7 show that the majority of AAHP program participants 

attended events located in Silver Spring and in the Route 29 and I-270 corridors. Comparing these data 

with population data in Map 15 ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ !!ItΩǎ ƛƴ-person and hybrid events are generally located 

in areas of the County where higher numbers of Black and/or African American residents of non-Latine 

origin live.  

! ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ Řŀǘŀ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǇŀǊƛǘȅ άƘƻǘ ǎǇƻǘǎέ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƻƴ page 45 shows that many of 

!!ItΩǎ ƛƴ-person and hybrid events are located in regions of the County where Black and/or African 

!ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴŜǉǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ !!ItΩǎ ƪŜȅ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ 

areas. All but three of the ZIP codes listed in Table 7 ŀǊŜ ŘƛǎǇŀǊƛǘȅ άƘƻǘ ǎǇƻǘǎΦέ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ 

one-ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ !!ItΩǎ ƛƴ-person and hybrid events took place in three ZIP codes not identified as 

ŘƛǎǇŀǊƛǘȅ άƘƻǘ ǎǇƻǘǎΣέ нлурн όbƻǊǘƘ .ŜǘƘŜǎŘŀύΣ нлурр ό5ŜǊǿƻƻŘύΣ ŀƴŘ нлурл όwƻŎƪǾƛƭƭŜύΦ 
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Map 16 displays the locations of 83 AAHP in-person and hybrid events held during 2023. Each dot is 

the same size and represents one event location, independent of the number of participants who 

attended events at that location. ¢ƘŜ ƳŀǇ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ !!ItΩǎ ƛƴ-person and hybrid events were 

clustered in ZIP codes in and around Silver Spring and the East County with high populations of Black 

and/or African American residents. 

Map 16. Location of AAHP Events* , 2023 

 
Source: AAHP event data; Table P9, 2020 Decennial Census, Census Bureau  

*Map displays only 83 of the total 154 in-person and hybrid events held in 2023. OLO could not map the remaining 71 events 

due to lack of location information. 
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Map 17 ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ !!ItΩǎ ƛƴ-person and hybrid events, with the sizes of the dots 

proportional to the number of participants who attended events at that location. Locations that 

engaged the greatest number of participants offered multiple events throughout the year. For 

instance, one site in 20852 (North Bethesda) hosted nine health screenings, drawing a total of 293 

attendees. Locations that drew fewer attendees offered only one or two events in 2023. For example, 

one site in 20904 (White Oak) hosted just one health screening that engaged six participants. 

The map also shows that though many non-Latine Black and/or African American people live in ZIP 

codes 20874 (Germantown and Darnestown) and 20886 (Montgomery Village), AAHP held only two 

events in this region: one health screening and one outdoor walking event that together engaged 44 

participants. However, as previously mentioned, due to the unavailability of location data, this analysis 

excludes many AAHP programs including HIV/AIDS/STI prevention events, mental health screenings, 

nurse case management, and social work case management events. Consequently, it is possible that 

individuals in ZIP codes 20874 and 20886 are participating in programs for which OLO lacks location 

information. 

Map 17. Location of AAHP Events* by Total Participants at Location, 2023 

(dot sizes proportional to the total number event participants at a location) 

 
Source: AAHP event data; Table P9, 2020 Decennial Census, Census Bureau  

*Map displays only 83 of the total 154 in-person and hybrid events held in 2023. OLO could not map the remaining 71 events 

due to lack of location information. 
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Data Limitations: ¢ƘŜ ƳŀǇǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŀōƭŜǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƻƴƭȅ рп҈ ƻŦ !!ItΩǎ ƛƴ-person and hybrid 

programming in calendar year 2023. The 83 events analyzed in this section represent just three of 

!!ItΩǎ ǎŜǾŜƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΥ /5ta ŎƭŀǎǎŜǎΣ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ǎŎǊŜŜƴƛƴƎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǳǘǊŜŀŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 

dissemination. AAHP does not receive location data for all events operated by the contractor, including 

but not limited to HIV/AIDS/STI prevention events, mental health screenings, nurse case management 

events, or social work case management events. Because it is likely that AAHP programs serve 

participants in parts of the County not shown in the above maps, h[hΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ 

ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǊŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ !!ItΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳƛƴƎΦ 

The data presented above does not lend itself to a measure of relative geographic proportionality 

because there is no way of knowing the number of individuals in a certain ZIP code who have either 

considered participating or are eligible to participate in an AAHP program. 

