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Expected to attend: 
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MFP COMMITTEE #3 
November 2, 2009 
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October 30, 2009 



Summary of staff recommendations to the MFP Committee 

1. 	 The worksession has been scheduled in order to hear perspectives as to the need for 
changing the Cable Fund format and other elements of investing cable revenues. The 
Executive staff submission is making no explicit recommendations at this point, so the 
Committee is not being asked to make any decisions. 

2. 	 There is a sharp difference of opinion between the Executive and Council staff 
regarding the intent and function of the Cable Fund itself. Staff recommends that the 
Cable Fund intent be clarified as a priority-setting mechanism linking funding and 
outcomes derived from that funding. 

3. Changing the Cable Plan format can have positive and negative effects; once the 
Executive branch submits the FYII Cable Plan, the extent and impact of the changes 
will be evident. At this early stage of the dialog, staff suggests that rather than reacting 
to the changes offered, the Committee should consider and endorse a series of Guiding 
Principles that should be followed by any version of the Plan. A starting point for 
these Principles may include the following: 

>- The Plan should be transparent, with enough detail to describe major programs 
under funding consideration, and provide outcome measures for each 
investment recommended 

>- The Plan should enable the Committee to appreciate competing funding 
priorities, and help Committee members see the impact of funding choices. 

>- Relationships between projects, funded organizations and deliverables should 
be explicitly described and made evident. 

>-	 The Plan should provide a complete, integrated picture of major investments 
such as FiberNet or the Cable and Communications Office budget; neither has 
such a comprehensive presentation in the County budget today, but rather has 
individual elements reflected in various line items of the Cable Plan. 

4. 	 Some of the ideas presented by the Executive staff have to do with the way revenues 
are reflected, the Maximum Agency Request Ceiling (MARC), the municipal revenue 
splits and the decisions that are ultimately made in terms of revenue allocations and 
relating costs and revenues from fees and other services. A discussion of such 
administrative approaches and decisions is premature now, and should be made after 
the receipt of explicit recommendations. 

5. 	 All the fiscal information provided by the Executive staff is conditioned "for 
discussion purposes only". Substantive discussions regarding the issues behind the 
figures are difficult to accomplish under these conditions, and staff recommends no 
action. 
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Background 

The Approved FYIO Cable Plan budget resolution 16-978, which defines the explicit actions under this 
Plan, is presented on ©1-10, with ©9 and ©1O being the actual Cable Plan. There is interest in making 
changes to the format of the Plan so that certain communication and management goals are met. The 
Administration has provided a memo summarizing these ideas on © 11-21; this memo follows the 
structure of a series of questions posed by the Council staff. 

Question 1: Why should the structure of the Cable Plan change? 

The reasons articulated fall in three categories: 

", Times change and people change; the current format is complex for newcomers 
", Desire to show special funds and lack of discretion in some allocations 
", Desire to communicate the real investment choices in a better manner 

Ultimately the Executive will provide a format which assists him in articulating and managing the Fund. 
Until this happens, discussion is made difficult by the very complexity that is invoked as a reason for 
change. 

There is a Part B (FYI0 budget alert) which is provided on ©14 for this question. The strongly worded 
disclaimer that the numbers do not represent an official submission suggests that time will be better 
spent on other sections of the memo. 

Question 2: What are the format changes under consideration? 

There are suggested changes to the Council Resolution being proposed in the Executive staff 
submission; since the Resolution is a Council document, changes should come from the Council and its 
Committees. No request has been received for such a change yet. 

The Proposed Changes to the Cable Plan itself are listed starting on ©14 and through ©16. Discussions 
on the MARC are internal discussions for the Administration, and Committee comments would not help 
at this time. However, the notion of lack of any County control over municipal expenditures is an 
interesting byproduct of the current franchise agreements and should be explored fully. 

There is extensive discussion regarding a Transmission Facilities Coordinating Group; this discussion 
will be better engaged during the budget session, and the Administration should return to this issue with 
an integrated fiscal strategy for this important element of the Cable Plan. Consideration of fully 
charging for application review is a policy issue that Council staff would want to assess carefully and 
consider the reasons why the County has not done so in years past before making a recommendation to 
the Committee. 

Question 3: Will the new format provide more detail on how funds are spent? 

The suggestion is to provide more detail for expenditures, but not in the 6 year plan format. The 
existing format uses the same layout as the CIP process, which has been found helpful in a variety of 
investments the County makes over long periods of time, and is intended to link those investments 
across time lines. No alternate suggestion has been made for what a new document would look like, so 
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it is hard to follow this argument. Staff recommends no change at this time, and urges the 
Administration to provide alternate structures for evaluation. 

Question 4: Will the changes improve the ways in which outcomes are provided for the 
investments suggested? 

Here there is major disagreement between the Executive and Council staff. The Committee's only 
opportunity to identify and reflect priorities for expending cable revenues is during the review and 
approval of the Cable Plan and the accompanying Resolution. Council staff has asked for explicit 
assurances that the Fund will be used as a decision platform for allocating scarce resources, and provide 
specific outcome metrics attached to funding suggestions in the Plan. Executive staff contends that the 
Cable Fund does not drive decisions but merely reflects them, and that outcome metrics should not be 
provided in the Cable Fund but be made in parallel conversations. It is clear that this difference of 
opinion must be reconciled before changes are considered. Staff recommends that the Cable Fund intent 
be clarified as a priority-setting mechanism linking funding and outcomes derived from that funding. 

Question 5: Will the Cable Fund reserve be evaluated? 

Given the actions of the Executive last year to reduce the fund balance to half its policy level, as well as 
the severe economic climate, it is prudent to discuss the strategy for this (as well as other) fund balances 
early so that specific actions are correctly evaluated. The opportunity to have this discussion arises 
during Cable Fund discussions such as the present one and should be taken. 

Question 6: Will the changes restrict or reduce the ability of the Council to authorize and take 
action on the Cable Fund? 

Executive staff answers this question in the negative. However, it is important to carefully review 
suggestions to designate some revenues as "special" or "restricted", since such actions could have the 
negative effect of reducing Council authority. Similarly, having special tie-ins between fee revenues 
and associated service costs (as in tower fees and related tower inspections) would have a similar effect 
of restricting choice as to revenue allocation. Therefore the recommended changes, when presented in a 
few months, will have to be carefully reviewed before being accepted. 

Question 7: Will priority setting decisions for the Cable Fund be enhanced? 

Executive staff suggests that discussions with the Committee are the way to influence priority setting 
(see ©19). Council staff strongly disagrees. Discussions lack the finality and strength of budget 
approvals, and the only instrument which defines the priorities ofthe Cable Fund investments is the 
Cable Plan. Therefore, the Committee is urged to very specifically define their role in reviewing, 
prioritizing and ultimately agreeing to investments outlined in the Cable Plan. Such a role will in itself 
define requirements for sharper information displays in the Cable Fund, and can help define needed 
changes. 

Question 8: How will the changes affect the visibility and support for FiberNet? 

An integrated budget presentation of all FiberNet items would help show the entire investment made, 
and should be made part ofthe proposed changes. Section H on ©19 is indeed suggesting such a change 
that should be encouraged and expanded to show expected outcomes by year. 
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Question 9: Will any structural changes be evaluated? 

