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Management and Fiscal Committee 

Go 
FROM: Glenn Orlin, Deputy Council Director 

Spending Affordability the and other general CIP 
assumptions 

The for this worksession is for the Committee to Spending 
Affordability Guidelines FYI1 16 CIP and the set associated CIP assumptions. 

will its the Council's the 
for the Council either to confirm or guidelines. Any reViSiOn IS 

supposed to a significant change conditions" affordability, and not to 
need account. After February 2 the Council can adopt an that 
expenditures that exceed but only with seven or more affirmative votes. The 

of Code is on ©1 

I. GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 

1. Council approved guidelines and targets. General Obligation (G.O.) Bond 
Spending Affordability Guidelines and targets approved FYII 16 CIP on October 2009 
were $325 million in year and $1 billion six-year period. 

applytoFYlI,FYI2, the 11-16 
can majority of Council members present. The County 

or the second-year to 10% over the previously set amount. 
Bond guideline 11 was million, the cannot it 

than 57.5 million. The same is true for the FY12 guideline. Council can or 
lower the FY11-16 as or low as it 

G.O. Bond Adjustment 	 reflecting the 
October 6 guidelines and a 

over used for the Amended 1 displays the 
Spending Affordability Guidelines and tClrf.""tc s January 15 

('FYI Rec'): 



...:;..==::....;:;. •• General Obligation Bonds in ..""'...,"'.. ~ CIPs ($ 

To assist detennining debt capacity-how 

and Council part on capacity 


various indicators of affordability at 	 levels 
indicators are: 

1. Total should not exceed 1.5% of full value of taxable real property. 
2. The 	 lease should not 

,..,
J. 	 exceea $1,000 by a amount. As a working 

assume that debt per 

4. 
5. 	 be paid off ten years. 

The has updated assumptions 

growth, inflation, the 


and is on ©5: 


.. interest rates on bonds are to be 0.8% in FYIl and lower 
years. 

.. in FY 11 is anticipated to be only 0.1 %; the for 11 
forecast in FYs12-13 dropped slightly. 

.. forecast of population growth is unchanged. 

.. inflation rates are forecast to lower in 11 but 0.2% FY12, 
0.5% higher in 3, and higher in 


.. countywide assessable is projected to at a slightly FYs 1 


.. Countywide personal income is now a more slowly before. 


These operating revenue growth assumption, drive of 
in the levels. the revisions 

worsening economic nrn,CY>"I'TC 

the new input assumptions, debt capacity for the current guidelines 
and is on ©6. chart to on which was September's analysis these 
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same now are optimistic 
than used in ","O,,,,Torn chart are somewhat worse. 

(plus and InnfT_f?>rrn 

million/year bond 
indicator over the 10% 

period-and ,Jar 
the first likely the 
projection were to go nO'fAn,r1 1990s-when 

was also indicator never eX(:ee.lea 

staff: Councilmembers, have looked to 
operating budget as most of the 

note Debt Capacity Analysis it is even displayed in bold type 
Therefore, it is ironic that although this indicator is to reach a historically 

level, it has not a more concern. The 10% standard is widely among 
and has similar hard times other traditional AAA jurisdictions allowed the 

11 % or higher to de standard during recession? 
wish to comment. 

indicator should least this 
County expands compensation and services then more debt can carried, 

contracts compensation then the budget must also 
contract. the contrary, it makes more sense to capital funding a 
at least keep it relatively stable-as a means for pump-priming the economy. more 

indicators are that service as a income, population, and 
value: measuring ability to pay. These indicators only only slightly ref!resse:Q 

(in the cases of and value) or improved (in the case of population) since 
summer. 

Council staff recommendation: Concur - do not amend the 
guidelines and The that the October 6 amended 
unless is a significant conditions. since October, it has 
been somewhat negative. Unlike CIP Spending 
Affordability Guidelines take account short-term ones, 

their purpose is to determine how much additional debt the 
burden over the next 20 years. has no sign over the last 
that the fiscal prospects significantly improved. 

2. Implementation (,overbookingJ rates. implementation rate a 
total amount spending that divided the amount of expenditures 

for year. An implementation rate is actually a mixture of factors: 
degree to which programmed expenditures a year are spent that year; degree to 
which expenditures from a previous are into a subsequent the 

to which the approves supplemental and special appropriations which 
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additional spending. The implementation rate allows the Council to 'overbook' the CIP to some 
degree, knowing that not all the funds programmed will actually be spent. The implementation 
rate assumed in the Amended FY09-14 CIP was 87.5% for FYs09-10 and 90% for FYsll-14. 
This means that the Council overbooked the Amended CIP in FY s 11-14 by 11 .1 % 
(1.001.90=1.111...) . 