The above description of the geographic reach of AAHP programs focuses on the location of events. 

Insufficient data exists on home addresses of event participants to assess the geographic distribution 

of residents who accessed these events. 

Findings: ¢ƘŜ ƪŜȅ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ h[hΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ !!ItΩǎ 

in-person and hybrid events include: 

¶ The location of !!ItΩǎ ƛƴ-person and hybrid events with addresses and program attendance is 

generally representative of where higher numbers of Black and/or African American residents 

of non-Latine origin live. 

¶ The majority of AAHP program participants attended events located in Silver Spring and in 

Route 29 and I-270 corridors. Although many non-Latine Black and/or African American people 

live in Germantown and Montgomery Village, AAHP held only two in-person or hybrid events in 

these areas in 2023. 

¶ aŀƴȅ ƻŦ !!ItΩǎ ƛƴ-ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƘȅōǊƛŘ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŘƛǎǇŀǊƛǘȅ άƘƻǘ ǎǇƻǘǎΣέ ZIP codes in 

the County where Black and/or African American residents experience inequitable health 

ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ !!ItΩǎ ƪŜȅ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ 

took place in three ZIP ŎƻŘŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŘƛǎǇŀǊƛǘȅ άƘƻǘ ǎǇƻǘΥέ нлурн όbƻǊǘƘ .ŜǘƘŜǎŘŀύΣ 

20855 (Derwood), and 20850 (Rockville).  

Discussion Questions: Based on the above information on the African American Health Program, OLO 

presents the following questions for Council consideration: 

¶ Should AAHP require that contractors routinely collect and share location information for all 

events and participants? Would these data help AAHP to: 

o Conduct more complete geographic distribution analyses of AAHP programming in the 

future?  

o Target programs and services to alleviate geographic disparities in health outcomes for 

Black and/or African American residents? 

¶ Considering the significant population of Black and/or African American residents of non-Latine 

origin in Germantown, Montgomery Village, and other Upcounty areas, what information can 

AAHP provide to clarify the number and types of events offered in those communities? 
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B. Asian American Health Initiative 

The Asian American Health Initiative (AAHI) was initiated in 2005. !ǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ƻƴ ƛǘǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΣ !!ILΩǎ 

Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ άǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǿŜƭƭƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ !ǎƛŀƴ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ aƻƴǘƎƻƳŜǊȅ /ƻǳƴǘȅ 

by applying equity, community engagement, and data-ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎΦέ !!IL ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ 

across five areas: capacity building initiatives, mental and behavioral health programs, senior wellness 

programs, health education and outreach programs, and professional development and peer 

education. These initiatives include activities ranging from grant awards to resource tables at 

community events.  

AAHI conducts both in-person and virtual events. Its virtual events are usually hour-long educational 

trainings or workshops organized in collaboration with community groups or organizations. AAHI staff 

report that community partners often request online events. Staff also note that online events engage 

fewer participants on average than in-person events, but that the educational nature of these 

workshops results in deeper engagement by participants. 

aƻǎǘ ƻŦ !!ILΩǎ ƛƴ-person events take place at large community gatherings where staff distribute 

information from resource tables. AAHI staff report that their presence at these events allows them to 

engage with large numbers of attendees. Most often, community partners determine the locations of 

in-person events. When organizing in-person events on its own, AAHI staff rely on American 

Community Survey data to identify locations with higher concentrations of Asian American residents. 

Staff also rely on findings from past DHHS research, such as Health Equity in Montgomery County, 

Maryland: Healthy Montgomery Core Indicators, 2013-2021 and IŜŀƭǘƘȅ aƻƴǘƎƻƳŜǊȅΩǎ ZIP Code 

Ranking Project29 to understand the health disparities faced by Asian communities in different parts of 

the County. These data help program staff target event content by location and determine the most 

appropriate format (i.e., a small group workshop on mental health versus distributing general health 

information at a large community event). 

