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Worksession 

MEMORANDUM 

May 15,2012 

TO: Education Committee 

FROM: Essie McGuire, Senior Legislative AnalYS~~Ll~ 

SUBJECT: Worksession - FY13 Operating Budget, Montgomery County Public Schools, 
continuetf, 

Today the Education Committee will continue its review of the Montgomery County 
Public Schools FY13 Operating Budget. The Committee held two previous worksessions on 
April 16 and April 30 to review the Board of Education's requested operating budget; the packet 
materials for these two worksessions are attached for reference. The Committee: 

• 	 Received an overview of the budget request; 
• 	 Reviewed revenues, including the local contribution, State Aid, and Federal funding; 
• 	 Discussed elements of the Board's proposal for FY13 employee compensation; 
• 	 Reviewed the status and projected fund balances of the Employee Benefit Trust Funds; 

and 
• 	 Monitored ongoing developments related to State legislation. 

The purpose of today's worksession is to finalize the Committee's recommendation 
on the major fiscal elements of the Board's requested FY13 budget for MCPS. The 
Committee's recommendation for the technology modernization CIP project is also reproduced 
below as the only CIP element remaining for Council consideration. 

The Committee has reviewed the major fiscal elements of the Board's request, and 
consistent with previous discussions Council staff recommends that the Committee approve 
a tax-supported budget for MCPS for FY13 totaling $2,028,871,395. To account for the 
pension shift, this amount is $27,227,553 greater than the Board's tax-supported request of 
$2,001,643,842. Council staff recommends the following elements of County funding as 
part of this overall appropriation: 

• 	 Local contribution at the level of MOE, $1.392 billion. This is an increase of $22.2 
million over the FY12 approved level. The increase in MOE is due to increased enrollment. 
The FY13 MOE level is based on a per pupil amount of $9,759, which reflects the actual, 
rebased per pupil appropriation amount from FY12. 



• 	 Reappropriated fund balance totaling $17 million. The school system anticipates an 
overall fund balance between FYll-12 combined of $32.3 million. If the Council 
appropriates the $17 million as requested, approximately $15.3 million would remain as 
unappropriated fund balance carried forward into next fiscal year. 

Fund balance cannot be spent by MCPS until the funds are appropriated by the Council. The 
fund balance appropriation is not part of MOE, in that it does not affect the per pupil amount 
nor can it be counted toward the County's MOE contribution. 

The Board for FY13 proposes to use a part of its fund balance to support its budget priorities 
that go above the MOE level of funding. To the extent that the Board has funding requests in 
the future that go above the MOE required level of County contribution, it will be important 
for the Board to identify resources such as fund balance to support them. The increased 
constraints of MOE as a result of the legislation passed this spring and advocated for by 
the school system will make it difficult for the Council to support County funding above 
MOE in the future. As a result, Council staff recommends allowing the remaining 
$15.3 million to carry forward as unappropriated fund balance at this time as a possible 
resource for school system needs in future years. 

• 	 Funds for the State shift of pension costs to the County, totaling $27.2 million. At this 
time, although the General Assembly has not completed its action in the special session, it 
appears that it will adopt the pension shift approach reflected in the most recent conference 
committee plan. This plan requires the County to appropriate $27.2 million to MCPS above 
the MOE requirement for FY13. Council staff recommends that the Committee approve 
this additional appropriation, and assume it will be appropriated into Category 12, 
Fixed Charges. Council staffnotes that ifthe General Assembly takes a different action, 
the Council may need to amend this recommendation. 

Technology Modernization 
On April 30, the Committee recommended the following for the MCPS Technology 

Modernization project: 
• 	 Restore the full Board request by $3.13 million in FY13. To reach this level, assume 

that $1.3 million of FY13 E-rate funds will be available during the year, and at this 
time add $1.829 million in current revenue in FY13. 

• 	 Restore half of the Executive's reduction in each year FYI4-18. Assume that in 
FY14 MCPS will be able to add FY14 E-rate funds to the appropriation. 

The table below shows the Committee recommendation in comparison to the Board 
request and Executive recommendation. It does not include projected E-rate dollars. 
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FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 6 year total 
BOE Rqst 21,847 25,456 26,805 26,358 23,997 25,277 149,740 
CE Rec Red -3,129 -6,738 -8,087 -7,640 -5,279 -6,559 -37,432 
CE Rec Total 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 112,308 
CommRec 
Addtn 

1,829 3,370 4,040 3,820 2,640 3,280 18,979 

CommRec 
Total 

20,547 22,088 22,758 22,538 21,358 21,998 131,287 

The Committee recommends the following assumptions for FY13-14 only: 
• 	 That in determining the amount of current revenue available for this project the Council 

assume that the school system will be able to add E-rate funds to the yearly project 
appropriation each year in FY13-14; and 

• 	 That the Council not specify in FY13-14 whether the level of funding is associated with a 
specific replacement cycle or technology initiative. This will allow the school system to 
manage its competing technology infrastructure priorities in the next two years within all 
available funds. 
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ED COMMITTEE #1 
April 16,2012 
Worksession 

MEMORANDUM 

April 12,2012 

TO: Education Committee 

FROM: Essie McGuire, Senior Legislative Analys~Q((S)~' 

SUBJECT: Worksession - FY13 Operating Budget, Montgomery County Public Schools 

Today the Education Committee will begin its review of the FY13 Operating Budget for 
the Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS). The following individuals are expected to 
participate in today's worksession: 

• 	 Shirley Brandman, President, Board of Education 
• 	 Christopher Barclay, Vice President, Board of Education 
• 	 Joshua Starr, Superintendent 
• 	 Marshall Spatz, Director of Management, Budget, and Planning, MCPS 

This packet is divided into 4 sections: 

I. 	 Overview of Recommended Budget, including Board of Education request and the 

County Executive's recommendation 


II. 	 State Legislative Update, including Maintenance of Effort (MOE) legislation, possible 

shift in teacher pension costs, and possible State Aid reductions 


III. 	 Overview of Revenues, including local contribution, State Aid projections, and Federal 
funding 

IV. 	 Overview of Expenditures, including proposed expenditures and positions by funding 
category 



I. OVERVIEW OF RECOMMENDED BllDGET 

BOARD OF EDUCAnON'S REQUEST 

The Board of Education requested a total of $2,132,839,512 for the FY13 MCPS 
Operating Budget. This amount represents an increase of $46,052,899 or 2.2 percent over the 
approved FY12 leveL The FY13 tax-supported budget request is $2,001,643,842. The tax­
supported budget request is $50,734,551 over the approved FY12 tax-supported amount, an 
increase of 2.6 percent. 

A summary table showing the major elements of the Board's request is attached on circle 
9. 	 Significant highlights include the following: 

• 	 The Board requested a local contribution at the Maintenance of Effort (MOE) level 
working from the FY12 Council approved appropriation. This requires an increase of$22.2 
million in County funds for FY13 over the FY12 approved level, due to enrollment increases. 

• 	 The Board's request includes additional funds of $14.5 million associated with increased 
enrollment. A summary chart of actual and projected enrollment is attached on circle 16. 

• 	 The Board projects a total enrollment for FY13 of 149,018. This is an increase of 2,521 
over the actual enrollment for FY12. Comparing enrollment projections (which affect the 
budget changes year to year), the FY13 budget projection is an increase of 2,309 over the 
projected (and budgeted) FY 12 level (circle 16). 

• 	 Enrollment of students with Limited English Proficiency and students from families with low 
incomes continues to increase. For the current school year, approximately 19,039 or 13 
percent of all students have Limited English Proficiency, and 47,305 or 32.3 percent are 
enrolled in Free and Reduced Meals (FARMS). 

• 	 The Board's request includes an increase of 232 additional FTE over the FY12 approved 
level. These increases are primarily in additional teachers and instructional aides and 
assistants. 

• 	 The Board's budget identifies a total amount of $20.6 million in additional dollars over 
the FY12 base compensation level for increased employee compensation. The exact 
elements of these compensation increases are not fully identified. 
o 	 The Board's budget states that an additional $8.6 million is necessary to fund step 

increases for employees. This is an unusually low net cost that reflects an offset for 
lapse and turnover savings; MCPS states that lapse and particularly turnover savings are 
significantly higher than usual. The total cost to fund step increases is $35 million. 

o 	 The Board's budget states that $12 million is a placeholder to "offset costs of future 
negotiated agreements with employee unions". As of April 11, the Board and the 
employee associations state that they need to delay action on contract negotiations at this 
time due to uncertainty about the State budget (circle 37). 
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• 	 Increases in employee benefits and insurance costs are projected to account for an 
additional $15.1 million in the Board's request. The largest cost component is for the active 
employee benefit plan, which is expected to require an additional $12.1 million in FY13. 
The Council has just received the new biannual report on Category 12 expenditures from the 
Board, and the Education Committee will further review the Board's assumptions for both 
compensation and benefits in a subsequent worksession. 

• 	 The requested budget is largely a same services budget. The Superintendent's 
memorandum to the Board in February cites the weak economy as preventing a larger request 
and emphasizes that "I strongly believe that we must assess how effectively we use existing 
resources" before requesting additional funding. 

• 	 The Board made two primary adjustments to the Superintendent's budget related to 
allocating the additional State Aid over the amount projected by the Superintendent in 
December. First, the Board allocated approximately $603,000 to expand hours-based­
staffing for special education students to all middle schools. Second, the Board increased the 
Superintendent's $8.0 million placeholder for employee compensation by $4.0 million to 
$12.0 million as noted above for the outcome of ongoing negotiations. (circles 4-7) 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE RECOMMENDATION 

The County Executive recommended full funding of the Board's request for the 
MCPS FY13 Operating Budget. This includes the County contribution at the MOE level of 
$1.392 billion and assumed the same level of State Aid as the Board. 

The County Executive typically recommends only aggregate totals for the MCPS 
operating budget, and does not identify category allocations, as the Council is required to do in 
its final appropriation. However, in his FY13 recommendation, the County Executive makes the 
following statement: 

"Within the recommended funds being allocated to MCPS, the Executive is assuming 
that the Board of Education is providing only one time compensation increases that do 
not add to the base compensation budget". 

This statement is consistent with the Executive's recommended compensation increase of 
one-time lump sum payments to County employees. However, it appears at this juncture to be 
inconsistent with at least one stated element of the Board's recommended compensation, namely 
step increases. The Education Committee will want to receive additional information from 
the Board as to its intent for employee compensation increases in FY13, and will return to 
fuller discussion of employee compensation and benefits in a subsequent worksession. 
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II. STATE LEGISLATIVE UPDATE 

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 

The General Assembly passed and the Governor signed a bill that significantly alters the 
structure of the Maintenance of Effort (MOE) provisions of the Education Article and also 
affects the taxing authority of charter counties. Council staff outlines below some of the major 
elements of the new law. 

• 	 Local Taxing Authority: Allows counties to raise property taxes above any limit set under 
a county's charter. If a county exercises this option, all revenues collected above the charter 
limit must be appropriated to the local school board, and the board's appropriation from any 
local source cannot be reduced below the current level. 

• 	 Mandatory Waiver Processes: Requires counties to apply for a waiver if they will not meet 
MOE in a given year. Leaves the State Board of Education as the decision-making authority. 
Specifies the factors for the State Board to consider in reviewing waiver applications, many 
of which both county and school advocates have agreed to in recent years. Creates three 
types of waivers. 

• 	 Fiscal Condition Waiver: This waiver is very similar to the current waiver process in 
which a county can apply for a waiver of a certain amount if its fiscal condition 
significantly impedes its ability to fund MOE in a given year. 

• 	 Recurring Costs Waiver: This new waiver allows counties to reduce their MOE by 
the amount (or less) that a recurring cost is reduced going forward. To receive this 
waiver, however, the local board must agree to the amount of the reduction. If the 
recurring cost reduction affects compensation or other personnel costs, an "exclusive 
employee representative" must also agree to the reduction. 

• 	 Rebasing Waiver: This new waiver allows counties to rebase their MOE going 
forward, capped at 97 percent of the required amount. Counties may only apply for 
this type of waiver if their education effort (a wealth-based spending measure used by 
the State) is at least equal to the five-year moving State average. 

• 	 Funding Reset: Unless a county receives a waiver for recurring costs or to rebase, its next 
year's MOE is always reset at the last time it met MOE. 

• 	 Penalty and Tax Intercept: Changes the penalty for not meeting MOE to the amount by 
which a county missed MOE. Allows the State to redirect local income tax revenues to the 
local board in that amount. 

• 	 FY12 Relief: Of critical importance to Montgomery County is the provision that waives the 
FY12 penalty scheduled to be imposed in FYI3 and allows the County to move forward from 
the actual, rebased appropriation amount in FYI2 for the purposes of calculating MOE in 
FY13 and beyond. 
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TEACHER PENSIONS 

The General Assembly had reached a plan to shift a portion of the State's teacher 
retirement costs to local school boards; however, this plan did not pass before the Assembly 
adjourned. At this juncture it is unclear whether pension costs will shift in FY13 or if so, what 
form the shift would take. 

The most recent conference committee plan called for a four-year phase-in of the normal 
costs only of teacher retirement, with the local board responsible for payment. This amount, 
approximately $27 million in FYI3, would then be an added requirement for counties to fund 
above MOE for the phase-in period. Following the phase-in, the full amount ofthe shift, 
currently estimated at $44 million, would be rolled into MOE, increasing the per pupil base 
going forward. 

"DOOMSDAy" BUDGET ELEMENTS 

If the General Assembly does not return or is otherwise unable to pass Budget 
Reconciliation and Financing Act (BRF A), a set of "doomsday" budget reductions will go into 
effect on July 1 for FY13 in order to balance the State budget. For Montgomery County, the 
bulk of these reductions would affect MCPS. 

If the contingent budget reductions go into effect, MCPS would receive 
approximately $41 million less in State Aid than currently anticipated in the Board's 
request. These reductions consist of: 

• Elimination of GCEI: -$32.7 million 
• Reduce per pupil funding: -$8.3 million 

There appears to be some question as to whether the reduced per pupil funding could go 
into effect as it requires additional statutory changes. 

Both possible outcomes clearly have the potential for significant impact on the FY13 
budget for the County as a whole and MCPS specifically. At this time a new date has not 
been set for the General Assembly to return in a special session. The Education Committee will 
return to fuller review of the implications of any shift in teacher pension costs or State Aid 
reductions once more information is available. 
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III. OVERVIEW OF REVENUES 

Table 1 below shows the MCPS operating budgets by revenue source for the FYl1 
approved level, the FY12 approved level, and the FY13 Board of Education Request. 

Table 1: FY11 Approved- FY13 Requested MCPS Operating Budget by Revenue Source 
FY11 Approved FY12 Approved FY13 BOE Request 

Source $ % oftotal $ % oftotal $ % of total 
County 1,41?,9~5, 3441 67.3% 1,370,101,480 65.7% 1,392,286,148 65.3% 
Fund Balance 10,300,000 0.5% 17,999,000 0.8°~ 17,000,000 0.8% 
State 488,622,834 23.2% 559,837,103 26.8% 588,331,986 27.6% 

119,057,183 5.7% 
- ...........­ .... 

3.4% 3.0%Federal 70,140,226 64,522,375 
Other Sources 15,002,004 0.7% 13,174,062 0.6% 13,174,062 0.6% 

- - ­ ..._....._­
Enterprise 54,630,165 2.6% 55,1 08,74 2T--' 2.6% 56,029,880 2.6% 
Special Funds 1,490,510 0.1% 1,425,000 0.1% 1,495,061 0.1% 

-

-­
Tax-sptd Total 1,919,842,746 1,950,909,291 2,001,643,842 
Grand Total 2,104,188,040 2,086,786,613 2,132,839,512 

The FY11 tax-supported total in this table does not include Federal ARRA dollars. The apples­
to-apples FY11 tax-supported total including ARRA dollars is $1,951,103,960. 

Local Contribution 

• 	 The Board requested a County contribution at the level of MOE, $1.392 billion. This is an 
increase of $22.2 million over the FY12 approved level. 

• 	 The increase in MOE is due to increased enrollment. The FY13 MOE level is based on a per 
pupil amount of $9,759, which reflects the actual, rebased per pupil appropriation amount 
from FYI2. 

• 	 The fund balance reflects savings achieved by the school system and funds not spent in a 
given fiscal year. These funds cannot be spent by MCPS until they are appropriated by 
the Council. Typically, the Council reappropriates fund balance as a resource for the 
following year's budget as part of the annual appropriation resolution. 

• 	 While the Board's budget assumes $17 million to be available for the FY13 budget as shown 
above, the school system anticipates a larger overall fund balance between FYll and FY12 
combined of $31.1 million. If the Council appropriates the $17 million for FY 13 as 
requested, approximately $14.1 million would remain as unappropriated fund balance carried 
forward into next fiscal year. 

• 	 The fund balance appropriation is not part of MOE, in that it docs not affect the per pupil 
amount nor can it be counted toward the County's MOE contribution. 
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State Aid 

• 	 State Aid continues to increase and to comprise a larger share of the overall budget. State 
Aid increased by $4.6 million in the Board's budget over what was assumed in the 
Superintendent's December recommendation. 

• 	 The State Aid increase is driven by the County's continued emollment growth overall. 
Montgomery County is experiencing by far the most emollment growth in Maryland in terms 
of absolute numbers; even in percentage growth, with 1.6% growth from FY 12-FYI3, 
Montgomery County is second only to St. Mary's County, which has 1.8% growth and a 
significantly smaller system. Ten of the 24 Maryland jurisdictions saw declining emollment 
from FY12-FY13. 

• 	 The component of State Aid related to students from families with low incomes increased 
$8.6 million to a total of$115.2 million in FY13, reflecting increased emollment in this 
demographic area. 

• 	 The amount of State Aid related to students with Limited English Proficiency increased by 
$5.3 million to $55.1 million in FY 13, reflecting increased emollment in this demographic as 
welL 

• 	 As noted above, these State Aid projections are preliminary and could be affected by final 
action of the General Assembly. 

Federal Aid 

• 	 The Board's assumption of Federal Aid in FY13 reflects a decrease of $5.6 million. The 
Board's budget transmittal states that this decrease primarily reflects the termination of 
Federal grant revenue from the Education Jobs Fund. 

• 	 The Federal Aid assumption is preliminary. MCPS is still receiving information on the 
Federal allocations from the State, and it may be necessary to amend the budget before final 
action to reflect the correct allocations. 
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IV. OVERVIEW OF EXPENDITURES 

State law requires each school system to classify expenditures according to certain 
categories, and requires the Council to appropriate funding by total amounts in each category. 
The Board of Education has full authority to allocate funds within each category, but cannot 
transfer funds between or among categories without Council approval. 

The tables that follow provide detail of the Board's requested budget as well as recent 
approved budgets according to these State categories. 

REQUESTED EXPENDITURES BY STATE CATEGORY 

Table 2 on the next page shows the expenditures for each State category and their 
respective shares of the total budget from the approved FY09 level through the FY13 request. 
Highlights include: 

• 	 Instruction, defined in the State's financial reports as the sum of categories 2-6, accounts for 
60.7 percent ofthe requested budget. This is the same percent of the total as the FY11 
approved level, decreased from a 62.6 percent share of the total in FY09. 

• 	 School and Student Services, defined as categories 7-11, comprises 11.8 percent of the 
budget in FY13, down from 12.3 percent in FY09. The only category to increase in this 
group is Category 9, Student Transportation, which increased by $3.5 million over the FY09 
approved leveL The other categories in this subgroup decreased. 

• 	 The category with the largest and most consistent growth is Category 12, Fixed Charges. 
This category increased $69.2 million since FY09, and in FY13 takes up 3 percent more of 
the budget than in FY09 at 23 percent ofthe total. This category includes primarily 
employee benefit (health and pension) expenditures. 

• 	 In total, Table 2 shows that the FY13 request would bring the total MCPS budget back above 
the FY09 approved leveL In the last three years the budget has not fallen below the FY09 
level, and at its lowest in FY12 was $34 million below the FYIO level without debt service. 
The school system and its advocates have often cited a larger three-year reduction of $400 
million. However, this figure appears to include anticipated costs as well as base adjustments 
and reallocations, and does not reflect actual year to year budget changes. 
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Table 2: Expenditure by State Budget Category 
FY09 FY09 FY10 FY10 FY11 FY11 FY12 FY12 FY13 FY13 

Category Approved %oftotal Approved %of total Approved %of total Approved %oftotal Requested %of totall 
Instruction 

2-Mid-Level Administration 
3-lnstructional Salaries 
4-Textbooks and Instr Supplies 
5-Other Instr Costs 
6-Special Education 
Subtotal: Instruction 

School and Student Services 
7 -Student Personnel Services 
8-Health Services 
9-Student Transportation 
10-0peration of Plant and Equip 
ii-Maintenance of Plant 
Subtotal: Sch and St Services 

Other 
12-Fixed Charges 
i-Administration 
14-Community Services 
Subtotal: Other 
Non-Categorized Expenditure: 

Debt Service 

37-Special Revenue Fund 
51-Real Estate Fund 
61-Food Service Fund 
71-Field Trip Fund 
81-Entrepreneurial Activities 
Subtotal: Special/Ent Funds 

Grand Total 

135,954,968 
840,528,178 

31,636,789 
17,985,510 

267,556,882 
1,293,662,327 

11,645,960 
57,502 

91,979,938 
114,803,881 
34,902,737 

253,390,018 

420,660,346 
44,028,295 

208,495 
464,897,136 

1,582,830 
2,549,103 

46,841,144 
2,199,661 
1,561,075 

54,733,813 
2,066,683,294 

6.6% 
40.7% 

1.5% 
0.9% 

12.9% 

135,871,420 
855,776,714 

31,903,762 
15,093,701 

280,339,274 
62.6% 1,318,984,871 

6.2% 
38.9% 

1.4% 
0.7% 

12.7% 
59.9% 

0.5% 
0.0% 
4.2% 
5.4% 
1.5% 

11,7% 

20,3% 
1.9% 
0.0% 

22.2% 

0.1% 
0,1% 
2.2% 
0.1% 
0.1% 
2,6% 

100.0% 

138,804,115 
834,965,124 
24,901,955 
14,373,591 

279,165,638 
1,292,210,423 

11,201,334 
44,590 

93,946,059 
115,000,527 
33,015,967 

253,208,477 

463,288,825 
39,151,145 

208,495 
502,648,465 

1,490,510 
3,071,095 

47,040,254 
2,354,716 
2,164,100 

56,120,675 
2,104,188,040 

6.6% 
39.7% 

1.2% 
0.7% 

13.3% 
61.4% 

0.5% 
0.0% 
4.5% 
5.5% 
1.6% 

12,0% 

22.0% 
1.9% 
0.0% 

23.9% 

0.1% 
0.1% 
2,2% 
0,1% 
0.1% 
2.7% 

100.0% 

136,245,378 
820,070,900 
24,948,820 
13,855,214 

272,431,548 
1,267,551,860 

11,041,328 
54,670 

93,197,127 
115,657,090 
32,396,397 

252,346,612 

471,779,702 
38,366,202 

208,495 
510,354,399 

1,425,000 
3,266,430 

46,897,045 
2,122,819 
2,822,448 

56,533,742 
2,086,786,613100.0% 2,200,577,000 

6.5% 
39.3% 

1.2% 
0.7% 

13,1% 
60,7% 

0,5% 
0.0% 
4.5% 
5.5% 
1,6% 

12.1% 

22,6% 
1.8% 
0.0% 

24.5% 

0.1% 
0.2% 
2.2% 
0.1% 
0.1% 
2.7% 

100.0% 

0.6% 
0.0% 
4,5% 
5.6% 
1.7% 

12.3% 

20.4% 
2.1% 
0.0% 

22,5% 

0.1% 
0.1% 
2.3% 
0.1% 
0.1% 
2.6% 

11,175,378 
41,002 

92,765,998 
118,589,104 
33,938,236 

256,509,718 

447,319,098 
41,874,103 

208,495 
489,401,696 

79,537,322 

1,581,510 
2,651,095 

47,821,972 
2,314,716 
1,774,100 

56,143,393 

136,594,627 6.4% 
843,516,918 39.5% 
25,084,043 1.2% 
13,459,980 0.6% 

276,520,311 13.0% 
1,295,175,879 60.7% 

10,806,410 0,5% 
37,402 0.0% 

95,480,010 4,5% 
112,934,750 5,3% 
33,355,895 ~.6% 

252,614,467 11.8% 

489,835,833 23.0% 
37,479,897 1.8% 

208,495 0,0% 
527,524,225 24.7% 

1,495,061 0.1% 
3,520,603 0.2% 

47,476,295 2.2% 
2,026,046 0.1% 
3,006,936 0.1% 

57,524,941 2.7% 
2,132,839,512 100.0% 

FY10 total wlo DS is 2,121,039,678 



REQUESTED POSITIONS BY STATE CATEGORY 
Table 3 on the next page shows the positions for each State category and their respective 

shares of all positions in the budget from the approved FY09 level through the FY13 request. 
Highlights include: 

• 	 The overall distribution of positions has not changed very much since FY09. The 5 
categories in the Instruction subgroup contain 78 percent of all positions in the FY13 request; 
in FY09 they contained 77.5 percent. The School and Student Services subgroup has stayed 
essentially level at 17.5 percent. 