Council staff has asked OMB to calculate the implementation rate for each agency for the 
last full fiscal year for General Obligation Bond proceeds, and to array these rates against those 
of the prior four years. The calculations are on ©8. A summary of the results is displayed 
below: 

Table 2: Implementation Rates by Program and Year for G.O. Bond Funds (nearest %) 

FYOS FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 Syr avg 
MCPS 66 125 74 104 104 94 
Mont. College 132 75 50 100 52 82 
Parks 82 56 78 91 50 71 
Transportation 80 87 66 96 95 8S 
MCG-Other 55 95 40 59 64 63 
TOTAL 70 104 64 94 87 84 

Since rates can fluctuate widely from one year to the next strictly due to the experience on a few 
large projects or even based on when bills happen to be paid, the best indicator for the future 
forecast of implementation rates is a multi-year average, not the rate from a particular year. Here 
are the overall implementation rates over the past several years: 

Table 3: Historical Implementation Rates for G.O. Bonds 

FY99 93.56% 
FYOO 83.29% 
FY01 115.14% 
FY02 87.18% 
FY03 95.31% 
FY04 91.17% 
FY05 70.11 % 
FY06 103.86% 
FY07 64.37% 
FY08 94.42% 
FY09 86.92% 

The average implementation rate across agencies over the past five years has been 
83.94%. Therefore, the Executive is recommending using an implementation rate of 84% over 
each of the next six years. Essentially it assumes that nearly one of every six dollars of G.O. 
bond proceeds will not be spent every year of the six-year period. This would be, by far, the 
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Council believes extending 84% assumption over 
realistic, given past patterns. 5-year 
in±1uenced by the low rates in and FY07: the rates 5 and 3 years ago. more 
recent experience higher rates. A approach is what the Executive and Council did 
last year with implementation rate use the 5-year as the rationale 
next two years, usual 90% rate last four 

Using 90% FYs13-16 funds available the CIP in 
nearly $100 million compared to the implementation rate assumption. 
84% as the overbooking will to what happens airlines too 
overbook: projects will forcibly bumped. 84% for six greatly over-promises what 

CIP can deliver. 

Council 	 recommends an rate of 84% for FYsll-12 and 90% 
for FYs13-16. 

3. 	 Inflation rates. The inflation rates in the are not 
cost inflation, but inflation: they are a means of 

annual bond guidelines and targets so can be compared 
which are in constant dollars. Department of 
inflation As noted above, 

inflation rates to 11, but 0.2% higher 

0.7% 1 


Typically a is developed the fall which is part basis for 
Executive's Recommended CIP. these assumptions during the winter 
more recent preparation for development of the 
Operating Budget and Public Services (PSP). The uses the same rates 
CIP as in the the updated rates are available staff will report their 
effect on the available for programming. Table 4 shows inflation assumptions 

recently rates the CIP recommendations 
('FYll-16 Rec'): 

Table 4: Inflation Assumptions in Recent (%) 
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4. Set-aside for bond-funded projects. In building the Council has always set 
some funding capacity to cover anticipated and unanticipated The set -asides 

needed for: (1) the acquisition, and cost of projects currently in 
whether schools, or the inevitable cost 

the the problems 
needs or that cannot be 

m prIor Table 5, and the recommendations 
are in bold type: 

Capital Set-Asides for General Obligation Bonds in Recent CIPs ($ millions) 

The traditional "''''"TAT.,... set-asides-through the May 2008 (the 
that a full about 15% of that an Amended r""f.'nlf.'r1 

a lesser percentage, it is essentially only a This pattern of reserves 
the County well over two decades, in the cost 
in the ClP and a placeholder for some projects planning to be 

in the subsequent 

However, the the Amended CIP approved was dramatically 
a 5-year is now recommending the same 

the The reserve $1 million in FY II is 
the reserves FYI3 should million and $10 

respectively. The reserves 16 are than 
to 5th and 6th 

The argument made by the the 
Superintendent and capital funding should be "''-'''''''''''''L low-bid 

Therefore, several in the Executive's 
programmed earlier they normally would be. 
are likely to extend I, there is no 

a longer time, that a sign that the 
County's growth 

.....u" ...... , $325 million 

Council staff that programmed Bond funds in the CIP 
reduced by a further $60 million, with those funds used to increase the 

would only bring to about 10.6%, the traditional 1 
ClP. Most of the $60 million would be diverted 5 and FY 16, but as 
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12 and FY 13 reserves are also too low. At CIP Reconciliation the Council should 
set -asides approaching following (in $ millions): 

..;;;..;;;;;;=;...;:;.- Council 	 Capital Set-Asides for FYll-16 CIP ($ millions) 

Alternatively, should the ,-,v'uU'w U,","''-'IJC the Executive's 
knowledge that it capability to fund cost increases on 

or new projects now in planning. 

5. 	 a particular project encounters 
reasons, not policy reasons. 

anticipated $5 million 
and so it 

by 
HH'''",,'U not only will guideline, once 

under the new FYI1 Such a double-counting artificially limits the amount 
that could be programmed. Therefore, the unfortunate but practice has not 

to show a delay in the 	 schedule on the form (PDF). 
elected officials public a false impression as to when construction is ...."'"......" 

1-1"''-',....'" to occur. 