The Cable Plan acts not only as a vehicle to communicate revenues that the County receives from 
telecommunications providers, but also to indicate the way the Cable and Communications Office is 
organized to deliver services. Clearly other offices such as the County Attorney's Office, the Office of 
Consumer Protection and the MC3II Office will playa large role in resolving complaints, one of the 
more visible concerns for the cable process. However, it is important to be cognizant of the larger 
picture of cable and communications, and see the Cable Plan as a way to periodically make adjustments 
that reflect the changing reality of technology, the marketplace and County operations. This 
organizational review has not been made for many years. 

Question 10: Will staffing of the Cable office be affected by the proposed changes? 

In the May 2, 2009 analytic packet for the FYIO Cable Plan budget review, the following sentence was 
included: "The Committee discussed the Cable Office staffing and agreed to give the new Cable 
Communications administrator time to evaluate staff and organization patterns in FYI 0 before exploring 
changes and reduction options in the staffing complement." As Executive staff is considering changes 
in the Cable Plan format, it may be an ideal time to also review the current manner of linking human 
resources to tasks within the Cable and Communications Office and consider new arrangements. 
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CORRECTED VERSION 


# 18  Cable Television Communications Plan 

Resolution No.: 
Introduced: 
Adopted: 

16-978 
May 21. 2009 
May 21, 2009 

COUNTY COUNCIL 
FOR MONTGOlVlERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

By: County Council 

SUBJECT: Approval of the FY 2010 Cable Television Communications Plan 

Background 

1. 	 Section 8A-27(a) of the County Code provides that "All access grants, franchise fees, and 
other moneys received by the County from any franchisee may be spent only under a 
budget approved by the Council and in accordance \v1th the County Cable 
Communications Plan." 

2. 	 Section 8A-27(b) of the County Code provides that "The Cable Communications Plan 
must be proposed by the County Executive to the Council annually and may be amended 
at any time." 

3. 	 Section 2.2 of the 2002 AT&T Corneast Transfer Agreement provides that" ... all 
provisions ofthe Franchise Documents remain in full force and effect and are enforceable 
in accordance with their tenns and with applicable law." 

4. 	 Section 7(b) of the 1998 Cable Franchise Agreement, assumed by Comeast from Prime 
Communications - Potomac, LLC, between the County and SBC Media Ventures, Inc. 
provides that Comcast must pay a capital grant to the County of "$200,000 per year ... to 
be used by the County, in its sole discretion, for PEG equipment ... or for PEG-related 
facilities renovation, or construction." 

5. 	 Section 7(h)(1) of the 1998 Cable Franchise Agreement, asswned by Corncast from Prime 
Communications - Potomac, LLC, between the County and SBC Media Ventures, Inc. 
provides that Comcast must pay an annual capital grant to the County of $1.2 million, 
adjusted annually by the Consumer Price Index, "to support installation, construction, 
operations, and maintenance ofthe County's FiberNet and a<;sociated network equipment, 
and the Institutional Network ... " 

Clerks Note: Changes were made to section M on pages 7 and 8. 
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Page 2 	 Resolution 16-978 

6. 	 Section 4.1 of the 1998 Cable Franchise Transfer Settlement Agreement, assumed by 
Comcast from Prime Communications - Potomac, LLC between the County, Prime 
Communications, and SBC Media Ventures, Inc. provides that Comcast must pay $1.5 
million, adjusted annually by the Consumer Price Index, for PEG support. 

7. 	 Section 7(b) of the 1999 Francruse Agreement with Starpower provides that Starpower 
must pay a capital grant to the County of "3% of Gross Revenues per year ... excluding 
revenues a..-ising from lnternet Access ... to be used by the County ... for PEG access 
and institutional network purposes, including PEG access equipment, institutional 
network equipment or for renovation or construction of PEG access or institutional 
network facilities." 

8. 	 On February 8, 2005 the County Council approved Resolution 15-889, supporting the 
transfer of interest in Starpower Communications LLC from Pepco Communications to 
RCN Telecom Services of Washington, D.C., Inc. Starpower is now doing business as 
RCN. 

9. 	 Section 3.3.6 of the ;2006 Franchise Agreement with Verizon Maryland, Inc. provides that 
Verizon must pay $200,000 within 30 days of the effective date of the Franchise 
Agreement and $200,000 per year for four years on the anniversary of the effective date of 
the Franchise Agreement. In exchange, the County waived its ability to add more 
locations for cable service for pubHe buildings above Verizon's obligation to provide 100 
connections at the County's request. 

10. 	 Section 6.2 of the 2006 Franchise Agreement with Verizon provides that Verizon must 
pay a grant to the County of 3 percent of Gross Revenues each quarter to be used "for 
PEG and institutional network purposes." 

11. 	 Section 8 of the Franchise Agreements with Corncast and RCN and Section 7 of the 
Franchise Agreement with Verizon provides that each franchisee must pay, for the life of 
the franchise, a franchise fee of5 percent ofannual gross revenues. 

General Provisions 

1. 	 Purpose and Effect: This Cable Communications Plan constitutes the County's formal 
direction for the use of resources required to be provided under Sections' 7 and 8 of the 
Franchise Agreements with Corneast and RCN; Section 4.1 of the 1998 Cable Franchise 
TrWlSfer Settlement Agreement, assumed by Corncast from Prime Communications -
Potomac, LLC between the County, Prime Communications, and SBC Media Ventures, 
Inc.; and Sections 3, 6, and 7 of the Franchise Agreement with Verizon. 

In FY 2010, these resources must be deposited by the County in its Cable TV Special 
Revenue Fund, and this Cable Communications Plan directs the use of the revenues in 
this Fund. 
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Page 3 	 Resolution 16-978 

2. 	 Spending Authority under the Time Period Governed by This Plan: This Cable 
Communications Plan provides spending authority for FY 2010. Resources appropriated 
in FY 2010 that are not encumbered by the County on or before June 30, 2010 must 
remain in the Cable TV Special Revenue Fund and be available for spending in future 
yean;. 

3. 	 kanyover: Resources provided to the County as a result of the requirements of the 
Franchise Agreements with Comc~.., RCN, and Verizon, but not specifically allocated in 
the Cable Communications Plan to the General Fund, must remain in the Cable TV 
Special Revenue Fund and be available to be allocated in future years. 

4. 	 Future Fiscal Years: No estimate shown for any fiscal year after FY 2010 reflects any 
commitment or decision by the Council, and any such estimate should not be taken as 
prejudging any decision regarding activities or allocations, either in absolute or relative 
amounts, ofexpenditures for future years. 

5. 	 Management of Funds: All equipment, personnel. and other resources approved in the 
Cable Communications Plan for funding from the Cable TV Special Revenue Fund must 
be managed so that the resources are reasonably available to all users of the cable system 
and provide benefits to the subscribing public and the franchisee. 

6. 	 AffIrmative Action and MFD Procurement Procedures; The Board of Directors of 
Montgomery Community Television, Inc. (MCT) must adopt and follow an Affirmative 
Action Plan and procedures for procurements from minority-, female-, and disabled
owned busjnesses (MFD) that take into account both the requirements of the Franchise 
Agreements with Comcast. RCN, and Verizon and relevant provisions of the COWlty 
Code. 

7. 	 Financial Disclosure: The County must not spend any FY 2010 funds allocated to MCT 
until all members ofthe Board ofDirectors and the Executive Director ofMCT have filed 
a fmancial disclosure statement with the Ethics Commission for the 2008 calendar year. 