• 	 Of the eight major categories that have positions (not including enterprise funds), 
o 	 Three categories increased positions from FY09-13: Category 2, Mid-level 

Administration; Category 6, Special Education; Category 10, Operation of Plant and 
Equipment; and 

o 	 Five categories decreased positions: Category 1, Administration; Category 3, 
Instructional Salaries; Category 7, Student Personnel Services; Category 9, Student 
Transportation; and Category 11, Maintenance of Plant. 

• 	 Positions in Category 3, Instructional Salaries, comprise 52.0 percent of all positions in the 
budget. This share of the total has remained fairly constant in this time period. 

• 	 In total, the FYI3 request is an increase of232 FTE over the FY12 approved and an increase 
of 72.3 FTE over the FY09 approved leveL The school system and its advocates have often 
cited a larger three-year reduction of 1300 positions. However, this figure appears to include 
anticipated position increases as well as base adjustments and reallocations, and does not 
reflect actual year to year budget changes. 

f:\mcguire\20 12\mcps op bud\comm overview pckt 412.doc 
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Table 3: Positions by State Budget Category 

Category FY09 FY09 FY10 FY10 FY11 FY11 FY12 FY12 FY13 FY13 
Instruction Approved %of total Approved %of total Approved %of total Approved %of total Requested %of total 

2-Mid-Level Administration 
3-lnstructional Salaries 
4-Textbooks and Instr Supplies 
5-0ther Instr Costs 
6-Special Education 
Subtotal: Instruction 

School and Student Services 
7 -Student Personnel Services 
8-Health Services 
9-Student Transportation 
10-0peration of Plant and Equip 
ii-Maintenance of Plant 
Subtotal: Sch and St Services 

Other ...... 
...... 12-Fixed Charges 

i-Administration 
14-Community Services 
Subtotal: Other 

37-Special Revenue Fund 
41-Adult Education Fund 
51-Real Estate Fund 
61-Food Service Fund 
71-Field Trip Fund 
81-Entrepreneurial Activities 
Subtotal: SpeciallEnt Funds 

Grand Total 

1,667.675 8.0% 1,661.375 7.9% 1,682.875 8.1% 1,669.325 8.1% 1,670.775 8.0% 
10,959.740 52.8% 11,064.365 52.8% 10,804.200 52.1 % 10,684.088 51.8% 10,842.413 52.0% 

0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 
0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 

3,470.699 16.7% 3,612.989 17.2% 3,661.255 17.6% 3,661.735 17.8% 3,733.703 17.9% 
16,098.114 77.5% 16,338.729 78.0% 16,148.330 77.8% 16,015.148 77.7% 16,246.891 78.0% 

118.300 0.6% 110.900 0.5% 110.305 0.5% 108.705 0.5% 106.505 0.5% 
0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 

1,744.750 8.4% 1,742.250 8.3% 1,742.250 8.4% 1,733.150 8.4% 1,733.150 8.3% 
1,403.200 6.8% 1,398.200 6.7% 1,406.700 6.8% 1,429.700 6.9% 1,431.200 6.9% 

396.000 1.9% 388.000 1.9% 380.000 1.8% 380.000 1.8% 380.000 1.8% 
3,662.250 17.6% 3,639.350 17.4% 3,639.255 17.5% 3,651.555 17.7% 3,650.855 17.5% 

0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 
371.962 1.8% 356.062 1.7% 338.650 1.6% 327.050 1.6% 325.050 1.6% 

0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 
371.962 1.8% 356.062 1.7% 338.650 1.6% 327.050 1.6% 325.050 1.6% 

14.000 0.1% 14.000 0.1% 14.000 0.1% 12.500 0.1% 12.500 0.1% 
0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 0.000 0.0% 
6.500 0.0% 6.500 0.0% 6.500 0.0% 6.500 0.0% 7.000 0.0% 

604.660 2.9% 583.448 2.8% 583.448 2.8% 583.448 2.8% 582.948 2.8% 
4.000 0.0% 4.500 0.0% 4.500 0.0% 4.500 0.0% 4.500 0.0% 
8.000 0.0% 10.000 0.0% 9.000 0.0% 9.000 0.0% 12.000 0.1% 

637.160 3.1% 618.448 3.0% 617.448 3.0% 615.948 3.0% 618.948 3.0% 
20,769.486 100.0% 20,952.589 100.0% 20,743.683 100.0% 20,609.701 100.0% 20,841.744 100.0%1 



MONTGOMERY COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION 
850 Hungerford Drive + Rockville, Maryland 20850 

February 28, 2012 

The Honorable Isiah Leggett, County Executive 
The Honorable Roger Berliner, President 
Members of the Montgomery County Council 
Montgomery County Government 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 

Dear Mr. Leggett, Mr. Berliner and Councilmembers, 

I am pleased to submit the Montgomery County Board of Education's Fiscal Year 2013 (FY 2013) 
Operating Budget Request for Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS). The Board is submitting a 
request that holds the line steady on education funding while accounting for our continued rapid enrollment 
growth. This budget represents a measured approach to allocating educational resources as we work to be 
responsible, prudent stewards of taxpayer funds. We appreciate the public support members of the Couneil 
have already given to the Board's request and look forward to working with you in the coming months as 
you develop a budget for the citizens of Montgomery County. 

The Board of Education is requesting a $2.133 billion budget for FY 2013. This represents a 2 percent 
increase over this fiscal year, which is the smallest percentage increase the Board has sought in more than 
a decade. The Board is seeking $1.39 billion in local funds from the county, a $22.2 million increase. This 
increase will allow the county to maintain its per-pupil investment at $9,759 per student and meet the state's 
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) provision. 

As you are aware, the county has not met MOE in three years and, in that time, the county's per-pupil 
funding has fallen by $1,490 per child. This has required the Board and MCPS leadership to make more 
than $400 million in difficult reductions since FY 2009. Among the reductions: 

• Class sizes have increased an average of approximately one student per classroom. 

• Employees have agreed to forego cost-of-living increases for three consecutive years and step increases 
for the past two years, saving $144 million. 

• More than 1 ,300 positions have been eliminated districtwide, mainly teachers and staff who directly 
support instruction. 

• Our central services budget has been reduced by more than 20 percent. 

These reductions would be difficult under any circumstances, but they have occurred as the student 
enrollment in MCPS has been undergoing historic growth and dramatic changes. 

Since 2007, MCPS has added approximately 9,000 students and the district is projected to add another 
9,000 students by 2017, with much of this growth occurring in the elementary grades. These students are 
coming to MCPS requiring more services, such as Free and Reduced-price Meals System (FARMS) and 
English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESO L) services. For instance, approximately 13.1 percent of our 
students require ESOL services systemwide, but in the elementary schools, that rate jumps to 22.5 percent 
and has increased more than 6 percentage points in 5 years. At the same time, since 2007, the number of 
students eligible for FARMS services has increased by 11,785 children systemwide. Our budget request 
simply seeks to allow us to keep pace with this growth. 

Phone 301-279-3617 + Fax 301-279-3860 + boe@mcpsmd.org +www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org 

http:www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org
mailto:boe@mcpsmd.org


Mr. Leggett, Mr. Berliner, 

and Councilmembers 2 February 28,2012 


The Board is placing $17 million of its budget surplus-~achjeved through cost efficiencies and 
expenditure restrictions-toward the FY 2013 Operating Budget. The Board's budget request also 
includes some additional reductions: a $6.1 million reduction for Central Services, including the 
elimination of nearly 18 positions, as well as $3.2 million in reductions for school-based support and 
services. However, the Board's request does not call for any reduction in the number of teachers or 
other school-based staff. 

There also are no new initiatives or programs in our request, although we have worked with 
Superintendent of Schools Joshua P. Starr to realign funds in the budget to support strategic needs. 
Among those strategic areas are funds to support two middle schools that must develop alternative 
governance plans under the provisions of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 ($797,644); the 
addition of three prekindergarten classes to serve low-income students ($221,021); the addition of 
three consulting teacher positions to support new and underperforming educators ($221,532); and 
the expansion of the hours-based staffing model for special education to all middle schools ($773,000, 
including $603,000 in additional state aid). 

To support these strategic areas, funds will be realigned from areas across the budget. Among the 
realignments, a reduction of more than $600,000 in stipends for part-time summer salaries, part-time 
instructional salaries and substitutes, and savings of $230,000 realized by ceasing the administration 
of the TerraNova 2 exam in second grade. 

The Board's request also has put money aside to honor the hard work and excellence of the MCPS 
staff. As mentioned previously, our employees have given up their raises for the past three years and 
longevity increases for the past two years to help us through these difficult economic times. Even as 
we have had to ask them to do "more with less," they have helped our students achieve outstanding 
results. For example: 

• 	Half of MCPS graduates from the Class of 2011 earned a 3 or higher on at least one Advanced 
Placement (AP) exam, far exceeding the performance of the state and the nation. The most 
significant growth was seen among Black or African American and Hispanic/Latino students . 

• The Class of 2011 scored an average of 1637 on the SAT, which is 145 points higher than graduates 
from the state of Maryland and 137 points higher than the nation's seniors. 

• Ninety-two (92) percent of MCPS kindergarten students are reading at grade level (text level 4) 
and more than seventy-five (75) percent are reading well above grade level (text level 6). Since 
2006, the percentage of students reading at text level 6 or higher has increased 20 percentage 
points. 

Negotiations with our employee associations are ongoing at this point, but the Board believes that we 
must recognize the collaboration and outstanding performance of our staff in a tangible way. 

Of course, there continues to be tremendous uncertainty surrounding the budget, specifically in the 
area of state funding. While Governor Martin O'Malley has submitted a budget that includes a $28.5 
million increase in state education formula funding for Montgomery County, two items before the 
General Assembly could have a dramatic impact on our budget. 

Because the County Council did not meet MOE in FY 2012, and did not seek a state waiver, the state 
can withhold $26.2 million in funding as a penalty. Our state delegation is working on legislation to 
get that penalty waived and we appreciate and support their efforts. Our budget assumes that this 
waiver will be granted or the county will find a way to fund this penalty. 



Mr. Leggett, Mr. Berliner, 

and Council members 3 February 28,2012 


The greatest uncertainty surrounding our budget is related to Governor O'Malley's proposal to shift 
a significant portion of state pension costs to local governments. Under the governor's proposal, 
Montgomery County would have to pay an additional $47.4 million in retirement costs in FY 2013 and 
those costs would only increase in the coming years. We join the county executive and councilmembers 
in urging the General Assembly to reject this proposal, as it could have an immediate, negative impact 
on the important services we provide our citizens. We will continue to work with you and our state 
delegation to make sure the state pension remains a state responsibility. 

Developing the Budget 

This budget request was developed collaboratively with our employees, our parents, our students, and 
our entire community. 

The process began in the fall when we shared our budget interests with Dr. Starr. It was an opportunity 
for Dr. Starr, then very early in his tenure at MCPS, to have a clear understanding of the Board's 
priorities regarding the budget. In October, the Board held two Community Conversations, which are 
annual events that are an integral part of our budget and strategic planning processes. These events 
allowed community members to engage in discussions pertaining to what they valued about MCPS 
and what they felt was most important to achieve as we continue with our vision to provide a world­
class education to all students, even in financially challenging times. 

In December 2011, Dr. Starr released his FY 2013 Budget Recommendation, which was developed in 
partnership with our three employee associations-the Montgomery County Education Association, 
the Montgomery County Association of Administrators and Principals, and the Service Employees 
International Union Local 500-as well as the Montgomery County Council of Parent Teacher 
Associations, Inc. 

The Board held public hearings on Dr. Starr's recommendation on January 11 and 18,2012, and then 
held two work sessions on the budget. Board members spent hours analyzing the budget and posing 
questions to staff, which informed the Board's ultimate modification of Dr. Starr's proposal. The 
Board passed a final budget recommendation at its business meeting on February 14,2012. 

Montgomery County has always made public education a top priority, and I believe that our employees 
have honored that investment by creating one of the best school districts in the nation. On behalf 
of the 146,500 students and 22,000 employees of MCPS, the Board wants to thank you for your 
continued commitment to our children and our citizens. 

Sincerely, 

Shirley Brandman, President 
Montgomery County Board of Education 



SCHEDULE OF BOARD OF EDUCATION AMENDMENTS TO THE 

SUPERINTENDENT1S RECOMMENDED FY 2013 OPERATING BUDGET 


DESCRIPTION 

Board Amendments 

Pos. Amount 

CATEGORY 1 - ADMINISTRATION 

Office of Human Resources and Development .. Reduce Part-time Salaries 

Office of Shared Accountability - Staff Engagement Survey 

(30,000) 

300,000 

Total Category 1 270,000 

CATEGORY 2 - MID-LEVEL ADMINISTRATION 

K-12 Instruction: Reduce Part-time Salaries 

Office of Human Resources and Development: Reduce Part-time Salaries 

(50,000) 

(24,643) 

Total Category 2 (74,643) 

CATEGORY 3 -INSTRUCTIONAL SALARIES 

K-12 Instruction: 

Reduce Substitues, Stipends, Summer Employment 

Administer Alternative Governance Plan - Forest Oak and Neelesville 

Middle Schools 

Add Montgomery Village Middle Years IB Programme 

Office of Curriculum and Instructional Programs: 

Add Three Additional Prekindergarten Classes 

Reduce Part-time Salaries 

Office of Human Resources and Development: 

Add Consulting Teachers 

Cut Resources for Teacher Menloring Previously Shifted to Title II Grant 

Reduce Various Part-time Salaries/Other 

Add Placeholder for Completion of Negotiations with Employee Associatons 

4.800 

0.800 

2.925 

3.000 

(267,481) 

491,630 

57,646 

134,539 

(175,357) 

174,825 

(165,200) 

(143,873) 

4,029,351 

Total Category 3 11.525 4,136,080 



SCHEDULE OF BOARD OF EDUCATION AMENDMENTS TO THE 

SUPERINTENDENT'S RECOMMENDED FY 2013 OPERATING BUDGET 


DESCRIPTION 

Board Amendments 

Pos. Amount 

CATEGORY 4 - TEXTBOOKS AND INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 

K-12 Instruction: 

Eliminate TerraNova 2 Assessment 

Administer Alternative Governance Plan Forest Oak and Neelesville 

Middle Schools 

Add Montgomery Village Middle Years IB Programme 

Office of Curriculum and Instructional Programs: 

Add Three Additional Prekindergarten Classes 

Office of Human Resources and Development: Other 

(230,000) 

5,000 

5,000 

6,396 

2,500 

Total Category 4 (211,104) 

CATEGORY 5 - OTHER INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS 

K-12 Instruction: 

Reduce Various Accounts 

Administer Alternative Governance Plan - Forest Oak and Neelesville 

Middle Schools 

Add Montgomery Village Middle Years IB Programme 

Office of Curriculum and Instructional Programs: 

Add Three Additional Prekindergarten Classes 

(21,973) 

42,194 

42,194 

732 

Total Category 5 63,147 

CATEGORY 6 - SPECIAL EDUCATION 

Office of Special Education and Student Services: 

Reduce Rate by I Percent for Tuition for Students in Nonpublic 

Placements 

Add Hours-based Staffing at Five Remaining Middle Schools 11.088 

(366.444) 

442,800 

Total Category 6 11.088 76,356 



SCHEDULE OF BOARD OF EDUCA1"ION AMENDMENTS TO THE 

SUPERINTENDENT'S RECOMMENDED FY 2013 OPERATING BUDGET 


DESCRIPTION 

Board Amendments 

Pos. Amount 

CATEGORY 7- STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES 

Office of Curriculum and Instructional Programs: 

Add Three Additional Prekindergarten Classes 0.400 24,024 

Total Category 7 0.400 24,024 

CATEGORY 9 - STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 

K-12 Instruction: 

Administer Alternative Governance Plan Forest Oak and Neelesville 

Middle Schools 

Office of Curriculum and Instructional Programs: 

Add Three Additional Prekindergarten Classes 

20,000 

635 

Total Category 9 20,635 

CATEGORY 12 - FIXED CHARGES 

K-12 Instruction: 

Reduce Substitues, Stipends, Summer Employment, Part-time Salaries 

Administer Alternative Governance Plan - Forest Oak and Neelesvil1e 

Middle Schools 

Add Montgomery Village Middle Years IB Programme 

Office of Curriculum and Instructional Programs: 

Reduce Part-time Salaries 

Add Three Additional Prekindergarten Classes 

Office of Human Resources and Development: 

Reduce Part-time Salaries 

Cut Resources for Teacher Mentoring Previously Shifted to Title II Grant 

Add Consulting Teachers 

(25,401) 

122,101 

1l,879 

(16,000) 

54,695 

(13,109) 

(13.216) 

46,707 



SCHEDULE OF BOARD OF EDUCATION AMENDMENTS TO THE 

SUPERINTENDENT'S RECOMMENDED FY 2013 OPERATING BUDGET 


DESCRIPTION 

Board Amendments 

Pos. Amount 

Office of Special Education and Student Services: 

Add Hours-based Staffing at Five Remaining Middle Schools 160,403 

Total Category 12 328,059 

GRAND TOTAL 23.013 $ 4,632,554 



TABLE 1 

SUMMARY OF RESOURCES 
BY OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2013 

ACTUAL BUDGET CURRENT BUDGET CHANGE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 702.200 700.000 701.000 700.000 (1.000) 

Business/Operations Admin. 94.000 92.000 92.000 92.000 

Professional 11,733.280 11,744.730 11,744.730 11,921.080 176.350 

Supporting Services 8,221.203 8,072.971 8,074.496 8,128.664 54.168 

TOT AL POSITIONS 20,750.683 20,609.701 20,612.226 20,841.744 229.518 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative $88,238,002 $87,674,924 $87,674,924 $88,380,966 $706,042 

Business/Operations Admin. 8,375,018 8,577,422 8,577,422 8,615,058 37,636 

Professional 899,328,085 903,017,082 903,017,082 924,765,316 21,748,234 

Supporting Services 334,097,344 330,820,646 330,820,646 337,605,620 6,784,974 

TOT AL POSITION DOLLARS 1,330,038,449 1,330,090,074 1,330,090,074 1,359,366,960 29,276,886 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 166,102 697,576 697,576 382,576 (315,000) 

Professional 51,247,377 52,299,616 52,260,186 50,929,084 (1,331,102) 

Supporting Services 20,777,252 20,762,259 20,801,689 20,709,678 (92,011 ) 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 72,190,731 73,759,451 73,759,451 72,021,338 (1,738,113) 

TOT AL SALARIES AND WAGES 1,402,229,180 1,403,849,525 1,403,849,525 1,431,388,298 27,538,773 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 21,909,379 25,357,144 25,357,144 24,945,799 (411,345) 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 61,970,333 63,414,356 63,414,356 66,011,937 2,597,581 

04 OTHER 
Local/Other Travel 2,217,026 2,759,089 2,684,089 2,680,956 (3,133) 

Insur & Employee Benefits 471,557,023 482,976,625 482,926,625 501,412,121 18,485,496 

Utilities 43,062,052 44,964,178 44,964,178 41,396,374 (3,567,804 

Miscellaneous 49,547,121 49,566,827 49,616,827 51,288,247 1,671,420 

TOTAL OTHER 566,383,222 580,266,719 580,191,719 596,777,698 16,585,979 

05 EQUIPMENT 14,451,821 13,898,869 13,973,869 13,715,780 (258,089) 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS $2,066,943,935 $2,086,786,613 $2,086,786,613 $2,132,839,512 $46,052,899 

i - 1 



TABLE 1A 

FY 2013 OPERATING BUDGET - SUMMARY OF BUDGET CHANGES FY 2012 - FY 2013 
($ in millions) 

ITEM AMOUNT 
FY 2012 OPERATING BUDGET $2,086.8 

ENROLLMENT CHANGES 

Elementary/Secondary 9.1 
Special Education 3.9 

ESOUPrekinderganen 1.1 

0.4 

EMPLOYEE BENEFITS AND INSURANCE 
N Employee Benefits Plan (active) 12.1 

Employee Benefits Plan (retired) 1.2 
Retirement 2.5 
FICAlSelf-lnsurancefWorkers' 

INFLATION AND OTHER 

SchoOl Restructuring/Programs O.S 
Textbooks, Instructional and Media Materials O.S 
Util ities (3.7) 
Special Education Including Non-public TUition 1.4 
Transportation 2.3 
Maintenance 0.2 
Facilities Management 0.4 

Grant Revenue Reductions (0.2) 

.o~~~rw!nC!ud~Amount for. ~es.~ti~ted ~o~ts " , . 1_~.2. _ 
SPbfOt"!¥~1."~,.~,.,.~~~~';1:td;,,,::-2:;::tt:;~-,-:"~~~;;..-tpi---'::$15i-'Z'" 