2009 "fix" that would 
the 

Adjustment Chart entitled 
$90.066 million-worth 

"counted" against 01J'-,HUH 

14 the new CIP 
Recommended CIP, 

With this 1-16 CIP and will have much more accurate 
information about the expenditures, while still not compromising the ability 
to program funds up to of the spending guidelines and t;:"'(H>t" 

6. Summary of assumptions. net increase funds 
recommended for Recommended compared to 
FY09- CIP approved is $287.552 a 1 
increase-about $1 mill due to raising 
$100 million is due to a historically optimistic 

to programming a historically small capital reserve. 
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PAYGO, RECORDATION IMPACT TAXES 


YGO. Typically the amount of current revenue as an 
expenditures, also called County policy is to amount of 

to at least 10% of the or target for that but last 
Executive and Council to it in the budget 

been needed for the Operating 

PA YGO assumptions in recent are in Table 6. 
is to set PA YGO at $1 million in FYIl and $32.5 million 

10% minimum) for FYsI2-16. $1.974 million in FYI1 is for a 
used for projects with elements. The Recommended 

this type of PAY GO in chapter (pp. 6-1 and 

or 
,,,•.,:!,'-,_,, when public monies IAH"""('''' 

the "private activity" or (to the County's partners) 
it necessary for the County to use current revenue as its funding source. It is 

financing in partnership tax-exempt debt is 
improvements that meet the use oftax-exempt bond pro!cet~ds. 

the Executive recommends PA YGO in FYl1 by about 
the Amended CIP (providing resources to help close the projected $600 million 

gap) and increasing by $3.5 million in FY13 and million in 
Council staff concurs with the Executive. The Executive's are 

7 in bold type: 

'Regular' PAYGO Recent CIPs ($ millions) 

2. Recordation tax revenue. In 
tax. The proceeds of this 
project or Montgomery 

of PAY GO and 

Council approved an increase to 
used to supplement capital 
technology project. 

.1 
ago 

1,000 (i.e., 0.31 %) for the amount 
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any of these funds 

revenue 
assumptions is displayed 

years. 

current and proposed 

County Government crp '-,,"A'>""'0 

1 ,000 in 

allow the rental 
slightly 

of the current 

revenue 
capital projects 

and to County 

it 

..::;...;:;::.=:....;;:;. Past Revenue from the 'School Increment' of the Recordation 

from the School rose steadily 
'-',",'.iill,", during the first half of 

Executive has 
revenue 
during the six-year The comparison 

is displayed below: 

Revenue Assumptions for the Recordation Tax 'School ($000) 

that 
range 

• FY03 

FY06 

$23,199,460 
33,857,701 
39,684,570 
44,860,925 
32,738,324 
25,247,523 
18,246,176 
9,242,0 

revenue projections 
in FYIl and remain 

scaled back 
will rebound 

Council staff concurs assumptions for 

from the County Recordation Tax 
was $4,032) 93 during ofFYlO. Again, half 
programs and the other 

Executi ve will 

Govemment 
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Table ]0: Assumptions 'County Increment' ($000) 

Council staff concurs with the assumptions for the County Government 
Increment. 

3. Impact taxes. For the 
taxes, leading to 
ultimately are other projects 
Executive and concur that course CIPs, starting 

11-16 CIP, is to start with much more conservative revenue for impact taxes. 
IS now recommending which will probably be attained. At 

Reconciliation, somewhat higher, Council will be the 
happier amount. But note likely would be 

When the 14 CIP was school impact taxes were 
IJ,,.,...,C,,",U to CTpnpr!:lTP 10, and $127.5 

over the six-year Last winter the Council reduced the for FY09 and 
$1 1 million/year as the development industry--declined. 
Reconciliation this estimated that about $8 million would 
collected by revenue figure came just under this 
$7,925,495. 

about $5 million collected, so 
revenue IS on projection However,>,"UHJU 

will generate far assumed. The is recommending 
million (as shown about half of the $110 million assumed 
Amended FY09-14 

..::...==.;::;.;::;..' School Revenue .u••,~.~'" ($000) 

2008 transportation taxes were 
$13.2 million in million over 

Councill''''r1nf'~'r1 estimates for FY09 and FY I a to $7 
At CIP Reconciliation Council that only about 
the end of FY09. final revenue came in at just $2,398,310. 

III 
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During first half fiscal year about $1.4 million has been so the 
revenue projects to fall well the $10 million estimate for 10. In future this 

tax is now estimated to a much proportion of funds than school impact tax. 
For 11-16 CIP Executive is recommending only about $29.4 million 
below), about 58.5% less than $70.7 million FY09-14 

==..;::;.:;," Transportation Impact Revenue Estimates ($000) 

Council staff recommends the Executives forecasts for school and 
transportation impact taxes. 

4. School Facilities Payments. The IS not programmmg 
School Facilities (SFP) source funding is 
impossible to predict, cluster/level combinations 
the SFP (between 1 120% of program capacity) in the next and how 

proposed subdivisions would choose to payments. Instead, the will be 
programmed are received, if there are projects to which can be applied. 

Planning reported 
been approved as part 

an SFP was units to building almost $2 
be collected to fund capacity-adding projects the clusters in which the 

were approved. This we will how much of revenue has actually 
and use it in 1-16CIP. 

Council staff concurs with the Executive to not program School Facilities Payment 
revenue prospectively. 

III. ST ATE SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION AID 

The amended May estimated $40 million school construction 
annually for the 4 period. the Superintendent and the Education prepared 

they not wish to independently assume a different set of 
forecasts. 