 

29 The Zip Code Ranking Project 

https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/HHS/Resources/Files/Reports/Health%20Equity%20Report_HM%20Core%20Measures%202013-2021.pdf
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/HHS/Resources/Files/Reports/Health%20Equity%20Report_HM%20Core%20Measures%202013-2021.pdf
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/HHS/Resources/Files/Reports/Zipcode%20Ranking%20Final%20Results.pdf
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IŜŀƭǘƘ 5ƛǎǇŀǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ !ǎƛŀƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ by Geography  

The Health Equity in Montgomery County, Maryland: Healthy Montgomery Core Indicators, 2013-
2021 study finds that Countywide, Asian and Pacific Islander populations experience the highest 
rates of death by suicide compared to other racial and ethnic populations in the County. Asian and 
Pacific populations across the County also experience higher rates of syphilis, births with late or no 
prenatal care, infant death, and preterm births compared to non-Latine White populations. 

Many health disparities are worsening over time among Asian and Pacific Islander communities in 
different regions of the County.30 For example: 

¶ Gaithersburg, Olney, and Rockville experienced the greatest disparity increases in deaths due 
to diabetes; 

¶ Germantown and Poolesville had the greatest disparity increases in emergency room visits 
for heart disease and behavioral health, respectively; 

¶ Damascus, Silver Spring, and Takoma Park experienced the greatest disparity increases in 
heart disease related deaths; and 

¶ Germantown and Silver Spring had the greatest disparity increases in deaths by suicide. 

 

Program Data: AAHI provided OLO with data on the location and number of participants for all events 

held in Calendar Year 2023. Of the 71 total events that year, 59 (83%) were in-person and 12 (17%) 

were virtual. For the purposes of understanding the geographic distribution of the location of events, 

this analysis includes only in-person events and excludes virtual events. 

!!ILΩǎ рф ƛƴ-person events fall into three program areas, summarized in the table below.31 The 

ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ !!ILΩǎ ƛƴ-person events (85%) are community outreach activities. These events 

account for 86% of all in-person event participants. 

Table 8. AAHI In-Person Events and Participants by Program, 2023 

PROGRAM EVENTS PARTICIPANTS 

Mental & Behavioral Health 8 329 

Community Outreach 50 2,100 

Public Resources Education Program (PREP) 1 21 

TOTAL 59 2,450 

Source: OLO analysis of AAHI data. 

AAHI also supports community-based and faith-based organizations serving Asian American and Pacific 

Islander communities through two annual grant programs: the Healthy Communities Fund (HCF), which 

awards program grants to organizations who provide behavioral health, senior wellness, and health 

and social support services; and the Asian American Center of Excellence (AACE), which awards micro-

grants for organizations to build their organizational capacity. In FY23, AAHI awarded 20 grants to 17 

organizations across both programs. 14 of the 17 grantee organizations are based in Montgomery 

County. While all FY23 HCF and AACE grantees are required to serve residents in Montgomery County, 

ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ όƛΦŜΦΣ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀƴǘŜŜǎΩ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǊŜŀύ ŜȄǘŜƴŘǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦ 

AAHI provided OLO with the ZIP codes in which grantee organizations serve residents. 

 

30 The Health Equity in Montgomery County, Maryland study defines these regions as Primary Care Service Areas (PCSA). 
PCSAs are geographic areas in which the majority of patients living in these areas use primary care services from within the 
area. The 11 PCSAs in the County are: Damascus, Gaithersburg, Germantown, Laurel, Olney, Poolesville, Rockville, Silver 
Spring 1, Silver Spring 2, Takoma Park, and Washington. Health Equity in Montgomery County, Maryland: Healthy 
Montgomery Core Indicators, 2013-2021, Health Planning and Epidemiology, Public Health Services, Department of Health 
and Human Services, January 2024 [cited hereinafter as Health Equity in Montgomery County]. 
31 AAHI also has a Senior Wellness Program, but all events in this program area are virtual. 

https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/HHS/Resources/Files/Reports/Health%20Equity%20Report_HM%20Core%20Measures%202013-2021.pdf
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/HHS/Resources/Files/Reports/Health%20Equity%20Report_HM%20Core%20Measures%202013-2021.pdf
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/HHS/Resources/Files/Reports/Health%20Equity%20Report_HM%20Core%20Measures%202013-2021.pdf
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Geographic Distribution: !!ILΩǎ рф ƛƴ-person events took place across 20 ZIP codes. Almost all of the 

events (53 of the total 59, or 90%) occurred in 14 ZIP codes, shown in the table below. Events in these 

ZIP codes accounted for 95% of participants. The remaining six ZIP codes (not shown) had only one 

event each. The data in the table show that locations in Aspen Hill, White Oak, Wheaton, Rockville, and 

Gaithersburg were well-represented. 