8. 	 FY 2011-2016 Cable Plan: The Executive must submit a preliminary six-year Cable 
Communications Plan for FY 2011 through FY 2016 to the COWlcil no later than January 
15,2010. The Executive submitted a preliminary six-year Cable Communications Plan 
for FY 2010 through FY 2015 to the Council on January 15. 2009. The Preliminary 
Cable Communications Plan included: (a) a list of known PEG activities and funding 
needs for FY 2010 through FY 2015; (b) a preliminary plan for prioritizing PEG funding 
needs within the context of the County's long-term vision for Cable television; (c) any 
capital project expenditures proposed to be funded through the plan; (d) changes to 
approved multi-year expenditures; and (e) updated projections of plan revenues for 
FY 2010 through FY 2015. 
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FY 2010 Cable Communicstions Plan Description 

The FY 2010 Cable Communications Plan provides funding for cable franchise administration 
(Department of Technology Services, County Attorney's Office. and outside professional 
services); for municipal equipment and support; for public, educational, and govemment access 
programming (Office ofPubUc Information, Council, Montgomery College, Montgomery County 
Public Schools. and Montgomery Commwritj Television, Inc.); and for other miscellaneous 
cable~related activities. 

The attached table details the approved expenditures from the Cable TV Special Revenue Fund 
for the following purposes in FY 2010: 

Franchise Administration 

A. 	 Funds are allocated to the Department ofTechnology Services to administer the Franchise 
Agreements with Comcast, RCN, and Verizon, including inspecting construction. testing 
signal quality, responding to residents t complaints, budgeting franchise fee and grant 
fundr;; received from the cable operator, managing the contract to provide public access 
services, supporting an advisory committee, administering Federal Communications 
Commission rules and regulations, preparing for and negotiating franchise agreements, 
and advising elected officials on related policy matters. 

B. 	 Funds are allocated to the County Attorney's Office to support the in~house staff costs 
associated with advising the Department of Technology Services and elected officials on 
related matters. 

C. 	 Funds are allocated to hire outside professional services to advise or represent the CO\Ulty 
in areas of specialized telecommunications needs. 

Municipal Support 

D. 	 Funds are allocated for sharing franchise fee revenue with the municipal co-franchisors in 
accordance with the fonnula in Section 8A-29 ofthe County Code. 

E. 	 Funds are allocated to support the 3 PEG channels allocated to (1) the City of Rockville; 
(2) the City of Takoma Park; and (3) the Montgomery County Chapter of the Maryland 
Municipal League. Funds are allocated from the Capital Equipment Support Grants, 
according to the requirements of Section 7(b)(1)(B) of the Franchise Agreement with 
RCN, the requirements of Section 7(b)(2) of the Franchise Agreement with Corncast, and 
from the PEG Support Fund according to the requirements of Section 4.1 of the 1998 
Cable Franchise Transfer Settlement Agreement assumed by Corncast from Prime 
Commwtications. Funds are allocated from the PEG Support Fund to the extent that the 
participating Municipalities meet all applicable matching-fund requirements in the 
Settlement Agreement. 
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Count..., Government Acces~ Programming 

F. 	 Funds are allocated for managing the County Government Channel, maintaining County 
Government Channel video equipment, closed captioning of County Government 
programming, and for the operation uf the Technical Operations Center to monitor and 
adjust technical quality ofPEG Programming. 

Foods are allocated to the Office ofPublic Information for in-house staff and contractors 
to produce Executive Branch programming for the County Government Channel. 

Funds are allocated to the Council for in-bouse staff and contractors to produce 
programming for the Council and Legislative Branch agencies. 

Funds are allocated to the Montgomery County portion of the Maryland-National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission for contractors to provide cable~related services, 
including webcasting and services needed to produce programming for the Planning 
Board and the Parks Department. 

Educational Access Pro~g 

G. 	 Funds are allocated to Montgomery College to produce educational programs and operate 
a cable channel 'With in-house staff. 

H. 	 Funds are allocated to Montgomery County Pub1ic Schools to produce educational 
programs for children, parents, and teachers; carry Board of Education meetings; and run 
other educational progr..muning of interest to County residents. MCPS currently operates 
two educational access channels on the cable system. 

Public Access Programming 

I. 	 Funds are allocated for Montgomery Community Television, Inc., to perform services in 
FY 2010 specified in its contract with the County. including the following: 

(1) 	 produce and schedule two public access channels, including disseminating 
information on the daily program schedule; 

(2) 	 train community producers and technicians in program production and assist 
residents and community organizations in developing locally produced or locally 
sponsored programming; 

(3) 	 provide and maintain a central access studio, field production equipment, and 
editing facilities for use by community producers in program production; 

(4) 	 maintain all video equipment provided to MCT or purchased by MCT with cable 
company or County funds; 

(5) 	 produce local interest and public affairs programming; 
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(6) 	 promote and encourage programming representing a diversity of comm1.lD.ity 
interests and needs; and 

(7) 	 perform outreach and create programming in the down-county area. 

PEG Network 

J. 	 For FY 2010, funds are allocated for PEG equipment replacement, for an emergency 
equipment reserve to be used in case ofimminent failure ofmajor PEG video systems, for 
joint PEG programming/promotion) PEG network engineering and administration, closed 
captioning of select PEG programming, and for PEG programming to provide access to 
cable by community organizations. 

The Council wishes to encourage the most cost-effective operations of the PEG Channels 
and has directed the PEG Network to enhance the sharing of equipment, facilities, and 
personnel. All funds appropriated for PEG equipment replacement must be administered 
by the Office ofCable and Communications Services. Before &-pending any fimds for this 
purpose, the PEG Network must report to the Council and the Executive on their plans 
for the purchase and allocation of replacement equipment. The Council intends that 
preference be given to purchases of equipment and facilities that can be shared by more 
than one PEG Channel. 

The Council encourages the municipal co-franchisors to develop plans for purchasing 
equipment, using engineering expertise available from the other PEG Channels and the 
Office of Cable and Communications Services, and acquiring equipment that facilitates 
the sbaring ofresources with other PEG channels. 

The Office of Cable and Communications Services must not spend funds from the 
Emergency Equipment Reserve until the PEG Network finds that additional replacement 
funds are needed to prevent interruption ofprogramming on one or more PEG Channeis. 

All equipment purchased with Cable Funds, except equipment purchased with Municipal 
Grant funds or funds allocated to the Village of Friendship Heights under this Plan, must 
be titled to the Montgomery County Government,. which may, under appropriate controls, 
allocate some of the equipment for use to individual PEG Channels. 

Before the PEG Network may spend funds allocated for PEG joint 
Programming/Promotion, the Network must report its general plans to the Council and 
the Executive. 

Other EXpSinditures 

K. 	 For FY 2010, funds are allocated to the Village of Friendship Heights for cable 
programming and equipment expenses. 
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Resolution No.: 16-978 

Institutional Telecommunications 

1. 	 For FY 2010, funds are allocated for Institutional Telecommunications for FiberNet 
capital improvements and operations. The CoWlty'S Franchise Agreement vvith COrneas!, 
assumed from Prime Communications, provides that CQmcast must pay grants to support 
operations, maintenance, and the installation of cables and electronic equipment for the 
County's Fiber Net. 