The IS that 1-16 crp assume $30 million State 
11, which would be $10 million less than programmed for that He 
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Revenue available in 
in the CIP. 

recommends about $1 in order to 

.1 million of tax-supported 
$91.7 million (40.0%) more 

1, in FY 11 
provide more funds 

the $40 for 14, and 
6. 

staff recommends using the Executive's estimates for now. The 
estimates further revIew BOE's 

IV. CURRENT REVE~UE 

Revenue Adjustment Chart is on 11. The 

Current Revenue past and Recommended are below: 


Table 13: Current Revenue in Recent CIPs ($ millions) 


Council staff recommendation: Concur with the Executive's assumptions on 
for FYsll-t FYIl is key year to restrain RevenueCurrent Revenue in the 

given current economic conditions. 

V. PARK Al"D PLA~NING BONDS 

On October 6 the 

In his January 
inflation rates now 
implementation rate of 87% 

Affordability Guidelines 
FYII, $6.0 million for 12 and million 

recommended the guidelines and 
Bonds and Current 

just as in 12). 
an 

recommended of about $11.8 million comprises 28.8% 

17% of funds 
the FY11-16 period 

of the available projects, which is the same as last year but higher 
traditionally has been of the been 

for programming; 
have about a 16-17% reserve. 

Council staff recommendation: Retain the current guidelines targets. 

12 



MONTGOMERY CODE 

Chapter 20 


the county relating to revenue bonds; and c. 	 In any 

(2) 	 Compel the ,..."'r"Tr.rrn of required 

a. 	 This article; or 

b. 	 A authorizing revenue bonds; or 

c. 	 Any agreement by the county relating to revenue bonds, in accordance with law. 
(1986 ch. § 1.) 

Sec. 20-54. Credit of county not pledged. 

(a) 	 Revenue are not nOfmte:aness of the county within the meaning the Charter and 
do not constitute a full faith and credit of the county. 

(b) 	 All revenue bonds must a statement on their to the the faith 

ch. 1 
the county is not pledged to pay their principal, interest, or prem ifany. 

x. AFFORDABILITY-CAPITAL 

Sec. 20-55. Definitions. 

In this Article, the following terms have meanings indicated: 

(a) " means all capital approved by County 

(b) "Capital improvements program" means the co
submitted by the 

302 of the Charter. 

mprehensive 6-year program for capital 
to the Council under 

(c) 	 "Council" means County Council affordability committee under 
Section 305 Charter. (CY 1991 § 2; 1997 ch. § 1.) 

*Editor's note-See County Attorney Opinion dated IO/30/91-A describing the additions to Charter § 305 
by Question F as not conflicting with the TRlM amendment. 

Prior to its and reenactment CY 1991 L.M.C., ch. 29, Art. X was entitled 

consisted of §§ LV·'.JJ--LV-J and was derived from CY 199 I ch. 1, § I. 


March 2006 	 Chapter 20: Page 20-4 1 



§20-56 MONTGOMERY COUNTY 
Chapter 20 

Sec. 20-56. Establishment of Guidelines. 

(a) 	 General. The Council must adopt spending affordability for 

capital budget under this Article. 


(b) 	 Content. The for the budget must 

(J) 	 by the County 
year under the capital program; 

(2) 

(3) 	 total general obligation debt by the County that may approved under 
program; 

(4) 	 total amount of debt, except refunding bonds, 
Capital Park and Planning that may 
the first year under the capital 
County; 

(5) 	 total amount of debt, except refunding bonds, by the Maryland-National 
Planning Commission that may be planned for expenditure in 
year under capital improvements for projects in the 

(6) 	 issued by Maryland-National 
for projects in the County may be 

approved under the 6-year capital improvements program. 

(c) 	 Procedures. 

(1) 	 The Council must spending guidelines for the aggTegate 
by not later than the first in October in 

odd-numbered calendar year. 

(2) 	 The council must hold a public before it under 
paragraph (1). 

(3) 	 Council may delegate responsibility for monitoring relevant affordability 
indicators to standing committee with jurisdiction over spending affordability 
matters. 

March 2006 	 '-'Ha.LI''''' 20: 20-42 



MONTGOMERY CODE 

Chapter 20 


first in February of each year, the Council may, 
to (5), amend the resolution establishing guidelines to 

a significant cbange in conditions. An amendment may alter a guideline 
an upward or downward m amount. 

(5) 	 Any upward adjustment of a dollar amount under paragraph (4) for a guideline 
required by subsection (b)(1), (b )(2), (b)( 4), or (b )(5) must not exceed 10%. (CY 
1991 L.M.C., § 2; 1 ch. § L) 

Sec. 20-57. Affordability Indicators. 