AMOUNTITEM 
EFFICIENCIES & REDUCTIONS 

Central Services: 
K-12 and Office of Schoo! Performance 

Office of the Deputy Superintendent of Schools 

Office of Shared Accountabtrity 

Office of Curriculum and Instructional Programs 
Office of Special Educalion and Siudeni Services 

Office of the Chief Operating Officer 

Office of Ihe Chief Technology Officer 

Office of Human Resources and Development 

Office of the Superintendent of Schools 

Subtotal 
School-based/Support Operations: 

Elementary Schools 

Middle Schools 
High Schools 

Office of School Performance 
Office of Curriculum and Instructional Programs 

Office of Special Education and Student ServIces 

Office of the Chief Operating Officer 

Subtotal 

REVENUE INCREASE BY SOURCE 

Local 

Slate 

Federal 
Other 

(07) 
(0.1 ) 
(0.2) 

(0.5) 

(0.7) 

(1 .0) 
(14) 
(1.6) 

(0 1) 
($6.3) 

(09) 
(0.2) 

(0.2) 
(0.4) 

(0.3) 
(0.1 ) 

(0.8) 

22.2 
28.5 
(5.6) 
0.0 
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Pupil Personnel Servic es, 

Administration, $3 7.5 , 2% Other In structi onalJ Textbooks and In structi onal 

Instruct ional 
Categories 2-6 = 
79 % (excludes 
Fixed Charges) 

- --.-----. --.---..--......-..---- ··1 

,I" FY 2013 OPERATING BUDGET , 


WHERE THE MONEY GOES BY STATE CATEGORY 


(Dollars in Millions) 


Total Expenditures = $2,132,839,512} 


Other Categories 

1,7- 14, Enterpri se 

Funds = 


21% (excludes 

Fixed Cha rges) 


Enterprise Funds, $57.5,3%w 

Community Services, 50. 2 , 0% 

Maintenance of Plant, $33 .4 , 

2% 

Operation of Plant and 

Equipment, $112 .9,5% 

Student Transportation, $95.5 , 

4% 

Health Services, $0.0 , 

$108 , 0% 

i Costs, $13.5 , 1% Supplies, $25 .1 , 1%I
' ­

@) 
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FY 2013 OPERATING BUDGET 
WHERE THE MONEY COMES FROM 

(Do"ars in Millions) 

Total Revenue:: $2,132,839,512 

MCPS Fund Balance, $17 .0,1% 
Other, $I3.2 , 

.t> 

Ft I, "" -'5 -"0'n _f' rrn ril,;;,p " U'f1~U-)d ~..;l). , ~. b 
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TABLE 2 
BUDGET REVENUE BY SOURCE 

SOURCE FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2012 FY 2013 
ACTUAL BUDGET CURRENT ESTIMATED 

CURRENT FUND 
From the County: $ 1,415,085,344 $1,370,101,480 $1,370,101,480 $1,392,286,148 

From the State: 
Bridge to Excellence 

Foundation Grant 247,142,612 290,374,171 290,374,171 302,207,487 
Geographic Cost of Education Index 9,406,192 31,954,820 31,954,820 32,796,296 
Limited English Proficient 43,826,987 49,7B6,885 49,786,885 55,107,686 
Compensatory Education 94,275,493 106,595,114 106,595,114 115,208,321 
Students with Disabilities - Formula 33,485,077 34,323,294 34,323,294 34,967,952 

Students with Disabilities - Reimbursement 10,474,795 10,842,176 10,B42,176 11,543,388 
Transportation 31,619,007 35,210,643 35,210,643 36,100,856 
Miscellaneous 716,526 . 750,000 750,000 400,000 
Programs financed through State Grants 2,095,585 i 

Total from the State 473,042,274 559,837,103 559,837,103 588,331,986 

From the Federal Government: 
Impact Aid 390,089 245,000 245,000 300,000 
Emergency Reimbursements 1,116,294 
Programs financed through Federal Grants 137,114,090 69,895,226 69,895,226 64,222,375 

Total from the Federal Government 138,620,473 70,140,226 70,140,226 64,522,375 

From Other Sources: 
Tuition and Fees 

D.C. Welfare 256,335 270,000 270,000 270,000 
Nonresident Pupils 739,544 750,000 750,000 750,000 
Summer School 1,532,898 1,281,148 1,281,148 1,281,148 
Outdoor Education 438,378 574,560 574,560 574,560 
Student Activities Fee 715,944 690,000 690,000 690,000 

Miscellaneous 521,236 160,000 160.000 160,000 
Programs financed through Private Grants 1,345,672 9,448,354 9,448,354 9,448.354 

Total from Other Sources 5.550,007 13,174,062 13,174.062 13,174,062 

Fund Balance 10,300,000 17,000,000 17,000,000 17,000,000 

Total Current Fund 2,042,598,098 2,030,252,871 2,030,252,871 2,075,314,571 

ENTERPRISE & SPECIAL FUNDS 

School Food Service Fund: 
State 971,937 1,024,608 1,024,608 1,018,607 
National School Lunch, Special Milk 

and Free Lunch Programs 25,450,177 21,424,368 21,424,368 23,683,878 
Child Care Food Program 225,290 900,000 900,000 1,000,000 
Sale of Meals and other 19,563,999 23,548,069 23,548,069 21,773,810 

Total School Food Service Fund 46,211,403 46,897,045 46,B97,045 47,476,295 

Real Estate Management Fund: 
Rental fees 2,812,240 3.266,430 3.266,430 3,520,603 

Total Real Estate Management Fund 2,812,240 3,266,430 3,266,430 3,520,603 

Field Trip Fund: 
Fees 1,671.121 2,122,819 2,122,819 2,026,046 i 

Total Field Trip Fund I 1,671,121 2,122,819 2,122,819 2.026.046 

ii-1 
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TABLE 2 

BUDGET REVENUE BY SOURCE 


SOURCE FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2012 FY 2013 
ACTUAL BUDGET CURRENT ESTIMATED 

Entrepreneurial Activities Fund: 
Fees 3,633,389 2,822,448 2,822,448 3,006,936 

Total Entrepreneurial Activities Fund 3,633,389 2,822,448 2,822,448 3,006,936 

Total Enterprise Funds 54,328,153 55,108,742 55,108,742 56,029,880 

Instructional Television Special Revenue Fund: 
Cable Television Plan 1,490,510 1,425,000 1,425,000 1,495,061 

Total Instructional Special Revenue Fund 1,490,510 1,425,000 1,425,000 1,495,061 

GRAND TOTAL $2,098,416,761 $2,086,786,613 $2,086,786,613 $2,132,839,512 

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2012 FY 2012 
ACTUAL 

Tax - Supported Budget 
ESTIMATED ESTIMATED 

Grand Total 
ESTIMATED 
$2,086,786,613 $2,086,786.613 $2,132.839.512$2.098,416,761 

Less: 

Grants ( 140,555,347) 
 (79,343,580) (73,670,729) 
Enterprise Funds (54,328,153) 

(79,343,580) 
(56,029,880)(55,108,742) (55.108,742) 
(1,495,061\Special Revenue Fund (1,490,510 {1,42S,OOO\ (1,425,000) 

Grand Total- Tax-Supported Budget $1,950,909,291 $2,001,643,842$1,902,042,751 $1,950,909,291 

The Adult Education Fund was created July 1. 1991. but was discontinued effective July 1. 2006, because the program was 
transferred to Montgomery College and the Montgomery County Department of Recreation. The Real Estate Management 
Fund was created July 1, 1992. The Field Trip Fund was created effective July 1, 1993. The Entrepreneurial Activities 
Fund was created effective July 1. 1998. The Instructional TeleVision Special Revenue Fund was created July 1, 2000. 
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TABLE 3 
REVENUE SUMMARY FOR GRANT PROGRAMS BY SOURCE OF FUNDS 

FY 2012 FY 2013 
ACTUAL 
FY 2011 FY 2012 Program Name and Source of Funding 

ESTIMATED 
Budgeted 

CURRENTBUDGET 

FEDERAL AID: NO CHilD lEFT BEHIND (NClB) 

$ 17,414,740 
Title I - A (ARRA) (9411949) 

$ 18.040.997Title I - A (941/949) $ 17.678.569 $ 18.040.997 
5.916.630 


Subtotal 
 17.414,74018,040.997 16.040.99723.595.199 

Title 1- D 
191,957 137.644 

Total Title I 
191,957Neglected and Delinquent Youth (937) 162.840 

17.552.38423,758.039 18.232.954 18.232.954 

Title II - A 
604,923 426.723 

Teacher Mentoring 
324,472 604.923Skillful Teaching and Leading Program (915) 

178.200 
Consulting Teachers (961) 3,448,906 3.134.958 
Staff Development Team (960) 

3,319,350 3.448,908 
361,009561.384 361.009 -

3,739,8814,414,840 4,414.840Subtotal 4.205,206 

iitlell D 

Enhancing Education through Technology (918) 
 -2.927 -

3,739,8814,208,133 4,414,840Total Title II 4,414.840 

Title III 
3,609,452Limited English Proficiency (927) 3.310,066 3,388.305 3,388.305 

Title IV 
Safe & Drug Free Schools & Communities Act (926) 74,466 

Title VII 
25,760American Indian Education (903) 29.028 29.028 29.028 

H:mpF'J;,,":,",':;~ Imiiili"i tH;;,i~! ! :;;a!~j936.~A~,ltiill~m HHt!:nt::"i!,;I~l:,!UH!il1!iii![r ,"'il; !!ii1i'!;' ,< i 

OTHER FEDERAL, 5TATE, AND lOCAL AID 

State Fiscal Stabilization Fund (SFSF) (901) 

Federal (ARRA) 
 29,261.214 - --

Head Start Child Development (932) 

Federal 
 3,433,4063,433,4063,433.406 3.433,406 

Individuals with Disabilities Education (9071913196319641 
965/966/967) 

Federal 29.073,005 29,160,564 29,425.299 
Federal (ARRA) 

29.160.564 
-15,426.098 - -

Subtotal 44,499,103 29,160,564 29,160.564 29.425.299 

Infants and Toddlers (930) 

Federal 
 972,115 974.844 974.844 974.844 

Education Jobs Fund (935) 

Federal 
 17.510,621 4,377,655 4.377,655 

Medical Assistance Program (939) 

Federal 
 4,374,100 4,313.912 4,313,912 4,061,262 

National Institutes of Health (NIH) (908) 

Federal 
 254.733 254.733 254.733 

Provision for Future Supported Projects (999) 

Other 
 7,786.219 9,448,354 9,448.354 9,448.354 
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TABLE 3 

REVENUE SUMMARY FOR GRANT PROGRAMS BY SOURCE OF FUNDS 


Program Name and Source of Funding 

Carl D, Perkins Career & Technical Ed, Improvement (951) 
Federal 
County 

Federal 
State 
County 
Other 

FOR INFORMATION ONLY 

Non-Budgeted Grants Received as of November 30, 2011 • Continuation is De endent on Future Funding 

Perkins Career and Technology Education $ 
Title I Part A 
IDEA· Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) 
Medical Assistance 
Title II Enhancing Education Through Technology 
IDEA Part B 
Team Nutrition Refresh 
Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) 
Education Cluster Model (thru DHHS) 
Alternative Maryland State Assessment 
Homeless Children and Youth 
Infants and Toddlers (ARRA) 

38,816 
31,637 
87,761 

123,788 
15,001 

264,735 
9,998 

59,968 
175,750 

30,090 
83,000 

134,900 
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TABLE 4 

SUMMARY OF STUDENT ENROLLMENT - FY 2010 THROUGH FY 2013 


(1 ) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

DESCRIPTION FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2012 FY 2013 

ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET 

913012009 9/3012010 10/30/2011 10/30/2010 10/3012011 

ENROLLMENT 

PRE-KINDERGARTEN 1,973 1,965 2,060 2,085 2,145 

HEAD START 618 618 618 618 618 

KINDERGARTEN 10,605 10,917 11,380 11,075 11,425 

GRADES 1-516' 51.399 53.281 54,994 54.802 56.717 

SUBTOTAL ELEMENTARY 64,595 66,781 69,052 68,580 70,905 

GRADES 6-8-­ 30,890 30.754 30,972 31.097 31,145 

SUBTOTAL MIDDLE 30.890 30.754 30,972 31,097 31.145 

GRADES 9-12 44,580 44,807 44.764 44,894 44,830 

SUBTOTAL HIGH 44 i580 44,807 44,764 44.894 44,830 

SUBTOTAL PRE·K· GRADE 12 140,065 142.342 144,788 144,571 146,880 

SPECIAL EDUCATION 

PRE-KINDERGARTEN 825 929 951 1,250 1,250 

SPECIAL CENTERS 514 463 444 463 503 

SUBTOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 1,339 1.392 1,395 1,713 1,753 

ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS 219 213 185 225 225 

GATEWAY TO COLLEGE 154 117 129 200 160 

GRAND TOTAL 141.777 144.064 146,497 146,709 149.018 

SOURCE: Projected enrollment by the Division of Long-range Planning 
NOTE: Grade enrollments for FY 2010 - FY 2013 include special education students 
- The Elementary enrollment figures include enrollment number for Chevy Chase and North Chevy Chase Grade 6 . 
• - Excludes enrollment numbers for Chevy Chase and North Chevy Chase Grade 6 that are budgeted in the 

Elementary schools enrollment figures. 

CHANGE 

COLUMN (5) LESS 

COLUMN (4) 

# % 

60 2.9 

350 3.2 

1.915 3.5 

2.325 3.4 

48 0.2 

48 0,2 

(64) (0,1) 

(64) (0 1) 

2,309 1.6 

40 8.6 

40 23 

(40) (20.0) 

. 2,309 16 



TABLE 5 

ALLOCATION OF STAFFING 

POSITIONS 
CURRENT 

FY 2012 
BUDGET 
FY 2013 CHANGE 

Executive 17.000 18.000 1.000 

Administrative 200.000 197.000 (3.000) 

Business/Operations Administrator 92.000 92.000 

Other Professional 186.900 182.400 (4.500) 

Principal/Assistant Principal 484.000 485.000 1.000 

Teacher 10,281.220 10,445.670 164.450 

Special Education Specialist 482.400 495.200 12.800 

Media Specialist 189.200 190.200 1.000 

Counselor 451.300 453.300 2.000 

Psychologist 94.805 94.905 0.100 

Social Worker 13.905 14.405 0.500 

Pupil Personnel Worker 45.000 45.000 -

Instructional Aide and Assistant 2,332.898 2,389.241 56.343 

Secretarial/Clerical/Data Support 721.250 714.500 (6.750) 

IT Systems Specialist 131.000 131.000 -

Security 227.000 226.000 (1.000) 

Cafeteria 556.448 556.948 0.500 

Building Services 1,335.200 1,342.700 7.500 

Facilities ManagemenUMaintenance 342.500 343.000 0.500 

Supply/Property Management 51.000 47.000 (4,000) 

Transportation 1,685,650 1,685.650 -

Other Support Personnel 691.550 692.625 1,075 

TOTAL 20,612.226 20,841.744 229.518 
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APPENDIX C 


State Budget Categories 


State law requires all counties and Baltimore City to 
appropriate and record expenditures for education in ac­
cordance with standardized state budget categories. This 
is so the Maryland State Department of Education may 
collect and compare data on local education spending 
[yom across the state, These state budget categories are 
generally based on broad functional classifications such 
as administration, instructional costs, special education, 
and student transportation. Effective for FY J 998, the 
state required the use of two new categories-mid-level 
administration and textbooks and instructional supplies. 

The following tables display actual, budgeted, and recom­
mended funding by state budget category. Listed on the 
right are the current slate budget categories, 

CATEGORIES 

J-Administration 

2-Mid-Level Administration 

3--Instructional Salaries 

4-Textbooks and Instructional Supplies 

5-0ther Instructional Costs 

6-Special Education 

7-Student Personnel Services 

8-Health Services 

9-Swdent Transportation 


to-Operation of Plant and Equipment 
II-Maintenance of Plant 
J2---Fixed Charges 
14-Community Services 
37-MCPS Television Special Revenue Fund 
51--Real Estate Fund 
6J-Food Services Fund 
71-Field Trip Fund 
8I-Entrepreneurial Activities Fund 
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Category 1 


Administration 

Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin, 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSIllONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

Local/Other Travel 
Insur & Employee Benefits 
Utilities 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OTHER 

05 EQUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

FY 2011 


ACTUAL 


71.000 

21.000 

11,600 

235.050 

338.650 

$9,803,282 

1,984,653 

1,182,939 

16,835.181 

29,806,055 

253,979 

821,695 

1,075,674 

30,881,729 

5,083,824 

651,891 

221,438 

17,205 

314,453 

553,096 

1,017,527 

$38,188,067 

FY 2012 
BUDGET 

FY 2012 

CURRENT 

70.000 

20,000 

10,600 

226.450 

327.050 

70.000 

20.000 

10.600 

227.450 

328.050 

$9,561.352 

1,975.350 

1,097.132 

16,475,020 

29,108,854 

$9,561,352 

1,975,350 

1,097,132 

16,475,020 

29,108,854 

697,259 

841.929 

1,539,188 

30,648,042 

693,739 

845,449 

1,539,188 

30,648,042 

5,584,488 5,511,087 

610,696 610,696 

255.587 

50.000 
255,587 

221.751 

527,338 

995,638 

271,751 

527,338 

995,638 

$38,366,202 $38,292,801 

I 

FY 2013 


BUDGET 


70.000 

20,000 

9.100 

225.950 

325.050 

$9.549,321 

2.013,185 

960,839 

16,569,998 

29,093,343 

583,319 

872,612 

1,455,931 

30,549,274 

5,143,035 

550,560 

243.286 

272,015 

515,301 

721,727 

$37,479,897 

FY 2013 


CHANGE 


(1.500) 

(1.500) 

(3.000) 

($12,031) 

37,835 

(136,293) 

94,978 

(15,511) 

(110,420) 

27,163 

(83,257) 

(98,768) 

(368,052) 

(60,136) 

(12.301) 

264 

(12,037) 

(273,911 ) 

($812,904) 
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Category 2 


Mid-Level Administration 


Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSmON DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

Local/Other Travel 
Insur & Employee Benefits 
Utilities 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OTHER 

05 EQUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

FY 2011 


ACTUAL 


564.000 

26,000 

83,900 

1,008.975 

1,682.875 

$69,898,816 

2,252,621 

9,276,032 

49,017,562 

130,445,031 

166,102 

487,008 

1,841,650 

2,494,760 
-

132,939,791 

1,810,709 

642,398 

224,303 

179,135 

403,438 

22,919 

$135,819,255 

FY 2012 

BUDGET 

562.000 

26.000 

87.100 

994,225 

1,669.325 

$69,498,075 

2,297,930 

9,634,738 

48,758,991 

130,189,734 

697,576 

630,492 

1,786,893 

3,114,961 

133,304,695 

1,916,410 

479,874 

331,159 

184,321 

515,480 

28,919 

$136,245,378 

FY 2012 


CURRENT 


563.000 

26.000 

87.100 

994.225 

1,670.325 

$69,498,075 

2,297,930 

9,634,738 

48,758,991 

130,189,734 

697,576 

620,492 

1,796,893 

3,114,961 

133,304,695 

1,989,811 

479,874 

331,159 

184,321 

515,480 

28,919 

$136,318,779 

FY 2013 


BUDGET 


564.000 

26.000 

87,100 

993.675 

1,670.775 

$70,431,274 

2,295,253 

9,194,352 

49,182,305 

131,103,184 

382,576 

549,000 

1,757,604 

2,689,180 

133,792,364 

1,675,819 

465,010 

448,194 

184,321 

632,515 

28,919 

$136,594,627 

FY 2013 


CHANGE 


1.000 

(.550) 

.450 

$933,199 

(2,677) 

(440,386) 

423,314 

913,450 

(315,000) 

(71 ,492) 

(39,289) 

(425,781) 

487,669 

(313,992) 

(14,864) 

117,035 

117,035 

$275,848 
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Category 3 


Instructional Salaries 

Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

Local/Other Travel 
Insur & Employee Benefits 
Utilities 


Miscellaneous 


TOTAL OTHER 


05 EOUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

FY 2011 


ACTUAL 


6.000 

3.000 

9,454.175 

1.342,025 
-~ .. 