The County plans to expand the FiberNet network to meet the telecommunications needs 
of County agency facilities. The Department of Technology Services must develop a 
FiberNet buildout plan that identifies facilities with the greatest need for high-speed 
voice, data, and video transmissions and for which FiberNet offers lower cost service than 
private sector telecommunications providers. User agencies must notifY the Council 
before paying any fee to or entering into any agreement with any private provider, ifusing 
FiberNet to serve specific facilities is more advantageous to the County. The Council 
will then consider if adjustments to the funded FiberNet buildout schedule are warranted 
to avoid paying excessive fees to private providers for telecommunications service to any 
specific facility. 

General Fund Transfers and Repayment Schedule 

M. 	 In FY 2004, $2,636,000 was appropriated from the Cable 1V Special Revenue Fund to 
the General Fund to finance general government operations. This was the first year that 
the Executive recommended transferring funds derived from franchise fees for 
unspecified general government operations. 

In FY 2006, the Council allocated $1,241,000 to fund the County's Automated Traffic 
Management System. 

In FY 2007, the Council allocated $284,000 to fund technology projects for the 
Montgomery County portion of the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission Operating Budget. 

In FY 2009, the Council transferred $250,000 to the General Fund in order to support 
County operating expenses, and indicated their desire to ensure that this transfer will 
improve the technology infrastructure and productivity support for all County 
departments. 

In FY 2010, $3,235,830 is transferred from the Cable TV Special Revenue Fund to the 
General Fund to finance general govenunent operations. The Council intends that this 
transfer ""ill improve the technology infrastructure and productivity support for all 
County departments. 
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Resolution 16-978 

The FY 2004 General Fund transfer, the FY 2006 funding for the Automated Traffic 
Management System, and the FY 2007 funding for technology projects for the 
Montgomery County portion of the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission must be repi:t.id "\\'ithout interest according to the following schedule: 
$432,000 was paid in FY 2008, $0 will be paid in FY 2009, and SO will be paid in FY 
2010. As a part of the FY 2011 Recommended budget. the Executive must propose an 
amended repayment schedule. 

Action 

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland approves the following 
resolution: 

The Council approves the attached Cable Communications Plan as described in this 
resolution and appropriates cable communications grant resources and settlement funds as 
provided in the Cable Communications Plan and this resolution and any amendments to 
either that the Council adopts for FY 2010. 

This is a correct copy of Council action. 

~7h.~ 
Linda M. Lauer, Clerk ofthe Council 
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1.322 1.322 

1,583 1,583 

2,389 2,389 

250 250 

5.824 5.824 

10.663 10.663 

1,257 1.785 

11.920 12,4411 

302 19.4% 253 
36 34.9% 29 

3,236 1194.3% 0 
39 0.0% 39 

0 0.0% 0 
0 0.0% 0 
0 0.0% 0 

0.0% 0 
101.1I'Ko 321 

0.0% 0 
0.0% 0 

338 20.9% 282 

1,320 -0.2% 1,582 

1,582 -0.1% 1,698 

1,041 -56.4% 1,610 

3.236 1194.3% 0 

7,517 29.1% 5.172 

9.723 -11.8% 11,088 

1.851 47.3% 1.906 

11,574 -2.9% 12,994 

Municipollrandl... NO and PEG capital and o""""lng funding r.quired by franchi••, Municipal, and s..,;lemenl ag.......n.. and County Code. 
Cun"entfy Montgomery Community Television, Int. 

I and 'MlllncltJde ioton'naUOO ir1 Mute Cable CorrmJnicallons Plans. 

FYl .. 

253 253 253 
18 0 0 

0 0 0 
39 39 39 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

310 292 292 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

271 253 253 

1,722 1,877 1,885 

1,730 1,763 1.796 

1.535 1,460 1,460 

0 0 0 

5,258 5,352 5.394 

11,440 11,546 12,091 

1.963 2,022 2,082 

13,403 13,568 14,173 

Th... projKrionl for"'- Cobta TV Fund incorporate assumptions of annual resources and rea(UJro/J usage 01 well 01 proioctad end~of~yeor rea • ......as OYCIilobie boYd on fhes.e assumptions. 
This sceoorio assumes that operating e..tponditutu will experience nat incraa58S as Q frend, Fodors contribuiing to me assumed me of iocrause include compen&CJtion adjustmen15, program 
end prodvctivif'y impmvament51 and tosI increases driven by inflation. This scenario rtlptl)S8flts one possible fiscal futuro based on the incorporated so. of expenditure and ruwuru 
Q$$uMptions. Other !JC8norios would QQC\,Ir If 1he County E.xacutive end County Council adopted a different program pion or if the future brings different tr'endi thQf1 JlIlI5umad in the 
incotparated ....vmp/ions. The County &ecutive presenlS th_ fiscal projections ... 0 fool for jhinking about tho lutu", fiscol pali"l' implications 01 the recommended program 01 
expenditure! and resources. 

FY15 

303 
0 
0 

39 
0 
0 

0 

303 

1,893 

1,796 

1,460 

0 

5,452 

12,415 

2,145 

14,560 
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DEPARTMENT OF TECHNOLOGY SERVICES 

Isiah Leggett 	 E. Steven Emanuel 
County E:cecutive 	 Chief Information Officer 

MEMORANDUM 

October 28, 2009 

TO: 	 Management and Fiscal Policy Committee 

FROM: 	 Mitsuko R. Herrera ~ 1..... ~ 
Cable Communications Administrator 

SUBJECT: 	 MFP Work Session - Cable Financing Issues 

The MFP has asked the Cable Office to provide information related to cable financing issues to 
enable the MFP to better prepare for the FYII Cable Food budget request that will be submitted 
by the COooty Executive in March 2010. The Cable Office welcomes the opportWlity to provide 
additional information regarding the Cable Food structure and hereby submits answers to 
questions proposed by MFP Cooocil staff. 

Question 1: Can you summarize the reasons why there is consideration ofchanging the current 
structure of the Cable Plan? 

A. Rationale for Format Changes to Cable Plan 

It has been some years since the line item descriptions contained in the cable plan were 
reviewed. Staff who had worked with the Cable Plan for many years have learned how to 
interpret it. But within the last two or three years there have been changes in the membership 
of the MFP, a new Cooocil staff analyst for cable and technology, a new Director ofDTS, a 
new Cable Administrator, a new Cable Office budget analyst, and a new OMB Cable Food 
analyst. Thus, arose the necessity to review the Cable Plan structure and make it easier for all 
to understand. In addition, as part of the ERP process. the last day to change budget index 
codes will be November 30, 2009. After that, no changes will be permitted for eighteen 
months. 

Moreover, the Cable Plan structure made it very difficult to ascertain: 

~ Non-discretionary expenses 

~ Expenditures supporting multiple functions 

~ Revenues with restricted uses 


Offite of Cable and Communication Servites 
100 Maryland Avenue, Suite 250, Rotkville, Maryland 20850 

240773-2288 FAX 240 777-3770 



~ 	Impact of personnel payroll and benefit increases 

Furthermore, during County Council review of the FYIO Cable Plan, the Cable Office 
recommended changes to the boilerplate wording of the Council Budget Resolution. The 
MFP was not able to review these changes and the changes were put on hold pending MFP 
review. 

Lastly, the CCM budget contains funding for personnel and operations that supports the PEG 
network and media services for the County. This makes it appear that CCM is receiving 
more funding to produce cable programming than it really is. 