In adopting its the Council should consider, among other relevant factors: 

(a) 	 the growth and of the local economy and tax base; 

(b) 	 used by related to creditworthiness, including 
of a "MA" general obligation bond rating; 

(c) 	 County history; 

(d) 

(e) debt as a ner'cerltaQ'e of full value taxable property; 

(f) debt "",.nnf·" as a 

of proposed hf'lTT.nMln debt per-capita, and ability County 
to support such debt as by per-capita debt as a of per-

capita income; 

(g) 

(h) 	 the rate of rpT',,,vrn of debt principal; 

(i) 	 availability of funds projects; 


G) potential operation and maintenance costs relating to financed projects; and 


(k) 	 the size of the total debt at the end of each fiscal year. (CY 1991 L.M.C., ch. 
29, § 2; 1 L.M.C., ch. 33, § 1.) 

Sec. 20-58. Approval of Capital Budgets. 

spending affordability guidelines in effect after the 
the affirmative vote of7 councilmembers for approval. (CY 1991 

capital budget that 

20: 20-43March 2006 



GENERAL 0lLIGA110N laND ADJUS1MENr ellARl 
FYll-16 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM 


COUNTY EXECUTIVE RECOMMENDED 

JANUARY 15, 2010 


( millions) (, YEARS FYl1 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 

SONDS PLANNED FOR ISSUE 
 1,950.000 325.000 325.000 325.000 325~325.000- 325.000 

.164,474 1.974 32.500 32.500 32.500 32.500 32.500Plus PAYGO Funded 
350.979 61.905 61.905 59.921 57.871 55.765 53.612Adjust for Implementation ~ 

p07.35SJ {lO413) (2L175J (32.234) (43.537)Adjust for Future Inflation ­
SUBTOTAL FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR 

DEBT ELIGIBLE PROJECTS (after ad'ustments] 388.879 419.405 407.009 394.196 381.03 I 367.575 
10.238 12.516 10.167 35.750 53.698 66.522Less Set Aside 

378.641 406.1189 396.842 358.446 327.333 301.053TOTAL FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR PROGRAMMING 

(187.818) (171.979) (1751431 [183.011) (119.359) (119.8381MCPS 
(36.427) (20.856) (14.8311 (17.385) {I 0.755) (8.464)MONTGOMERY COLLEGE 

(64.159) (12.483) (12.564) (15.637) (8.403) (7.5361 . (7.536) M-NCPPC PARKS 
(578.094) (96.842) (75.604) (72.895) (74.894) (125.927) (131.932)TRANSPORTATION 
(550.551) (112.453) (146.005) (119.938) (75.116) (63.756) (33.283JMCG - OTHER 

90.066 67.382 20.119 2.202 0.363Programming Adjustment Unspent Prior Years" 

(378.641) (406.889) (396.8421 (358A46) (327.333J(2,169.204)SUBTOTAL PROGRAMMED EXPENDITURES 

AVAlLABLE OR (GAP 
NOTES,. See additional informalion on Ihe GO Bond Programming 

Adjustment for Unspent Prior Year Detail Cnart 
•• Adius:lmenls Include: 

Infla!ion '" 2.50% 2.70% 3.00% 3.20% 3AO",(, 

Implementation Rate 

6-19 
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1 INTEREST RATE ON BONOS 
FY09-14 CIP - March, 2009 
FY 11-16 CIP - January, 2010 

2 OPERATING GROWTH 
FY09-14 CIP - March, 2009 
FY11-16 CIP - January, 2010 

3 POPULATION 
FY09-14 CIP - March, 2009 
FY11-16 CIP - January. 2010 

4 FY CPIINFLATION 
FY09·14 CIP - March, 2009 
FY11·16 CIP - January, 2010 

5 ASSESSABLE BASE-COUNTYWIDE 
FY09-14 vW\'I>UUU)' March, 2009 
FY11-16 vW\'l>UUUj' January, 2010 

6 TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
FY09-14 vlq~VUU) March,2009 
FY11-16 f':!P($i - January, 2010 

DEBT CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
KEY ASSUMPTIONS AND INPUTS 

AMENDED FY09-14 CIP(March, 2009) VS. RECOMMENDED FY11·16 CIP (January, 2010) 

Prior Year Current Year Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 
FY09 FY10 FY 11 FY 12 FY 13 FY 14 

7.10% 5.50% 5.80% 5.50% 5.50% 5.50% 
5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 

4.60% 0.50% 2.90% 4.30% 4.10% 4.40% 
0.10% 3.90% 4.00% 4.40% 

957,760 966,000 977,522 989,181 1,000,979 1,012,919 
978,000 989,000 1,001,000 1,013,000 

4.10% 3.25% 2.80% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 
2.50% 2.70% 3.00% 3.20% 

162.649.000 173,613.000 186,249,000 192,233,000 195,984,000 201,073,000 
186,853,000 189,676,000 193,243,000 198,552,000 

67,100,000 69,500,000 73,700,000 78,000,000 81.900,000 85,700,000 
72,600,000 76,300,000 60,000,000 83,900,000 

Year 5 
FY 15 

5.00% 

5.00% 

1,025,000 

3.40% 

205,672,000 

87,500,000 

Year 6 
FY 16 

5.00% 

)% 

1,035,000 

3.60% 

214,525,000 

91,600,000 

- ---­ ~ 



FY11-16 Capital Improvements Program 


COUNTY EXECUTIVE RECOMMENDED 


JANUARY 15, 2010 


GO BOND 6 YR TOTAL =1,950.0 MILLION 


GO BOND FYtl TOTAL:; 325.0 MILLION 


GO BOND FY12 TOTAL:; 325.0 MIlliON 

FYI0 FYll FY12 

New GO Debl Issued ($0005) 325,000 325,000 

2 GO Debt/Assessed Value 1.31% 1.38% 
m 3 Debl Service + LTL + Short-Term leases/Revenues (GF) 9.43% 10.21% 
I 4 $ 2,498 2,639 

00 
...... 