10,805.200 

$736.998 

298.031 

721,322,598 

54,280,256 

776,637,883 

44,038,999 

3,060,114 

47,099,113 

823,736,996 

$823,736,996 

FY 2012 

BUDGET 


6.000 

3.000 

9,466.775 

1,208.313 

10,684.088 

$750,953 

289.893 

721.897,092 

47,468,612 

770,406,550 

44,054,731 

5,609,619 

49,664,350 

820,070,900 

$820,070,900 

FY 2012 


CURRENT 


6.000 

3.000 

9,466.775 

1,208.313 

10,684.088 

$750.953 

289.893 

721,897,092 

47,468,612 

770,406,550 

44,028,821 

5,635,529 

49,664,350 

820,070,900 

$820,070,900 

FY 2013 


BUDGET 


6.000 

3.000 

9,617.975 

1.215.438 

10,842.413 

$742.769 

301,455 

744.125,993 

49,653,193 

794,823,410 

43,386,143 

5,307,365 

48,693,508 

843,516,918 

$843,516,918 

FY 2013 


CHANGE 


151,200 

($8.184) 

11,562 

22,228,901 

2,184,581 

24,416,860 

(642,678) 

(328,164) 

(970,842) 

23,446,018 

$23,446,018 
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Category 4 


Textbooks And Instructional Supplies 


Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

Local/Other Travel 
Insur & Employee Benefits 
Utilities 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OTHER 

05 EQUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

I 
FY 2011 FY 2013 FY 2013 FY 2012 FY 2012 

ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET CHANGECURRENT 

24,948,820 24,948,82022,192,656 135,22325,084,043 

$24,948,820 $24,948,820 $25,084,043 $135,223$22,192,656 
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Category 5 


Other Instructional Costs 


Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Prolessional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

Local/Other Travel 

Insur & Employee Benefits 

Utilities 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OTHER 

05 EQUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

FY 2011 


ACTUAL 


6,105,360 

876,702 

3,003,918 

3,880,620 

1,853,456 

$11,839,436 

I 


FY 2012 

BUDGET 


6,461,436 

1,247,820 

4,719,171 

5,966,991 

1,426,787 

$13,855,214 

FY 2012 


CURRENT 


6,461,436 

1,172,820 

4,719,171 

5,891,991 

1,501,787 

$13,855,214 

FY 2013 


BUDGET 


5,945,356 

1,071,218 

4,983,713 

6,054,931 

1,459,693 

$13,459,980 

FY 2013 


CHANGE 


(516,080) 

(101,602) 

264,542 

162,940 

(42,094) 

($395,234) 
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Category 6 


Special Education 

Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SAlARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

Local/Other Travel 
Insur & Employee Benefits 
Utilities 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OTHER 

05 EQUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

FY 2011 


ACTUAL 


36.200 

1.000 

2,116.800 

1,507.255 

3,661.255 

$4.848,054 

82,296 

159,990,664 

54,909,928 

219,830,942 

5,228,036 

4,277,585 

9,505,621 

229,336,563 

2,703,748 

3,570,930 

560,762 

34,549,348 

35,110,110 

665,698 

$271,387,049 

FY 2012 

BUDGET 


36.000 

1.000 

2,114.350 

1,510.385 

3,661.735 

$4,581,686 

82.295 

162,817,972 

54,814,618 

222,296,571 

5,156,595 

3,633,065 

8,789,660 

231,086,231 

2,517,945 

2,108,570 

509,766 

20,000 

35,903,175 

36,432,941 

285,861 

$272,431,548 

FY 2012 


CURRENT 


36.000 

1.000 

2,114.350 

1,510.910 

3,662.260 

$4,581,686 

82,295 

162,817,972 

54,814,618 

222,296,571 

5,156,595 

3,633,065 

8,789,660 

231,086,231 

2,517,945 

2,108,570 

509,766 

20,000 

35,903,175 

36,432,941 

285,861 

$272,431,548 

FV 2013 


BUDGET 


36.000 

1.000 

2,140.500 

1,556.203 

3,733.703 

$4,634,746 

86,174 

162,912,534 

57,105,660 

224,739,114 

4,967,083 

3,930,203 

8,897,286 

233,636,400 

2,490,845 

2,234,389 

509,766 

12,000 

37,301,688 

37,823,454 

335,223 

$276,520,311 

FV 2013 


CHANGE 


26.150 

45.293 

$53,060 

3,879 

94,562 

2,291,042 

2,442,543 

(189,512) 

297,138 

107,626 

2,550,169 

(27,100) 

125,819 

(8,000) 

1,398,513 

1,390,513 

49,362 

$4,088,763 
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Category 7 


Student Personnel Services 


Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

Local/Other Travel 
Insur & Employee Benefits 
Utilities 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OTHER 

05 EOUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

FY 2011 


ACTUAL 


9.000 

65.805 

35.500 

110.305 

$1,162,279 

7,437,066 

1,816,603 

10,415,948 

5,250 

100,139 

105,389 

10,521,337 

31,537 

5,022 

98,572 

98,572 

$10,656,468 

FY 2012 

BUDGET 


9.000 

64.905 

34.800 

108.705 

$1,187,378 

7,458,569 

1,801,291 

10,447,238 

30,565 

378,789 

409,354 

10,856,592 

52,005 

14,403 

118,328 

118,328 

$11,041,328 

FY 2012 


CURRENT 


9.000 

64.905 

34.800 

108.705 

$1,187,378 

7,458,569 

1,801,291 

10,447,238 

30,565 

378,789 

409,354 

10,856,592 

52,005 

14,403 

118,328 

118,328 

$11,041,328 

! 

FY 2013 i FY 2013 


BUDGET CHANGE 

7.000 (2.000) 

65.405 

34.100 

106.505 

.500 

(.700) 

(2.200) 

$933,335 ($254,043) 

7,452,811 

1,787,313 

10,173,459 

(5,758) 

(13,978) 

(273,779) 

18,565 

429,400 

447,965 

10,621,424 

(12,000) 

50,611 

38,611 

(235,168) 

52,005 

14,403 

118,578 250 

118,578 250 

$10,806,410 
... 

($234,918) 
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Category 8 


Health Services 

Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

Local/Other Travel 

Insur & Employee Benefits 

Utilities 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OTHER 

05 EQUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

FV 2011 


ACTUAL 


3,440 

3,440 

3,440 

11,641 

1,187 

$16,268 

FV 2012 

BUDGET 


2,000 

2,000 

2,000 

51,080 

1,590 

$54,670 

FV 2012 


CURRENT 


2,000 

2,000 

2,000 

51,080 

1,590 

$54,670 

FV 2013 

BUDGET 

FV 2013 

CHANGE 

2,000 

2,000 

2,000 

33,812 

1,590 

(17,268) 

$37,402 ($17,268) 
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Category 9 


Student Transportation 

Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE FY 2011 

ACTUAL 
FY 2012 
BUDGET 

FY 2012 

CURRENT 

FY 2013 

BUDGET 

FY 2013 

CHANGE 

POSITIONS 

Adm inistrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

2.000 

13.750 

1,726.500 

2.000 

13.750 

1,717.400 

2.000 

13.750 

1,717.400 

2.000 

13.750 

1,717.400 

1,742.250 1,733.150 1,733.150 1.733.150 
-. 

Administrative $246,032 $276,653 $276,653 $248.300 ($28.353) 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

1,305.847 1,358,264 1.358,264 1.342,233 (16,031) 

Supporting Services 58,834,419 61,206,037 61,206,037 61,493,909 287,872 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Adm inistrative 

60,386,298 62,840,954 62,840,954 63,084,442 243,488 

Professional 269,716 105,000 105,000 105,000 

Supporting Services 6,340,350 4,299,462 4,299,462 4,319,462 20,000 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 6,610,066 4,404,462 4,404,462 4,424,462 20,000 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 66,996,364 67,245,416 67,245,416-_ 67,508,904 263,488 
... 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 1,322,809 1,691,547 1,697,547 1,741,294 49,147 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

14,319,565 13,325,215 13,325,215 15,255,054 1,929,839 

Local/Other Travel 
Insur & Employee Benefits 
Utilities 

41,166 76,002 76,002 70,002 (6,000) 

Miscellaneous 1,121,142 1,356,206 1,356,206 1,406,885 50,679 
TOTAL OTHER 

1,168,308 1,432,208 1,432,208 1,476,887 44,679 

05 EQUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

9,183,871 9,496,741 9,496,141 9,491,811 (4,870) _... 

$92,990,911 $93,197,127 $93,197,121 $95,480,010 $2,282,883 
.. 
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Category 10 


Operation Of Plant And Equipment 


Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Adm inistrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 
Local/Other Travel 
Insur & Employee Benefits 
Utilities 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OTHER 

05 EQUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

FY 2011 


ACTUAL 


5.000 

11.000 

1,396.700 

1,412.700 

$548,533 

944.101 

58,312,879 

59,605,513 

573,161 

2,121,737 

2,694,896 

62,500,411 

215,414 

2,374,733 

53,455 

42,883,143 

5,475,054 

48,411,652 

168,186 

$113,670,396 

FY 2012 

BUDGET 

5.000 

11.000 

1,413.700 

1,429.700 

$629.067 

994,084 

59,162,586 

60,785,737 

541,500 

1,592,238 

2,133,738 

62,919,475 

1,163,016 

2,572,949 

62,373 

44,762,227 

3,954,654 

48,779,254 

222,396 

$115,651,090 

FY 2012 


CURRENT 


5.000 

11.000 

1,413.700 

1,429.700 

$629,067 

994,084 

59,162,586 

60,785,737 

541,500 

1,592,238 

2,133,738 
---. 

62,919,475 

1,163,016 

2,572,949 

62.373 

44,762,227 

3.954.654 

48,779,254 

222,396 

$115,657,090 

FY 2013 


BUDGET 


5.000 

11.000 

1,415.200 

1,431.200 

$665,541 

990,122 

59,646,531 

61,302,194 

541,500 

1,602,582 

2,144,082 

63,446,276 

1,119,714 

2,703,841 

64,073 

41,384,374 

3,994,076 

45,442,523 

222,396 

$112,934,750 

FY 2013 


CHANGE 


$36,474 

(3,962} 

483,945 

516,457 

, 

10,344 

10,344 

526,801 

(43,302) 

130,892 

1,700 

(3,377,853} 

39,422 

(3,336,731 } 

($2,722,340) 

C ·11 
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Category 11 


Maintenance Of Plant 


Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SAlARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

Local/Other Travel 

Insur & Employee Benefits 

Utilities 


Miscellaneous 


TOTAL OTHER 

05 EQUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

-. 

FY 2011 


ACTUAL 


5.000 

7.000 

368.000 

380.000 

$524,883 

677,050 

21,822,354 

23,024,287 

57,321 

541,762 

599,083 

23,623,370 

2,898,854 

3,398,324 

1,812 

1,722,332 

1,724,144 

1,081,971 

$32,726,663 

FY 2012 

BUDGET 

6.000 

6.000 

368.000 

380.000 

$701,291 

627,861 

21,778,473 

23,107,625 

205,000 

734,404 

939,404 

24,047,029 

2,282,041 

3,136,039 

8,974 

1,823,425 

1,832,399 

1,098,889 

$32,396,397 

FY 2012 


CURRENT 


6.000 

6.000 

368.000 

380.000 

$701,291 

627,861 

21,778,473 

23,107,625 

205,000 

734,404 

939,404 

24,047,029 

2,282,041 

3,136,039 

8,974 

1,823,425 

1,832,399 

1,098,889 

S32,396,397 

FY 2013 


BUDGET 


6.000 

6.000 

368.000 

380.000 

$701,833 

636,175 

22,429,244 

23,767,252 

155,000 

744,404 

899,404 

24,666,656 

2,458,416 

3,296,951 

8,974 

1,823,425 

1,832,399 

1,101,473 

..-­
S33,355,895 

FY 2013 


CHANGE 


$542 

8,314 

650,771 

659,627 

(50,000) 

10,000 

(40,000) 

619,627 

176,375 

160,912 

2,584 

$959,498 
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Category 12 


Fixed Charges 

Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting SeNices 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting SeNices 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting SeNices 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SAlARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

LocaVOther Travel 

lnsur & Employee Benefits 

Utilities 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OTHER 

05 EQUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

FY 2011 


ACTUAL 


.--. 

460,839,539 

1,338,063 

462,1n,602 

--.~ 

$462,1 n ,602 

FY 2012 


BUDGET 


471,096,403 

683,299 

471,779,702 

$471,n9,702 

FY 2012 


CURRENT 


471,096,403 

683,299 

471,779,702 

$471,779,702 

FY 2013 


BUDGET 


---.--­

489,152,534 

683,299 

489,835,833 

$489,835,833 

FY 2013 


CHANGE 


--~---

18,056,131 

18,056,131 

---.--­
$18,056,131 
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Category 14 


Community Services 

Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

Local/Other Travel 
Insur & Employee Benefits 
Utilities 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OTHER 

: 05 EQUIPMENT 

lGRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

FY 2011 


ACTUAL 


62,704 

62,704 

62,704 

13,041 

9,435 

50,000 

50,000 

$135,180 

FY 2012 

BUDGET 


158,495 

50,000 

50,000 

$208,495 

FY 2012 

CURRENT 

FY 2013 

BUDGET 

FY 2013 

CHANGE 

158,495 

50,000 

50,000 

$208,495 

-. 
158,495 

50,000 

50,000 

$208,495 
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Category 37 


MCPS Television Special Revenue Fund 


Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 
Local/Other Travel 
Insur & Employee Benefits 
Utilities 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OTHER 

05 EQUIPMENT 

GRANO TOTAL AMOUNTS 

FY 2011 


ACTUAL 


1.000 

13.000 

14.000 

$133,105 

885,831 

1,018,936 

7,483 

7,483 

1,026,419 

19,124 

95,777 

1,626 

331,183 

2,546 

335,355 

$1,476,675 

I 

FY 2012 


BUDGET 


1.000 

11.500 

12.500 

$124,786 

842,579 

967,365 

5,042 

5,042 

972,407 

17,600 

78,670 

2,000 

314,373 

1,600 

317,973 

38,350 

$1,425,000 

FY 2012 


CURRENT 


1.000 

11.500 

12.500 

$124,786 

842,579 

967,365 

5,042 

5,042 

972,407 

17,600 

78,670 

2,000 
314,373 

1,600 

317,973 

38,350 

$1,425,000 

FY 2013 


BUDGET 


1.000 

11.500 

12.500 

$133,104 

896,224 

1,029,328 

5,042 

5,042 

1,034,370 

17,600 

78,670 

2,000 
322,471 

1,600 

326,071 

38,350 

$1,495,061 

FY 2013 


CHANGE 


$8,318 

53,645 

61,963 

61,963 

8,098 

8,098 

$70,061 
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Category 51 


Real Estate Fund 


Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Adm inistrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

LocaVOther Travel 
Insur & Employee Benefits 

Utilities 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OTHER 

05 EQUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

FY 2011 


ACTUAL 


1.000 

5.500 

6.500 

$118,677 

271,012 

389,689 

34,210 

34,210 

423,899 
--.. 

99,626 

15,375 

831 

136,292 

161,704 

1,645,341 

1,944,168 

355,638 

$2,838,706 

FY 2012 

BUDGET 


1.000 

5.500 

6.500 

$110,519 

290,648 

401,167 

167,594 

167,594 

568,761 

1,766,122 

71,863 

3,693 

140,115 

181,951 

524,225 

849,984 

9,700 

$3,266,430 

FY 2012 


CURRENT 


1.000 

5.500 

6.500 

$110,519 

290,648 

401,167 

167,594 

167,594 

568,761 

1,766,122 

71,863 

3,693 
140,115 
181,951 

524,225 

849,984 

9,700 

$3,266,430 

FY 2013 


BUDGET 


1.000 

6.000 

7.000 

$120,177 

281,121 

401,298 

153,688 

153,688 

554,986 

2,304,222 

48,304 

3,693 

138,314 

442,225 

584,232 

28,859 

$3,520,603 

FY 2013 


CHANGE 


$9,658 

(9,527) 

(13,906) 

(13,906) 

(13,775) 

538,100 

(23,559) 

(1,801) 

(181,951) 

(82,000) 

(265,752) 

19,159 

$254,173 

c -16 
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Category 61 


Food Service Fund 


Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

local/Other Travel 
Insur & Employee Benefits 
Utilities 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OTHER 

05 EQUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

FY 2011 


ACTUAL 


2.000 

11.000 

570.448 

583.448 

$217.343 

805,371 

16.406,675 

17,429,389 

667,633 

667,633 

18,097,022 
--'.. 

1,218,345 

13,809,866 

119.786 

9.868.261 

145,789 

10,133,836 

77,555 

$43,336,624 

FV 2012 

BUDGET 


2.000 

11.000 

570.448 

583.448 

$253.164 

925.620 

17.511.624 

18,690,408 

657,129 

657,129 

19,347,537 

1,104,028 

14,958,778 

130,385 

10.943,711 

145.000 

11,219,096 

267,606 

$46,897,045 

FY 2012 


CURRENT 


2.000 

11.000 

570.448 

583.448 

$253,164 

925.620 

17,511,624 

18,690,408 

657.129 

657,129 

19,347,537 

1,104,028 

14,958,778 

130,385 
10.943.711 

145,000 

11,219,096 

267,606 

---... 

$46,897,045 

FY 2013 


BUDGET 


2.000 

11.000 

569.948 

582.948 

$220,566 

924,286 

17,697,012 

18,841,864 

556,480 

556,480 

19,398,344 

1,192,028 

15,078,148 

128.385 
11.283.706 

145.000 

11,557,091 

250,684 

$47,476,295 

FY 2013 


CHANGE 


(.500) 

(.500) 

($32.598) 

(1.334) 

185,388 

151,456 

(100,649) 

(100,649) 

50,807 

88,000 

119,370 

(2,000) 
339.995 

337,995 

(16,922) 

$579,250 

C -17 



Category 71 


Field Trip Fund 


Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITION DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SALARIES ANO WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

Local/Other Travel 

Insur & Employee Benefits 

Utilities 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OTHER 

05 EQUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2012 
ACTUAL BUDGET CURRENT 

.250 .250 .250 

4.250 4.250 4.250 

4.500 4.500 4.500 

25,048 26,125 26,125 

260,156 276,432 276,432 

285,204 302,557 302,557 

873,821 999,826 999,826 

873,821 999,826 999,826 

1,159,025 1,302,383 1,302,383 

36,697 76,411 76,411 

386,163 560,089 560,089 

138 138 

158,949 182,193 182,193 

158,949 182,331 182,331 

1,605 1,605 

--" 
$1,740,834 $2,122,819 $2,122,819 

I 

FY 2013 FY 2013 

BUDGET CHANGE 

.250 

4.250 

4.500 

26,175 50 

266,481 (9,951) 

292,656 (9,901) 

961,463 (38,363) 

961,463 (38,363) 

1,254,119 (48,264) 
.._­
49,638 (26,773) 

521,666 (38,423) 

138 
198,880 16,687 

199,018 16,687 

1,605 

! 

52.026,046 ($96,773) 
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Category 81 


Entrepreneurial Activities 


Summary of Resources 


By Object of Expenditure 


OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE 

POSITIONS 

Administrative 

BUSinesS/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSITIONS 

01 SALARIES & WAGES 

Administrative 

Business/Operations Admin. 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL POSmON DOLLARS 

OTHER SALARIES 

Administrative 

Professional 

Supporting Services 

TOTAL OTHER SALARIES 

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 

02 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 

03 SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 

04 OTHER 

LocaVOther Travel 
Insur & Employee Benefits 
Utilities 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OTHER 

05 EQUIPMENT 

GRAND TOTAL AMOUNTS 

FV 2011 


ACTUAL 


1.000 

8.000 

9.000 

118.786 

444,488 

563,274 

330,467 

26,369 

356,836 

920,110 

338,650 

497,011 

10,573 

222,799 

233,372 

25,000 

$2,014,143 

FV 2012 

BUDGET 


1.000 

8.000 

9.000 

111,579 

433,735 

545,314 

876,474 

56,269 

932,743 

1,478,057 

508,520 

546,800 

12,864 

249,830 

262,694 

26,377 

$2,822,448 

FV 2012 


CURRENT 


1.000 

8.000 

9.000 

111,579 

433,735 

545,314 

876,474 

56,269 

932,743 

1,478,057 

508,520 

546,800 

12,864 
249,830 

262,694 

26,377 

$2,822,448 

FV 2013 


BUDGET 


1.000 

11.000 

12.000 

118,787 

596.629 

715,416 

621,474 

69,373 

690,847 

1,406,263 

557,520 

679,308 

12,649 
316,216 

328,865 

34,980 

$3,006,936 

FY 2013 


CHANGE 


7,208 

162,894 

170,102 

(255,000) 

13,104 

(241,896) 

(71,794) 

49,000 

132,508 

(215) 

66.386 

66,171 

8,603 

$184,488 

C ·19 
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Update 

April 11, 2012 

As you have no doubt heard, the failure of the Maryland General Assembly late Monday evening, 
April 9,2012, to finish the work on all ofthe bills necessary to complete the state budget and avoid a 
drastic cut in state aid to education has created uncertainty in the county budget process. There is a 
serious risk of a reduction of more than $40 million in state aid to Montgomery County Public 
Schools (MCPS). We are hopeful that Governor Martin O'Malley will quickly reconvene the 
Maryland General Assembly for a special session to complete the budget process that was started 
more than two months ago. 

The Board of Education's $2.13 billion budget request for Fiscal 2013 includes funding for salary 
increases within the rebased Maintenance of Effort (MOE) budget approved by the Board in 
February 2012 and recommended by the county executive last month. MOE, which requires the 
county to spend at least the same amount per student next year as it does this year, increases the 
budget by $22 million due to enrollment increases. MCPS also expected $28 million of additional 
state aide. Montgomery County Executive Isiah Leggett has recommended full funding of the 
Board's budget based on the projected revenue. 

The Montgomery County Board of Education and the three employee associations-the 
Montgomery County Education Association (MCEA), the Service Employees International Union 
(SEIU) Local 500, and the Montgomery County Association of Administrators and Principals 
(MCAAP)-have been engaged in contract negotiations for the past five months. The uncertainty of 
the state aid amount makes it necessary to delay action at this time. The Board of Education and the 
employee associations are committed to salary increases for our employees next year. MCPS 
employees have not received cost-of-Iiving adjustments for the past three years and have not received 
their scheduled step increases or longevity increments for the past two years. There is agreement that 
we need to recognize our employees for their contributions to our students each and every day. We 
believe that this is the year to provide some stability for our employees, but we need to have greater 
clarity about the state budget. 

We urge the Maryland General Assembly to move forward as quickly as possible to resolve the 
budget process, in the interest of our students and our staff. We encourage all employees to contact 
the Governor (http://www.governor.maryland.gov/maill).theSenatepresident(thomas.v.mike.miller 
@senate.state.md.us) and the Speaker of the House (michael.busch@house.state.md.us) to urge a 
special session to be convened to complete the state budget. 

...d}-~ ~~~ 
President, Montgomery County Education Association President, Montgomery County Association of 

Administrators and Principals 

President, Service Employees International Union Preside , 
Local 500 

Superintendent of Schools 

mailto:michael.busch@house.state.md.us
http:senate.state.md.us
http://www.governor.maryland.gov/maill).theSenatepresident(thomas.v.mike.miller


ED COMMITTEE #1&2 
April 30, 2012 
Worksession 

MEMORANDUM 

April 27, 2012 

TO: 	 Education Committee 

FROM: 	 Essie McGuire, Senior Legislative Analyst-t..1)j.l~\.. 

SUBJECT: 	 Worksession - FY13 Operating Budget, Montgomery County Public Schools, 
and Supplemental Appropriation to the MCPS FY12 Capital Budget and 
Amendment to the FYll-16 Capital Improvements Program, $1,339,200 for 
Education Rate (E-Rate) Program for the Technology Modernization Project 
(Source: Federal Funds) 

Today the Education Committee will continue its review of the FY13 Operating Budget 
for the Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS). In addition, the Committee will consider a 
Supplemental Appropriation to the MCPS FY12 Capital Budget and Amendment to the FYll-16 
Capital Improvements Program, $1,339,200 for Education Rate (E-Rate) Program for the 
Technology Modernization Project as part of the Board of Education's request for the 
Technology Modernization Project in the FY13-18 CIP. 

The following individuals are expected to participate in this worksession: 

• Shirley Brandman, President, Board of Education 
• Christopher Barclay, Vice President, Board of Education 
• Joshua Starr, Superintendent 
• Frieda Lacey, Deputy Superintendent 
• Larry Bowers, Chief Operating Officer 
• Sherwin Collette, Chief Technology Officer 
• Marshall Spatz, Director of Management, Budget, and Planning, MCPS 

This packet is divided into four sections: 
1. Technology Modernization 

II. FY13 Compensation 
III. Employee Benefit Trust Funds 
IV. State Legislative Update 



I. TECHNOLOGY MODERNIZATION 

1. FY12 Supplemental Appropriation 
The Board requested this supplemental appropriation of Federal E-rate funds on 

November 11, 2011. The County Executive recommended approval of the appropriation of 
Federal funds and also recommended a transfer of current revenue from the Technology 
Modernization project to the Relocatable Classrooms project. Council staff concurred with this 
recommendation. The Committee met on February 6 to review this issue, and unanimously 
recommended approval of the appropriation and transfer. 

A full Council vote on this item was deferred because it was decided that more time was 
needed to consider this transfer in the context of full CIP discussions and larger budget 
affordability issues. Subsequently, on April 10 the Council approved a supplemental 
appropriation of$4 million in current revenue to fund the Board's FY12 request for the 
Relocatable Classrooms project. This action was necessary to meet the pressing capacity needs 
of the school system; approving the appropriation in the spring is critical to the school system's 
ability to have the relocatables in place in time for the start of the next school year. 

