
PHED Committee #5 
April 19, 2013 

MEMORANDUM 

April 17, 2013 

TO: Planning, Housing and Economic Development Committee 

FROM: Jacob Sesker, Senior Legislative Analyst ~ 

SUBJECT: FY14 Operating Budget: Economic Development Fund 

Those expected to attend this worksession include: 

From DED: Steve Silverman (Director); Peter Bang (Chief Operating Officer); Tina Benjamin 

(Director of Special Projects) 

From OMB: Helen Vallone (Senior Management and Budget Specialist) 


Relevant pages from the FY14 Recommended Budget are attached at © 1-4. 

Summary of Council Staff Recommendations 

Staff recommends approving an FY14 Operating Budget for the EDF of $3,396,828. The 
balance ($2,250,000) of the Executive's Recommended FY14 Budget will be retransmitted in the 
form of supplemental or special appropriations at the appropriate time. 

Overview 

The mission of the Economic Development Fund (ED F) is to assist private employers who are 
located, or plan to locate or substantially expand operations, in the County. While there are four 
separate programs that are related to the Economic Development Fund, this year, as in most years, the 
lion's share of the appropriation request relates to the Economic Development Grant and Loan Program. 
Each year the Department of Economic Development compiles a report on the Economic Development 
Fund-the most recent report was transmitted to the Council in March. See County Executive 
transmittal ofEDF Annual Report, 8; and EDF Annual Report, © 9-38. 



For FY13, the Council originally approved an operating budget of $5,090,020.1 In FY14, the 
Executive requests $5,646,828, representing an increase of $556,808 (+10.9%) compared to the FY13 
original appropriation. 

Change Expenditures FTEs 
FY13 Original Appropriation $5,090,020 1.00 
Add: Sodexo (EDF Grant and Loan Program) i $1,500,000 .0.00 
Add: Tentative offers likely to be accepted (EDF GLP) $950,000 0.00 
Add: Total Wine and More (EDF GLP) $500,000 0.00 
Add: Zyngenia (EDF GLP) $500,000 0.00 

• Add: Social and Scientific Systems (EDF GLP) $350,000 0.00 
Add: Choice Hotels Headquarters (EDF GLP) $180,000 0.00 
Increase Cost: FY14 Compensation Adjustment 

• Increase Cost: Other Labor Contract Costs 
$2,944 

$103 
0.00 
0.00 

I 

I Decrease Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment ($6,089) 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time Items Approved in FY13 ($3,920,150) 0.00 
FY14 Recommended $5,646,828 1.00 

FY14 Expenditure Issues 

Summary oftestimony and other communications 

Mark Adelman testified in opposition to any future use of the Economic Development Fund to 
provide assistance to Westfield Corporation. 

There is no money in the Executive's Recommended FY14 Operating Budget for the Economic 
Development Fund for Westfield Wheaton. 

Legal Issues: Economic Development Fund 

The Economic Development Grant and Loan Program was established by the Council and is 
codified in Chapter 20, Article XIII, §20-73 through §20-76A. Regulations adopted under "method 1" 
(COMCOR 20.73.01.01 through 20.73.01.07) provide additional detail regarding how the Economic 
Development Grant and Loan Program is to be administered. 

In September 2012, the Council enacted Bill 14-12, which amended §20-75 and §20-76 to 
require the Executive to propose and update an economic development strategic plan, to establish 
criteria tying offers of financial assistance under the EDF to the strategic plan, to require Council 
approval for certain offers of assistance from the EDF, and generally amending the County economic 
development laws. The Bill was effective on December 20,2013. The Executive is required to submit 
revised regulations under "method 1" before June 18, 2013 (180 days after the law's effective date). 

FY13 appropriations to the EDF increased when the Council subsequently approved a supplemental appropriation of 
$4,160,000. 
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As a practical matter, the law now divides awards into three categories, based on the size of the 
incentive package (requirements that apply to all awards, requirements that apply only to awards valued 
at more than $100,000, and requirements that apply only to awards valued at more than $500,000). 

• 	 All awards must comply with the requirements of §20-75(a), including the new requirement that 
any award must be consistent with an economic development strategic plan. 

