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MEMORANDUM 

May 1,2012 

TO: Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy & Environment Committee 

FROM: Susan J. Farag, Legislative Analyst ~ 
SUBJECT: Worksession: FY13 Operating Budget: Department of General Services: 

Fleet Management Services (DFMS) 
Motor Pool Fund Contribution (NDA) 
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Those expected for this worksession: 

David Dise, Director, Department of General Services 

Peggy Lynch, Division of Fleet Management Services (DFMS) 

Bill Griffiths, DFMS 

Tammy Mulford, DFMS 

Bruce Meier, Office of Management and Budget 


Summary of April 26 Committee Worksession: 

Several issues were discussed, including: 

• 	 The ongoing structural deficit within the Motor Pool Fund, which has a projected 
beginning fund balance of -$4.3 million for FY13; 

• 	 Higher than anticipated fuel costs in FY12; and 
• 	 Vehicle replacements and appropriate funding for these replacements. 

Council staff advised the Committee that the FY13 - 18 Fiscal Plan included a new $4.3 
million in FY12 for vehicle replacements, and that Council staff and OMB were in discussions 
about the accounting and use of these funds. Council staff requested that the issue be deferred 
until the May 2 worksession. 



Vehicle Replacement and Funding: 

Oven'iew: Due to severe fiscal constraints over the past several years, the County has 
deferred vehicle replacements as a way to reduce expenditures. According to Executive staff, 
DFMS has deferred or plans to defer 1,355 vehicles (through FY13), at a savings of $43 million 
(see chart attached at © 23). As the following chart shows, these deferrals have increased the 
average age of the fleet. 

Fleet Average Age in Years 2008 2012 % Increase I 

Heavy equipment 6.53 9.58 46.7% I 

Public safety light equipment 2.37 5.33 i 124.9% I 

Administrative vehicles 5.12 8.06 57.4% ! 

DFMS has examined its internal vehicle replacement policies and modified it to better 
target vehicles that truly need to be replaced, rather than rely on just age and/or mileage. Now, 
in addition to a vehicle's age and mileage, DFMS also looks at individual vehicle maintenance 
costs and projected mileage based on historical utilization. 

The result of these deferrals and policy changes has been twofold. It has reduced costs 
and provided a more efficient way of ensuring vehicles are not prematurely replaced (saving 
money), but it has also resulted in additional maintenance costs associated with an aging fleet. 
According to DFMS, maintenance cost per mile has increased between 26% and 44%, depending 
on the vehicle class. 

Maintenance Cost per Mile 2008 2012 % Increase 

29.1%Heavy equipment $1.10 $1.42 

Public safety light equipment $0.19 $0.24 ! 26.3% 

Administrative vehicles $0.16 $0.23 43.8% 

Average work order costs have also increased as shown. 

Average Work Order Cost 2008 2012 % Increase 

Heavy equipment $1,060.27 $1 372.92 29.5% 

Light Fleet (administrative and public safety) $264.06 $367.06 39.0% 

DFMS projects to spend $2.2 million on "Non Target" costs, which are unexpected 
maintenance and repair costs outside of the scope of their current maintenance contract. In 
FY08, Non Target expenditures for the Light Fleet were about $1.3 million. 

As a result, DFMS has put in place a $10.5 million vehicle replacement plan, spanning 
FYI2 and FYI3. 

Current Issues: There are two major issues regarding vehicle replacements in FYI3: 
(1) whether the Motor Pool NDA is the best place to account for some (but not all) of the funds 
to be used for vehicle replacements; and (2) whether the vehicle replacements are necessary. 
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Accounting/or the Funds: Initially, $4,291,394 was included as an Inter-Fund 
Transfer in FY12 (FY13-18 Fiscal Plan at ©13 and Schedule A-5 at ©14) to pay for vehicle 
replacements beyond those approved in the FY12 Operating Budget. Council staffhad some 
concerns about whether there was authority to appropriate funds in FY12 without Council 
approval. As part of the CE's April 26 budget adjustments (©15-17), these funds have been 
shifted to FY13; however, they have been shifted to the Motor Pool Fund NDA instead of the 
Internal Service Fund. Historically, the Motor Pool Fund NDA has been used to fund the 
acquisition ofnew, additional motor pool vehicles, as opposed to replacement vehicles that are 
financed through an established chargeback mechanism within the Motor Pool Internal Service 
Fund. The Motor Pool Internal Service Fund is used to account for the costs of maintaining the 
existing County fleet, including costs for fuel, maintenance, repairs, and the replacement of 
existing fleet vehicles. 

Council staff advises that the more appropriate place to account for expenditures 
associated with vehicle replacements is in the Internal Service Fund, where vehicle replacement 
costs have traditionally been accounted for. These costs are then charged back to the user 
departments based on vehicle assignments (e.g. charges for replacement Police PPVs are charged 
to the Police Department). Shifting funds will ultimately increase user Department budgets in 
FYI3; however, this will reflect the most accurate use of the funds. Council staffrecommends 
shifting all vehicle replacement/unds to the Internal Service Fund/or FYi3. 

Determining Whether Vehicle Replacements are Necessary: As noted earlier, 
DFMS has put a two-year replacement plan in place to replace the most critically-needed assets 
in each user department. This plan includes $3 million for replacements approved in FYI2, and 
about $7.5 million recommended in FYI3. For FYI2, DFMS has expended about $1 million to 
purchase 40 replacement police vehicles. The remaining $2 million is to be used primarily for 
dump truck replacement, although some more police cars may be purchased as well. DFMS has 
provided a break-out of projected replacements for FYI3. 

FY13 Recommended Replacement Vehicles 
Number 

of 
Description Cost Vehicles 

Ba ance of dum trucks for DOT that could not be urchased In FY12 $3,000,000 20 
5 vehicles for Sheriff, 4 vehicles for MCFRS, and 1 vehicle for SAO I $323,928. 10 I 

, 14 vehicles for DOT, 3 vehicles for Libraries $1,070,200 16I I 

Police vehicles I $3,160,708 108 I 
TOTAL: I $7,554,836 154 I 

The Committee should understand how DFMS' new replacement criteria has driven its 
two-year replacement plan. New criteria include increased maintenance costs, as well as 
vehicle reliability. At what point do increased maintenance costs require a new vehicle? How 
is reliability tracked and quantified? It is Council staff's understanding that almost all 0/the 
$i0.5 million in replacements is being expended to bring the County fleet back to optimal 
working status. Will this be achieved in FYi3, or does Executive staffbelieve additional large 

1 DFMS is currently awaiting bids to purchase dump trucks in FY12. The number of trucks purchased is dependent 
on cost per unit. 
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expenditures will be necessary in FY14 and beyond? At what point does Executive staff 
believe DFMS will be able to determine and maintain a regular schedule ofreplacements? 
(i.e., each department needs to have a certain percentage ofvehicle replacements per year). 

COUNCIL STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Council staff is concerned with several issues in the Fleet budget, including (1) the 
structural deficit in the Internal Service Fund; (2) fuel cost estimates that seem low for FY13 
given historical charges; (3) the large expenditures on replacement vehicles; and (4) the shift of 
FY12 vehicle replacement costs to the Motor Pool NDA instead of to the Internal Service Fund. 
Council staff recommends approving the budget as submitted by the Executive, with the 
following change: shifting all vehicle replacement funds ($4.3 million) to the Internal 
Service Fund for FY13. Council staff would also like additional information to be provided 
during FY13. In particular: 

• 	 A quarterly update on vehicle replacement purchases, including the number, type, 
department, and cost; and 

• 	 A quarterly update on fuel costs and consumption. 