B. 	FYIO Budget Alert 

ALL FIGURES ARE PROVIDED FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY AND DO NOT REPRESENT AN 
OFFICIAL BUDGET SUBMISSION OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE, OMB, DTS, THE CABLE OFFICE 
OR ANY EXECUTIVE AGENCY. 

OMB will release the "Actual FY09 Budget" totals in a few weeks. FY I 0 First Quarter 
franchise and PEG fee payments are not due until October 30, 2009 and were not paid prior 
to preparation of this report. However the Cable Office has reviewed FY09 franchise fee 
payments and asked cable operators to provide estimated FY I 0 First Quarter payments. This 
information is presented in ATTACHMENT A. 

};> In FY09, revenue may be $626,000 more than estimated revenue stated in the Approved 
FY10 Budget. 

};> In FY09, non-discretionary required payments to municipalities, i.e., expenditures, may 
be $74,000 more than estimated in the Approved FYIO Budget. 

};> In FY09, the net gain to the Cable Plan would be $552,000. This would be the result of 
increased revenues minus increased municipal expenditures. However: 

• 	 In FY09, MARC personnel expenditures were estimated to be $2,354,000. This 
represents 20.3% of the MARC or 24.2% of the net MARC less municipal 
payments. 

• 	 The impact ofFY09 COLAs, merit increases, and unknown healthcare and other 
benefit costs on FY09 personnel costs is unknown. In FY08, personnel costs 
increased 23.5% over FY07. In FY09, a 20.9% increase over FY08 was included 
in the budget. Some growth is driven by creation of new positions or by 
increasing departmental charge backs to the Cable Plan. 

};> In FYI0, the Cable Plan may have a negative balance depending on actual ending balance 
of FY09. 

};> In FYIO, based on First Quarter revenues, FYIO revenues may be (-$441,000) less than 
estimated revenue. 

};> In FYIO, based on First Quarter revenues, FYIO non-discretionary required payments to 
municipalities may be (-$283,000) more than estimated expenditures. 

};> 	 As a result, in FYI 0, the net loss for the Cable Plan could be (-$724,000). This would be 
the result of a projected decrease of revenues and a projected increase of municipal 
expenditures, as noted above and in ATTACHMENT A line 32. 

• 	 The County Executive submitted (-$160,430) in reductions to the Cable Plan in 
his FY 10 Savings Plan. 
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• 	 If accepted by the County Council, the potential FYIO net loss for the Cable Plan 
could be reduced. 

Question 2: What are the format changes to the Cable plan under consideration? And what are 
substantive allocation changes under consideration? 

The format changes are under discussion within the Executive Branch. The following is for 
discussion purposes only and does not represent the official position of the County Executive. 

A. 	Council Budget Resolution 

Sections of the resolution for which no changes are proposed have been redacted. Italicized 
text denotes sections to be discussed with MFP. 

).> 	 Background: Paragraphs list gross franchise and PEG revenue payments to the County. 
Amendments note corresponding payments from the County to Participating 
Municipalities required under related franchise agreement provisions, so as to better 
demonstrate the Council has authority to allocate the resulting net franchise and PEG 
revenue through the Cable Plan. 

).> 	 General Provisions: The Executive and Legislative Branches benefit from the exchange 
ofbudget information. However, the timing of this submission occurs after the Cable 
Office has submitted a budget request to the County Executive and before the County 
Executive submits a recommended budget to the County Council. Therefore, relevant 
information regarding the pending year budget recommendations, including projected 
increases in expenses, and changes in outyear expenditures, cannot be submitted to the 
Council. Moreover, (e) the revised revenue forecast only includes projections based on 
first quarter data because second quarter revenue is not reported until after January 31. 

).> 	 Franchise Administration: Specific reference to separating funding for engineering 
support for the Transmission Facilities Coordinating Group (TFCG) is suggested. TFCG 
support represents almost 60 percent ofthe Engineering and Inspection line item. 

).> 	 County Government Access Programming: 

• 	 Programming for CCM, the County Government Channel, is produced by several 
different entities. However, the programming is produced for CCM to provide 
relevant information to CCM viewers and County residents, not for the benefit of 
the specific entity producing the programming. Therefore changes to the budget 
resolution wording are suggested to address this issue. 

• 	 Closed Captioning support includes funding for closed captioning on channels 
other that CCM. The budget resolution contains reference to this closed 
captioning. support under PEG Network. One proposed change to the Cable Plan 
will be to move this line item into the PEG Network. 

• 	 Similarly, when the PEG Upgrade is completed this fiscal year, the Technical 
Operations Center will support all PEG Network channels. Retaining these non
CCM budget lines items in the CCM category makes it appear that more money is 
being spent to produce CCM programming than is actually spent. . 
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• 	 Lastly, the County anticipates having a contract in place with a meeting 
management and web-streaming solution vendor to support web casting of CCM. 
This will centralize this function within CCM 

)0> 	 PEG Network: In the first paragraph, minor amendments to list order and descriptions 
are proposed. As noted above, closed captioning and Technical Operations Center 
operations costs would be moved into this category. In the following paragraphs, 
language is eliminated to reflect the current level of review by MFP and the County 
Executive. Information about PEG Network strategic equipment planning will be 
provided separately to the MFP and procurement procedures are followed to ensure 
fiduciary accountability. 

)0> 	 FiberNet: Change the name of the Budget Item from Institutional Telecommunications to 
FiberNet. The Cable Office will discuss with the MFP what processes are in place to 
ensure compliance with italicized text. 

B. 	 Proposed Changes to Cable Plan 

Proposed format changes are displayed and annotated in A TTACHMENT B. 

1. Municipal Expenditures. Municipal expenditures are required by the franchise 
agreements. Fees owed by cable operators on revenues from subscribers residing in 
participating municipalities are paid to the County for administrative purposes; the County 
then passes these fees to the municipalities. Municipal payments are calculated based on 
formulas contained in the franchise and municipal agreements. 

ATTACHMENT B lines 34 and 137 demonstrate the disparate impact of increases in 
municipal franchise and PEG payments on the MARC. (The MARC is the Maximum 
Agency Request Ceiling. The MARC equals Total Expenditures, line 124, less transfers 
from the fund, line 134.) 

» 	The Revised FYlO Column includes (-$160,430) in proposed County Executive FYIO 
Savings. However, ifno other changes were made to any program in FYlO, the FYlO 
MARC would grow by $192,000 because of the increases in the municipal 
expenditures. 

» 	Alternatively, if the municipal expenditures are excluded, the net MARC in the 
Revised FYlO would be (-$160,000) less than the FYI0 Approved net MARC. 

» 	In FYI1, municipal expenditures will likely increase. Thus, in FYI1, to meet the 
same MARC as in FYIO, all other programs will have to be reduced to fund the 
municipal expenditures. In addition, to avoid personnel cuts, fund personnel cost 
increases and remain at FYlO MARC levels, the cuts will have to come from the 76% 
of the MARC budget that is neither personnel nor municipal expenditure. 