5 0=1 2,437 2,507 

6 3.36% 3.42% 

7 68.59% 68.12% 

8 Total Debl 2,442,635 2,610,455 

9 Real Debt 2,1 2,383,059 2,479,830 

10 Nole; OP/PSP Growth Ass 0.1% 3.9% 

Noles: 

FYI3 FY14 FYI5 FY16 

325,000 325,000 

1.43% 1.47% 

10.90% 11.25% 
2,762 2,872 

2,548 2,567 

3.46% 3.47% 

67.91% 67.95% 

2,765,125 

2,550,253 2,600,345 

4.0% 4.4% 

(1) This is used to determine the of Montno", County 10 pay debt service on GO Bond debl, 

short-term financing. 

OP/PSP Growth equals change in revenues from FYlO approved budgelto FY11 for FY11 and budget 10 

325,000 

1.48% 

11.26% 

2,969 

2,566 

3.48% 

68.17% 

3,042,940 

2,630,036 

5.0% 

leases, and substantial 

for FY12-16. 



FY1'-16 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM 

DEBT CAPACITY ANALYSIS SEPTEMBER 8, 2009 


SGenarlo - Debt Issues @ $325mn/year 

6 Yr. Total ($Mn.) $1,950.0 mn 

FY11 Total ($Mn.) $325.0 mn 
FY12 Total ($Mn.) $325.0 mn 

GUIDELINE FY13 FY14 fY15 FY16 

Debt Service + ttl + Short·Term leases/Revenues I 
$ Debt/Caoita 

1.5% 

10% 

315,000 
1.31% 

9.51% 

2A99 

325,000 
1.36% 

9.77% 

2,639 

290,000 
1.41% 

10.15% 

2,762 

0,000 
.45% 

10.30% 

2,873 

1.46% 
10.35% 

2,969 

2,431 2,505 2,558 2,595 2,616 

Income 3.5% 3.31% 3.35% 3.38% 3.40% 3.40% 

Payout Ratio 
Tolal Debt Outstanding 

. Real Debt Outstanding 
O. OP/PSP Growth Assumption 

60% -75% 

2,163,2741 
2,163,274 

68.59% 

2A42,635 
2,376,104 

1.5% 

68.12% 
2,610,455 
2A77,41B 

4.6% 

67.91% 
2,765,125 
2,560,200 

4.0% 

67.95% 
2,909,660 
2,628,316 

4.4% 

68.17% 
3,042,940 
2,681,667 

4.6% 

(1). This analysis is used to determine the capacity of Montgomery County to pay debt service on long-term GO 
substantial short-term financing. 
OP/PSP Growth Assumplion equals change in revenues from FY10 budgel 10 FY11 budge! for FYi 1 and 10 budget far FYI2·16. 

ncrease/(Decrease) In GO bond debt Issuance 00 

8.89% 

310,000 
310,000 

242,259 
8.61% 

315,000 
325,000 

7.43% 

325,000 
325,000 

288,589 
10.88% 

290,000 

325,000 

6.68% 

300,000 
325,000 

6.00% 

300,000 
325,000 

300,000 
325,000 



IMPLEMENTATION RATES 

COMPARING PROGRAMMED AND ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 


GO BOND FUNDING ONLY 


FOR FISCAL YEARS 2005 THROUGH 2009 

BOND FY05 FYOS FYOS FY06 FY06 FY06 
CATEGORY ACTUAL BONDS PROGRAM. BONDS Rate ACTUAL BONDS PROGRAM. BONDS RATE 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS 63,381,524 95,812,000 66.15% 149,551,785 119,811,000 124.82% 
M. COLLEGE 12,470,877 9,413,000 132.49% 11,071,956 14,788,000 74.87% 
M-NCPPC PARKS 7,191,028 8,739,432 82.28% 6,532,119 1,697,000 55.84% 
TRANSPOR'rATION 43,347,600 54,258,000 79.89% 59,250,150 68,419,000 86.60% 
MCG-OTHER 31,470,284 56,951,569 55.26% 37,356,509 39,241, 000 95.20% 
TOTAL 157,861,313 225,174,000 70.11% 263,762,519 253,956,000 103.86% 

BOND FY07 FY07 FY07 FYOS FYOS FYOS 
CATEGORY ACTUAL BONDS PROGRAM. BONDS RATE ACTUAL BONDS PROGRAM. BONDS RATE 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS 113,114,806 152,863,000 74.00% 148,219,059 142,981,000 103.66% 
M. COLLEGE 10,08 ,083 19,989,000 50.45% 22,270,792 22,326,000 99.75% 