This packet contains: © 
April 26 Memo 1-6 
Recommended FY13 Budget: Fleet Management Services 7-11 
Recommended FY13 Budget: Motor Pool Fund (NDA) 12 
FY13-18 Public Services Program: Fiscal Plan for the Motor Pool Fund 13 
Schedule A-5 Inter-Fund Transfers (FY13 Recommended Operating Budget 14 
CE April 26 Budget Adjustments 15-17 
April 13 DFMS Responses to Questions 18-22 
April 29 DFMS Responses to Questions regarding Vehicle Replacements 23-25 

F:\Farag\FY 13 Operating Budget\Committee Packets\Fleet 2.doc 
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T&E COMMITTEE #2 
April 26, 2012 

Worksession 

MEMORANDUM 

April 23, 2012 

TO: Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy & Environment Committee 

FROM: Susan J. Farag, Legislative Analyst 

SUBJECT: Worksession: FY13 Operating Budget: Department of General Services: 
Fleet Management Services (DFMS) 
Motor Pool Fund Contribution (NDA) 

Those expected for this worksession: 

David Dise, Director, Department of General Services 
Peggy Lynch, Division of Fleet Management Services (DFMS) 
Tammy Mulford, DFMS 
Bruce Meier, Office of Management and Budget 

Major Issues: ~...... 1 

1) The Motor Pool Fund continues to operate at a deficit, with a projected beginning fund ~
 

! 	 balance of -$4.3 million. 
2) Fuel costs have been higher than anticipated in FYI2, with a cost overrun of $3 million. 
3) Vehicle replacements are expected to increase by $4.3 million in FY12 and $3 million in 
FY13. 

The Executive's recommendation for Fleet Management Services is attached at ©1-5. 
The Executive's recommendation for the Motor Pool Fund Contribution (NDA) is attached at 
©6. The FY13-18 Public Services Program: Fiscal Plan for the Motor Pool Fund is attached at 
©7. 

Overview 

For FY13, the Executive recommends total expenditures of $66,495,886 for Fleet 
Management Services, an increase of $5,382,436 or 8.8% from the FY12 approved budget of 
$61,113,450. 



FY11 FY12 FY13 CE % Change 
Actual Approved Recommended FY12..'13 

Expenditures: 
Motor Pool Internal Services Fund $61,961,204 $61,113,450 $66,495,886 8.8% 
TOTAL Expenditures $61,961,204 $61,113,450 $66,495,886 8.8% 

. Positions: , 
FUll-time 199 201 201 0.0% 
Part-time 0 0 0 0.0% 
TOT AL Positions 199 201 201 0.00% 

The FYI3 County Executive's recommendation is a net increase of $5,382,436, stemming from 
the following identified same services adjustments. 

Identified Same Services Ad'ustments 

Increase Cost: Increased Funding for Higher Fuel Costs $4,020,229 
Increase Cost: Lump Sum Wage Adjustment $425,099 
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment $403,813 
Increase Cost: Contractual Services for Inflation $305,570 
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment $275,914 
Increase Cost: Risk Management Adjustment $190,760 
Increase Cost: Light Fleet Maintenance $139,480 
Increase Cost: Longevity Adjustment $7,481 

Total Increases: $5,768,346 
Decrease Cost: Printing and Mail Adjustment ($4,260) 
Shift: Remove Occupational Medical Services Chargeback from OHR ($61,320) 
Decrease Cost: Retiree Health Insurance Pre~Funding ($98,220) 
Decrease Cost: Electricity Rate Savings ($237,110) 

' 	 Total Decreases: ($400.910) 

I Net Same Services Adjustment Tota.cc:I-,-:___________-.-,;$:..:5~,3:....:6'_7_'_,4__'_3...::..6_' 

Motor Pool Internal Service Fund Has Operated in a Deficit for the Past Four 
Fiscal Years 

Over the past four fiscal years, the Motor Pool Internal Service Fund has operated at a 
deficit. The beginning fund balance for FY13 is projected to be -$4,337,250. This deficit 
comes on the heels of a similar one last year, where the Fund began FY 12 with a -$3.19 million 
balance. At that time, Executive staff indicated that various system errors had contributed to the 
deficit, including: 

• 	 An antiquated fuel management system that did not accurately monitor billing and 
error reporting; 

• 	 An error in the Motor Pool Rate Model for Fleet's own charges, which had gone 
undetected for many years; and 
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• 	 A Motor Pool Rate Model for the Equipment Count error that incorrectly failed to 
charge for overhead. 

Executive staff advises that these errors have been corrected or, in the case of the fuel 
management system, will be corrected soon (with the implementation of a new fuel management 
system). Last year, the corrections were anticipated to reduce the fund deficit from -$3.19 
million to -$300,670, about $4 million less than current projections. Executive staff indicates 
that the cost overrun for FY12 is the "net impact of over-expenditures, primarily for fuel; under­
expenditures in Personnel Costs; and the assumption that an additional $4.3 million will be spent 
on vehicle replacement in FYI2, funded by a transfer of that amount from the General Fund." 

When fund balance policies for the non-tax supported funds were examined in 2006, the 
County policy for the Motor Pool Fund stated that the vehicle replacement policy does not set a 
particular targeted ending balance in terms of amount or a ratio, but it does provide that there 
should be an ending cash "balance adequate to protect against unanticipated expenditures 
requirements, such as necessary involuntary upgrades, price increases, etc., for each year." 

Council staff advises that such an ongoing structural deficit is a significant concern, since 
the Fund cannot provide for any unanticipated costs whatsoever. In FY12, DFMS has had two 
significant causes of cost overruns - the need to replace more vehicles than originally anticipated 
and higher-than-anticipated fuel costs. The vehicle replacement issue, in particular, has 
prompted the Executive to shift $4.3 million from General Funds to cover purchases (discussed 
below). The Committee should understand what steps DFMS is taking to ensure that Fund 
revenues more closely match expenditures, and how DFMS plans to meet unanticipated 
expenses in the future. 

FY13 Expenditure Issues 

FUEL COSTS 

As indicated above, FY12 fuel costs have been more expensive than anticipated in the 
FY12 Approved Budget. Executive staffindicates that as ofthe third quarter review, the 
projected total fuel over-expenditure for FY12 is approximately $3 million for all fuel types. 
The FY12 assumed the following fuel consumption rates and prices: 

FY12 Assumptions 

Fuel Type Gallons Budgeted $/Gallon Total 
nle ded , !2667827 $237 , ,$6322750 

ULS Diesel 2,826,786 $2.55 $7,208,304 
E-85 (Ethanol) 24,931 $2.38 $59,336 
Compressed Natural Gas 
(CNG) 1,123,837 $2.04 $2,292,627 

TOTAL COST: $15,883,018 

As of April 1,2012, both fuel consumption and costs have been higher than anticipated: 
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FY12 Use to Date (04101/12) 

Fuel Type 
Unleaded 
ULS Diesel 
E-85 (Ethanol) 
Compressed Natural Gas 
(CNG) i 

Gallons 
, ,1 624655 

2,247,179 
13,200 

1,005,332 

Cost Per Gallon* 
$361 
$3.65 
$3.19 

. $2.04 
TOTAL COST: 

Total 
, ,$5865004 

$8,202,204 
$42,108 

$2,050,877 
$16,160,193 

*Fuel costs fluctuate throughout the year based on contracted prices. 


For FY13, the budget is based on the following fuel consumption rates and prices: 


FY13 Projections 

Fue/Type 
Unleaded 
ULS Diesel 
E-85 (Ethanol) 
Compressed Natural Gas 
(CNG} 

Gallons 
, ,2262810 

3,149,592 
23,040 

1,209,895 

Cost Per Gallon Total 
$290 , ,$6562149 
$3.40 $10,708,613 
$2.93 $67,507 

$2.12 $2,564,977 
TOTAL COST: l $19,903,246 

DFMS bases its projected prices on several things, including year-to-date average prices 
and what comparable purchasers were assuming at the time. For CNG, DFMS has a contract 
price in place until November 2012, and then assumed a slight increase based on recent CNG 
prices. 