The Council introduced a new FY12 supplemental appropriation resolution for E-rate . 
funds on April 24, and is tentatively scheduled to hold a public hearing and take action on May 
15 (draft approval resolution is attached at circles 1-3). Council staff continues to recommend 
approval of the appropriation of Federal funds to make the final payment on the 
interactive technology initiative. The affordability question remains, however, of whether 
there is sufficient current revenue in FY12 and FY13 to support the school system's request 
to add this amount to the FY12 appropriation, or whether the school system will need to 
reprioritize technology expenditures between the two fiscal years to free up current 
revenue resources. 

2. FY13-18 CIP Request 

The Board of Education's request for FY13-18 is a significant increase ($12.3 million) in 
the six-year period, but is consistent with the approved funding assumptions for FY13-16 (circle 
4). For FYIO-12, the Council reduced the funding in this project to reflect a one-year increase to 
the computer replacement cycle, from four to five years. At that time, the Council indicated its 
intent to return to a four-year replacement cycle in FY 13, contingent on improved fiscal 
conditions, and programmed funding in FY 13-16 consistent with that approach. 

The County Executive recommends level funding for the Technology Modernization 
project across the six-year period in FYI3-18, and states that this funding level assumes that 
MCPS will maintain the project on the currently approved five-year cycle (circle 5). The table 
below shows the Board's request compared to the Executive's recommendation. 
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r---­ FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 6-year total 
I BOE Rqst 21,847 25,456 26,805 26,358 23,997 25,277 149,740 
CE Rec Red -3,129 -6,738 -8,087 i -7,640 -5,279 -6,559 -37,432 
CE Rec Total 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 1] 2,308 

MCPS prepared a table on circles 6-7 that shows the breakdown of funding in the 
Board's request for FY13-14. The Board's request primarily consists of funds related to the 
replacement program, and resumes a four-year replacement cycle. It also supports 20.5 FTE to 
implement the program. 

On circle 7 MCPS states that even if the system remained on a five-year cycle, the 
Executive's recommendation would leave a deficit in each fiscal year, beginning with a nearly 
$3 million deficit in FY13-14 combined. 

The school system's response identifies two additional technology efforts that it intends 
to support through this project. 

• 	 The first (circle 8) is the installation of wireless networks in all schools. MCPS estimates 
that it will cost $5.4 million to complete this effort at the remaining 126 schools without 
these networks. MCPS further states that this effort is critical to support both current and 
future classroom technologies. 

• 	 The second is the continued expansion of Promethean Board interactive systems to 
elementary schools. MCPS anticipates dedicating future E-rate funds to continue to 
support these purchases. 

• 	 MCPS staff emphasizes that these two efforts are closely related in increasing schools' 
technology infrastructure and will form a critical foundation to support student access to 
curriculum. 

• 	 Council staff notes that the Board's request includes funding for the wireless network 
installation effort, but does not reflect projected E-rate dollars for the Promethean Board 
purchases. 

Council staff is concerned that the Executive's recommendation may reduce this project 
below even the current level of effort, and would reduce the project's ability to support a five­
year replacement cycle in conjunction with any other technology infrastructure priorities. While 
E-rate funds could make up some of the difference, at the current rate of $1.2-$1.4 million per 
year they would not sustain the program near the requested level. 

In past years the Council has taken an approach to be generally consistent in funding 
replacement cycles across the County agencies. The County Government received a funding 
increase for its desktop modernization program in FY 12 and is currently slated to receive a 
funding increase again in FY] 3. Council staff understands that these funding adjustments are 
intended to phase-in a return to a four-year cycle. The College received additional funding in 
FY 11-12 following previous reductions. At this time Council staff understands that the Council 
is considering some funding for the College's replacement program above the Executive's FYI3 
recommendation and that the College has funds to carryover to support purchases in FY13. 
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Council staff also acknowledges that current revenue is at a premium as reflected in 
the Executive's recommendation for MCPS Technology Modernization, and that the Council 
still has a funding gap to close relative to its CIP reconciliation. While the Board's request is not 
unreasonable and is consistent with the approved assumptions for FY 13-16, it may not be 
affordable in the current fiscal environment. 

Council staff recommends the following approach for FY13-14: 
• 	 That the Committee consider restoring some of the Executive's reduction; 
• 	 That in determining the amount of current revenue available for this project the 

Committee assume that the school system will be able to add E-rate funds to the yearly 
project appropriation each year in FY13-14; and 

• 	 That the Committee not specify in FY13-14 whether the level of funding is associated 
with a specific replacement cycle or technology initiative. This will allow the school 
system to manage its competing technology infrastructure priorities in the next two years 
within all available funds. 

At this time, Council staff recommends that the Committee consider the following 
funding: 

• 	 Restore the full Board request by $3.13 million in FY13. To reach this level, assume 
that $1.3 million of FY13 E-rate funds will be available during the year, and at this 
time add $1.829 million in current revenue in FY13. 

• 	 Restore half of the Executive's reduction in each year FYI4-18. Assume that in 
FY14 MCPS will be able to add FY14 E-rate funds to the appropriation. 

Council staff notes that this recommendation is subject to final CIP reconciliation on May 
17. The table below shows the Council staff recommendation in comparison to the Board 
request and Executive recommendation. It does not include prOjected E-rate dollars. 

FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 6 year total 
BOERqst 21,847 25,456 26,805 26,358 23,997 25,277 149,740 
CE Rec Red -3,129 -6,738 -8,087 -7,640 -5,279 -6,559 -37,432 

. CE Rec Total 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 18,718 ] 8,718 112,308 
CS Rec Addtn 1,829 3,370 4,040 3,820 2,640 3,280 18,979 

131,287CS Rec Total 20,547 22,088 22,758 22,538 21,358 21,998 

Council staff also recommends approval of the FY12 E-rate appropriation and a 
corresponding reduction of $1.3 million in current revenue in FYI2. This will leave the 
total FY12 appropriation unchanged, and will require the school system to reprioritize 
technology expenditures across FYI2-13. 
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II. FY13 COMPENSATION 

1. 	Salary increases 
The Board's budget identifies a total amount of $20.6 million in additional dollars over 

the FY12 base compensation level for increased employee compensation. The exact elements of 
this compensation increase are not fully identified. As of April 11, the Board and the employee 
associations state that they need to delay action on contract negotiations at this time due to 
uncertainty about the State budget (circle 9). 

While the budget indicates an increase of $20.6 million for this purpose, the total 
budgeted expenditure for salary increases is $47 million. This total consists of the following 
two elements: 

• 	 The Board's budget states that employees will receive step and longevity increases, 
which range on average approximately 2-3% per employee and are an addition to the 
base salary going forward. The total cost to fund step increases is $35 million. 

MCPS identifies that of this total cost, $6.2 million is for longevity increases and 
$28.1 million is for step increases. 

• 	 The Board's budget also includes $12 million as a placeholder to "offset costs of future 
negotiated agreements with employee unions". There has been no comment to date as to 
how these funds might be allocated. 

It is important to remember that of the 11 major appropriation categories, eight have 
funds for positions. Personnel dollars are thus spread out among the largest categories (except 
Category 12, Fixed Charges), and the marginal salary increase in any of these categories will be 
a relatively small amount of the category total. As a result, the Board has a great deal oflatitude 
as to how to allocate personnel costs within categories. 

Similarly, the Board is not required to finalize any element of its budget until after the 
Council takes final action on the appropriation resolution. Thus, while the Board has 
identified this $47 million (or net $20.6 million) amount for salary increases at this point, 
the final outcome for employees could be higher or lower than what is stated at this time. 

The amount MCPS has currently set aside for compensation increases in FY13 represents 
3.2 percent oftotal tax-supported payroll costs. 
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2. Lapse and Turnover Savings 
The Board's FYI3 operating budget request assumes a net increase of only $20.6 million 

for salary increases because it assumes that a $26.4 million surplus in FY12 salary costs would 
offset a portion of the FY13 cost of compensation increases. MCPS states the following about 
its recent experience in lapse and turnover savings: 

• 	 Overall, the school system sees more savings in turnover than in lapse because it often must 
use temporary or substitute dollars to fill position functions rather than hold positions totally 
unfilled. 

• 	 Turnover savings, which result when more expensive, senior employees are replaced by less 
expensive, newer employees, have been higher in recent years. MCPS reports a record 
number of retirements (over 500) in FYIl, and may be on pace to see a high number again in 
FY12. 

• 	 MCPS states that the year-to-year lapse and turnover savings from FY12 to FY13 is a one­
time correction that does represent budget savings going into FYI3 but may not recur and 
cannot easily be predicted. 

Council staff notes the following: 
• 	 Savings in lapse and turnover or other personnel costs could be used toward any 

purpose and do not in and of themselves reduce the total expenditure for personnel. 

• 	 This one-time correction in personnel costs is a savings that helps the school system 
allocate funds toward part of the first year costs of step and longevity increases within a 
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) budget request. However, step and longevity increases 
add to the salary base going forward. 

• 	 MCPS does not predict that these lapse and turnover savings will recur on this scale. 
MCPS will not be able to fund future years' costs without either exceeding MOE or 
making reductions in the base budget to accommodate salary increases within future 
MOE levels. 

Council staff acknowledges that because negotiations are not complete this is a 
preliminary budget assumption at this time; nonetheless, it is important to note that the current 
structure of the MCPS budget in FYI3 accommodates these salary increases within MOE. The 
Committee may want to ask MCPS to comment on how it anticipates supporting the future 
costs of the step and longevity increases assumed in its budget. 
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III. EMPLOYEE BENEFIT TRUST FUNDS 
As recommended in the November 2011 Office of Legislative Oversight (OLO) report 

"A Review of Montgomery County Public Schools' Budget Category 12", the Council requested 
that the Board of Education provide a semi-annual report on key revenue and expenditure trends 
in Category 12, Fixed Charges, related to the school system's employee benefit trust funds. On 
April 4, Board President Brandman transmitted the first report to the Council (circles 10-30). 

Below Council staff highlights ce11ain key aspects of this report. In sum, MCPS 
anticipates a low funded ratio for its pension fund and high fund balances in its group 
insurance funds. The Committee will want to understand from Board members and MCPS 
staff how these recent trends will affect budgeted and anticipated Category 12 expenditures 
in FY12 and FY13. 

1. 	Pension Fund 
MCPS makes an annual fund contribution to pay for cost of: (1) the "core" pension 

benefit offered employees who do not participate in the State-run plan; and (2) the 
"supplemental" benefit for all permanent employees. For FY13, MCPS must contribute 
$70.5 million to meet its required pension fund contribution. This amount is projected to 
increase to $81 million by FY15. The cost of future pension fund contributions will depend on 
future Board of Education decisions regarding employee pay increases and workforce size. 

The "funded ratio" of a pension plan is a term that describes the percentage of the plan's 
liabilities covered by the current actuarial value of the plan's assets. As of the end of FYI 1, the 
MCPS pension fund had a funded ratio of 70%. In other words, the MCPS pension fund 
currently holds 70 cents of assets for every dollar of liability. Among the four County agencies, 
MCPS currently has the lowest funded pension ratio, with the County Government the next 
lowest at 77%. 

The report states (circle 11) that the Board does not currently have another funding goal 
to reach a specific ratio. To improve this ratio, MCPS would have to raise additional assets from 
employer contributions, employee contributions, and/or investment income. For example, to 
increase the funded ratio to 80% by FY18, MCPS would have to raise its annual pension fund 
contribution by an additional $7.5 million in each year from FY14 through FY18. 

2. Active and Retiree Group Insurance Funds 
MCPS maintains separate fund accounts for active and retired employees. 

For active employees: 
• 	 MCPS ended FYI1 with a fund balance of $21.6 million in its group insurance fund for 

active employees; this amount is 8.6% of expenditures. 
• 	 MCPS currently projects an FYI2 year-end fund balance of$22.7 million or 8.7%, an 

increase of $1.1 million from FYI 1. 
• 	 MCPS notes that claims in FY12 are running below projections and there is a slight 

increase in fund revenue. 
• 	 For FY13, the Board's budget request includes an increase of$13.8 million in its 


employer contribution to the active employee group insurance fund. 
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For retired employees: 
• 	 MCPS ended FYll with an $8.8 million fund balance in its group insurance fund for 

retired employees; this amount is 12.2% of expenditures. 
• 	 MCPS currently projects an FY12 year-end fund balance of$13.6 million or 17.5%, an 

increase of $4.8 million from FYIl. 
• 	 MCPS reports that a factor in the projected FY12 fund balance increase is that under-65 

retiree enrollment has decreased by 9%. When retirees reach age 65, Medicare becomes 
their primary health plan and the MCPS plan becomes a supplement, reducing costs for 
MCPS. 

• 	 For FY13, the Board's budget request includes an increase of$1.2 million in its employer 
contribution to the retired employee group insurance fund. 

This report shows that both group insurance funds are anticipated to end FY12 with 
healthy and increased fund balances. County Governrnent is also experiencing this trend, and 
includes in its FY13-18 Fiscal Projection for the group insurance fund a plan to draw down the 
fund reserves over two years. 

The Committee may want to discuss the following issues with Board members and 
MCPS staff. 

• 	 Revised projection: The FY13 budget document was prepared in the fall of 20 11, well 
before the most recent FYI2 trend information on group insurance was available. Now that 
MCPS has the benefit of the FY12 claim information and fund balance projection, does it 
plan to revise its FYI3 group insurance fund contributions? 

• 	 Fund balance: In FY12, MCPS reduced its employer contribution to the group insurance 
fund to meet the Council's reduced Category 12 appropriation. How does MCPS anticipate 
using the projected group insurance fund balance at this time? Does MCPS have a multi­
year plan to reduce the fund balance to a lower percent of total expenditures? 

• 	 Pension fund: As noted above, the pension fund has a low funded ratio, while the group 
insurance funds have high fund balances at this time. Has the Board considered using any of 
the FY13 budgeted amount for the group insurance contribution to bolster pension fund 
assets? 
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IV. STATE LEGISLATIVE UPDATE 

It is too soon for the Committee and Council to make a final recommendation on the 
MCPS FY13 operating budget because significant funding factors remain outstanding as a result 
of the inconclusive end to the General Assembly session. At this time, it appears there may be a 
special session in May to resolve budget issues; however, as of this writing a date has not been 
set. The Council will continue to monitor these developments carefully as they clearly have the 
potential for significant impact on the FYI3 budget for the County as a whole and MCPS in 
particular. Below is a brief summary of two major outstanding funding issues related to MCPS. 

1. Teacher Pensions 
The General Assembly had reached a plan to shift a portion of the State's teacher 

retirement costs to local school boards; however, this plan did not pass before the Assembly 
adjourned. At this juncture it is unclear whether pension costs will shift in FY13 or if so, what 
form the shift would take. 

The most recent conference committee plan called for a four-year phase-in of the normal 
costs only of teacher retirement, with the local board responsible for payment. This amount, 
approximately $27 million in FY13, would then be an added requirement for counties to fund 
above MOE for the phase-in period. Following the phase-in, the full amount of the shift, 
currently estimated at $44 million, would be rolled into MOE, increasing the per pupil base 
going forward. 

2. "Doomsday" Budget Elements 
If the General Assembly does not return or is otherwise unable to pass Budget 

Reconciliation and Financing Act (BRF A), a set of "doomsday" budget reductions will go into 
effect on July I for FY13 in order to balance the State budget. For Montgomery County, the 
bulk of these reductions would affect MCPS. 

If the contingent budget reductions go into effect, MCPS would receive 
approximately $41 million less in State Aid than currently anticipated in the Board's 
request. These reductions consist of: 

• Elimination of GCE!: -$32.7 million 
• Reduce per pupil funding: -$8.3 million 

There appears to be some question as to whether the reduced per pupil funding could go 
into effect as it may require additional statutory changes. 

f:\mcguire\20 12\mcps op bud\final comp tech mod comm pckt 412.doc 
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Resolution No.: 

Introduced: ~April 24, 2012 

Adopted: 


COUNTY COUNCIL 
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

By: County Council 

SUBJECT: 	 Special Appropriation to the FY12 Capital Budget and 
Amendment to the FY 11-16 Capital Improvements Program 
Montgomery County Public Schools 
Technology Modernization (No. 036510) 
Federal Education Rate (E-Rate) Program, $1,339,200 

Background 

1. 	 Section 308 of the County Charter provides that a special appropriation is an 
appropriation which states that it is necessary to meet an unforeseen disaster or other 
emergency, or to act without delay in the public interest. Each special appropriation shall 
be approved by not less than six Council members. The Council may approve a special 
appropriation at any time after public notice by news release. Each special appropriation 
shall specify the source of funds to finance it. 

2. 	 Section 302 of the County Charter provides that the Council may amend an approved 
capital improvements program at any time by an affirmative vote of six Councilmembers. 

3. 	 The Board of Education requested a special appropriation for the Montgomery County 
Public Schools' Technology Modernization FY12 capital project as follows: 

Project 	 Project Amount Source 

-"-Te=c~h,-=-M=o=d",---___=03=6",,-,51,-,,,0__-,,$'-!..1~,3,39,200 Federal E-Rate Program 
TOTAL 	 $1,339,200 Federal E-Rate Program 

4. 	 The Board of Education requested a supplemental request of $1,339,200 in E-Rate funds 
for the Technology Modernization Project. The E-Rate funds from the Federal 
Communication Commission's Schools and Libraries Program provide incentives for the 
use of technology in schools by providing rebates on Internet and telecommunication 
service costs. MCPS has been using these funds toward a lease/purchase agreement with 
Dell Marketing, LP to acquire Promethean Boards and learning/response systems for 
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secondary schools. MCPS is planning to use this supplemental request to complete their 
fourth and final payment for the interactive technology systems. 

5. 	 Notice of public hearing was given and public hearing was held. 

6. 	 The County Council declares this request is in the public interest to be acted upon 
without delay as provided for under special appropriation requirements described in 
Article 3, Section 308 of the Montgomery County Charter. 

Action 

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

A special appropriation to the FY12 Capital Budget and an 
amendment to the FY11-16 Capital Improvements Program are 
approved for the Montgomery County Public Schools as follows 
and as shown on the attached project description form. 

Project Project Amount Source 

Name Number of Funds 

Tech Mod 
TOTAL 

036510 $1.339,200 
$1,339,200 

Federal E-Rate Program 
Federal E-Rate Program 

This is a correct copy of Council action. 

Linda M. Lauer, Clerk ofthe Council 



Technology Modernization -- No. 036510 
Category 
Subcategory 
Administering Agency 
Planning Area 

Montgomery County Publfc Schools 
Countywide 
MCPS 
Countywide 

Date Last Modified 
Required Adequate Public Facility 
Relocation Impact 
Status 

June 09, 2011 
No 
None 
On-golng 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000) 
Thru Ram. Total ICost Element Total FYi 0 FY10 6 Years FY11 FY12 FYi:! FY14 FY15 FY16 

Planning, Design. and Supervision 216,755 60,407. 18.B~7 137,451 18.878 18,1781 21,847 25,313 26.393 26,842 
Land 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0, 0 a ac-::.... 
Site Improvements and Utilities 0 0 0 01 0 0, 0 ° 0' a 
Construction 01 a 01 0-_.. 

a a o! a OJ a 
Other 0 0 0 0, 0 ° a 01 01 a 
Total 216,755 60,407 18,897 137451 18878 18,178 21,847 25.3131 25,393 26,842 

1Beyond 
GYears 

0 
a 
0 
0 
0 

0 

.FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000) 

. 
I 

DESCRIPTION 'is"10b b &>?' 6(0 . 

Current Revenue: General 125,487 11,780 1 5,525 108,1B2 2.326 5,576 21.730 25.313! 26.393 26.842 
Current Revenue: Recordation Tax 83.941 48,627, 11.572 23.742 13,052 10,573 117 a 01 0 
Federal Aid ]...2Zf 0' 1,BOO ~ 3,500 ~I ~";:dh C:9 01 0, 0 
Total 216,155, 60,4071 18,891 1,/f31,451 18,878 48,178 /21,847 25,313 ! 25,393 i 26,842 

a 
a 
0 
0 

The TechnOlogy Modernization (fech Mod) project is a key component df the MCPS strategic technology plan, Educational Technology for 21st Century 
Learning. This plan builds upon the following four goals: students will use technology to become actively engaged in learning, schools will address the digital 
divide through equitable access to technology, staff will Improve technology skills through professional development, and staff will use technology to improve 
productivity and results. 

An FY 2005 appropriation was approved to roll-out the implementation of the technology modernization program. This project will update schools' technology 
hardware, software, and network infrastructure on a four-year replacement cycle, with a 5:1 computer/student ratio, The CountY Council. in the adopted FY 
2005-2010 CIP reduced the Board of Education's request for the outyears of the FY 2005-2010 CIP by $10.945 million. An FY 2006 appropriation and 
amendment to the FY 2005-2010 CIP wa~ approved to continUe the rollout plan. An FY 2007 appropriation was approved to continue this level of effort 
project. The expenditures for FY 2007 reflect three years of finance payments. as originally planned, in addition to the current year refreshment costs. The 
expenditures in the outyears represent the ongoing costs of a four-year refreshment cycle. An FY 2008 appropriation was approved to continue this project. 

The Board of Education, in the Requested FY 2009 Capital Budget and FY 2009-2014 CIP, induded additional funding for nllW innatives for the Technology 
Modemization program. On May 22, 2008, the County Council approved an FY 2009 appropriation as requested by the Board of Education; however, the 
Colinty Council reduced the expenditures earmarked for the Middle School Initiative program for FY 2010-2014. In FY 2009. MCPS purchased and installed 
interactive classroom technology systems in approximately 213 of all secondary classrooms. The total. cost is projected at $13.3 miliion, financed over a 
four-year period ($3.4M from FY 2009-2012). The funding source for the initiative is anticipated to be Federal e-rate funds. The Federal e-ral,i:' funds 
programmed in this PDF consist of available unspent e-rate balance: $1.8M in FY 2010. $1.8M in FY 2011, and $327K in FY 2012. In addition. MCPS 
projects future e-rate funding of $1.6M each year (FY 2010-2012) that may be used to support the payment obligation pending receipt and appropriation,. No 
county funds may be spent for the initiative payment obligation in FY 2010-2012 without prior Council approval. 

This PDF reflects a decrease in the FY 2010 appropriation and FY 2010-2012 expenditures as requested by the Board of Education. The decrease in 
expenditures will temporarily extend the MCPS desktop replacement cycle from four to five years. The County Council will reconsider how to resume the 
four-year replacement cycle in a future CIP. A.n FY 2011 appropriation was approved; however, it was $1.011 mi'Uion less than the Board of Education's 
request. The appropriation will continue the technology modemization project and retum to a four-year replacement cycle starting in FY 2013; as well as fund 
one additional staff position for this project. Duling the County Council's reconciliation of the amended FY 201'1-2016 CIP, the Board of Education's requested 
FY 2012 appropriation was reduced by $3.023 million due to a shortfall in Recordation Tax revenue. 