Table 9. ZIP Codes with the Greatest Number of AAHI In-Person Events, 2023 

ZIP Code Events Participants 

20906 (Aspen Hill) 8 451 

20904 (White Oak) 8 371 

20878 (Gaithersburg) 5 168 

20850 (Rockville) 5 157 

20853 (Rockville) 4 80 

20852 (North Bethesda) 4 67 

20902 (Wheaton) 4 74 

20874 (Germantown) 3 632 

20879 (Gaithersburg) 2 47 

20903 (Hillandale/White Oak) 2 11 

20851 (Rockville) 2 121 

20854 (Potomac) 2 90 

20866 (Burtonsville) 2 21 

20871 (Clarksburg) 2 33 

Source: OLO analysis of AAHI data 

In FY23, HCF and AACE grantees provided services to residents in 69 ZIP codes in Montgomery County, 

listed on the next page. ZIP codes in and around Bethesda, Gaithersburg, Germantown, Silver Spring 

(including Aspen Hill, Wheaton, and White Oak), and Rockville were well-represented.  
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City ZIP Codes 

Ashton  20861 

Aspen Hill 20906 

Barnesville  20838 

Beallsville  20839 

Bethesda 
20813, 20814, 20815, 20816, 20817, 20824, 20827, 20889, 20892, 
20894 

Boyds  20841 

Brinklow  20862 

Brookeville  20833 

Burtonsville  20866 

Cabin John 20818 

Chevy Chase 20825  

Clarksburg  20871 

Damascus  20872 

Derwood  20855 

Dickerson  20842 

Gaithersburg 20877, 20878, 20879, 20882, 20884, 20885, 20898, 20899 

Garrett Park  20896 

Germantown 20874, 20875, 20876 

Glen Echo 20812 

Hillandale/White Oak 20903 

Kensington 20891, 20895 

Montgomery Village  20886 

North Bethesda 20852 

Olney 20830, 20832 

Poolesville  20837 

Potomac 20854, 20859 

Rockville 20847, 20848, 20849, 20850, 20851, 20853 

Sandy Spring  20860 

Silver Spring 20901, 20905, 20907, 20908, 20910, 20911, 20914, 20915, 20916 

Spencerville  20868 

Takoma Park 20912, 20913 

Washington Grove  20880 

Wheaton 20902 

White Oak 20904 

Source: OLO analysis of AAHI data 
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Map 18 shows ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ !!ILΩǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ by displaying the 

/ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƴƻƴ-Latine Asian population by ZIP code. The highest numbers of Asian residents of non-

Latine origin live in ZIP codes 20878 (Gaithersburg and North Potomac), 20854 and 20850 (Rockville, 

Potomac, and Darnestown), 20874 (Germantown and Darnestown), and 20871 (Clarksburg). Following 

these, the next most populated ZIP codes in terms of Asian residents of non-Latine origin include 

20852 (North Bethesda), 20906 (Aspen Hill, Layhill, and Wheaton-Glenmont), 20904 (White Oak, 

Colesville, and Fairland-Briggs Chaney), 20817 (Bethesda, Potomac, and North Bethesda), and 20876 

(Germantown and Clarksburg). 

Map 18. Asian (Not Latine) population by ZCTA, Montgomery County 

 
Source: Table P9, 2020 Decennial Census, Census Bureau 

A comparison of the event data in Table 9 with Map 17 ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ !!ILΩǎ ƛƴ-person events 

took place in areas of the County where mid-to-high numbers of Asian residents of non-Latine origin 

live, namely in and around Silver Spring (including Aspen Hill, Wheaton, and White Oak) and Rockville. 

Events were also located in areas of the County with the highest populations of Asian residents of non-

Latine origin such as Potomac, Gaithersburg, Germantown, and Clarksburg, though these events were 

fewer in number. 









https://www.lhiinfo.org/about-us/
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/HHS/Resources/Files/Reports/Health%20Equity%20Report_HM%20Core%20Measures%202013-2021.pdf
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/HHS/Resources/Files/Reports/Zipcode%20Ranking%20Final%20Results.pdf
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