• 	 In the case of awards valued at more than $100,000, the notice requirements of §20-75(b), (c) 
and (e) also apply. 

o 	 As amended, §20-75(b) requires notice to contain certain specified infonnation, some of 
which was not previously required under the Executive Regulations (COMCOR 
20.73.01.01 through 20.73.01.07), which had already required economic benefit or pro 
fonna analyses under some circumstances. 

o 	 As amended, §20-75(c) requires the Executive to notifY the Council at least 5 days (10 
days if the Council is not in session) before tentatively offering assistance to a private 
employer. The word "tentatively" was added by Bill 14-12 to clarify that offers of 
assistance are final only upon appropriation. 

o 	 §20-75(e) requires that the notice must specify the proposed tenns, including any 
repayment provisions. 

• 	 Any award valued at more than $500,000 must also comply with the requirements of §20-75(d). 
Under that provision, the award can only be made if it is approved as a supplementae or special3 

appropriation. Once an agreement is executed, the Executive must transmit the agreement to the 
Council. 

The amended EDF law now requires a supplemental or special appropriation for any assistance 
valued at more than $500,000. As a practical matter, this means that the Council must identify in a 
resolution each recipient of a large award and hold a public hearing on the award before approving an 
appropriation. 

The challenge in creating a legal structure for economic development incentives is that several 
competing concerns must be addressed, including: 

• 	 the process must be nimble and flexible enough to allow negotiators to negotiate a rational deal 
within a reasonable amount of time; 

• 	 the expenditure of public funds must be sufficiently transparent, given that the expenditure 
represents a transfer of public dollars to private employers; and, 

2 Montgomery County Charter, Section 307: "Any supplemental appropriation shall be recommended by the County 
Executive, who shall specify the source offunds to finance it. The Council shall hold a public hearing on each proposed 
supplemental appropriation after at least one week's notice. A supplemental appropriation that would comply with, avail the 
County of, or put into effect a grant or a flderal, state, or county law or regulation, or one that is approved after January 1 
ofany fiscal year, requires an affirmative vote offive Councilmembers. A supplemental appropriation for any other purpose 
that is approved before January I ofany fiscal year requires an affirmative vote ofsix Councilmembers. The Council may, in 
a single action, approve more than one supplemental appropriation. The Executive may disapprove or reduce a supplemental 
appropriation, and the Council may reapprove the appropriation, as ifit were an item in the annual budget. ,. 
3 Montgomery County Charter, Section 308: "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 Councilmembers. The Council may approve a special appropriation at any time after 
public notice by news release. Each special appropriation shall specify the source offunds to finance it. " 
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• 	 the process must ensure an appropriate amount of public and private accountability for 
expenditures made and public benefits promised. 

The EDF law, and its effectiveness in balancing those concerns, should be continuously re­
evaluated over the course of the next several months. 

Add: Sodexo $1,500,000 

The incentive to Sodexo was tentatively offered to Sodexo after the effective date of Bill 14-12. 
Because the proposed incentive is greater than $500,000, the incentive must be made in the form of a 
special or supplemental appropriation. 

Staff understands that the Executive will remove this expenditure as part of the budget 
amendments to be transmitted next week. The Executive will then transmit either an FY13 
supplemental appropriation request (in late FY13) or an FY14 supplemental appropriation 
request (in early FY14). 

Add: Total Wine and More $500,000 

This transaction has not been finalized. 

Staff recommends shifting $500,000 to "tentative offers likely to be accepted" (see below). 

Add: Tentative offers likely to he accepted $950,000 

The recommended FY14 operating budget for the EDF includes a request for $950,000 for 
incentive negotiations that are likely to be finalized soon. In recent years, the EDF has not carried a 
substantial unencumbered fund balance.4 A fund balance in the EDF allows DED to fund incentives to 
private employers without a supplemental appropriation. Even when there is a fund balance, the 
Executive must comply with the notice requirements established in law for incentives greater than 
$100,000. A question for the PRED Committee is whether it recommends approving an EDF budget 
that includes a non-specific appropriation to the EDF. 

Staff questioned whether any of the tentative offers likely to be accepted are greater than 
$500,000. In response, DED stated that one of the tentative offers likely to be accepted was a tentative 
offer of $750,000. Given that this $750,000 incentive exceeds $500,000, that particular expenditure 
must be approved through a supplemental or special appropriation. 

Staff understands that the Executive will remove $750,000 from this line item as part of the 
budget amendments to be transmitted next week. With respect to that transaction, the Executive 
will then transmit either an FY13 supplemental appropriation request (in late FY13) or an FY14 
supplemental appropriation request (in early FY14). 