",; 

COOROINA TION 
($000) 

~~~~~~~~===£5:~=::]~m Salaries and Wages: :-: Fringe Benefits: 
Workyears: 

Agency Request 

FY 11 
1893 
807. 
20.5 

FYs 12-16 
9465 
4035 

102.5 

MAP 

11/112011 4:1S:41PQ) 



Technology Modernization ~~ No. 036510 
Category 
Subcategory 
Administering Agency 
Planning Area 

Montgomery County Public Schools 
Countywide 
MCPS 
Countywide' 

Date Last Modified 
Required Adequate Public Facility 
Relocation Impact 
Status 

November 22, 2011 
No 
None 
On-going 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($0001 

Cost Element Total 
Thru 
FY11 

Est. 
FY12 

Total 
6 Years FY13 IFY14 I FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 

Beyond 
6 Years 

Planning, Design, and Supervision 266,100 98,182 18178 149,740 21,847 25,456 26,805 26,358 23,997 25,277 0 
Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Imorovements and Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 266,100 98,182 18,178 149,740 21,847 25,456 26,805 26,358 23,997 25,277 0 

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000) 
Current Revenue: General 174,832 19.631 5,578 149,623 21,730 25,456 26,805 26,358 
Federal Aid 7,327 5.300 2,027 0 0 0 0 0 
Current Revenue: Recordation Tax 83,941 73,251 10,573 117 117 0 0 0 
Total 266,100 98,182 18,178 149,740 21,847 25,456 26,805 26,358 

23,997 25,277 
0 0 
0 0 

23,997 25,277 

0 
0 
0 
0 

DESCRIPTION 
The Technology Modernization (Tech Mod) project is a key component of the MCPS strategic technology plan, Educational Technology for 21st Century 
Learning. This plan builds upon the following four goals: students will use technology to become actively engaged in learning, schools will address the digital 
divide through equitable access to technology, staff will improve technology skills through professional development, and staff will use technology to improve 
productivity and results. 

An FY 2005 appropriation was approved to roll-out the implementation of the technology modernization program. This project will update schools' technology 
hardware, software. and network infrastructure on a four-year replacement cycle, with a 5:1 computer/student ratio. The County Council, in the adopted FY 
2005-2010 CIP reduced the Board of Education'S request for the out years of the FY 2005-2010 CIP by $10.945 million. An FY 2006 appropriation and 
amendment to the FY 2005-2010 CIP was approved to continue the rollout plan. An FY 2007 appropriation was approved to continue this level of effort 
project. The expenditures for FY 2007 reflect three years of finance payments. as original1y planned. in addition to the current year refreshment costs. The 
expenditures in the out years represent the ongoing costs of a four-year refreshment cycle. An FY 2008 appropriation was approved to continue this project. 

The Board of Education, in the Requested FY 2009 Capital Budget and FY 2009-2014 CIP, included additional funding for new intiatives for the Technology 
Modernization program. On May 22. 2008, the County Council approved an FY 2009 appropriation as requested by the Board of Education; however, the 
County Council reduced the expenditures earmarked for the Middle SchOOl Initiative program for FY 2010-2014. In FY 2009, MCPS purchased and installed 
interactive classroom technology systems in approximately 2/3 of all secondary classrooms. The total cost is prOjected at $13.3 million, financed over a 
four-year period ($3.4M from FY 2009-2012). The funding source for the initiative is anticipated to be Federal e-rate funds. The Federal e-rate funds 
programmed in this PDF consist of available unspent e-rate balance: $1.8M in FY 2010. $1.8M in FY 2011, and $327K in FY 2012. In addition, MCPS 
projects future e-rate funding of $1.6M each year (FY 2010-2012) that may be used to support the payment obligation pending receipt and appropriation. No 
county funds may be spent for the initiative payment obligation in FY 2010-2012 without prior Council approval. 

This PDF reflects a decrease in the FY 2010 appropriation and FY 2010-2012 expenditures as requested by the Board of Education. The decrease in 
expenditures will temporarily extend the MCPS desktop replacement cycle from four to five years. The County Council will reconsider how to resume the 
four-year replacement cycle in a future CIP. An FY 2011 appropriation was approved; however. it was $1.011 million less than the Board of Education's 
request. The appropriation will continue the technology modernization project and fund one additional staff position for this project. During the County 
Council's reconciliation of the amended FY 2011-2016 CIP, the Board of Education's requested FY 2012 appropriation was reduced by $3.023 million due to a 
shortfall in Recordation Tax revenue. An FY 2013 appropriation is requested to continue the technology modernization project and return to a four-year 
replacement cycle starting in FY 2013: 

APPROPRIATION AND 
EXPENDITURE DATA 
Date First Appropriation FY03 
First Cost Estimate 
Current Sco e FYOO 
Last FY'$ Cost Estimate 

Appropriation Request FY13 
Appropriation Request Est. FY14 
Supplemental Appropriation Request 
Transfer 

($000) 

o 
216,755 

21,847 
25,456 

o 
o 

COORDINATION 
($000) 
Salaries and Wages: 
Fringe Benefits: 
Workyears: 

FY13 
1893 
807 
20.5 

FYs 14-18 
9465 
4035 

102.5 

Cumulative Appropriation 116,360 
Expenditures / Encumbrances 
Unencumbered Balance 

99,105 
17,255 

Partial Closeout Thru FY10 

FY11 

16,050 

o 
16,050 

Agency Request 11/2212011 10:12:00AM 
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MCPS Affordability Reconciliation -- No. 056516 
Category 
Subcategory 
Administering Agency 
Planning Area 

Montgomery County Public Schools 
Miscellaneous Projects 
Public Schools 
Countywide 

Date Last Modified 
Required Adequate Public Facility 
Relocation Impact 
Status 

January 10,2012 
No 
None. 
On-going 

EXPENDITURE SCHEDULE ($000) 

Cost Element Total 
Thru 
FY11 

Est. 
FY12 

Total 
6 Years FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 

Beyond 
6 Years 

Planning, Design, and Supervision 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site Improvements and Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other -57,645 0 0 -133,923 -6,873 -19,068 -50,131 -37,118 -17,130 -3,603 76,278 

Total -57,645 0 0 -133,923 -6,873 ·19,068 -50,131 -37,118 -17.130 -3,603 76,278 

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($0001 
Current Revenue: General -51,522 0 0 -51,522 -4,532 -6.73~ -7.653 
Current Revenue: Recordation Tax 64,555 0 0 64,555 -2,094 -3,258 -438 

G.O. Bonds -129,297 a 7,335 -212,910 -1.186 -17,171 -49,455 -36.299 
SchoolS Impact Tax 58.619 0 -7,335 65,954 939 8,094 6.158 7,272 

Total -57645 0 0 -133923 -6873 -19 068 -50131 -37118 

-5,220 -S.500 
27,354 28.941 

-59.619 -49.180 
20,355 23,136 

·17130 -3603 

0 
0 

76,278 
0 

76278 

DESCRIPTION 

This project reconciles the Board of Education request with the Executive's recommendation. 


The Executive's priority of educational excellence has resulted in his recommending maintaining 99.7 percent of the amended FY11-16 capital program in the 

next six-year period. Fiscal constraints lead the Executive to adjust the annual amounts to be affordable within the CIP. The Executive recommends staying 

within the Spending Affordabllity Guidelines approved by the County Council in October 2011. The Executive reached the FYl3-18 funding level by 

recommending a two year reopening delay of Richard Montgomery Elementary School #5 to accommodate the relocation of the Children's Resource Center 

and avoid $3.45 million in temporary relocation cost as well as a one year delay for two current high school modernizations, and future modernizations for two 

middle schools and two high schools. The Executive also recommends deleting the Transportation Depot project until we can study alternative options for bus 

depot operations to ensure that expensive investments In stand alone depots are warranted; maintaining the Technology Modernization project on the currently 

approved live year cycle; maintaining the Facility Planning project funding at the currently approved FY12 level; and using current revenue funds currently 

allocated in the TechnOlogy Modernization project to help fund the Relocatable Classrooms project's FY13 requested increase. 


FISCAL NOTE 

FY12 adjustment ligures reflect a FY12 amendment to switch school impact tax funds to general obligation bonds in light of the expected impact of Bill 26-11. 


APPROPRIATION AND 
EXPENDITURE DATA 
Date First Appropriation 
First Cost Estimate 
Current Sea e 
Last FY's Cost Estimate 

FYO1 

FY01 o 
o 

COORDINATION 

Appropriation Request FY13 

Appropriaijon Request Est. FY14 
. Supplemental Appropriation Request 

Transfer 

-4,532 

-6,733 
o 
o 

Cumulative Appropria~on 

Expenditures I Encumbrances 

Unencumbered Balance 

o 
o 
o 

Partial Closeout Thru 
New Partial Closeout 

Total Partial Closeout 

FYl0 

FY11 

o 
o 
o 

Recommended 



Question # 1 : 

Please provide a breakout ofthe anticipated expenditures in the BOE request for FY13­
14, including the replacement cycle payments and any multi-year initiatives or efforts. 

Response: 

The total FY 2013 Tech Mod funding request of$21.8 million and $25.5 million for FY 2014, 

fall into three categories: 

I 	 I IFUNDING CATEGORIES 	 FY 2013 FY 2014 
I 

I Number of schools 	 I 81 48 

i Number of computers 19,088 9,199i 

Funding required to pay for computers and printers purchased for I 
schools in prior years, software licensing fees, and telecommunication 

$12.1 million $19.1 million networking hardware to connect schools to the network and the Internet 

• Annual finance payments for computers and printers 
purchased in previous fiscal years and paid over four years $7.5 million 

$14.3 
million 

• Software licensing fees 
operating system software 

for instructional, productivity, and I $1.2 million 
I 

i 

$1.3 million 

• Telecommunications networking refreshment to provide •.. 

connectivity of MCPS sites and access to enterprise applications, I $0.5 million 
I 

$0.5 million 
internet-based phones, and the Web I 

... 

• Staff to plan, implement, and support the Tech Mod program 
$2.9 million $3.0 million I 

I I 
• Funding required to purchase new computers, printers, and new· 

software for the schools scheduled for the FY 2013 Tech Mod. $9.1 million $5.7 million 
refreshment 

• 	 First-year finance payments for computers, servers, projection 
devices, printers, and network infrastructure equipment $6.9 million* $3.3 million 

• 	 Instructional software, ~uch as MSOfjice Suite, Math Type, I···· 
Geometers Sketchpad, TI Smartview, Kidspiration/ Inspiration, . 

$0.7 million $0.7 million Adobe, and other titles, and the purchase of updated web-base 

versions of selected software titles 


• 	 Supplies, materials, and services, such as cables, surge 
protectors, server installation, hand-held scanners for media 
centers, and temporary part-time staff to repair and upgrade $1.5 million 

usable equipment, and disposal of old equipment from schools 




IFunding to refurbish five and six-year-old computers out of warranty for 
. schools whose refreshment schedule was extended to five years million $0.6 million 

beginning in FY 2010 

*The county executive proposes reducing funding by $9.561 million in FY 2013 and FY 
2014 combined. And, if we remain on a 5 year cycle, $6.914 would be reduced, still leaving 
a deficit of $2.953 million. Please remember that FY 2015 through FY 2018 remains highly 
problematic in terms of the massive cuts that are assumed in the county executive's 
recommendation. In FY 2018 alone there will be a $4 million deficit. 

Question #2: 

How does the BOE anticipate usingfuture e-rate funds? 

Response: 

Future E-rate funds are projected to be used to provide elementary schools with the similar 
Promethean interactive technology that has been available across all secondary schools. 
Minimally, the objective would be to ensure that the Promethean interactive technologies are 
implemented in at least two-thirds (2/3) of all elementary school classrooms-mirroring the 
initial secondary implementation. 

These interactive technologies are essentially the classroom portal to the world-video 
conferencing with experts and students in the classroom, engaging in interactive simulations that 
support STEM fields, participating in virtual fieldtrips to museums around the world, and 
bringing multimedia presentations and student-centered learning experiences into the classroom. 

Question #3: 

The BOE request for FYi3 assumes resumption ofa 4 year replacement cycle, while the 
County Executive's recommendation assumes continuation ofa 5 year replacement cycle. 
Please show the funding adjustmentfor FYi3-i4 that would be necessary to be consistent 
with the CE recommendation 

Response: 

Please see note below table in response to Question #1. 

Question #4: 

In the February Committee discussion ofthe e-rate appropriation, MCPS indicated that a 
corresponding reduction in current revenue would delay and reduce installation of 
wireless networks at elementary schools. Please provide additional information about 
this initiative, including the longer term time frame and plans for completing the work. 



Response: 

The ability to teach and learn in mobile, wireless networked learning environments is a key 
strategy in the district's ongoing efforts to enable staff and student access to content and 
curriculum that are either already digital or rapidly moving to digital media. Portable and mobile 
technologies give students better access to their teachers and classmates, enables greater 
differentiation to meet student learning outcomes, and supports teachers in implementing 
pedagogical strategies that empower student-centered environments in which technology enables 
students to be collaborative, self-directed learning leaders. 

Although all MCPS middle schools had wireless networks installed to support middle school 
improvement efforts, currently only six of our comprehensive high schools and 30 elementary 
schools have wireless networks installed. Implementing this needed learning and technology 
infrastructure across the remaining 126 schools is estimated to cost $5.4 million. The $1.3 
million reduction scuttled plans to move up plans to install wireless networks in 23 high impact 
elementary schools in FY 2012 (enabling the district to leverage substantial discounts available 
through the E-rate program for these qualifying schools). Without this effort, these 23 schools 
will be delayed until the year they are scheduled to receive wireless as part of the Technology 
Modernization (Tech Mod) project in FY 2015. Because of the critical link between building this 
wireless network infrastructure and maintaining a relevant and competitive instructional 
program, funding was included in the Board's request that would enable MCPS to complete this 
build out through FY 2013. 



Update 

April 11, 2012 

As you have no doubt heard, the failure of the Maryland General Assembly late Monday evening, 
April 9, 2012, to finish the work on all of the bills necessary to complete the state budget and avoid a 
drastic cut in state aid to education has created uncertainty in the county budget process. There is a 
serious risk of a reduction of more than $40 million in state aid to Montgomery County Public 
Schools (MCPS). We are hopeful that Governor Martin O'Malley will quickly reconvene the 
Maryland General Assembly for a special session to complete the budget process that was started 
more than two months ago. 

The Board of Education's $2.13 billion budget request for Fiscal 2013 includes funding for salary 
increases within the rebased Maintenance of Effort (MOE) budget approved by the Board in 
February 2012 and recommended by the county executive last month. MOE, which requires the 
county to spend at least the same amount per student next year as it does this year, increases the 
budget by $22 million due to enrollment increases. MCPS also expected $28 million of additional 
state aide. Montgomery County Executive Isiah Leggett has recommended full funding of the 
Board's budget based on the projected revenue. 

The Montgomery County Board of Education and the three employee associations-the 
Montgomery County Education Association (MCEA), the Service Employees International Union 
(SEIU) Local 500, and the Montgomery County Association of Administrators and Principals 
(MCAAP)-have been engaged in contract negotiations for the past five months. The uncertainty of 
the state aid amount makes it necessary to delay action at this time. The Board of Education and the 
employee associations are committed to salary increases for our employees next year. MCPS 
employees have not received cost-of-living adjustments for the past three years and have not received 
their scheduled step increases or longevity increments for the past two years. There is agreement that 
we need to recognize our employees for their contributions to our students each and every day. We 
believe that this is the year to provide some stability for our employees, but we need to have greater 
clarity about the state budget. 

We urge the Maryland General Assembly to move forward as quickly as possible to resolve the 
budget process, in the interest of our students and our staff. We encourage all employees to contact 
the Governor (http://www.govemor.maryland.gov/mail/), the Senate president (thomas.v.mike.miller 
(fvsenate.state.md.us) and the Speaker of the House (michaeJ.busch(cuhouse.state.md.us) to urge a 
special session to be convened to complete the state budget. 

~--b'- ~~t!7-
President, Montgomery County Education Association President, Montgomery County Association of 

Administrators and Principals 

President, Service Employees International Union 

Local 500 


Superintendent of Schools 

http:michaeJ.busch(cuhouse.state.md.us
http:fvsenate.state.md.us
http://www.govemor.maryland.gov/mail
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY BOARD Of EDUCAT~ON 

850 Hungerford Drive" Rockville, Maryland 20850 KL 

OLb 
April 4, 2012 

The Honorable Roger Berliner, President 
Montgomery County Council 
Stella B. Werner Office Building 
100 Maryland Avenue 067643 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 

Dear Mr. Berliner: 

As requested in your memorandum of January 18, 2012, this letter provides ~he inform:~~on 
regarding State Expenditure Category 12, an area continually monitored by the<Board's Fiscal 
Management Committee. I look forward to working with you, other County Council members, Board 
of Education members, and the superintendent of schools to address the fiscal challenges we face. 

1. 	 Estimates of the amount of the annual employer contributions to the MCPS pension fund 
for the next five fiscal years. 

The estimated annual required contributions are expected to be the following amounts: 

FY 2013* $70.5 million 5.42 percent of payroll 
FY 2014 $77.0 million 5.81 percent of payroll 
FY 2015 $81.0 million 6.02 percent of payroll 
FY 2016 $80.0 million 5.85 percent of payroll 
FY 2017 $79.8 million 5.69 percent of payroll 
FY 2018 $81.1 million 5.64 percent of payroll 

*FY 2013 provided as a point afreference 

2. 	 A description of the major factors (e.g., salary adjustments, changes in workforce size, 
investment performance, plan modifications, actuarial assumptions) that affect estimated 
pension fund contributions over the next five years. 

The calculation of the annual employer contribution above is based on actuarial work performed by 
the Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) actuary, Mercer, and submitted to 
Mrs. Susanne G. DeGraba, chief financial officer, on February 15, 2012 (Attachment A). An 
addendum was submitted by Mercer (Attachment B) that incorporates the updated market value of 
assets as of February 14,2012. The actuary's estimate of the percentage of salary that is required to 
be contributed each year is applied to the anticipated salaries to be paid from the MCPS operating 
budget. The percentage contribution is based on actuarial assumptions as follows: 

1. 	 Salary Adjustments: Aggregate salaries for continuing employees will increase one percent 
overall over the next three years, reflecting the current economic realities, returning to two 
percent after three years. 

Phone 301-279-3617 + Fax 301-279-3860 + boe@mcpsmd.org + www.montgomeryschooismd.org @ 

http:www.montgomeryschooismd.org
mailto:boe@mcpsmd.org
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2. 	 Changes in Workforce Size: The number of employees will increase by one percent each year, 
with salaries adjusted to .57 percent to reflect the lower salaries paid to new employees. 

3. 	 Investment Performance: MCPS will achieve its actuarial assumed rate of return on its pension 
fund of 7.5 percent in all future years. Pension fund investment performance is included through 
February 14,2012. 

4. 	 Plan Modifications: The pension plan changes effective July 1, 2011, are amortized over a 30­
year closed period, the same method used to incorporate the impact of the July 1,2006, changes. 

5. 	 Actuarial Assumptions: Current assumptions of mortality, age at retirement, marital status, and 
payment option selected will remain the same. 

Staff applied the percentages supplied by the actuary to the Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 Board of 
Education-adopted budget request to calculate the amount of the future required pension 
contributions. 

3. 	 A written summary of the Board's current strategy to achieve a desired pension funding 
Jevel ("funded ratio") and the short- and long-term effects of this strategy on the Category 
12 budget. 

On February 17, 2012, the MCPS actuary, Mercer, provided a letter (Attachment C) to 
Mrs. DeGraba about the funded ratio of the MCPS Employees Retirement and Pension Systems. The 
letter describes the actuarial methodology used to reach 100 percent funding. However, it states that 
"in the absence of plan changes, assumption changes, or future actuarial gains/losses, the Unfunded 