December February 

Fuel FY11 FY12 2011 2012 
 FY13 
Type Actual Price Actual Actual ICEUM WMATA Avg. BudgetMCPS Fairfax 

a e $296 $290$273 $237 $303 $328 $338 $294 
$3.49 . $3.67Diesel $3.40$3.64 $3.22$2.81 I $2.55 $3.55 $3.02 $3.05 

Ethanol $2.87 $2.93$3.48$2.38 I $3.19$2*$2.38 
CNG $2.18 $2.12$2. $2.04 $2.12$2.04 I $2.04 

While fuel prices have been very volatile over the past several years, on average, they 
keep increasing. In light of increasing fuel costs, as well as the fact that the Motor Pool Fund has 
run at a deficit for the past four years, Council staff is concerned that the FYI3 budget 
assumptions should reflect higher fuel prices to better match FYI3 spending needs. The 
Committee may wish to ask whether DFMS should give more weight to projected/uel prices in 
order to better estimate actual/uel expenditures/or FY13. 
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VEHICLE REPLACEMENTS 

FY12 Replacements: According to the FY13-18 Fiscal Plan for the Motor Pool Fund 
(attached on ©7 ), there is an Interfund Transfer from the General Fund for $4,291,384 for FY12. 
These funds are to be used to purchase additional replacement vehicles beyond those approved in 
the FY12 Operating Budget. According to OMB, approximately $1.7 million of these funds are 
being used to purchase 72 Police PPV s under a procurement exemption. It is expected that the 
remaining funds will be used to replace other vehicles such as dump trucks, and OMB has 
advised it will provide a list of these additional FY12 replacements by the end of the week. 
Council staffhas some questions about the source ofappropriation for thesefunds and 
requests that the Committee defer this issue until the May 2 worksession, so that more 
information can be obtained. 

FY13 Replacements: The FY13 recommended budget contains $3,016,000 to replace 
vehicles. Executive staff advises that replacements will be a "mix of top priority units for both 
Public Safety and Highway Services." The departments expected to receive replacements in 
FY13 are Police, Fire and Rescue Service, the Sheriff, and Transportation. 

Over the past several years, replacement vehicles have been cut significantly due to 
ongoing fiscal constraints. In FYlO, DFMS saved about $1.6 million by deferring vehicle 
replacements. In FYI1, DFMS saved about $7 million by deferring vehicle replacements 
another year. In FYI2, the CE recommended budget included $3.625 million to replace dump 
trucks and police vehicles. The Council reduced this amount by $578,470, reducing the number 
of Police vehicle replacements from 65 to 40. DFMS has developed a two-year plan to target 
the highest-priority replacement needs across County government. Council staff requested a list 
of the vehicles to be replaced for FY13, but was informed that final decisions will not be made 
until after the budget is approved. The Committee may wish to ask for more information on 
DFMS' plan to replace vehicles over both FYI2 and FYI3, including what assumptions were 
used to determine that an additional $4.3 million is needed in FYI2 and $3 million is needed 
this year. What are the determining factors for vehicle replacement, other than age and 
mileage? How have maintenance costs increased as a result ofreplacement delays? 

TAKE-HOME VEHICLES 

Council staff requested a status update on take-home vehicles. DFMS advises that as of 
April 1, the take-home vehicle count is 160. This represents a 34% reduction from this time last 
year. The following chart shows the distribution oftake-home vehicles by department. 
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county Executive 

Environmental Protection 

General Services 
Housing and Community 
Affairs 

Transportation 

Technology Services 

Health and Human Services 

Homeland Security 

Liquor Control 

Permitting Services 

TOTAL: 

2 
23 
20 

22 
75 
3 

23 
1 
7 

66 

242 

0 
19 
16 

20 
64 

3 
25 

0 
6 

55 

208 

0 
27 
17 

0 

62 
0 

21 
0 
6 
4 

137 

0 
25 
17 

0 

62 
0 

21 
0 
6 

29 
0 

160 

-2 

2 

-3 

-22 

-13 

-3 

-2 

-1 

-1 

-37 

0 

-82 

MOTOR POOL FUND NDA 

This account funds the acquisition of new, additional motor pool vehicles, as opposed to 
replacement vehicles that are financed through an established chargeback mechanism (©6). For 
FY13, the fund recommendation is $1,337,930. Of this, $1.3 million is slated to purchase 24 
new police vehicles for the proposed staffing enhancements. The Police Department expects to 
add 43 new police officers in FY13, split between two candidate classes. The first candidate 
class will graduate 24 officers before the end of the fiscal year. The NDA also contains $27,300 
to purchase a new van for Health and Human Services' Street Outreach Network. 

COUNCIL STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Council staff defers making a recommendation until more information is provided on 
both the source of the $4.3 million appropriation for FYI2, as well as more detailed information 
on vehicle replacements. 

This packet contains: © 
Recommended FY13 Budget: Fleet Management Services 1-5 
Recommended FY13 Budget: Motor Pool Fund (NDA) 6 
FY13-18 Public Services Program: Fiscal Plan for the Motor Pool Fund 7 
DFMS Responses to Questions 8-12 
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Fleet Management Services 

MISSION STATEMENT 
The mission of the Department of General Services Fleet Management Services (Motor Pool Internal Service Fund) is to plan for, 
acquire, maintain, and dispose of the County's fleet of motor vehicles, buses, heavy equipment, and other vehicular equipment in 
support of the transportation and service delivery needs of all County departments. The Division maintains four shop locations and 
eleven fuel sites Countywide. 

BUDGET OVERVIEW 
The total recommended FYI3 Operating Budget for the Division of Fleet Management Services is $66,495,886, an increase of 
$5,382,436 or 8.8 percent from the FYl2 Approved Budget of$61, 113,450. Personnel Costs comprise 29.5 percent of the budget for 
201 full-time positions for 205.10 FTEs. Operating Expenses and Capital Outlay account for the remaining 70.5 percent of the FYI3 
budget. 

LINKAGE TO COUNTY RESULT AREAS 
While this program area supports all eight of the County Result Areas, the following are emphasized: 

.:. 	 A Responsive, Accountable County Government 

.:. 	 An Effective and Efficient Transportation Network 

.:. 	 Healthy and Sustainable Neighborhoods 

DEPARTMENT PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
Performance measures for this department are included below, with multi-program measures displayed at the front of this section 
and program-specific measures shown with the relevant program. The FYI2 estimates reflect funding based on the FYI2 approved 
budget. The FYI3 and FYI4 figures are performance targets based on the FY13 recommended budget and funding for comparable 
service levels in FYI4. 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES 
.:. 	 The Division of Fleet Management Services installed improved lift equipment in its transit repair shops and new 

vehicle emissions equipment at its automotive shop. Improved lift equipment promotes better steam cleaning, 
improved defect identification ability, and improved overall bus inspection capability. New vehicle emissions 
equipment provides for better data integration with the State of Maryland, Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) . 

•:. The Division of Fleet Management Services in conjunction with the Department of Transportation, Division of 
Transit Services, working toward environmental sustainability, replaced 12 conventionally fueled transit buses 
with new hybrid transit buses. This contributes toward the County's ongoing commitment to the Washington 
Metropolitan region in both emission and fossil fuel use reduction . 

•:. 	 The Division of Fleet Management Services currently supports CNG fueling operations for 125 refuse trucks as well 
as 92 transit buses daily. The refuse trucks displace the use of approximately 1,200,000 diesel gallon equivalents 
annually. 

•:. Four staff members have been trained and certified for underground and above ground storage tank inspections 
and testing to ensure compliance with the Maryland Department of Environment regulations. Additionally, the 
Division of Fleet Management Services staff perform required monthly fuel-site inspections at 1r locations 
Countywide as required by the Maryland Department of Environment . 

•:. 	 Productivity Improvements 

- Improved warranty operations by partnering with several key vendors in shifting suitable required warran r:J­repairs from vendor location repairs to in-house repairs, saving on valuable repair and transportation time. 

Fleet Management Services 	 General Government 31- 1 



Participated with other area agencies to enhance and improve both warranty procedures and parts room 
operations. The Division 0' fleet Management Services staH has met with staH 'rom the Maryland Transit 
Administration, the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, and Fairfax County, Virginia, to share 
policies and operating procedures to work towards greater eHiciencies in these areas. 

- In the parts section, daily spot counts and cyclical inventory counts are now performed. With the cyclical 
inventory counts, one-twelfth of the entire inventory is counted and verified each month by parts room staH. 
This new cyclical inventory helps to ensure proper counts 'or daily parts issued. 

PROGRAM CONTACTS 
Contact Tammy Mulford of the Division of Fleet Management Services at 240.777.5733 or Mary Oneda-Brown of the Office of 
Management and Budget at 240.777.2751 for more information regarding this department's operating budget. 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 
Heavy Equipment and Automotive Services 
This program is responsible for the maintenance and repair of the heavy equipment fleet which includes heavy dump trucks, 
construction equipment, snow plows, leafers, mowers, backhoes, hydraulic excavators, and other specialized pieces of equipment. In 
addition, the program is responsible for the maintenance and repair of the automotive fleet which includes all administrative 
vehicles, public safety vehicles, vans, and light trucks. The maintenance and repair service for the automotive and light truck fleet is 
provided through contractual service at the Seven Locks Maintenance facility. 