~ 
IM-NCPPC PARKS 5,806,313 7,470,000 77.73% 5,390,411 5,953,000 90.55% 

TRANSPORTATION 42,349,336 64,411,000 65.75% 73,704,397 77,142,000 95.54% 
MCG-OTHER 22,354,632 56,180,000 39.79% 24,540,312 41,930,000 58.53% 
TOTAL 193,710,170 300,913,000 64.37% 274,12, 

LAST 
BOND FY09 FY09 FYOS 5 YEAR 
CATEGORY ACTUAL BONDS PROGRAM. BONDS RATE AVG. 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS 159,832,241 154,430,000 103.50% 94.43% 
M. COLLEGE 20,981,433 40,113,000 52.31% 81.97% 
M-NCPPC PARKS 5 272,160 10,560 000 49.93% 71.27% 
TRANS POR/rAT I ON 71, 01,540 75,304,000 95.22% 84 60% 
MCG-OTHER 40,232,351 62,450,000 64.42% 62.64% 
TOTAL 298,019,725 342,857,000 86.92% 83.94% 



GENERALOBUGAl'ION BOND • PROGRAMMING ADJUSTMENt FOR UNSPENt PRlOR¥EAR'S 
FY'1f",'I1 CAPltALIMPROVEMENl' PROGRAI'III 

COUmY EXECUTIVERlCOMMENDED: JANUARY 'f~ 20"10 

PDF# 

036603 
046602 . 
056601 
096602 
096603 
096604 
956645 

PDF Name 

Montgomery College 

Macklin Towers Alterations 
Computer Science Alterations 
Commons Renovation 
Rockville Parking Lot 8. Tennis Court Relocation 
Health Sciences Expansion 
Germantown Observation Drive Reconstruction 
Germantown Child Care Center 
Sub-Total 

Total FYi1 FY12 FY13 FY14 

3.200 2.200 1.000 - -
0.814 0.814 - - -
0.100 0.100 - - -
1.100 1.100 - - -
1.200 0.600 0.600 - -
0.600 0.600 - - -
0.600 0.600 - - -

FY15 

-
-

FY16 

-
-
-
-

-
7.614 6.D14 1.600 - - - -

038703 
058701 
078708 
098703 

M-NCPPC Parks 

Laytonia Recreational Park 
Black Hill Renovation 8. Extension 
Wheaton Tennis Bubble Renovation 
Woodlawn Bam Visitors Center 
Sub-Total 

0.045 0.045 - -
1.301 1.301 - -
0.024 0.024 - - -
0.175 0.175 - - - -

-
-
-

1.545 1.545 - - - - -

500505 
500900 
509132 
509928 
500723 
500933 
509974 
500119 
500600 
500718 
500904 
500102 
500151 
500311 
500401 
500516 
500717 
500719 
500912 
50eOOO 
507310 
508716 
500722 
500338 

Transportation 

White Ground Road Bridge No. M-138 
Clarksburg Rd Bridge No. M-009B 
Facility Planning: Bridges 
Brookville Service Park 
Northern Damascus Park & Ride Lot-
Equipment Maintenance & Operation Center 
Silver Spring Transit Center 
Bethesda Bikeway &Pedestrian Facilities-
Shady Grove Access Bike Path 
MacArthur Blvd Bikeway Improvements 
Dale Drive Sidewalk 
Bethesda CBD Stree!scape 
Woodfield Rd Extended 
Montrose Parkway West 
Nebel Street Extended 
Father Hurley Blvd Extended 
Montrose Parkway East 
Chapman Ave Extended 
Thompson Rd Connection 
Subdivision Rds Participation 
Public Facilities Roads 
Silver Spring Traffic Improvements 
State Transportation Participation 
Highway Noise Abatement 

Sub·Total 

0.765 0.765 - - -
0.522 0.522 - - · 
0.159 0.159 - - · 
4.011 3.065 0.946 · · 
0.176 0.023 0.076 0.077 · 
0.157 0.157 - · · 

11.551 11.551 · · · 
1.012 - · 1.012 · 
0.646 0.646 - · · 
0.753 0.498 0.255 - -
0.172 0.172 - - -
0.898 0.513 0.385 - · 
3.632 3.632 - - · 
0.629 0.629 · - · 
0.368 0.368 - -
3.839 3.839 - - · 
0.889 0.889 · - -
0.101 0.101 - - · 
0.281 0.281 - · -
2.252 1.861 0.391 - · 
0.702 0.350 0.352 - · 
0.754 0.754 - - · 
0.900 - 0.900 - -
00400 0.200 0.200 - -

· 
· 
· 
· 

· 
-
-
· 
-
-
· -
· -
-
-
-
-
-
· 
· 

-
-
-
-
· 
· 
· 

· -
-

-
-
-
-
· 
· 

35.569 30.975 3.505 1.089 · - · 
MeG - Other 

710300 Gaithersburg Library Renovation 0.706 0.706 · · · -
710301 Olney Library Renovation &Addition 1.249 1.249 - - - · 
710703 Davis Library RenOllation .... 0.665 . 0.487 0.178 -
720100 N. Bethesda Community Recreation Center­ 1.001 0.355 0.250 0.396 · - -
720102 N. Potomac Community Recreation Center 0.443 0.443 - - · - -
720800 Wheaton Community Recreation Center 0.038 0.038 · · · -
720905 Plum Gar Neighborhood Recreation Center 00402 0402 - - - · · 
720918 Good Hope Neighborhood Recreation Center 0.112 D.112 - - · -
720919 Ross Boddy Neighborhood Recreation Center 00438 0.258 0.180 - · - · 
500705 401 Hungerford Drive Garage 