Actuarial Accrued Liability will never reach zero" because of the re-amortization process. It is 
important to note that MCPS continues to fund 100 percent of the actuarially determined 
contribution. 

The Board of Education, the superintendent of schools, and MCPS staff have been working with our 
actuary to identify strategies that focus on improving the funding level. The actuary letter outlines 
possible strategies. Strategies that have already been implemented include the following: 

• 	 Reduced retiree benefits for newly hired employees as of July 1, 2011. 
• 	 Reduced the maximum cost-of-living increases on benefits earned after July 1, 2011. 
• 	 Maintaining the contribution level even when projections indicate a reduced percentage. 

The Board of Education currently does not have another funding goal to reach a specific funded ratio 
within a certain period of time. However, the Fiscal Management Committee continues to evaluate 
possible options. If the Board decided on a funded ratio goal of 80 or 90 percent, the following 
strategies could be considered: 

• 	 Making additional contributions when the funded ratio falls below a certain percentage of 
the obligation. 

@ 
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• 	 Shortening the amortization period when the funded ratio falls below a certain percentage 
of the obligation. 

• 	 Setting policy to not reduce the contribution level in the future when the funding ratio is 
below a certain percentage of the obligation, even when the projections calculate a 
reduced percentage. 

There are a number of challenges with any of these strategies. As indicated in the response to #1 
above, the operating budget is projected to increase by $11.5 million over the next five years based 
on all of the current assumptions and methodology. In addition, the legislature is considering shifting 
more than $40 million of state pension costs to MCPS. These increases, along with other financial 
pressures, will make it difficult to contribute more to the pension each year. If the decision was made 
to increase the funded ratio to 80 percent by 2018, an additional $7.5 million would have to be 
contributed each year for FY 2014 through FY 2018. 

4. 	 A comparison of current fiscal year budgeted versus actual revenues and expenditures to 
date for the Active Employee and Retiree Group Insurance Funds. 

The comparison is attached for active employees (Attachment D) and retirees (Attachment E). 

5. 	 The projected year-end balance for the Active Employee and Retiree Group insurance 
funds. This should include an accompanying explanation of the factors causing the 
variation (e.g., claims experience, plan enrollment) if the projected balance in either Fund 
differs from what was assumed at the beginning of the year. 

These figures are based on revenues and expenses as of February 29, 2012. 

Active employees 
Beginning fund balance 	 $21.6 million 
Anticipated change to fund balance 1.1 million 
Projected ending fund balance $22.7 million 

Retirees 
Beginning fund balance $ 8.8 million 
Anticipated change to fund balance 4.8 million 
Projected ending fund balance $13.6 million 

The active fund balance is projected to increase slightly, by only $1.1 million. It was expected that 
the fund balance would be reduced by several million dollars, but claims are running below 
projections and there is a slight increase in revenue. 

The projected retiree fund balance increase is lower than expected because revenues are lower. 
While there has been a 2 percent increase in the number of retirees, there has been a decrease in the 
under-65 retiree enrollment of approximately 9 percent, which has reduced claims. When retirees 
reach age 65, Medicare becomes their primary health plan and the MCPS plan becomes a 
supplement, reducing MCPS claims exposure. 

® 




The Honorable Roger Berliner 4 April 4, 2012 

Members of the Board of Education, the superintendent of schools, and MCPS staff are prepared to 
work with the County Council and Council staff to provide additional clarification as needed. 

Sincerely, 

SB:sgd 

Copy to: 
Members of the County Council 
Members of the Board of Education 
Dr. Starr 
Mr. Bowers 
Mrs. DeGraba 
Mr. Ikheloa 

@ 




Attachinent A 


Douglas L R9wBf FSA, MAAA, EA 
Principal 

One S{)uth Street, Suite 1Q01 
Baltimore, MD 2120>2 
+1 410347 2S0e 

. Fax +1 410721 3347 
d6ug!a$,rowe@rneroer.com 
WW'N,mercer.com 

Via. Electronic Mail 
Ms. Susanne DeGraba 
Chief Financial Officer 
Montgomery Countypubiic Sqhqols . 
850 Hungerford Drive!' 
Rockvil1e, MD 20850-1747 

February i5; 2012 

Subject: Six-Year Prafection of Board Contributions to MCPS's Pension Plans 

Dear Sue: 

We estimated Board cohtributions to the Montgomery County Publft $choofs Employees' 
Retirement and, Pension Systems (the "Pfan")rorihe next six years'under the irwestffierit 
returnlcontfihu:tioh assumptions used for the JyJy i, 2011 valuation. ASel r,erninder, this. 
assumes ass:etswrll earn 7 . 5%gross (befoti;l ilivestli1enfexpens~s ar$Su1;:)tfaeted). The, 
8Gtual contribu.tlon perc~tage will v~rY ?nd rf1~rvaty significantly frOrrlt\1e result$ ofth~s 
projection due to actuarial gains/losses and demographic changes.. . 

The results are summarized in the table helow. 

Fi.$cal Year (FY) BQ.ar~ Co'"-"ripution "Iofunded o/.oFutlde:~ 
gtt~Ulig , :iJlti %<?f, P~yrl)lt ~V5 B:a.~'~. MyA B:i\si$ 

J\.lne 3Q, 20:13 . ;70.1 6$.5 

July 1. 2tH2 June 30. 2014 5.85 61.4 64.7 
July 1. zdf3 June 30, 2015 66.7 66.6 
JUfy1,2014 ,'ju~~ 30, 201Q 69.5 68.7 

July 1, :;:015. JUne 30,. 2017 , $.95, .. 71.9 71.0 

__July 1 , 2016 

7 

June 30, 2018 
June 

5;$6 
5.87 

13..0 73,0 

74.9 

The contribution increqses as a percentage of payroU through FY2015 are due to past asset 
losses (including those from July 1, 2011 to Qecember 31,2011) being recpgnizeo In the~, 
actuarial value qf assets. As an offset to the contribution increase,s c:f0e to theselos'S~s; the 
cbrlir'ibutibn saVlngsarEifncreasIng Elver tlmeas more and morepartfdpants are covered oy tfie 
neWplari features forneW hires described In fhe July 1,2011 actuarial vallJation report: . 

CONSULTING.O\JTSOUr-:.clNS.lt;';\lESTMENTS. 

http:WW'N,mercer.com
mailto:d6ug!a$,rowe@rneroer.com
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FE?bruary 15,2012 
Ms. Su·sanne DeGraba 
MontQ.0mery County Public Schools 

For Cl historical perspective, the table below shows the Boatdcoi'ltribvtiorl$ ftomJuly1, 1994 
until now. 

.Board Contribution 

ValuatiQt;l Date Fiscal Y(l<ar El"ldil1!j . as % of 'Payton 

JUly 1, .1£194 ~tJneeo., 1fJ99. ... 2.92 
--~~~~~----~----~~~~~~~~--~~=-~~ 

July 1,1995 June 30,1997 3.30 
July 1, 1~96 June 3D. 1998 2.$~ 

__~JLIIY~-c19..,..,9_7__--:-__--::J_un~e_.3~O,:-'c::-19:-:9-;'9_______-:::2-:.5"';3 ____ 

. Jltly1,199S' June 30,2000 2.11 
Jlily1; ·1999 . ··Jufi~ ;3:0,2001 ... . 1~98 

July 1, 2003 June 30, Z005 2.74 
July 1, 2004 June. :?p,2Q06 3.30 
JUly 1. 2005 June 30, 2007 4,85

---J:::.:W':;fy-:1~•.:::-2;Q::...;O:,,:;6----~--~-J7"'~.:.-.ne..:..,./-;i30T·,.-:"2'TOO:-i.8-:.-------'-4.59 

July 1, 2QOc-:"7__.~~_ ______--'--'4___'Ju-"'.n'.,-:e_;:_3~O..:."...c.20"70.".9 •. 5.,...3.,........~_'___ 
----Ju.;:,,:ry'-"'\ 206& June:30, 2010 4.$3* 

July 1; 2009 June 30,2011 4.67 
July 1; 2010 June .30, 2012 s.1:2" 

~The valu<ltlofri'esuhed In ~ 4.37% Bbardcontritlution rate, but MCPS cQntinuecwitnthe samecoritribution rate as the 
previous valuatio.n:10 avoid a larger in~a~.efrnm flsc~1 year 2~1 QIt) tisca'·year 2011. 
+ Beginning w1tlillie July 1, 2010 valt.lati6i1 r:eport, !necontfipufion Wa.s increasoowith interest from July 1 to October 1 

J eased 01'1 expe,Ct~d tfmj~,g of the actual cotllrlbU!ion. The FY::;012 Board contrlbutHm was later reVised 165.12%; as 
described in oUr May 13, 2011Ie.tter. to railed the pl<ln changes effective July "1,.;1:011. Priort<i reflecti"g the plan 
changes, the Soard contribution WOuld have I;leeh 5.57% of pay. I' 

. . 

the I~t half ofthf! J99QsW<:l~' charaqterized'by high assl?tl<;lturns;. r;lllovying gdrop in the 
,S,oard cQntribution$. 1ht;l challengir1~1 m~rket environment durlng2001-,2003 .caused Board 
contributions to increase. Theplaf1am~l1drnerif associated with HOtl.E>e 81111737 .caqseOthe 
spike in Board contribution for the fiscal year ending June 30, 20D? All increases in cost 
sharing from the amendment (Le. phased increase In eropJoyee contributions) were reflected 
fully in the contribution for ttlefiscal year enc!ing June 30, 2009. MCPS's favorable returns 
on assets during 2004-2007 helped to lower contributions in FY2008 &. 2009. However, the 
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Montgomery' County Pubfic Schools 

. . 
FY200a::-Q9, inv~~~me.ntIQ$s~$, rE:)YEfr?~(,i th'~$e.g~in$,!,~nC!WtJ!. 9<:J~§>e.hlgh!?~ JWldf,$ 

.! :, 

contributions as the ;3ssetlosse$ are reft'ectedTn the'Smboth~d asset vcIi'Lie. '. ... 

There has been ~ great deal ofvotatillty in the contribution rate in the past,ahd the causes 
of thIs volatility will coptinue into .the future, Oni3 of the main causes ofthts volaUlrty is the. 
asset returns the .Tyndgenerateq. To caJG41at,~ contrih\:itiorJ$, MC'PS u$es~ri a.Gtuarial valDe 
of asseis, whjch~moofhe~ m~rket returns overa.5-year pe.r}od, but even with lli\$$moothfng 
technique, contributions and funded ratios can be volatile. The following table illustrates a 
distributiorl of financiaiot,ltcomes .over the course of a on~yearJirn~ periOd incit)ding the , 
potentialchangeih the plani~;funded statusandthe c,orrespqnding impact on the 
contribution required for the fiscal year ending in 2014asswming,that an ·<;!citJarial 
<;I.ssumptionsare met. Please note that at the 50th percentile the Board contrih~tion is lower 
than thecorrespoh'Cling contribution in the a-year projection table abOVe because it 
incorporates an expected7.500/0 investment return; Whlle the6~yearprQjeotlon incorporates 
actual unfavorable.investment performance through Deeember 31, Z01.1. . . - /., 

FiscarY~ai(~Y) . . Board.Co.nfri5uf/on . % Fut,chHJ· "!oFiUided 
Endin~f, as % OfPayroU AVA Basis MVABasrs 

65.6 56.4 
June 3(}, 2014 
~IUrte 30, 2014 25th 5.{!.& .64.2 

. June 30,2014 50th 5.73'· 68;5 70.3 

7S.th "69.8 76.4 
. JunE: 30,2014 ,90th 70.$ 82.0 

June 30, 2014 95th 5.42 71.5 85.3 

The following statement can be used to interpret the first row of this chart: tbereis a 5% 
charrae (or 1 chancern 20) that asset returns wHi be bad enough to result Ina funded status 
of 65.6% or tower,. and aBoard contribution oH3.05% ofpayroH or higher. Similarly, there is 
a possibility that higher than expected returns will actually decrease the future board 
contributions needed to fund the plah;These percentages a$sumea normal distribution of 
returns around the mean. There is a schOol of thOught that a normal distribution understates 
the portion of returns in the tails (Le'. below 10% or above 90%

) of the curve. 
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JJf::: • 

AssumptitJtj.s~n,QMetl1.pd'sfq:rClofitrlbl;ltiQnPrQj~ction
-' ",' '. ~... 

In ()rderto corpplete,this .ptoJe<:;tioh, we us.e..dthe foHowingmetbbd~ and assumptions: 

.. 	 A 75% aTiTil,ja(~turt;i 9ft the m~tketyalt,l~'·6(~ssets. (grbss) from the actu~! D'ecernper 31, 
2011a$set$to'JlJhe 50, 2012 and'ail fl,JtweY~~r? Refl~ctingthe. updated ass~tain9untas of 
be<;ember 31,261 t tesuits:ln 'an $88 miHloflfbsS cOrnpaiecfto the1.5o/~ assumption 

•., 1 "Payttsl(artd .~proy·et~i cd-ntdbuuons' fb(~e ¢ufreri'f n~h10~r' of·aG~:V·e parti'cipants:- are. assuine-q 
to incre~$eby 1,odo/o'fdrl:hree years aff\3i'2012to refrect IDWer-aCross tne.l:ioardihcreases. 
After three years, weaSsrrme thatpayrcill wnf return to an ulfimat?rate· of2% annual' 
increases: .. 	 .' 

aBased onguldanGe:frc'mMCPS. the active poplJlation is aS$umedto grow at 10/0 per Ye;3:f. In 
order to incorporate thisguidan¢e into the prejeetiotls, we have made adjustments to the rate 
atwhi¢h norma! costand total. payroll. will increase~ The payroll is assumeq togrow with an 
additional annuaUac~or.that takes lp.to.S?;ccpblcnlthe: lower compensation typi~lly P'?id·to new 
hires,pompared tQ Jh"ia.a\(~fage forth~pqR4Jc;ttion.Since the (;iVe(f:lgE? pay TQr pari:jcip,~nt8with 
less man or equal to one year ofseMce>V89.$7% of the average. payforaH P?Dieipants, 
payroll wasassumedtogrow by an additi6~aJ 0.51% each year i~teadof 1.00%. Similarly, 
the normal cost for new participants IS ge:ri~rqlly Jower than the IlqrmC3JcO$t of an a,versge 
participant. W.e ass\Jriled that the normCl;1 GQ'$t'increa$ed proportionally to the normal cost of 
participants as if fhey;wefe .in the "pew pl~n!(who had less than or equal to One. year of 
service In the 2011' \/E!Jblation. Since. the aVE:lfag<:! normal cost for participants with I~ss than or 
equalto one year of service as of July 1, 2(j.1 i is 41 % theaver@ge normal cost for tbe whoJe 
plfin; normal bost was assumed to grow atby'an additibnaf 0.41% for determining the FY' 
2014 contribution. 

• 	 Norma(tostfbr:,bene'tifsas percent of payroll is aSsvin€dto increase by 1% per y.e:af in order 
to reflectUie: aging of MqrS' workforCe· given the curienteconomic environment This results 
in a nOl'malcostof 3,61 % of payroll for the FY2014 valuation (before the 0.41% load 
discussed in the bullet above), Norm<:ll cost is the value of benefjtsaccrued during the year, 
and is one component of the bOCird'scontribution rate after being adll,1~.ted foremf:/loyee 

. contributions, 

It Total expenses are ~ssumed to be 0.70% Of beginning of year market value of assets 

• 	 Benefit payments increase at a constant rate of 5.63% per year, which is the average rate of 
increase from 2008-2011. 
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We amortize unre'cognized gains and Ipsses over an open 1p;..y~a,r p~rjQd. The~rPol,1ntqtthe, 
amortization,is incr~asing over the next 2 years due to the sri100thihg of the larg~ asset 
losses in FY2d09. . 

.. 	 The results of the plan change effective June 30, 2011 was amortized Ollef a closed 30 YfSar 
perioo, which is the same as the method used to amortize the plan change made In 2006. 

We assumed that MOPS will contribute the policyeontribution from the val~ationeacli year, 
whjqh is the amount required to fund the normal cost and amortize, the Unfunded ac:luariaJ. 
accrued liability. 

it 8enefitpayments, emploYi3e cpntrib,utionsand i3~Pense~aje assumed to occura.t thi;; m1dple 
of each year, aT'\dempfoYi3r c,ontributions are assumed to o.cc,:ur 3 months into e~ch year, : 

:II ,We assumed there will be no other gains or losses Q'tI1~r than]ny~~tmeht (qyesplefy ~Q, 
r~ognitioll of past asset losses), pay and retiree coLAS. In practice: it fsquitEdikely there 
will be gains Q( fO$ses dLie to future asset p~rforma:nce, pay increa.ses, COLAs, and. , 
demographk~$. 	 ,. " , 

• 	 For the contribution volatility exhibit, we have relied on. pornoiio volatility from expected 
based"on Mercer's Capital Market Ol,ltJook on a one-year time horizon. 

In orderjo incorpoi'$te the pha$~·in ofthe saVings from th,e July 1,201,1 plair change, we first 
yalCulatedJheestlmat~ uWni~te savingsoftheplan change, We caicUlated the Nbr'm~1 CC;ist 
(NC) as ifall ofthe current EPS partiCipants had always been employed under the new pli:tn 
and compared that to the NC of fbtf same populatiorYassuming they liad always been 
employed undefthe current accrual rate ahd contfibutidnenvlronment. 

It With the ultimate impact of the plan change calculated, the phase-in ofsavili§'s in tMe-firsf 
year is calcufi3ted as the percent reduction in NC if all participahtswlthless than oroeq\.l",Ho 
1 year of serviCe were replaced with similar participants under the neW plan, This percent",ge 
reduction wa~appHed to the Nd previously calculated for the July_lr 2011 actuarial, valuation 
report. The prOCess of using current, short service employees as proxies for future hires was 
repeated for particIpants with less than or equcd to 2, 3,4, 5, and 6 yeats of service for the 
2013-2011 valuations accordingly. Furthermore, because of the below normal tUrl1()\fer 
experienced over the past few years, the redl)ction faotor was. amplified by ?ssuming thatthe 
rut\Jretumoverwould be identical to the avsrage experience for FY 2006-2008. 

.. 	 Unless otherwise noted, we used the same assumptions aftd planprovi~ions as fQr tlie 2Q11 
valuation, We assumed there will be no changes to the valUation assumptions or prOVisions 
in the futUre. 
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Imp°rt,t!lht.~otic'es " 
Mercer has. prepared this analysis exClusively for the Montgomery County Public Schools 
(fviCPS); it may not be relied upon by any otner party. Mercer is not responsible fal-reliance. 
upon this letter by any other party. . . 

The only purpose of the letter is to provide an idea of the possible pattern of future 

Gontributi6ntates and 'funded tatio ellanges. The letter may) notbeused for any 9ther 

ptirpdse; Mercer is 'not responsible for the consequences efany unauthorized use. 


Decisions ,about benefit changes, granting new benefits, hivestinent policy, funding policy, 
benefit s€c!Jrlty an{;J/qribeiiefit.:retatetl issLie~ should rrOtbetna'de on the basis :ofen analysis . 

. using a singfe'S'sfotassiJ,f11ptions, but only after.careful consideration of alternative 
economic, financial, ciemogr.~phic and s9cial factors, including financial scenarios that 
a$sllrtle' $\lst~ined investtnent los$e~. . 

MCPS is s61ely responsibl'ef6rseleCtingtM plan'sir'\Ye'stmehf'pbilcles: asset aflQCauons and 
individual investments. Mercer's actuaries haVe not providedaily investnient-advice to 
MCPS, 

This letter includes or IS derived'from 'proJectiorls offuture ftmdlngand/or accollr'ltingcosfs 
.and/Qf ~E1nefitrelated results, T9 prepar~ttlese proj~.c~oQ$,OrreslJ,lts., vCiri9t1Sflq;l,lpriai 
?,s$umption$, ?9.rdescri~d inthisl~tteralld the 2011 qGtuatlc;JJva\Yptio[1 teJ?9r!~We.re used 
,to projectalimifeqnurnber ot:scenariosfrom a.range.gfp:osslbilities. However, the future is 
unce.rt~to" ~od the:plaf1·~acttJale¥pede.ncewil:llEk!:1ly:differ from the assumptiol!$ utilized and 
the scenarios presented; these differences may be significant or material. In addition, 
differentassumptions or scenarios may also be within the reasonabIe range and results 
based on thPseassompiions WQuJd:. be diffl$rent. This letter has .p¢en cre.ated for a Hmrfed 
purpose, is pr*?sentedat a particull3;f point in time andsnol)Jd not be viewe~ .piS a prediction 
:of the plarrsfuture;nnancial conditio!!, To prepare the results$hQwn in this letter, various 
aCtuarial methods, as described inthfsletter and the 2011 actuarial valuation report were 
used. 

Secavse modeling all aspects of a situation is not possible or practical, we use summary 
information, estimates, or simplificciti6ris of calcu lations to faeilftate themooeling bffuture events 
in an efficient and tost-effettlVemannet. We also exclude fa.ctors.ordata that are Immaterial in 
our judgment Use ofsuch simplifying techniques does not, in our judgment. affect the 
reasonableness ofprojee:te\l valUation results for ina pran. . 

To pre pate this analysis, actuariai assumptions as described herein and in the July 1, 2011 

actuarial valuation report are used in a forvvar'd looking financial and demographic mode! to 


MARSH & McLENNAN 
COMP-a,N,t5- . 
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present asingls scenario ffom a wide range of possibilities_ The'resu'lts based bri that single' 
scenario are Included In this tetter. The' future is uncertain and the plans' actUal experienC€Jwfll 
differ from the a S$t.lmptions used; these differences maY be signiflc8ntor materia.! because these 
results are very sensitive to the assLJmptions made and, in some cases, tothe ihteraction 
between the assumptions.. . 

Different assumptiOns .or' scenano$within the range of pbssibJlnies may also be reasonable and 
results based dri thOSe assumptions would bedifferenf. Asaresult ofthe uncertainty .Inherent In . 
a fOrWc'irdlobkingprojectTon over aVer[ lOng period of time, 'ho 6ne projection is "correct" and 

. many alternafive pfOjedions bftMduture could also be regarded asreasonabfe. Two (jifferent 
actuarie.s collidi quite reasQn~b.ly. arrive at different results based on the same data and,different 
views of the future_ bue tcithelimit.ed scoPe of Mercer's assignment, Mercer will not peootrrior 
present an an<ilysls of the piotenttal range of future possibtlities and seen.aries unless requested. 
At MCPS's reques~ Metcer is evanable to determl'ne the costof~ range ·Of scenarioS. 

ActtJarial assumptions may also be changed from one valuation to the next because of ch~nges 
in mandated requirements, plan eXperience. changes ih expeGotations about the futi.n'e and oth'er 
factors. Achange in assumptions is not anihdication that priqr asE\.ul1tptiorrswere unreasonable 
when made, 

The calculation of actuarial liabilities for va Illation purposes is based on'a currentestiinate of 
future benefit payments. The calculation includes acomputation of the "present valUe" of those 
estimated futvre~Mfit payrm~ntsusing an assumed di$cOl,lht'rate; th'e higher the discount rate 
a$surription, the lower the estimated liability will be; For purposes of estlmatihgtM liabilities 

.. (future and accrued) in thts letter, you selected an assumption based on the expected long term 
rate of return on plan invi;;StrHents: Using a lower discqunt rateassumptiorl; such'as a rate ba§ed 
on long-term bond Jilelcls,' Gould substantially increase the estimated present value bl futurea.nd 
8c;:crued'liabHfties, thus increasing the. savings estimated in this lettef, but also intrei3.sing thetost 
of the remaih!T19 benefits; . . 

Because analys8", are asn<:lpshot in time and are based ori estimates and assumptions that 'are 
. not precise and will differ from adual experience, contribution caiculatJons are similarly 
linpreClse. There IS no aciuatially Hcorrecl" level of contributions for Glpaiiic'tJla, plaH y'eC!r. 

Valuations do not affect the ultimate cost of the Plan, only the timing of contributions and/or 
expens~ recognition into the Plari. Plan funding occurS over time: ContributionS not made Me 