2. Transmission Facilities Coordinating Group (TFCG). The TFCG is responsible for 
reviewing all telecommunications tower and antenna applications. TFCG requires 
specialized engineering conSUlting services to evaluate tower and antenna siting applications, 
including engineering recommendations, database management, preliminary zoning review, 
and review of RF propagation contour maps and drive-test results to verify need for new 
structures, requests for height exemptions, and interference with existing antennas. 
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With the growth ofmobile Internet and other mobile broadband applications, the County 
has seen an increase in TFCG applications, especially to provide fourth generation (4G) 
wireless services: 

TCFG Applications FY1997 to FY2010 

FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO FY01 FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 

As ATTACHMENT C demonstrates, the County has experienced a significant growth in 
munber of antenna towers sited within the County. New applications are more likely to cause 
interference with existing sites and some carriers will need to seek applications to build new 
towers because there is no more room to collocate antennas on existing towers. Furthermore, 
as the County becomes more densely populated, the demand for more wireless services 
grows. At the same time, it becomes more difficult to both find towers suitable for additional 
antenna collocation, as well as to find places to locate new towers. Thus, both the volume 
and complexity of applications is significantly increasing the engineering costs. The overall 
engineering line item was reduced in FYIO by more than 28% (-$200,000) while the cost of 
reviewing applications in FYlO is expected to rise almost 63% (+$113,000) over the 
budgeted amount. It is worth noting that as more TFCG applications are filed and more 
engineering expenses are incurred, the Cable Plan is also receiving more TFCG Fee revenue. 
But there is no automatic mechanism to raise the TFCG engineering allocation to correspond 
with the rise in application filings and fees. Presently, the first four months ofTFCG Fee 
revenue exceeds the total FYlO TFCG revenue estimate by $123,000 or 153%. 

Under the previous administration, a policy decision was made not to collect the full cost 
of reviewing applications. This decision was made to promote access to new technology and 
economic development. The cost overruns were previously paid out of DTS General Funds. 
In FY09, the TCFG line item was transferred to the Cable Plan and combined with other 
engineering costs, which included cable system testing, cable inspection, engineering support 
to assist in responding to Council inquiries and regulatory filings, as well as engineering to 
address PEG Network video transmission issues. Cost overruns are now being deducted 
from funds used to pay for cable inspections at the same time that provider construction 
complaints are increasing. Cable system testing will almost be eliminated at the same time 
the County is making progress on getting the FCC to open a proceeding to create digital cable 
testing standards. 

3. Media Production & Engineering. This has been renamed to better capture what this 
funding is used for. In addition, closed captioning and technical operations center funding 

Page 5: Cable Financing Issues Memo for Nov. 2, 2009 MFP 



that support multiple members of the PEG Network has been moved to PEG Network. See 
AITACHMENT B, lines 55N56, 99NIOO. 

4. New Media. Interactive web sites, social media applications, live streaming of 
channel programming, and IntemetNbased video-on-demand, represent new and exciting 
means to reach new audiences, expand accessibility ofprogramming, and opportunities to 
repackage existing content. However, these new applications require that resources be 
diverted from traditional program production. This new line item will be an attempt to 
capture the cost ofcreating and delivering new media content. Within CCM, collaboration 
on new media services and the impact of a video streaming RFP will be examined. See 
ATTACHMENT B, lines 58, 64, 70, 76, 82, 87, 93. 

5. Community Access Programming. Almost 72% of the Community Access 
Programming operating expenses are used to pay lease and utilities costs. The other PEG 
entities directly supported by the County - CCM, MCTlO, and MCPS lTV use facilities 
owned by their parent entities. Building capital costs and utilities are funded by the County 
Government General Fund, or Montgomery College or Montgomery County Public Schools 
general budgets. Rent and utilities are broken out to enable a better comparison between 
PEG operating expenses. In addition, this breakout helps illustrate the cost savings that could 
be achieved by moving the community access contract to a County~wned building or to a 
contractor that owns its facility. (A ITACHMENT B, line 92) 

6. FiberNet Personnel Costs. Personnel costs are broken out consistent with the format 
used for in all other categories. (A ITACHMENT B, lines 105-108) 

Question 3: Will the new plan provide Council Members with more detail on how funds are 
being expended in each category? 

Yes, but to some extent, it would be more helpful to provide additional details in a document 
other than the Cable Fund Six-Year display. In this way, funding would not be locked into 
specific categories and flexibility could be preserved to reallocate resources within general 
categories to address changes in the legislative and regulatory landscape, news events, 
unanticipated cost increases, and midNyear reductions. Recent examples of such events 
include ARRA funding opportunities, development ofa national broadband plan, requests for 
Kennedy Cluster and MCPS Wi-Fi information, significant increases in tower and antenna 
application requests, and federal "shot clock" regulations related to review oftower and 
antenna applications. 

Question 4: Will the changes improve the way in which outcomes are provided for the various 
investments suggested? 

Outcomes are not provided in Cable Fund. Because the Cable Fund is merely the funding 
mechanism, outcomes can and should be provided in separate briefings to the MFP. 

Question 5: Are there plans to evaluate the Cable Fund reserve balance as part of this process? 

No. The Cable Fund reserve policy was reviewed by the County Executive and County 
Council in November 2008. The County Executive submitted a Recommended FYIO Cable 
Plan that met the reserve policy criteria. That the County Council determined the necessity to 
allocate funds in excess of the policy is more ofa reflection of the extraordinary economic 
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difficulties facing the County rather than a reflection on the financial prudence of maintaining 
a minimum fund reserve. 

Question 6: Will the changes restrict or reduce the ability of the Council to authorize and take 
action on the Cable Fund? 

No. 

Question 7: Will priority-setting decisions for the Cable Fund be enhanced, and if so, how? 

Priority-setting decisions are reflected in Cable Fund, not driven by it. Priority-setting 
decisions for the Cable Fund will continue to be enhanced through discussion among the 
Cable Office, PEG Network and DTS, and through discussion with the MFP. 

Question 8: The Cable Fund is currently the sole source of funding for FiberNet, a vital 
infrastructure for the County, as well as for many community programming groups. How will 
the changes affect the visibility and support for these programs? 

A proposed change to the Cable Plan is to breakout the expenditures for DTS which support 
FiberNet, consistent with all other portions of the Cable Plan. The decision to fund FiberNet 
operations solely through the Cable Plan is a policy matter for the County Executive and the 
County Council. However, new capital projects include funding to cover the costs of 
providing FiberNet to the new facility. 

Question 9: Will any structural changes be evaluated as part of this process? 

While the Cable Office could better serve the interests ofMFP, the County Executive, the PEG 
Network, and cable subscribers by adding additional staffand segmentation of responsibilities, 
additional resources for such changes will not likely be available or introduced, near term. In 
FYIO, the Cable Office will work closely with MC3}}, the Office of Consumer Protection and 
the Office of the County Attorney to address systemic resolution ofcable complaints. 

Question 10: The staffing pattern for the Cable Office has been the center of several 
discussions .. Will the discussed changes to the Cable Plan affect it or improve the way 
information is provided? 

The new Cable Plan will provide additional information regarding the reduced budget for 
contracted cable inspection services and the growth in outside engineering costs to review 
tower and antenna siting applications. 
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10,584 10,955 
201 182 

2,811 2,020 
255 1,932 
200 200 

1,568 1,589 
80 40 
80 120 

0 4 
0 0 
'9 17.042 

TOTAl RESOURCE8-CABLE FUNDI 18,281 20.' 