Actual Actual Estimated Target Target
Program Performance Measures FY10 FYll FY12 FY13 FY14 
IHeavy Equipment Fleet Availability 94.7 92.9 93.8 94.7 94.7 
'Percentage of Customer Satisfaction for Police Vehicle Maintenance 98.2 99.5 99.0 99.0 99.0 
Percentage of Fleet Availability for Police Vehicle Maintenance 97.3 98.7 98.0 98.0 98.0 
!Mean Distance Between Failure: Heavy Equipment (in miles}l 5,100 7,444 7,556 7,669 7,764 
Mean Distance Between Failure: Administrative Light Equipment lin milesJ2 6926 10,260 10,414 10,570 10,728 
Mean Distance Between Failure: Public Safety Light Equipment (in milesp 11 833 13696 13901 14,109 14,320 
Turnaround Time - Average amount of time equipment is unavailable for 
operations during each shop visit: Heavy Equipment (in days)4 

8.0 8.9 8.8 8.7 8.7 

Turnaround Time - Average amount of time equipment is unavailable for 
operations during each shop visit: Administrative Vehicles (in days) 

2.8 l.3 1.5 1.4 l.4 

Turnaround Time· Average amount of time equipment is unavailable for 
operations during each shop visit: Public Safety light equipment (in days) 

3.3 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.31 

1 Data regarding mean miles between servIce interruptions Will be collected for all classes of vehicles. Fleet has refined measure to exclude small or 
incidental parts failures beginning November 2009. 

2 Fleet has refined measure to exclude small or incidental ports failures beginning November 2009. 
J Fleet has refined measure to exclude small or incidental ports failures beginning November 2009. 
4 Turnaround data for all classes of vehicles will be collected. 

FYf3 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FYl 2 Approved 8,986,730 38.50 
Increase Cost: light Fleet Maintenance· Targeted Contract Cost Increase 139480 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 308,257 1.50 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. Other large 
variances are related to the transition from the previous mainframe budgeting system to Hyperion. 

FY13 CE Recommended 9,434,467 40.00 

Transit Equipment Services 

This program is responsible for the scheduled and non-scheduled maintenance and repair of the Ride-On Bus fleet at three locations. 

The funding for the Fuel Program as well as the Parts Room Operations were consolidated and shifted to the Management Services 

Program. 


Actual Actual Estimated Target Target
Program Performance Measures FYl 0 FYl1 FY12 FYl 3 FY14 

4.9 3.4 33 3.2 3.4 
18,195 22,487 6,500 6,750 7,000 

5.0 2.4 2.7 2.6 2.8 

31-2 General Government FYJ 3 Operating Budget and Public Services Program FYI3-) 8 



2 Fleet is in the process of implementing a new formula calculation for this measure to to conform to the method used by the Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA). The calculation now uses revenue miles rather than the total miles driven and mechanical missed 
trips as documented by the Department of Transportation, Division of T ronsit Service 

FYJ3 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY12 Approved 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. Other large 
variances are related to the transition from the previous mainframe budgeting system to Hyperion. 

8, 
·3,

8 
38

, 
2,156 -4.70 

FY13 CE Recommended 15,101,034 115.00 

Management Services 
This program provides policy development and planning; operational, personnel, and administrative oversight; and support for 
division activities. This program is also the central coordinator for the County on energy-related matters pertaining to emissions and 
motor fuel to include alternative fuels and applicable State and Federal legislation and fuel management oversight. Additionally, the 
program oversees the inventory and facilities management functions. In FY13, the funding for both the Fuel Management Program 
and the Parts Room Operations Program were consolidated from other programs and moved to the Management Services Program. 

Program Performance Measures 
Actual 
FYl0 

Actual 
FYll 

Estimated 
FY12 

Target 
FY13 

Target 
FY14 

Clean Air Commitment. Gallons Alternative Fuels Used 1 1,046,138 1,069,500 1,069,500 1,069,500 1,069,500 
Clean Air Commitment· Gallons Diesel/Unleaded Used 5,670,480 5,065,007 5,065,007 5,065,007 5,065,007 
Fiscal Inventory Parts Turn Rate 1.95 1.7 2.0 2.2 2.4 
Percentage of workorders completed without delay for parts 89.4 90 91 92 92.5 
1 Alternative fuels Include E-85 Ethanol and Compressed Naturol Gas. 

FY13 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

i FY12 Approved 4078,610, 10.10 
Increase Cost: Increase Funding for Higher Fuel Costs 4,020229 0.00 
Add: E-Z Pass Tolls and Transponder Costs 15000 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Electricity Rate Savings -237,110 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee ~enefit changes, changes 26,650,942 29.70 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. Other large 
I variances are related to the transition from the previous mainframe budgeting system to Hyperion. 

FY13 CE Recommended 34,527,671 39.80 

Administrative Services 
This program includes the preparation and monitoring of the division operating and capital budgets. The program also oversees 
financial management of the Motor Pool Internal Service Fund; payment processing; solicitations and contracts; and computer and 
office automation system activities. The funding for the Fuel Services Program as well as the Parts Room Operations Program were 
consolidated and shifted to the Management Services Program. 

FYJ 3 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY12 Approved 29,564,920 37.30 
Increase Cost: Controctual Services for Inflotion 305,570 0.00 
Multi-progrom adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -22,437,776 -27.00 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. Other large 
variances are related to the transition from the previous mainframe budgeting system to Hyperion. 

FY13 CE Recommended 7,432,714 10.30 
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BUDGET SUMMARY 


FY13 RECOMMENDED CHANGES 

MOTOR POOL INTERNAL SERVICE FUND 

FY12 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 

Changes (with service impacts) 
Add: E-Z Pass Tolls and Transponder Costs [Management Services] 

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts) 
Increase Cost: Increase Funding for Higher Fuel Costs [Management Services) 
Increase Cost: lump Sum Wage Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Contractual Services for Inflation [Administrative Services) 
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Risk Management Adjustment 
Increase Cost: light Fleet Maintenance - Targeted Contract Cost Increase [Heavy Equipment and Automotive 

Services] 
Increase Cost; longevity Adjustment 
Technical Adj: Conversion of WYs to FTEs in the New Hyperion Budgeting System; FTEs are No longer 

Measured for Overtime and lapse 
Decrease Cost: Printing and Moil Adjustment 
Shift, Remove Occupational Medical Services Chargeback from OHR 
Decrease Cost: Retiree Health Insurance Pre-Funding 
Decrease Cost: Electricity Rote Savings [Management Services) 

FY13 RECOMMENDED: 

Expenditures FTEs 

61,113,450 205.60 

15,000 0.00 

4,020,229 0.00 
425,099 0.00 
403,813 0.00 
305,570 0.00 
275,914 0.00 
190,760 0.00 
139,480 0.00 

7,481 0.00 
0 -0.40 

-4,260 0.00 
-61,320 -0.10 
-98,220 0.00 

-237,110 0.00 

66,495,886 205.10 
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PROGRAM SUMMARY 


Program Name 
FY12 Approved 

Expenditures fTEs 
FY13 Recommended 

Expenditures FTEs 

Heavy Equipment and Automotive Services 
Transit Equipment Services 
Management Services 
Administrative Services 
Total 

8,986,730 
18,483,190 
4,078,610 

29,564 920 
6',"3,450 

38.50 
119.70 

10.10 
37.30 

205.60 

9,434,467 
15,101,034 
34,527,671 

7,432 714 
66,495,886 

40.00 
115.00 

39.80 
10.30 

205.10 

FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS 
CE REC. ($000'5) 

Title FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 
This table is intended to resent si....nificant' future fiscal im....acts of the de artment's ro rams'r-' 1"' -"'. 

MOTOR POOL INTERNAL SERVICE FUND I 
,

Expendituresi 

I FY13 Recommended 66,496 66,496 66,496 66,496 66,496 66,496 
I No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections. 

I Elimination of One-Time Lump Sum Wage Adjustment 0 -425 .425 -425 -425 -425 

I This represents the elimination of the one-lime lump sum wage increases paid in FYI3. 