yeat. for whatever reason, including errors, remain the responsibility of the plan sponsor and can 
be made in later y€)ars:, ltiMe contribution levels over' a period ofyears are lower OT higher than 
necessary, it is normal arid e.xpected practice for adjustmen1:$ to be made to fuiurec6ntrlbutfon 
levels to take account of this with a view to funding the plan over time. 

http:futurea.nd
http:tcithelimit.ed
http:reasQn~b.ly
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D~t~, {)Ol'l'lp~ter e;9ging. cmdmathetn?tJc;al,errors ar~p.osslbl~ fnthe,prep~r?t1QdOhari analysis 
jnvolvjngcqmpl~XQ9mputerpr-Qgramml~g,tbo\,fsMQS9fcalcu.l~tiO!1~ anqd<i\t~ inputs, GIna Ijmited 
time tQ.;cQrnplete the aflalysis, Errors in an analysis discovered after its preparation may, be 
cOffectEld by am~dment tothe analysis letter. 

Assumptions used are based an the last experience study, as adopted by the Board. MCPS is 
respoDsipie,for se1ect~ng tb.t;! plan's funding polioy, actuaaaivaluation methods; asset valuatian 
methods,· <:jnd assurnptibriS, pOlicies, ,methbds and assumptionsti~eq in this at:iaiySi$ Glfe . 
those thi'it have been so presGribed and atEli::lescribeQ tn the July 11201 Qvaluation report. MCPS 
issoiely r~sponsiblefQr .commun,icCltlng to Mercer any.chang:~ required thereto. 

:To prepqrethis ~naFys,isi Mef~~,v¥?~~ ?nd)J1Ihadonfinancialdata aDd participant da~a suppfied 
by MCl?S aftdsumrn.ariZied .!Il *h¢J~ly 1,,~Q~1, a.otuaTial v<'\luatioh repQrt. M~rcer, also. included an 
update,d trL}$t (3.s,,se~vah,,~ of ~9$Q.;rhilIiQnproviq;ed by J()f1 Grabel ~t J?n!;,l~1. 2012. You are 
responsible for ensuring that such partiCipant data provides an· accurate descriptioh of all ' 
per$9nswl;:lo~rj\:lpar.1:1{::ipa[\ts unqerthe tertns of thePIa.~ Of oth~,iWlse entltte,d:as ofthe date of 
:tf1~ana!Ys'~ that is,suffldently.c6mprehe~iVe ,and acourate for' purposes~of,thjs analysis.,., 
NthqugtMerc$J:hqs reView;;:!d the qa.ta in aCOo)rdanceWith Actuarial,$tandards of Practice 
No. 23, Mercer has riot verified or au<;lited any of the data' or information provided. 

Merc~ has also used a11d refiedon the plan documents"including amendments. and . 
.lQie.Jpretations of plf;ltl provisiohsT~uppJied by MGt'S and wilJ EI.s·sume for ose~of the 
a;nalY$I$.th8.t CoptEl$af an\{ offiblal.plando.otiment, inch:.lqiriga!lamend ' ., s and collective 
bargaining agr~~ITl~nts, as well Cj~a.n,y interpretations pf any Suc:h,docvment,have been . 
pr6yi~~ to Merteralong Witha written summary of allY gthersi,lbstantive.<;lommitments. MCPS 
,;issQl~ly responsible for:tJle val1qi.ty,. €tc:ouracy ,andcomprehensiv,eness of this information. If the 

• 	 data or plan provi~jClI1$ $uppile<;l: .3ire not aCcUrate and compJett;:, the analys.is tesultsmay differ 
,sigr.iftcant1y i'rqmtheresultsthat would obtgined with a~clJratearid complete infarmation; this 
may require a later revisioh orihe analysis, Moreover, plan documents may be susceptible to 
different interpretations, each of which could be reasonable, and that the differeNt interpretations 
could lead to different valuation results, 

MCPSsnould. notify Mercer promptlyafier receiptof this letter if MG{;'S disagrees vi/ith anything 
contained in tM report or is aware of any information that would affect the results of the report' 
that has notbeencomrnunicated.tQ Mercer or incorporated thereh, The report will be deemed 
firialandaeoeptableto MCPS unless MCPS promptly provides such notice to Mercer. 

The infq.rm<;ltion contain$din thisdocument (inCfuding a~y attathrnents) is. not intended by 

Mercer to be used, and it cannotbe1,Jsed, for the purpose of avoiding penClJtiesunder the 

Internal Revenue Code that may beimposeQ ori the taxpayer. . 


http:notbeencomrnunicated.tQ
http:analys.is
http:val1qi.ty
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Professional Qualifications 
We are avaHable to answer any questions on the material contained in the report, or to 
provide explanations or fvrther details as may be appropriate. The undersigned credentialed 
actuaries meet the Qualification Standards of the Amencan Academy of Actuaries to render 
the actuarial opinion contained in this report. We are not aware of any direct or material. 
indirect financial interest or relationship, inCluding investments or other services thatc.ould 
create a conflict of interest, that would impair the objectivity of our work. Please call Doug 
Rowe at 410 347 2806 or Colin Sracls at 202 331 5294 if you have any questions or 
concerns regarding the projections. 

Sincerely, 

Colin Bracls, ASA, EA, MAAA 

Copy: 
Jonathan Grabel, MCPS 
Matt Fishel, Mercer 

Enclosure 



Attachment B 

Addendum to the February 15, 2012 "Six~YearProjection 

of Board Contributions to MCPS's Pe,nsion Plans" Letter 

As you requested, we have updated the projected Board contributiOns and funded ratios to 
the Montgomery County Public Schools Employees' Retirement and Pension Systems (the 
"Plan") for the next six years to incorporate the updated market value of assets of $1 ,040 
million as of February 14, 2012 provided by Jon Grabel. 

The results are summarized in the table below. 

Fiscal Year (FY) Board Contribution % Funded % Fund~d 
Valuation Date Ending as % of PayroU AVA Basis, MvA Basis 

July 1, 2011 June 3'0, 2013 5.42 70.1 68.5 
JUly 1, 2012 June 30.2014 5,B1 68.0 67.7 
July 1, 2013 June 30, 2015 6.02 68.1 69.7 
July 1, 2014 ' Jllne 30, 2016 5.B5 71.5 71.8 
July 1, 2015 June 30, 2017 5.69 74.4 74.0 

July 1,2016 June 30, 2918 $.64 75~9 75.9 

July 1, 2017 June 30, 2019 5,55 77.6 77.6 

Data, assumptions, methods, and plan provisions utilized in the above calculations are 
detailed in the February 15,2012 letter. 

Please also refer to ihe Important Notices outlined in the February 15, 2012 letter. 

CONSULrlNG. QUTSOURCH'-!G, lNVi:5Tf.-AENTS. 
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Douglas, L. Rowe, FSA, MAAA, fA 
Principal 

One Soutn Street, suite 1001 
Ballim9re, MD 21202 
+1 4103472806 
Fax +1 41 a7273347 
douglas.rowe@mercer,com 
www.mercer.com ' 

Via Electronic Man 

Susanne G. DeGraba 

Chief Financial Officer 

Montgomery County Public Schools 

850 Hungerforci Drive 

Rockville, MD 20850 


February 17, 2012 
i.: 

Subject: Funded ratio oftha Employees' RetirementahdPe'nsion Systems 

Dear Sue: 

The purpose of this letter is toresporid to your question about ways to improve the funded rat/O.of 
the Employees' Retirern$ritand:pension Systern$;We wiH leave out lTiostofth.e theory and just. 
cover theoptioos themselves for impro\iingthe plM"s fUnded ratio. if yoU Want !'nore backgro(Il1d' 
or theory, please let us know. Some of the options maynot be practical now or anytime soon, but 
we'lr mentran them anyway for the sake of comprehensiveness. ' 

You've probably seen the following' equl3uoriused to explain the ultirnate cOst Dfretirement· .', 

programs. 


Cb'ntrlbutioFts{empibyer ana. employee) + investment earnIngs'" Benefits + expenses 

The same four elements control your lunded ratio, bUt With'a feW twists.. 

For example, MCPS already contributes eath year to cover plan exPenses. So the only way that 
. reducing ptah expenses Would help to improvE! the fU.ndedi ratio IS if you cohtittuedto contribu~e' 
the higher amount even after reducfngexpenses. '. 

Lower benentstedoce liabilitt'es and,eveiythihg'else being equal, impro\lethe, funded ratio, Lower 
benefits can come fr'om plan amendments', sl)eh as rast years change or lower' pay asyour plart· 
has experienced overlhe last couple of years due to bUdget constraints.Sdrne.one using· .. , 
employer .contributions as me measure Clf individual penslohtemuneratlonandbeHevfng in';3 total 
remuneration approach'might argue for lower pay inc.reaseswhen pension contrIbutions increase 
reg a rdless . of budget eonstra ints; . 

Higher'investinent incbmeimpraves the funded raUo. The clJnount of iiivestment income ca'nbe. 
increased bylhcreasihg plan assetS. A higher rate ofinvestmentincome usuallY hasrislC 
fmplications and its timing can't be controlled. For many years during the Jast quarter of the 20th 
century. investmeritgains'!ed to significant improvements in funded ratioS for many public SeC{<lf' 
plans aild, in some plans, significant improvements inbeneflts. FeW Investment advjsors seemlo 
expect this to be a significant source of actuarial gain over the next 10 years considering that 

CQNSUL11NG.OUTSOURCfNG,INVES"fM;;;NTS. 

http:rat/O.of
http:www.mercer.com
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investment performance neegs to exceed the Plan's itwesfinent return assumption of 7.50% in 
order to generate gains. RedUcing the assumption eQuid 18ead toactuarial gaIns, butwoul5i al~o 
reduce the Plan's funded ratio immediately. 

Higher employee contrilx.!tions only improve thefuoded ratio lfthe employer doesn't reduce its 
contriQutions.cQfre$ponqingly.Whenthe budget allows, you mightqonsider re~(ersing some or all 
of the reduction fnMCPS Gontributions ttlqt you recognized for the July, 2011 increase in 
employee contributions vntllthe funded ratio reaches the desired feveL 

That leaves higher employer contributiops <'IS the only otherway to improve the. funded ratio more 
quickly than ltotherwise would improve. IncreaSing contributions to. improve the funded ratio 
involves a tradeoff between higher vofatmty in contriblltloos (if you only w~nttQ contrlp,l,.Ite.€xt,ra 
when the funded ratib is below a desired level), higher contributions (If you're willing to contribute 
more regardless Df the funded ratio) and slower imprbvement in funding ratio. In other words, If 
you want to incrs;':lsethe fwnded ratio quiCkly when. it's low, you have):obe ready to ~n<;:rease 
contritil;ltions quickly in meaningful amounts. Be;.fqre we go into detail on forms of higher 
contributions, we would like to nKe to describe what U:Ie combination Of actuarial cost methods and 
current GASBstandards are suppose to do and what can go wrong, 

. . . - '.' . 

Most1 ~9tuaria.jco.stmethods produce {1}a Normgl Cost and (2)ao Unfunded Actuarial Accrqed 
Uability.(UAAL) to amortize to reach 100% funding. If the 8rnortizaijon periodi$closed (a.GASB 
term meaning thatthe remaining amortization period is reduCed each year until it reaches zero), in 
the ab,s,ence of futqreaQtwafi$.1 gajm~Jlpc$.$~~i as;:;Urnpti,or changes, or. plan cHang~sf the l,IAAL wlll 
eventJ;laJlyreaGh zerq, GA$8,.aUowsavs:r9gea81ort~ationperiOds~of up to 30 ·yearst:md allows 
both. leyei do11~tatnQrtizatiof1 and lev.el perGent~ge of assumed payrD!V am9rti:4ation. Long 
amor1izqtton periods an.dlevB!: percentage of assumed pqyrorIamortization can result in the UAAL 
increasing for.many years before it finaH;y deGfeaSeS t;ackc t.o its original amount and Ulen to zero. 
The plan change portions of MCP$'s LJML are in this increase period now. For example, the 
UAAL for the 20Q6 improvement increased from.$124.2 million at July 1, ;2010 to $1.25.2 million at 
July 1, 2011, butthis !hmiWam increase;s only 0,07% of the AAl so its Impact of the~fundedratlo 
is minimaL Please also note thatthe funded ratio can improve even whUe the VAAL is increasing, 

GASBalsoaltowsopen amortization. ThiS means that in theabsenc~ of planch1'lhges, 
assumption chang.es, orfuture actuarialgain~lIoSS$S, the l,JML wiUnev.er re8chzero because the 

1 A rel.atively small percentage of plallsuse a cost method that does not directly calculate an 
Actuarial Accrued Liability (AAL) each year. 

.I 
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UAAl is re-amortlzed OVer its setperiod everYye:ar. MCPS uSes this method amfa 15 year 
amortization period for aCtuarialgafnsflosses ana assuti1ptidnchanges'Hl0'rderto reduce the 
volatility of contrit)ution reqljirements. You might say that this approach depends on future 
actuarial gains to offset past aCtuarial losses in order to readdOO% funcJ.irig. Or you mightsay'~ 
that this approach serves to continually imprmle the plan's funded status and funding ratio, but by 
a smaller and smaller margin each year so that tnefuric!ed' sfatuswin never reach 100% Without" 
actuarial gains) assumption changes, or plarr chan.geS: lh'lder the GASS ExPbsure Drafts, 
continuing to USe this method may h?ve heg~rl]veconsequences for pfanaccol.mtin·g, i.e. the 
required use ant discount rate based ona combinatiori' of expected plan asset r<Mumsand 
municipal bond returns tGASB has stated that it ls: hot trying 'to' govern planfundfng), 

Relatively few plans use a cost method that does not directly calculate an Actuarial Accrued 
UabiHtY(AAL) each year. , 

The things that canpreV$nt this designed progression to. 10'0% furidingare actuarial experience 
losses (e.g. lower than assumed investment returns,higher than ass\.Jmedpay increases6(tetiree 
COLAs, retirees living longer than assumed, a lag in actually contributing higher amounts when 
contributIon requirements are iricreasing, etc.), changesih actLianalassumpfi6ns; 'and pian , ' 
improvem~nts. OfcouFse, ~Ctu'atial gaihsand benefit retff.ictions can improvethe fun'ded' tatitL ' 

At Jury 1,2011, MCPS ~ad UAAL of $435 million due to a combinati011 of: 

The UAA,L amount of$176 million in 2005 when the amorHzatic)1l perfod was re-set. This 
included assumptlbri"chang~s made at that time,bne of which was the redUdkm in the 
inve$tmel1fr~turri aSslimptlonfrom 8% to 7.5%. . , 
A net of $108 millior1'dUe a plan improvement in 200(3 and a benefit reduction ih2011 
ActtJariallosses and changes in actuarial assumptions sirrce2005 

fn the addendum to our letter dated February 15, 2012, our projections show the AVA fundeciratio 
improving from 70.1% at July 1,2011 to 77.6% atJuly 1, ZQ17 pased on Febf1,lpry 14, 2012 pl~fn 
assets (or 74.9% projectingfl'om December 31,2d11 assetsWhich were $50milHon lower). d~ritig 
this projection period $24 million of pre-July 1, 20i i ac'tuaria'l investment [asses (compated to the 
assumption) Will be recognized in.the AVA as will approximately $40 mmion using February 14, 
2012 plan assets (or $88 millfon using tJecember31,2Q11 a~sets) of actuarial investment losses 
from July 1, 2011 through Decembe:r31, 2011. Those projections ,assume no other actuarial 
9ainSilosses except the impact of the one year Jag befMteen the vaJ\;latlon date and the date that 
the contribution rate changes. The projections do flot show steady improvement from 70.1 % to 
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77.6% (or Z4.9%). They shQwtbe AVA funOt;o ratio dlppingtQ qftO% (oL()6.7%) dueto 
. recogn1tion of investment.!bsses in the AVA and then steadily 1mproving to 2017. 

Here arB. some pos$ibi!itie~ for improvingthef4;nded ratio more that It W0l,11d otherw.is.e improve. 

ChoQse a doJlar,amQurM~ofadditioHat{:lQ(1tributiqflS. Sinqe theAAL w?$11.4~4 piJlion at JuJy 1, 
2011, an additio!la;l~ontributlon of $14 ..54 mil.lfonpn ttl91t dGite woulp have..improved th~ funded 
ratio by 1%•. IDe M~i,s Ilk!$ly togroY'(;f{)rJhp:fo.re$ee~ble f\.ltwre! s:Q·thep,Q~t of eaGo 1% .' 
irrlprdv~tnenti~Ukely to 9f9w, An. e¥tt?, balTor qll~rlerQ{aper9e.iit ITIjght ~e .wor,tOy Soa!s also, 
with proportionately lowerp,ash feQlJi!'§(I1ents. For any given doJI§lf ampUf,ltor ,ilT1prov~ment 
percentage, multi-year additional contributions will have more impact than only one additional 
contribution,. .' .,,' . . '. ". .••... ..' . 

Av?riation on the extra contrlbution cohcept is to make the" extra contriputions .any time the. 
funded ratio fails below your minimum de~ired lev€!f and to make the extra contrrputions 

. ~until th~fundedr.<;l:tioretutns to thedt:::sired level. This poUGY .poulq resuJtin high 
, iGontributiofl volaii.lity. 

One wayto.inpr8Ase;~pntdbvtiQn$ j$ t9 reQ~¢:e theam.orUzaHon period, F9f ~ccoynUng 
pu.rpo~es.GASSl:ia.~u)ropo:sed,? !?errodequal tp trepyer~ge:i~m~jnin9 eXp'e¢e~ wor~yegrs 
of activeparticipahts. We'll be measuring that period for MCPS as We look at the GASB 
pwposals. The period probablyiscloj3er to 10years than it is to 15 and may be even shorter 
than 10 years. If we had used a 10year amortization penod in the 2011 valuation instead of a 
combin<;ltion.qf 15; 25,and 2:9 y~qrsr:t?maining, th~c()ntrib\,.ltlon for FY2Q13wol,Jld·nave 
increased by $16.8 million. You CQy!d pnase clown ibe ;mlorti:4:a.tiOrl period iflste;;ld of jwmping 
all the way to 1.0 years. Using 15 years foraH UAAL would have only lhcre$sed theFY 2.ot3 
contribution by $2.6 rnil!iOli;using 14 year;;; would have meant a $4.6 million incre.ase 
.(cumulative, nOt in addition to the $2;6 million). 

AI:t~rl1~tively; you might accelerate me amortrz9tiononly for the portion of UML betowa 
SR~Cifi$drnlnim1;;!m goa.!. You vy,ere$143.9 mUlion below 80% funded on July 1,2011 and 
$Z89.3rnilllollb£:low9:00/0 'funded aLtha! time. Additional contributions to. fund those shortfalls",.'.• ' ; , "" ,',_. _.. . 4:.' :.._•. _ . ...., _ . , . . . _ . ,_'~. 

qver5 or to yearsinsteaq of 15 wou.ld have been as f9I1ows., 

. FtJnd1[l9 goat 

Amoitizatidtlperipd ·80% 
5 years .. $18..9 million $38,.0 million 
10y€.ars $4.7 mjllion $9,,4 million 

~~t'f2. Jv!ARSH &; M.cLENNAN.. .. 
t.;C,:;,,~ COMPANIES 
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If you had that policy tn 2010, the additional contributions would have been even higher, 
Please note that we do not mean to imply that either 80% or 90% should be youfulthna1e 
funding ratio target, only that they may be suffident targets for accelerated contributfons. 

While improvement in the funded ratio is an important goal, the need for additional steps to speed 
that improvement and the priority ot that goal versus other budget considerations are tess clear. In 
the absence affurther actuarial lasses or pl.an improvements, the six year projectiClns in the 
February 15, 2012 letter show the funded ratio dipping then improving over file next six years. 
Only yotican decide whether that improvement will be sufficient to satisfy bond rating agencies, 
constituents, etc. Your 7.5% investment return assumption and 15 year amortization period 
probably are better than the average public sector plan's already, but they aren't on the leading 
edge. A shorter amortization period would move you toward the lea/:Hng edge and clo~er to the 
GASB Exposure Drafts' accounting requirements. Remember that GASB only governs 
accounting, not funding. We recommend thatyou consider the rmplitations under a range of 
economic scenarios before making any change in funding policy. 

The liability, contributions and funded ratios in this letter are based on the data, assumptions, 
actuarial methods, plan provisions and important notices shOwn in the 2011 Actuarial Valuation 
Report dated October 1.7, 2011 and the Six-Year Projection letter dated February 15, 2012. 

The undersigned credentialed actuaries meet the Qualification Standards of the American 
Academy of Actuaries to render the actuarial opinion contained in this document. We are not 
aware of any relationship, including investments or other services that could create a conflict-ot-' 
interest that wowld impair our objectivity. 

Sincerely, 

4·4 A" k
D~~;~~owe, FSA, MAAA, EA 

Ufi~~~ 
Colin Bracis, ASA, MMA, EA, 

Principal Senior Associate 

MF/DLR:CB/elb 



, MCPS Employee Benefit Trust Fund 
Attachment D 

Schedule of FY2012 Actual Expenditures for the Active Employee Trust Account 
As of June 30, 2012 (Actual Through February 29,2012) 

FY12 Projected Variance 
Projection YTD actual Remaining Total Fav - (Unfav) 

Revenue Receipts: 

County Appropriation 215,479,223 211,391,723 4,087,500 215,479,223 

Enterprise Funds 8,683,933 5,182,596 3,501,336 8,683,933 

Capital Projects 775,679 485,567 245,219 730,785 (44,894) 

Supported Programs 6,577,451 4,608,540 2,680,810 7,289,350 711,899 

Employee Payments 22,559,100 14,041,405 8,682,716 22,724,121 165,021 

Optional Life 686,026 409,163 271,328 680,491 (5,535) 

Investment Earnings 29,370 14,553 11,882 26,435 (2,935) 

Rebatesl Recoveries/Other 5,923,584 4,805,946 939,575 5,745,521 (178,063) 

Total Revenue 260,714,366 236,481,749 24,878,110 261,359,860 645,494 

Expenditures: 

Premiums: 

Prudential Life 3,506,400 2,361,515 1,195,385 3,556,900 (50,500) 

Aetna Dental 1,920,800 1,217,556 619,454 1,837,010 83,790 

Kaiser Permanente Health Plan 39,675,600 25,347,339 13,449,386 38,796,725 878,875 

All Other 9,893,280 6,709,888 3,395,144 10,105,033 (211,753) 

Claims: 

Dental 13,171,785 . 8,611,118 4,486,900 13,098,018 73,767 

Health 140,959,162 90,574,266 47,263,800 137,838,066 3,121,096 

Prescription 53,596,565 35,625,461 18,311,800 53,937,261 (340,696) 

Vision 172,034 94,623 50,500 145,123 26,911 

Administrative Expenses 940,197 28,354 920,089 948,443· (8,246) 

Total Expenditures 263,835,823 170,570,120 89,692,458 260,262,578 3,573,246 
~3,121 ,457) 1,097,282 4,218,739 



MCPS Employee Benefit Trust Fund Attachment E 
Schedule of FY 2012 Actual Expenditures for the Retired Employee Trust Account 
As of June 30,2012 (Actual Through Febuary 29, 2012) 

FY12 Projected Variance 
Projection YTD actual Remaining Total Fav - (Unfav) 

Revenue Receipts: 

County Appropriation 48,105,935 47,193,435 912,500 48,105,935 

Retiree Payments 28,547,417 19,286,284 9,515,806 28,802,090 254,673 

Investment Earnings 8,224 4,053 2,741 6,794 (1,430) 

Rebates/ Recoveries/Other 3,737,000 869,371 724,500 1,593,871 (2,143,129) 

Medicare Part 0 Reimbursements 4,205,000 3,108,400 907,600 4,016,000 (189,OOO) 

Total Revenue 84,603,576 70,461,542 12,063,147 82,524,690 (2,078,886) 

Expenditures: 

Premiums: 

Prudential Life 1,837,200 1,384,440 702,800 2,087,240 (250,040) 

Aetna 336,000 232,823 119,600 352,423 (16,423) 

Kaiser Permanente Health Plan 6,403,800 4,372,775 2,149,600 6,522,375 (118,575) 

All Other 3,306,600 2,287,560 1,147,600 3,435,160 (128,560) 

Claims: 

Dental 3,986,506 2,745,659 1,477,000 4,222,659 (236,153) 

Health 33,069,861 20,261,441 11,039,500 31,300,941 1,768,920 

Prescription 29,130,348 18,912,024 10,424,000 29,336,024 (205,676) 

Vision 56,480 36,864 18,800 55,664 816 

Administrative Expenses 

386,799 8,185 379,915 388,100 {1,301) 

Total Expenditures 78,513,594 50,241,771 27,458,815 77,700,586 813,008 
6,089,982 4,824,103 ~1 ,265,879) 
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