EQUIPMENT & OPERATIONS 
Franchi.. Fee Sharing 
10 Municipal~ies 762 789 

762 789 

98 265 
98 265 
98 285 

294 795 
Operating Support (al 

PEG Support 61 67 
Pan:. PEG Support 67 67 

League PEG Support 67 67 

11,282 
182 

2,020 
2,146 

200 
1,589 

68 
181 

0 
0 

770 
770 

296 
296 
296 
888 

67 
67 
67 

327 
0 
0 

214 
0 
0 

28 
61 
(4) 
0 

(19) 
(191 

31 
31 
31 
93 

0 
0 
0 

11,280 
187 

2,080 
1,990 

200 
1.637 

30 
80 

0 
0 

812 
812 

276 
276 
276 
828 

70 
70 
70 

2,561 
45 

517 
627 
50 

407 
3 

99 
0 
0 

190 
f9(J 

97 
97 
97 

292 

17 
11 
17 

22.7% 
23.9% 
24.9% 
31.5% 
25.0% 
24.9% 
10.1% 

123.8% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

23.4% 
23.4% 

35.3% 
35.3% 
35.3% 
35.3"

10,244 
180 

2,068 
2,508 

200 
1,628 

12 
203 

0 
0 

759 
759 

389 
389 
389 

1.168 

(1,036) 
(7) 

(12) 
518 

0 
(9) 

(18) 
123 

0 
0 

(53) 
(53) 

113 
113 
113 
340 

ATIACHMENT A: (NOV. 2, 2009 MFP CABLE OFFICE MEMO) 
ALL FIGURES ARE PROVIDED FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY AND DO NOT REPRESENT AN OFFICIAL BUDGET SUBM'SSION OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE, OMB, OTS. THE CABLE OFFICE OR ANY 

® EXECUTIVE AGENCY 



1 
FY10 CA6Lt: rlO~15 PLAN 

Approved 
FYl0 

15000's 
Reformatted 

FYl0 

• OM.. 
Estimated 

FYl0 

riNG & :;)11_ ;) 

Estimate indudes Revised FYl0 Revenue Est & CE Savinas 

7. 
80 
81 
12 
83 

D, MONTGOMERY COLLEGE· MCTV10 
Personnel Costs 
Operating Expenses 
New Media, Webstreaming & VOO Services 

SUBTOTAL' 

1,141 
179 

1,320 

1,141 
179 

1,320 

1,141 
179 

1,320 
Newline item; Researdling cost breakout 

14 
85 
81 
87 
88 

E. PUBLIC SCHOOLS • MCPS lTV 
P8tSOMei Costs 
Operating Expenses 
New Media, WebS1reaming & VOO Services 

SUBTOTAL' 

1,385 
197 

1,582 

1,385 
197 

0 
1,582 

1,385 
197 

0 
1,582 

New ~ne rtem; Provided using in-llouse labor 

II 
.0 

91 
.2 
.3 
94 

F, COMMUNITY ACCESS PROGRAMMING 
Personnel Costs 

Operating Expenses 
Rent & Utilities 
New Media, Webstreaming & VOO Services 

SUBTOTAL 

1,871 

691 

2,582 

1,871 

195 
496 

2,582 

1,871 

195 
496 

2,582 

CCM, MCTV10 and MCPS lTV do not have leasing expanses 
New line rtem; Researching cost breakout 

IS 
II 
.7 
.8 
II 
100 
101 
102 
103 

G. PEG NElWORK 
PEG Equipment Replacement 
PEG Network Operating 
Youth and Arts Community Media 
Closed captioning 

Technical Operations Center (TOC) 
PEG Network Mobile Production Vehicle 
Emergency Equipment Reserve 

SUBTOTAL 

940 

215 

32 
80 

1,267 

940 

125 
90 

291 

23 
32 
80 

1,581 

940 
125 

90 

291 

23 
32 
30 

1,531 

Previously included Youth and Arts progemming expenses 

Braak-out from Operatr1g Expenses 
Funds CCM & MCPS lTV CC; plans to support MCTV10 & AMTV 

FYl0 Savings Plan Reduction 

11M 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 

H, FIBERNET 

FiberNeI· Personnel Charges for OTS 
FiberNeI • Personnel Charges lor OCT 
FiberNet • Operations & Maintenance (OTS) 
FiberNet • Operations & Maintenance (DOT) 
FiberNet-CIP . 

SUBTOTAL 

1,190 
244 

1,041 
2,476 

177 

40 
1,013 

204 
1,041 
2,475 

177 

40 
1,013 

204 
1,041 
2,475 

Rename 
Braak-out from FiberNet Support consistent with rast of Plan 
Break-out from FiberNet Support consistent with rast of Plan 
Rename; break-oul personnel costs 
Rename; break-oul personnel costs 

111 TOTAL EXPENDITURES· PROGRAMS 15,478 15,478 15,600 

112 
113 
114 

115 
115 
117 
118 

119 
120 
121 

LOTHER 
Indi-ect Costs Transfer to Gan Fund 

, 
Indi"ect Costs Transfer to Gen Fund (ERP & MCTime) 

, 
Transfer to !he General Fund 

, 
Grants to Orga'1izl1tions (Friendship Hts) 
Consolidated Multiuse TeclYloIogy Facility 
Verizon-Cable Service to Public Buildings 
COB Renovations· CIP 

. 
Park & Planning Technology Projects 

SUBTOTAL 

302 
36 

3,237 

39 
0 
0 
0 
0 

3,614 

302 
36 

3,237 
39 

0 
0 
0 
0 

3,'14 

302 
36 

3,237 
39 

0 
0 
0 
0 

3,'14 
122 TOTAL EXPENDITURES 19,092 19,092 19,215 

123 
124 
125 
12& 

J. ADJUSTMENTS 
Prior Year Adjustments 
CIP • Designated Claim on Fund 
Fund Balance Transfer to General Fund (ind ., O!her Xfr) 

0 
0 

(450) 

0 
0 

(450) 

0 
0 

(450) 

127 TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS (450) 450 450 

12& 
129 

FUND BALANCE 
FUND BALANCE PER POUCY GUIDANCE 

481 
911 

481 
911 

(103) 
811 

FY09 _II Beginning Bilinee wi. -.:1 FY10 Fund Bilinee 

130 
131 
132 
133 

134 
135 
I. 

K. SUMMARY. EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCE 
'Transfer to Gan Fund·lndirect Costs 
"Transfer to Gen Fund-Mont Coil cable Fund 
'Transfer to Gen Fund-Public Sch Cable Fund 

'Transfer 10 CIP Fund 
'TranSfer to the General Fund-other 

FUND TRANSFERS SUBTOTAL 

338 
1,320 
1,582 

1,041 
3,237 
7,518 

338 
1,320 
1,582 
1,041 
3,237 
7,518 

338 
1,320 
1,582 

1,041 
3,237 
7,518 

Summary CondenSed 

137 CATV FUND MARC 11,574 11574 116117 MARC mly not excee<l $11.574 million 
I. 
139 

Municipal Franchise & PEG Payments 
CATV FUND NET EXPENDITURES 

1,851 
9,723 

1.851 
1,723 

2.134 
9,563 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCE 19,092 

ALL FIGURES ARE PROVIDED FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY AND DO NOT REPRESENT AN OFFICIAL BUDGET SUBMISSION 
OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE, OMB, DTS, CABLE OFFICE OR ANY EXECUTIVE AGENCY 

ATTACHMENTB (NOV. 2, 2009 MFP CABLE OFFICE MEMO) 