! Master Leases 0 0 -156 -156 -156 -156 
Master Lease payments for the equipment lifts will end in FY 15. 

New Utilities Cost for Fleet's Move to New EMOC 0 1,080 ',080 1,080 1,080 ',080 
New utilities cost for Fleet's move to new EMOC. 

Retiree Health Insurance Pre-Funding 0 -'96 -506 -525 -532 -532 
These figures represent the estimated cost of the multi-year plan to pre-fund retiree health insurance costs for the County's workforce. 

Subtotal Expenditures 66496 66955 66489 66470 66463 66463 

@ 

Fleet Management Services General Government 31-5 



FY13 Recommended Changes Expenditures fTEs 

FY1 2 Approved , ,23373010 000. 
Increase Cost: Leases; Adiustments for fixed leases 722,320 0,00 

Increase Cost: CPt Adiustment 485,260 0.00 
Increase Cost: Inspector General's Office 92,820 0.00 

I Eliminate: Piner Branch Satellite Facility -44,430 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time Items Approved in FY12 -50000 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Leases: Annualization of FY12 moves -928,460 0.00 

FY13 CE Rec:ommended 23,650,520 0.00 

Montgomery Coalition for Adult English Literacy (MCAEL) 
This NDA provides funding for the Montgomery Coalition for Adult English Literacy (MCAEL). MCAEL's mission is to strengthen 
the countywide adult English literacy community of providers' network with resources, training, collaborations, and advocacy to 
support a thriving community and an optimal workforce. Funding for MCAEL supports program grants to organizations that 
provide adult English literacy services; technical assistance, training, and networking opportunities that improve program quality 
and coordination; information resources for the community; and operating expenses to administer the grants and provide the support 
services. The County's contribution is implemented by a contract between the Department of Pub I ic Libraries and MCAEL. 

FY13 Recommended Changes Expenditures fTEs 

FY12 App oved 681, 60 
FY13 CE Rec:ommended 681,960 0.00 

Motor Pool Fund Contribution 
This NDA funds the acquisition of new, additional Motor Pool fleet vehicles, as opposed to replacement vehicles, which are financed 
through an established chargeback mechanism. 

FY13 Rec:ommended Changes Expenditures fTEs 

FY12 Approved 817,770 0.00 
Increase Cost: Ac uisition of 24 Police Vehicles 1 310,630 0.00 
Add: Van for HHS Street Outreach Network 27,300 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time Items A roved in FY12 -817,770 0.00 

FY13 CE Rec:ommended 1,337,930 0.00 

Municipal Tax Duplication 
The Montgomery County Tax Duplication Program, authorized by Chapter 30A of the Montgomery County Code, reimburses 
municipalities for those public services they provide that would otherwise be provided by the County. This goes beyond State law, 
Section 6-305, which requires the County to provide to municipalities only the Property Tax funded portion of those costs. County 
Council Resolution No. 9-1752, enacted April 27, 1982, increased the scope of program coverage from street-related expenditures to 
include other public services, such as police supplemental aid; animal control; elderly transportation; parks maintenance; Board of 
Appeals; and Human Rights. 

This program was reviewed in FY96 and technical formula amendments proposed. The changes were approved, and payment 
calculations since then are prepared in accordance with County Council Resolution No. 13-650, adopted September 10, 1996. 
Specifically, as the exact payment amount for the current year cannot be determined until both municipal and County books are 
closed, reimbursements are based on the final audited cost of performing eligible services during the fiscal year two years prior to the 
budget year. Also, reimbursements are now made at the County's cost and not at "the lesser of County or Municipal costs" of eligible 
service provision 

Also budgeted here are payments to Municipalities of a share of the net revenues from County operated Speed Cameras in their 
jurisdictions. Payments are based on Memoranda of Understanding with each Municipality. 

Finally, payments to municipalities are also made from other sources, including Cable TV Franchise Fees, Grants in Lieu of Shares 
Tax, Non-Departmental Accounts, and as part of the County's Community Development Block Grant. 
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FISCAL PROJECTIONS 
ASSUMPTIONS 

CPI {Fiscal Year) 

Cha'"9es For Servioe. 
Misce!laneous 
Subtotal Revenue.s 

(Net Non-Clp) 
Tran:de~ From The General Fvnd 

PSP OPEl!. BUDGET APPROPI exP"S. 
Operol,ng Budget 

Elimination of One-Time lump Sum Woge Adiustment 
Utili!i"" Co.!. of New Eq,,;pmcnt Management Facilily 
Vehicle Replacement 
Moster Lease 

Retiree Health Ili$uronce Pre-funding 

S...lrtolal PSP Oper Budg'" Approp I Exp'. 

YEAR END FUND BALANCE 

EN~-Of-YEAR RESERVES AS A 


PERCENT OF RESOURCES 


40 




__ __ ___ 

SCHEDULE A-5 
Inter-Fund Transfers 

57,510 45,660 
----'--"-___ ~______~3--'9,-1_10____38,290 

I--__F-':r-'-o'-'-m. Wheoton PD: Technology Modernization 43,J90 _ 3,820 3,820 

TOTAL FROM NON. TAX SUPPO~TED fUNDS 51,08r,853 43,79J,350 43,791,9~ 

From Tax Supported Funds 	 . 
From Bethesda Urban District:_O-'-v_e;.;..m__eo-...;d____ 7,910 15,790~790 14,610 -7.5% I 
From_Bradley Noise Abatement ..___.__..______ ° ° ° 1,383 -I' 
From Cabin John Noise Abatement Distrid __~-=-:-O____-::-:--::. ° 0----··· 194 ­

From Fire Distrid: DCM 120,750 120,750 129!7~Q 120,750 -! 
From Ma~s T~a-n-s-it:-O-v-er-h-ea-d-··---------=7--:'!0.::9":':::Z.'"=,7::'1..::.0--_____.... -::-8:..;,1-,:0-,-3:..;'1-=.:2..::.0___::,7,55.3,.320- -6. 8%1.. 8'-:,1-:-0-,-3:..;,1-:;2-:-0___ 

From Recreation: Facility Ma:c.in:.:.te:c:.n.:..::a:.:.n....ce:c..C=.os.::c:c..t_____-...;1..!..,1:...:5:c..1.:.:.,8:::..:5:.:;0_~_....1..!..,'.:..::5,.,;1.:.:.,8:::..:5:.:;0___..:'.!.-,1.:..::5:.:;1.:.:.,8:::..:5:.:;0___',!?1,~50 __ . -:::
L-. From Recreation: Other - DCM 83,200____ . 83,200 83,200 83,200 - i

L-- From Recreation: Overhead 2,018,730 2,173,950 2,173,950 2,040,960 -6.1 %' 

. From Recreation:Custodia_I-,C_le-,a_n_in....g'--C_o-:-s_ts....,..______5_1_1,..:.,3-::-6--:0 611,360 611 ,360 611 ,360 - : 

/ From Silver Spring Urban District: Overhead 220,~Q~__ ._ 243,110 243,110 2i 7,520 -10.5%J 
___	Fr_o_m_W_heaton Urban Distri~t.:Overhead _127,280 142,420 142,.420 128,930 -9.5% I 


TOTAL FROM TAX SUPPORTED fUNDS I J,339,29O 12,645,550 r2,~.~!550 . J.~~~?Z.____:~'7"JO I 

To Non-Tcax Supported Funds 

To Community Use of Public Facilities; C~~<:-':ente _ ° ° 0·100,000­
To Community Use of Public Facilities: Elections .248,500 .1_2_9.:.,3;...7...;.0____-1...;;2;..9.!-,3;...7__0____-_1_3_4.:.,3_0_0___3._8_%-1 

1--__T...:~Community Use of Public Fadlities:After School -25,0Q<>____ .2~,~QO___ -25,000 -25,0_0_0__ 
___ ~Montgomery Housing Initiative -10,475,420 ·9,573,290 -9,573,290 ,15,304,207 59.9% 