Staff recommends shifting $500,000 from Total Wine and More to this line item. 

Staff recommends approving $700,000 for tentative offers likely to be accepted because the 
amount is related to incentive projects that are in DED's project pipeline. 

4 The current unencumbered balance in the EDF is $77,591. 

4 



ChanJ!e · Expenditures FTEs I 
FY14 CE Recommended $950,000 I 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of item that will need to go through 
supplemental or special appropriation process 

($750,000) 

Shift: Total Wine and More to tentative offers likely to be accepted 
Council staff recommendation 

$500,000 
$700,000 

• 

I 

Alternatively, the PHED Committee could recommend no appropriation for tentative offers 
likely to be accepted. In that case, any incentive deals in the pipeline could not be funded in FY14 
without a special or supplemental appropriation, even if that incentive is not greater than $500,000. 

Add: Zyngenia $500,000 

The incentive to Zyngenia was offered in 2010, before the effective date of Bill 14-12. This 
recommended expenditure represents the final third of a $1,500,000 incentive to Zyngenia related to its 
relocation to Montgomery County from California. 

Staff recommends approval. 

Add: Social and Scientific Systems $350,000 

The incentive to Social and Scientific Systems was tentatively offered to S3 after the effective 
date of Bill 14-12. Because the proposed incentive is not greater than $500,000, the incentive need not 
be made in the form of a special or supplemental appropriation. 

Staff recommends approval. 

Add: Choice Hotels $180,000 

The incentive to Choice Hotels was offered in 2011, before the effective date of Bill 14-12. This 
recommended expenditure represents the 1 st of 6 scheduled payments to Choice Hotels under the 2011 
incentive. 

Staff recommends approval. 

Add: Green Investor Incentive Program $500,000 

The Green Investor Incentive Program (Bill 40-12) was introduced in December of 2012 and 
enacted on April 16, 2013. See County Executive Letter to Council Member Berliner, © 7. The 
program is fashioned after the Biotechnology Investment Incentive Tax Credit Supplement program 
(Bill 34-11). However, unlike the Biotechnology Investment Incentive Tax Credit Supplement, the 
Green Investor Incentive Program is not a supplement to a Maryland tax credit; consequently, the 
County will have more administrative responsibilities (e.g., determination of eligibility for the incentive 
program, amounts payable under the program, etc.). 

Potential FY14 expenditures are less predictable under the Green Investor Incentive Program 
because eligibility is not based on a state program. The number of investors that will qualify for this 
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incentive program and the FY14 expenditures ofthis program are very much unknown at this time. It is 
likely that FY14 expenditures will fall short of this $500,000 appropriated amount 

However, any remaining balance at the end of FY14 would carry forward into FY15.5 Should 
the Council approve both Bill 40-12 and this proposed appropriation, it will be important to receive 
updates from DED regarding the pace of implementation and expenditures in FY14. If expenditures fall 
short of budget, then a $500,000 appropriation (in the base budget) in FY15 would not be necessary. 

Staff recommends approval. 

Staff recommends written reports from DED regarding the status of implementation (e.g., 
the status of any regulations) and actual FY14 program expenditures. 

Base budget-tracking and monitoring 

The Council recently approved the PHED Committee's recommendation to transmit a letter to 
the County Executive regarding Office of Legislative Oversight Report 2013-2: Review ofMontgomery 
County's Economic Development Incentive Programs. The letter will indicate that the Council will: 

1. 	 Request that the County Executive enhance the data collection and reporting procedures for 
economic development incentives by expanding pre-award and post-award measurement of 
performance indicators. 

2. 	 Request that the County Executive track and annually report on the long-term outcomes of 
businesses that have received incentives. 

3. 	 As part of the economic development strategic planning process, discuss with the Executive 
Branch performance targets or guidelines for actual versus projected jobs, investment, fiscal 
impact, and long-term retention results. 

Council Staff inquired as to what resources would be used to implement these recommendations. 
Below is DED's response: 

The EDF base budget or DED base budget does not include a separate resource to hire 
dedicated position(s) to enhance the EDF performance monitoring. DED is currently exploring ways to 
enhance the performance monitoring for future EDF transactions through imposing expanded self 
reporting requirements to recipient companies, as a part ofthe EDF Agreement. 