School Based Health & Linkages to Learning Centers 
High School Wellness Center 

0.271 0.271 - - -
0.024 0.024 · · · 
0235 0.235 · - · 

-
· -

-
-

o 




, ' 
GENl!RALCBUG.A11ONBQND-PROGRM'IMINGADJUstmENl"FORUNSPENT PRJORYEARS. 

~, II<, F'!'I1!..1& CAPlTALIMPROVEMEN'I' PROGRAIIIf 
" 
 I' CQUN'J"'l'EXECU'I'IVeRECOMMI!NDED: ~ 1li 2010­

PDF NamePDF# 
Clarksburg Fire Station 450300 
Female Facility Upgrade 450305 
Cabin John Fire Station #30 Addition/Renovation 450500 
T ravilah Fire Station 450504 
Glen Echo Fire Station Renovation 450702 
Glenmont FS 18 Replacement450900 
Kensington FS25 Addition 450903 
Public Safety Headquarters 450906 
3rd District Police Station 470302 
Animal Shelter 470400 
Fire Station Alerting 451000 

450302 Fire Stations: Life Safety Systems 
458429 Resurfacing Fire Stations 

Roof Replacements: Fire Stations 458629 
450700 FS Emergency Power System Upgrades 

Elevator Modernization 509923 
Energy Conservation 507834 
Life Safety Systems: MCG 509970 

508331 Roof Replacements: MCG 
Detention Center Reuse" 429755 

Total FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 
3.086 1.559 0.625 0.539 0.363 " " 

0.025 0.025 " " - " " 

0.176 0.176 " " " " " 

3.428 2.078 1.350 " " " 

0.709 0.467 0.242 " " .1.088 0.459 0.629 " · 
0.346 0.346 . . " " " 

0.974 0.974 " " - " 

0.339 0.339 " " - " " 

10.191 . 10.191 " " " " 

0.500 0.200 0.300 " " " 

0.320 0.160 0.160 " " - " 

0.600 0.300 0.300 - - ­ · .0.630 0.330 0.300 - " " 

0.750 0.750 " " " " 

0.900 0.900 " " " " 

0.225 0.225 " " - ­
0.575 0.575 - " - ­
2.000 '2.000 " " - " ­

12.892 12.892 " " " - " 

45.338 28.848 15.014 1.113 0.363 - "Sub-Total 

.90.066 67.382 20.119 2.202 0.363Total Programming Adjustment · 
• Project recommended for closeout 
"PrOjects delayed 
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GENERAL FUND 
MCPS 

($ MilUONS) 

MONTGOMERY COllEGE 
M-NCPPC 
HOC 

FY11-16 Capital Improvements Program 
CE RECOMMENDED 
JANUARY 1 2Ql0 

6 YEARS FYll FY12 FY13 

• inllalion: 2.50% 2.70% 3.00% 3.20% 3.40% 3.60% 

(1) FY11 APPROP equals new appropriation authority recommended at this time. Additional current revenue funded appropriations will 
require drawing on operating budget fund balances. 

!TTlD 
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M-Rapc:: BDRD IUJIUS'MEm I"AR'I 
FYll ~16 Capital Improvements Program 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE RECOMMENDED 
January 15, 2010 

($ millions) 6 YEARS FYl1 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 
BONDS PLANNED FOR ISSUE 

Assumes Council SAG 
37.500 7.500 6.000 6.000 6.000 6.000 6.000 

Adjust for Implementation' 
Adjust for Future Inflation * 

5.334 
(1.802) 

1.121 0.896 0.870 
- - (0.175) 

0.843 
(0.355) 

0.816 
(0.541 ) 

0.787 
(0.731) 

SUBTOTAL FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR 
DEBT ELIGIBLE PROJECTS (after adju:,,",t:IIl';) 41.033 8.621 6.896 6.696 6.488 6.275 6057 
Less Set Aside: Future Projects 11.813 

28.8% 
0.100 0.018 3.14 J 2.591 3.014 2.949 

TOTAL FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR PROGRAMMING 29.220 8.521 6.878 3.555 3.897 3.261 3.108 

Programmed P&P Bond Expenditures (29.220) (8.521) (6.878) (3.555) (3.897) (3.261) (3.108) 

SUBTOTAL PROGRAMMED EXPENDITURES (29.220) (8.521) (6.878) (3.555) (3.897) (3.261 ) (3.108) 

AVAILABLE OR (GAP) TO BE SOLVED - . - - - . 
NOTES: 

. Adlustments Include: 

Inflation = 2.50% 2.70% 3.00% 

Impleme·ntation Rate = 87.00% 87.00% 87.00% 

3.20% 

87.00% 

3.40% 

87.00% 

3.60% 

87.00% 
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