ToPermittjn9Program~_~~lld:GreenTopePosition -94,110 -94,110 -94,110 .. -94,110 

I--~.. __T_:.o!'..~rmitting Programs Fund: Public Agency Perm:.:.=its=--_-.:..1!.;;;,0.:::.5;.c9'c::.660 .1_~~~~6:..::0:--___-1:...:;,0.::.5=_9:...:;,.::.66=_0=_____.1:.:..0.:.,5':-:9::"-/-:-66=_0:__--...,1 
To Silver Spring Parking Oistirct: PorkiE'.9 Meters 0 ° ° .32,379 
To Solid Waste Oisposol_Fu_n_d__________-1,992,800 -2,081,490 .:.2.!Q81.~90~3',670 -31.2% 

I~___ TOT,4LTO NON.TAX SuPPORTED fUNDS .J~,!95,~~ - 12,962,920 .12,962,920 -18,18J,326 40.3% 

. To Tcax Supported Funds 
To Debt Service: GO Bonds -207,86.4,998 ,235,485,120 -223,163,490 -239,970,440 1.9% i 

_-~~~~TO':".-=O-=ebt Se~ice: Sh0r:t_a_n_d_l_~-_n_"'9__=T=_e_;~_L-e_a=-s_~_s____,_1-".2,:..1_4-'4,"'6_1_9___ -18,569,370 -15,566,29_0___._1_8...,:.,_22_2,..:,_5_90__-,-_1_.9_-%-1--
1 

To Economic Developmenf Fund ______-6_1;...9,520 -4,726,990 -5,226,990 -5,895,050 24.7%! 

L_--::-To-:-Fi:-re_D~=-is_tr_id-:::-F-=u_n-:-d-:-B..;.al-::a:::n-':ce_T-:r_a_ns_fe_r__~ __--:-::--::--0::--"___-1;.:.,-:-02:=-5;.:.,-::-OO-'-0:_---~_=_::-:0::_. - 1,090,000__ ~.3% I 
To Mass Tr~.!1sit:_P.'lfkingTicke~_____ -531 ~1O____.. _-5=-3=-1-'-,3-=--10=--___•.::.53=...1C_',.::.31.:..0'____.5'_3_1....:.,.;..3_10____---, 

~ 
To Recreation: ASACs. -120,99.:..0:_---.-:-12:=-0C-',=-99:;-0:_----..:.;12:=-0;.:.,-:-99':-:0:_----=-:::-120..:.,9;..9-0'--____ - --1 

1--__ .... -888,710 -.;;;.8.::.88::.!,..:.;7.;;;.10.:.. -.:::.8.::.88"-',c..7__ -B88,710T_o_Re:..;.c~eati0.'1: C:~':1ntywide Services __ ____ 10:_~ ­
To Recreation: Cultural Diversity -399,760_____ ° ° ° ­
ToWhe~~UrbanD~~ct:B~m~e~"-ne-S=-e-rv-:i-c~------·~-=-7~~~~~0~~~~_~_~-_7~6=~~9~O~-~~~~~~-_7~6=~~9~0========-::._7~6~~~9~0====----t ~-

~-~ 

To Wheaton Urban District: Non-Baseline Services -873,000 -93~!!lO9 _________--=-932,000 -962,000 
.. 

)~ 
TOTAL TO TAX SUPPORTED FUNDS ------.-2-23-1,5-'-,8-','-99.:..7'---_-.-2-6-2,-3--'-55,580 .246,505,=8:7..:0::......_ • ..:2:;:6.::.7,!..:7-=5.::.7,~1:.::8-=0~_-=-=-:..:...j2.J% 

To Interncal Service Funds 

To ISF: Motor Pool ____________0_______0___ ~291 ,384_ ~____.2 ­

From Internal Service Funds 

From ISF: Motor_P_o_o_1___________-=2;.e;,5:..:0:.::0 ,00:.=.::0______ _ o ­L ° ° To/From Component Units/Agencies 
From MC; Cafritz Foundation Art Center Repay:..:.m:;:e.:.:nl=--_......:2:..4:.:.7.!.:,6=-1..:::3__~_......:2::..:4:.:.7.!.:,6:..:1:.::0~__......:2:...4:.:.7.!.:,6=-1..::0.~__---"'2::..:4'-'-7.!.:,6:c..1..::0-...;__..,.-~ 
To Me: Cable TV Fund(Non-TOX)-----:--___-..,.1:...,2c::8?-'-9_4_0___--'1,"'2..;.3-"0,'--0-'-0"'-0___-..;1,'-=2_3.:.0,'---0-'-0_0______:.1.!~44,850_ 1 2% 

c-__T_o,,:,CPS: Instructional Television Fund (Non-Tax) -1,490,510 ...___,''-"-,..::.42::;5:-',.::.00.::.0'--__ -1,425,000 -1,.457,591 {307. 
To MNCPPC: Special Reve!1.ue Fund ,785,000 -785,000 -785,000 :8=-0::.;8:.:,.2:;.0;..0=_______3..,;.0'-%-1 

TOTAL TO/FROM COMPONENT UNITS/AGENCIES .3,315,8-.::3.:..7____·..:::3,~1..::9.::::2,c.:3:.::.:9O ___-_3,'__J_92,-'-3_90___._"3,c..2!3'031____ _~,2~ 

To Revenue Stabilizcation Fund 
_---=-'!J-'~4q!.s92 -20,233C!.,::;.08=...4=--__-4:;:5!.:,O:.::2:.::0!,::,6..::3__8 ___-2:::.0;.:.,9_9_8"",6_7_7 3.8% i 

• J95,449,7!3 __-:-=2_4--'2,'--3_0.:.7,~0..::7-_4 •2S--'-"5,'-=5_'3...:.5,'-7_4.c..2__-_2_5....!7,8,--9_4'0..8_8_6 6_,_4_%-11 

--®Schedule A·5 	 Budget Summory Schedules; Multi-A.gency Summaries 70-23 

To Revenue Stabilization Fund 

http:233C!.,::;.08
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http:53=...1C_',.::.31
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. AMENDMENTS TO THE CE RECOMMENDED BUDGET 
FY13 OPERATING BUDGET 

Tax Supported 

RESOURCE AMENDMENTS 

Montgomery County Government 

DTS Reduce Ride On Fare Revenue Based on Cash Fare Increasing From $1.70 to $1.80 -67,950 
Instead of $2.00 . 

FRS Emergency Medical Services Transport Reimbursement 8,557,640 

HHS Older Adults Waiver (OAW) revenues associated with State mandate for service 770,161 
delivery 

POL Automated Traffic Enforcement Late Payment Penalty Fees -2,304,710 

TRN Parking Meter Revenue Outside the Bethesda Parking District 67,331 

Subtotal MCG Resources 7,022,472 

Total Tax Supported Resources 7,022,472 

EXPENDITURE AMENDMENTS 

Montgomery County Government 

FRS Add: Emergen~y Medical Services Transport Reimbursement Implementation Costs 954,450 

HHS Enhance: Restore position eliminations and add funds for Older Adults Waiver 903,839 
(OAW) Program due to new State mandate 

NDA Technical Adj: Shift Equipment Replacement Expenditures from FY12 to FY13 4,291,380 
Subtotal MCG Expenditures 6,149,673 

Total Tax Supported Expenditures 6,149,673 
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Technical Change Related to Funding for Motor Pool Fund Equipment Replacement 

lVIarch 15 Budget 
FY12 

General Motor Pool 
Fund Fund 

Interfund Transfer (4,291,384) 4,291,384 

FY12 lVIotor Pool Fund Expenditures 4,291,384 

Technical Change 
April Amendments 

FY12 
General Motor Pool 

Fund Fund 
Interfund Transfer 4,291,384 (4,291,384) 

. FY12 Motor Pool Fund Expenditures o 

FY 13 Motor Pool N DA Appropriation 4,291,384 

Notes: 
The March 15 budget assumed an FY12 transfer from the General Fund to the 
Motor Pool Fund for equipment replacement purchases. The technical change 
eliminates the transfer. Instead, the use of funds is presented as an additional 
appropriation in the Motor Pool Non-Departmental Account. The action is budget 
neutral since there is no change in the amount of General Fund resources used to 
fund the equipment replacement purchases. 

" 



Detail on Recommended Budget Adjustments Tax Supported 

Fire and Rescue Service 

ADD: EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES TRANSPORT REIMBURSEMENT 
IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 
1 mplementation costs include $470,670 for third-party billing expenses pro-rated to January 1, 
2013, $200,000 for community outreach, $25,000 for training, and $258,780 for three staff 
positions (one billing manager, one accountant/auditor, and one administrative specialist) to 
administer the reimbursement process. 