For current portfolio companies that DED cannot retroactively impose additional reporting 
requirements, or for future transactions that the recipient companies refuse to accept expanded 
reporting requirements (due to various reasons including legal and internal HR policies), DED is 
evaluating using some funds ($40-$60,OOOlyear?) in the EDF base budget to acquire professional 
service to assist in such monitoring. 

Council Staff recommends monitoring DED's efforts to collect and report data, and track 
performances and outcomes of firms and of the incentive program. In general, the concerns are 
whether sufficient resources will be identified and deployed in this effort, and whether the contractual 
resources in the EDF base budget is the best budget location for this effort (in particular because many 
of the same issues exist with tracking and monitoring graduates of the incubator program). 

5 Under §20-73, this fund is continuing and non-lapsing. 
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Key questions presented in this budget 

1. 	 Does the Committee recommend increasing fund balance in order to fund FY14 incentive deals 
that are already in the pipeline and which would not be subject to the requirement that an 
appropriation must be made through a supplemental or special appropriation? 

2. 	 Does the Committee recommend appropriating $500,000 for the Green Investor Incentive 
Program, even though it is possible that much of that appropriation would remain unspent 
through FYI4? 

Council staffrecommendations 

• 	 Reduce: Sodexo from $1,500,000 to $0. 
• 	 Reduce: Tentative offers likely to be accepted from $950,000 to $750,000 (this is a two-step 

reduction involving first a reduction of $750,000 and second increase of $500,000). 
• 	 Reduce: Total Wine and More from $500,000 to $0. 

See also tables. 

Comparison-CE Recommended to Council StaffRecommended CE Council 
Recommended StaIr 

. Add: Sodexo (EDF Grant and Loan Program) $1,500,000 $0 
Add: Tentative offers likely to be accepted (EDF GLP) $950,000 $700,000 
Add: Total Wine and More (EDF GLP) $500,000 $0 
Add: Zyngenia (EDF GLP) 
Add: Social and Scientific Systems (EDF GLP) 

$500,000 
$350,000 

$500,000
1350,000 

Add: Choice Hotels Headquarters (EDF GLP) $180,000 I $180,000 
! Increase Cost: FY14 Compensation Adjustment $2,944 $2,944 
. Increase Cost: Other Labor Contract Costs ! $103 $103 
Decrease Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment ($6,089) ($6,089) 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time Items Approved in FY13 I ($3,920,150) ($3,920,150) 
FY14 Recommended $5,646,828 i $3,396,828 

If the Council adopts these recommendations, the FY13-FY14 changes would look like this: 

Change Expenditures FTEs ! 

FY13 Original Appropriation $5,090,020 1.00 
• Add: Tentative offers likely to be accepted (EDF GLP) $700,000 0.00 ! 

Add: Zyngenia (EDF GLP) $500,000 0.00 
Add: Social and Scientific Systems (EDF GLP) 
Add: Choice Hotels Headquarters (EDF GLP) 

$350,000C18O,000 

0.00 
0.00 

Increase Cost: FY14 Compensation Adjustment $2,944 0.00 
Increase Cost: Other Labor Contract Costs $103 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment ($6,089) 0.00 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time Items Approved in FY13 ($3,920,150) 0.00 
FY14 Recommended ! $3,396,828 1.00 
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Follow up issues 

1. 	 Green Investor Incentive Program: Written reports from DED regarding the status of 
implementation (e.g., the status of any regulations) and actual FY14 program expenditures. 

2. 	 Base budget: Monitoring DED's efforts to collect and report data, track performances and 
outcomes of firms and of the incentive program. 

Attachments: © 1 Recommended FY14 Operating Budget: EDF 
©5 Testimony ofMark Adelman 
©7 County Executive Letter to Council Member Berliner 
©8 County Executive's transmittal ofEDF Annual Report 
©9 EDF Annual Report 

F:\Sesker\Word\FY14 OB\FY14 OB EDF\041913 PHED EDF FYl4 ORdoc 

8 




Economic Development Fund 


MISSION STATEMENT 
The mission of the Economic Development Fund is to assist private employers who are located, or plan to locate, or substantially 
expand operations in the County. The Fund is administered by the Department of Finance, and programs utilizing the Fund are 
administered by the respective departments as noted below. 