REFORMATTED CABLE PLAN WITH REVISED FY10 REVENUE AND MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES 




... IU \,;AaLI:: I:.~"""""CO 
ApplOYed ReI'orm_ Estimated 

FYl0 FYl0 FYl0 Estimate includes ReviSed FYl0 Revenue Est & CE Savings 


2 
 BEGINNING fUND BAl.ANCE 2,06' 2,06' 2,06' Revised Beginring Balance not yet ava~abIe 


3 
 REVENUES 
" 5% Franchise Fee 11,280 11,280 10.244 FY10 1Q· 22.7'Iio 01 FYle ApproYed 

6 G'Burg PEG Con!ribu!lOn 
 187 187 180 FY10 10" 23.9'16 of FY10 Approved 


6 PEG Operating Support 
 2,0802,080 2," Amend name; FY10 10 "24.9% of FYl0 Approved 

7 PEG & FiberNet Capital Equipment Support 
 1,990 2,506 Amend name; FYl0 10 "31.5% of FY10 Approved 

8 Vefiz.on· Facilities Grant 


1,990 
200 Amend name 

II FiberNet Opereling & Equipment Support 
200200 

1,128 Amend name; FY10 10; 24.9'16 of FY10 Approved 
10 In_Eamed 

1,637 1,637 
12 Amend name; FYl0 10 " 10.1% of FY10 Approved 

11 TFCG Applic:alion Review Fees 
3030 
SO 2a3 Amend name; Rev Est based on Updated TFCG Data 

12 Miscellaneous 
80 
Oi o o 

o13 Transfer from !he General Fund o o 
17,414 17,043 Re¥Iud FYOII REV +11621 ; RlMeed fYl0 Rev -1441 • +$185 Rev 

15 TOTAL RESOIJRCES.CA8t.E FUND 
17,41414 TOTAL ANNUAL REVENUES 

19,553 111,112 FY10 10 Revenue" 24.5% ofFY10Approved1',513 
New Category 

17 A.IIUNICIPAL EQUIPME/IIT & OPERATIONS 
1. NON-OISCRETIONARY EXPeNDITURES 

Moved Into N .... Category 

18 MunlclfHol FI'IInCIli8e Fee Sharing 

111 Revenues 10 Municipalitift 812 Estimates baaed on FY09 40; FY10 10 not yet available 

20 ADO? City of Rockville 429 $436 revised FY09 estimate; 1$ break,,1lI _sary?460 

199 166 $189 revised FY09l111timate; 15 break.oul necesaary? 
22 ADD? Maryland Munodpal League 
21 ADO? CitY of Takoma pant 

152 142 $106 revised FY09 estimate; Is bl8ak.oul neoessary? 
2S SUBTOTAL 812812 71. FY09 40 (last available)" 23.4% at FY10 Approved 

24 MunldpM Caplllli Support la) 
25 DELETE? Rockville Equipment 276276 3enlile. eaCh receiVe same amount by formula 

28 DELETE? Takoma Pant eqUIpment 276 276 Is break-out infoImation necessary? 
27 DELETE'? Municipal League Equipment 276 
28 SUBTOTAL 

276 
828 828 1,168 FY10 lQ. 31.3'" of FY10 Approved 

2t Municipal OperatIng Support la, 
SCI DELETE? Rod<viIle PEG Support 70 70 3 entitieS eaCh receive same amount by formula 
31 DELETE? Takoma Pant PEG support 70 70 Is bIeak.oul informatIOn necessary? 
32 DELETE? MuIlL Laague PEG Support 70 i 

» SUBTOTAL 211 
70 

211 207 FY10 10 =24.2% 01 FY10 Approved 
34 SUBTOTAL 1,851 2,134 Ravlsed FY09 MEO +$74; Ravlsed FYIO MEO +$280. +$354 MEO1,151 

15,1» ,,,,tot New Subtotal; FY10 10 =28.8% 01 FY10 APP""'ed 
38 NET TOTAL RESOURCES.eA8LE FUND 
35 NET TOTAL ANNUAL RevENUES lS.W 

17,70217,702 16,978 New Subtotal 

37 EXPENDITURES 
38 A. Tnll",mIaIIlon F_Coordinating Group NewCaiegory 
39 TFCG AppliCatiOn Re_ o 180 293 Break"lUt from Francruse Admin Engineering 

40 SUBTOTAL I) 2t3 FYl0 lQ Eapen.... ".7'Iio ofFY10 Approved180 
41 s.. FRANCHISE ADIIINISTRATION 
42 Personnel Costs· Cable Administration 705705 636 FY10 Savings - Delay N.... Hire Untij 1/4110 
,n Personnel Costs . DTS Administration 69 
... Personnel Costs - Charges for County Atty 

6959 
95 9S 95 

45 Operating 7373 73 
20 Will have II> reduce englMertng II> c_TFCG Incre_ 

47 Inspection Services 
5046 EnglnHIIng Services 

l500 270 167 Will ""... 11> reduce In~10_ TFCG Inc_ 
48 Legal and Professional SelVlC8s 310 310 310 

49 SUBTOTAL 1.712 1,3. 
50 SUBTOTAL 

1,672 
1,752 1,513 

51 C. MONTGOMERY COUNTY GOVERNMENT· CCM 

1.762 
Rename (consistent wiIh branding eIIor1s) 

52 Media Production & Englneertng 
13 Personnel Costs 533 492 FYl0 S8\Iings . Delay NIM' Hire Until 1/4110 

54 Operating 

633 
25 

15 Ted'1nical Operelions Cenler (TOC) 
25 25 

MovetoPEGN_ 
66 Closed Caplloning 

23 
291 Move 10 PEG Netw<>nt 

57 Contracts· TV PtoducIion 63 63 Produce promotions, agency S8!J'II8IIIs, editing support 
68 New MedII!, Wflbslreaming & VOD Services 48 Renamed; centralIZe CCM _ streaming contracI in FY11 

Sf SUBTOTAL 
411 95 

9;10 11. 628 
60 Public Informallon om"" 
11 Personnel Costs 580 5eO 580 

12 1282 Operating Expenses 12 
210 210 

64 New ModI&, Webslrearning & VOD Service. 
27363 Contracts· TV ProduCIion 

New ~ne item; Researching cosl breakout 
SUBTOTAL 782 782 

III County Council 
.7 Personnel Cosls 74 

•• OperaIing Expenses 
74 74 

28 28 

U ContraCls - TV ProduC1lon 
28 

616 516 S16 
70 New Media, websttearning & veo Services New Hne item; Consolidate wilh Media Production & Engi~ng? 

71 SUBTOTAL 618818 818 

72 MHCPPe 
73 Personnel Costs 101 101101 

21 21 21 

75 ContracIs • TV ProductIOn 
74 Operating Expenses 

117 117 117 
4778 N.... Media, Weblltreaming & VOD Services o 47 !pmvide with CCM centralized video streaming 5elVice conIrad in FY11? 

77 SUBTOTAL 285 2311 : 21l11i 
78 SUBTOTAL 2,1lIIi8 2,355 i 2,314 • 

ATTACHMENT B (NOV, 2. 2009 MFP CABLE OFFICE MEMO) 

REFORMATIED CABLE PLAN WITH REViSEO FY10 REVENUE AND MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES 
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Locations of Sites for Antennas Based on Applications Reviewed by the TFCG (Cumulative Year) 
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Monl"o;mcry CGwI;lr, MD 

i)lw, Septembt. l6,lOO9 
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