954,450 

Health and Human Services 

ENHANCE: RESTORE POSITION ELIMINATIONS AND ADD FUNDS FOR OLDER ADULTS 
WAIVER (OAW) PROGRAM DUE TO NEW STATE MANDATE 
Due to the State's new mandate on the Older Adults Waiver Program, all jurisdict~ns are 
required to provide case management services by County staff and at a caseload ratio between 
staff to applicants/participants at 1 :40. HHS serves about 460 clients with additional 40 in the 
pipeline in FY12. The State proposes to increase the number of available OAW slots by 10% 
starting in FY13. HHS estimates the number of clients served will be increased to 560 for FY13. 

903,839 

As a consequence of this State mandates, HHS must restore 4.5 FTEs in 6 positions ($429,935) 
previously recommended for abolishment and reduction. The Department also needs to add 10 
contractual positions ($477,604) in OAW to support the increased number of clients. 

Total marginal expenditures ($903,839) requested by HHS will be offset by marginal revenues 
($770,161), with a net deficit of -$133,678. 

Estimated expenditures for FY14 are $1,021,981. 

NDA - Motor Pool Fund Contribution 

TECHNICAL ADJ: SHIFT EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT EXPENDITURES FROM FY12 TO 4,291,384 
FY13 
This is a budget neutral technical adjustment shifting equipment replacement expenditures from 
FY12 to FY13. 

Total Tax Supported Expenditures 6,149,673 

® 
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Fleet Operating Budget Questions - FY13 

1. For FY12, the department projected these levels of fuel volume and cost. 

i Fuel Type Gallons Budgeted $/Galion Total 
Unleaded 2,667,827 $2.37 $6,322,750 
ULS Diesel 2,826,786 $2.55 $7,208,304 
E-85 (Ethanol) 24,931 $2.38 $59,336 
Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) 1,123,837 . $2.04 $2,293,751 

$15,884,141 

a. Do you have data for year-to-date usage? If so, please provide the most recent. 

Most recent FY12 YTD usage as of 04/01112: 

I 
. 

I "'uel Tvpe Gallons 
· Unleaded 1,624.654.84 

Diesel 2,247,179.08 i 

E-85 (Ethanol) 13,200.00 I 
ComQressed Natural Gas (eNG) ... 1,005.332.30 I 

b. What is the current price you are actually paying for each type of fuel? 

Most current price per fuel type 04/01/12: 

I Fuel Tvpe Price l>er Gallon 
I Unleaded $3.61 
i Diesel $3.65 
• E-85 (Ethanol) 
I 

$3. I 9 (12111 last • 
purchase) i 

I Compressed Natural Gas(CNG) $2.04 (DGE) i 

c. What is the current cost overrun for fuel in FYI2? 

As of the third quarter review, projected total fuel over expenditure for FY12 is approximately 
$3,000,000 combined for all fuel types. 

d. What are your projected fuel volumes, price per gallon, and costs for FYI3? 

Projected gallons for FY 13 per FY 13 Budget Submission: 

i Fuel Type Gal.lons lillit Price FY13 Budget 

Unleaded 2,262,810 • $2.90 $6,562,150 
Diesel . 3,149,592 $3.40 $10.708.612 

E-85 (Ethanol) 23.040 $2.93 $67,507 

• Compressed Natural I 1,209,895 $2.12 . $2,564,977 
i Gas (eNG) i 

- I -



e. How did you determine projected fuel prices? 

For Unleaded and D.iesel, \·ve looked at Year to Date average prices (prices at any particular point 
in time may be misleading due to price volatility for many reasons) and what comparable 
purchasers were assuming at the time. See table belO\\'. For CNG. we have a contract price in 
place until November 20J 2, and assumed a slight increase based on recent CNG prices. 

Other Comparables 
FY11 FY12 December 20-Feb 

Fuel Actual Price Actual Actual ICEUM MCPS Fairfax WMATA 
Unleaded $2.73 $2.37 $3.03 $ 3,28 $ 3,38 $2.94 
Diesel $2.81 $2.55 $3.49 $ 3.67 $ 3.64 $3,55 $ 3,02 $ 3.05 
Ethanol $2,93 $2.38 $2.38 $ 3.19 $ 3.48 
CNG $2.67 $2.04 $2.04 $ 2.04 $ 2.12 

2. 	 The FY12 estimated expenditures are $66.2 million, or about $5 million more than what 
was budgeted for FY12. Please explain the cost overrun. 

The cost ovelTun projected is the net impact of over-expenditures primarily for fiJel; under­
expenditures in Personnel Costs; and the assumption that an additional $4.3 million will be spent 
on vehicle replacement in FYI funded by a transfer of that amount fi'om the General Fund. 

3. 	 The FY13 budget contains $15,000 for EZ Pass fees for County vehicles. 
a. Is this the total projected cost for EZ Pass fees? What assumptions were used to 

project this amount? (i.e., number of cars fitted, number of trips, etc.). 

The $15,000 amount for EZPass is an estimated amount based on the first few months of usage 
when the ICC first opened for general use. DFMS used the then current monthly average and 
multiplied it by 12 months to come up with the estimated dollar amount. DFMS will base its 
FY14 request on the FY12 fun year of actual usage. 

b. Do you have data on whether County vehicles have been using the ICC 
without an EZ Pass, and what the corresponding fines have been? If so, please 
provide. 

DFMS has outfitted 99% of the automotive l1eet (13 units still need to be outfitted) with EZPass 
transponders and is not aware of any tines paid for using the ICC without the pass. Ifa vehick 
travels on the ICC without a transponder or if the transponder is undetected, an administrative 
fee is charged in addition to the toll amount. 

- 2 ­



4. Please provide the number and types of public safety vehicles, by department, that are 
budgeted to be replaced in FY13. What is the total cost of replacement budgeted for FY13? 

Currently the budget for replacement tor all vehicles in FY13 is $3,016,000. The replacements 
will be a mix of top priority units for both Public Safety and Highway Services. Once the final 
budget for replacement is approved, DFMS will meet with its end users to determine \vhich 
vehicles are top priorities. The Departments expected to receive replacements in FYI3 are 
Police. Fire and Rescue Services. Sherift~ and Transportation. 

5. 	 What is the cost of each replacement police department vehicle? 

As submitted with its FY13 budget submittal. DFMS estimates the cost of each Police marked 
sedan replacement unit to be $28,992. 

6. 	 The cost for new police cruisers in the NDA covers 24 new PPVs. What is the itemized 
cost per vehicle (vehicle, light bars, etc.)? 

Vehicle Type No. of Unit Cost Total Veh. i Unit Equip. Total Equip I TotalC~st I 
I Cars 

i 
Vehicles Cost Cost i i 

Marked Vehicle 3 $ 29,900 $ 89,700 $ 27,719 $ 83,157 I $172,857 

Marked Vehicle 3 $ 29,900 $ 89,700 $ 27,719 $ 3,157 $ 172,857 

Marked Vehicle 14 $ 29,900 $ 418,600 $ 27,719 $ 388,066 $ 806,666 

Unmarked Vehicle 2 $ 29,900 $ 59,800 $ 9,662 $ 19,324 $ 79,124
- ­

Unmarked Vehicle 2 $ 29,900 ]59,800 $ 9,662 $ 19,324 $ 79,124 

. Unmarked Vehicle Civilian 0 $16,870 
! 

$ 
I Total i 24 $ 717,600 $102,481 $ 593,028 i 1,310,628 

7. Are these still the current replacement guidelines that DFMS uses? Ifnot, please provide an 
update. 

Vehicle Classification Years Miles 
Public Safety 6 120,000 
Administrative Sedan 8 85,000 
4x4 Vehicles/Pickup Trucks 9 100,000 
Vans 
Medium/Heavy Trucks 

9 
12 ~~~:~~~ - ­

Updated: 

V chicle Classitication Years Miles 
. Public Safety 7 120,000 
i Administrative Sedan 9 85,000 

4x4 Vehicles/Pickup Trucks 10 100,000 
Vans 10 100,000 
MediulIl/Heavy Trucks 12 120.000 

.... -" ­



8. What is the current number of County fleet vehicles, by type? 

As published ill 20 II CAFre 

a. administrative/light - 757 
b. heavy equipment - 454 
c. transit buses - 390 

9. What is the current number of take-home vehicle assignments (by agency)? 

As of 04/03/20 12 - NOll Public Safety: 

,----------""--"-=--:-----=----:--:=c-:---------,
Take Seasonal Take 


Department Home Home Total 


Environmental Protection 

(DEP) 24 1 25 

General Services (DGS) 2 15 17 

Transportation (DOT) 23 39 62 

Health & Human Services 

(HHS) 21 o 21 

Liquor Control (DLC) 6 o 6 

Permitting Services (DPS) 29 o 29 


Total Take Home - Non 

Public SCl_fe_t-'-y_____________________1_6_0_-' 


10. 	 Are County employees currently renting any vehicles (including but not limited to the Enterprise 
contract)? No current rentals (4/4/2012) 

If so, please specify the number of rentals by agency, and the length of time of each rental during FY 12, 
and the rental cost per vehicle. 

Seasonal rentals for DOT Division of Highway Services (Dec 1 Feb 29). A total of 10 units f{)r 3 
months each at $1000 per un it. 

DF'VtS has had one (1) rental for travel by Police. DFMS has not heard from the Depal1ment of 
Recreation as of yet regarding upcoming slimmer van rentals. 

- 4­



11. Last year, the Motor Pool Fund balance had fallen to a beginning balance of -$3.19 million in 
FYI2. Executive staff discussed the various system errors that led to this shortfall and how they 
have been corrected. Please describe the corrections you had made, how they are monitored, and 
whether they have been effective. 

Fuel-I'he fuel deficit was primarily due to DEMS' tl..\cl management system (RNI) 
miscommunication with the FASTER system in various capacities (billing, error reporting, 
etc ... ). DFMS is cUlTcntly in the process of replacing the antiquated fucl management systcm. 
This is a CE Recommended erp project for FY13-14. Once the new system is in place and 
operationaL the accuracy of fuel tracking will be greatly improved. 

MP Rate Model (Fleet's own Charges) - The DFMS charges are an error in the Ratc Model -or 
its usage - that had gone undetected for many years. 1..11 distributing the costs of operation into 
the categories and then to departments, the Model included a line distributing charges to DFMS 
itself While it is important to know' the costs of maintaining the DFMS neet, including those 
costs in a representation of charges to departments the bottom line of which is then used to 
project revenues to the fund is inappropriate. The Rate Model has been revised. 

MP Rate Model (Equipment Count) - The Overhead charges based on the Equipment Count to 
be charged in each category has been resolved. Overhead charges for certain classes of Heavy 
Equipment primarily trailers, generators, and other small equipment had not been collected 
however they were included in the total unit count to be charged. The Rate Model has been 
adjusted for this change. Beginning in FYI3 all units will be charged overhead as they are 
maintained and tracked by DFMS stafT. 

12. Please provide a copy of the FY13-18 Fiscal Plan for the Motor Pool Fund. 

The County Executive's Recommended Fiscal Plan was provided to Council on March 30. See 
http://vvww.montgomerycountvmd.gov/content/omb/FY 13!fiscalplan/index.asp 

- 5 ­
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Response to Vehicle Replacement Questions 

1) The number of cars and types of cars (by dept.) you've deferred replacement on for the 
past several years due to fiscal constraints; 

AES 

Auto- Admin 

Auto- Motor Pool 

Trucks/SUVs- Admin 

Vans-Admin 

Admin subtotal 

Auto- Public Safety Marked 

Auto- Public Safety Unmark, 

VanslSUVs- Public Safety 

Public safety subtotal 

Subtotal 

HES 

Heavy Equipment 

Trucks Light 

Trucks Medium 

Trucks Heavy 

Subtotal 

TOTALFY 

129 53.044,400.00 

2 547,200.00 

84 S2.346.31600 . 

58 51 516.00 • 

273 56,934,432.00 

175 55,073,600.00 

00 • 

355 $10,221,499.00 

628 $17,155,931.00 

33 $875.431.00 • 

13 $786,060,00 

1 $133,600.00 

27 

74 

702 

43 $1,014,800.00 

3 $70,800.00 

39 $1,127,623.00 

22 $567 .00 

107 $2,780,86700 

89 52,580,288.00 

38 $1,101,696.00 

67 71,00 

194 55,407.455.00 

301 S8, 188, 322.00 

19 5934,876.00 

0 $0.00 

0 $0.00 

0 

19 $934,876.00 

98.00 

9 $212,40000 

3 $70,800.00 

33 $871,405.00 

24 $619, 

69 $1,773,853.00 

121 $3,508,032.00 


58 $1,681.536,00 


62 .00 i 

241 $6,938,411.00 

,310 $8,712,264.00 

14 $792,382.00 

2 $115,722.00 

1 $49,072.17 

00 

23 $1,857,176.17 

333 .17 

This chart was created using only the prior guideline for age, Due to the deferment of 
replacements, the deferred list would not appreCiably change if the guideline was updated to the 
current value, The selection for the critical replacement list was done per the methodology 
outlined in the response to Question 4, 

2) The number and types of cars (by dept.) you want to replace with the $4.3 million; 

The following chart is a summary of the projected number and types of vehicles with an estimated 
cost which will be finalized once a contract is executed. 

3) The number and types of cars (by dept) you want to replace with the $3.0 million 
(original FY13) appropriation; 

http:1,857,176.17
http:49,072.17
http:115,722.00
http:792,382.00
http:8,712,264.00
http:6,938,411.00
http:3,508,032.00
http:1,773,853.00
http:871,405.00
http:70,800.00
http:934,876.00
http:5934,876.00
http:55,407.455.00
http:1,101,696.00
http:52,580,288.00
http:1,127,623.00
http:70,800.00
http:1,014,800.00
http:133,600.00
http:875.431.00
http:17,155,931.00
http:10,221,499.00
http:55,073,600.00
http:56,934,432.00
http:547,200.00
http:53.044,400.00


29 unmarked sedans 33 trucks and vans 

4) Information on how maintenance costs have gone up, if at all, due to the longer 
retention of vehicles. 

The largest impact has been to the public safety and administrative fleet. In order to provide 
greater value, FMS updated the maintenance contract in FY10, outlining more stringent 
maintenance and replacement criteria to extend the life of these critical assets. 

Extending the life cycle is impacting our ability to support critical assets and internal customers. In 
FY12, we project to spend $2.2 million on Non Target. The chart below depicts the cost increase 
since FY08. Many of the vehicle repair costs were for more than the value of the vehicles (book 
value). At present, we have 10 vehicles parked at Seven Locks out of service, awaiting approval 
of repair or replace disposition. This trend will continue to deteriorate if the replacements are not 
funded, as vehicles age and mileage increases. 

Moreover, the impact of deferred replacement is clearly demonstrated by a comparison of the 
2008 metrics of the fleet versus 2012 year to date. The charts below outline the impact to the 
County fleet. 

FMS updated replacement guidelines to extend the equipment lifecycles. Originally based on 
either age or mileage, our revised methodology incorporates age, mileage, maintenance, mission 
criticality and reliability. Using this sound repeatable methodology, FMS developed a strategy for 
identifying replacements. 

Keeping the focus on critical assets and the Executive's emphasis on reducing the administrative 
fleet size, the administrative fleet was removed from consideration for replacement. The first 
criteria consisted of age and mileage per replacement guidelines, further refined using 
maintenance costs and projected mileage based on historical utilization. Once the initial list Of@ 



what should be replaced was determined, a reliability assessment was performed on each 
remaining vehicle to determine the projected impact of keeping the vehicle in the fleet. Vehicles 
that recently received a major component replacement, such as a transmission, were removed 
from the list. FMS then consulted with each county department to determine which fleet vehicles 
were the most mission critical to their operation and projected utilization going forward. The 
resulting list constitutes the critical replacement list. 

While the list of vehicles to replace reflects a point in time assessment, this list is subject to 
change as Department priorities change and vehicle conditions change. Vehicles encountering 
significant component failures are subjected to an evaluation for repair. The results of this 
evaluation may accelerate the replacement of a vehicle not on the list and necessitate deferment 
of a vehicle currently on the list. 

5) What money has already been expended (i.e., police vehicles). 