BUDGET OVERVIEW 
The total recommended FY14 Operating Budget for the Economic Development Fund is $5,646,828, an increase of $556,808 or 10.9 
percent from the FY13 Approved Budget of $5,090,020. Personnel Costs comprise 2.2 percent of the budget for no full-time 
positions. A total of one FTE includes these positions as well as any seasonal, temporary, and positions charged to or from other 
departments or funds. Operating Expenses account for the remaining 97.8 percent of the FY14 budget. 

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

.:. Healthy and Sustainable Neighborhoods 

.:. Strong and Vibrant Economy 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES 
.:. Implement Montgomery County Green Investor Incentive Program which will allow the County to incentivize Green 

company investments in Montgomery County . 

•:. Facilitate the attraction of the early stage biotechnology company Zyngenia and creation of more than 30 new 
jobs . 

•:. Fadlitate the retention of 100,000 square feet corporate headquarters for Social Scientific and Systems and its 300 
employees. 

.:. Fadlitate the creation of SO new jobs and the retention and expansion of Sodexo's 170,000 square foot corporate 
headquarters and its 567 employees. 

•:. Support the completion of the new corporate headquarters construction of Choice Hotels in Rodcville . 

.:. Facilitate corporate facility expansion, retention of 3'0 jobs, and creation of more than 100 new jobs for Total 
Wine and More. 

PROGRAM CONTACTS 
Contact Peter Bang of the Economic Development Fund at 240.777.2008 or Helen P. Vallone of the Office of Management and 
Budget at 240.777.2755 for more information regarding this department's operating budget. 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 

Demolition Loan Program 
The Demolition Loan Program was established in FY99. The program helps owners of obsolete, underutilized commercial buildings 
demolish buildings and clear the land. This program is administered by the Department of Housing and Community Affairs. 

Economic Development Fund Community Development and Housing 59- tlJ 



---...--­----­
FYl4 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY13 Approved 
FY14 CE Recommended o 0.00 

Economic Development Grant and Loan Program 
The Economic Development Grant and Loan Program was established in FY96 to provide assistance to private employers who will 
retain jobs already in the County or create jobs in the County through the expansion of current businesses or location of new 
businesses in the County. As part of its Marketing and Business Development Program, the Department of Economic Development 
(DED) identifies and develops prospects which meet the criteria for grants or loans from the Economic Development Fund. DED 
works to develop offers of assistance, frequently in close cooperation and coordination with the State of Maryland. By March 15, the 
County Executive submits an annual report on the status and use of the Fund, as required by Chapter 20-76 (b) of the Montgomery 
County Code. This program is administered by the Department of Economic Development. 

FYJ4 Recommended Changes 

FY13 Approved 
Add: Sodexo 

Expenditures 

4,865,230 
1,500,000 

FTEs 

1.00 
0.00 

Add: Tentative Offers Likely to be Accepted 
Add: Green Investor Incentive Program 

950,000 
500,000 

0.00 
0.00 

Add: Total Wine and More 500,000 0.00 
Add:Z:"y~n... 500,000 0.00. ge;:;.:n.:.:.ia==:---:-::-_---: .,-_______________________________;;.:~:;.;_--_..:::~:.......J. 

FY14 CE Recommended 

Add: Social Scientific and Systems 350,000 0.00 
180,000 0.00Add: Choice Hotels Headquarters -=--::----;---;-:-~;:-:::-------------------::_::_~7::::_--~:7-i 

-3,920,150 0.00st: Elimination of One-Time Items~A""!pw:p;..:.ro.::..v:..::e:.::dc..:in'_'_':FY..:....:..:13=_;_---__;_-__;_-_;;c:_;_--__;_------=:.L::._=_:~=::-__-..:::~_ 
adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -78,252 0.00 
turnover, r~~ganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

5,346,828 1.00 

Technology Growth Program 
The Technology Growth Program was created in FY99 as a program within the Economic Development Fund to facilitate the growth 
of technology-based companies located or desiring to locate in the County. Financial assistance under the program is based on the 
evaluation of the technology and the innovation proposed, along with potential impact for the County. The program is aimed at 
leveraging private-sector financing and State Challenge and Equity Investment funds and is administered by the Department of 
Economic Development. 

FYl4 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

I FY13 Approved o 0.00 
o 0.00 

Small Business Revolving Loan Program 
The Small Business Revolving Loan Program was established in FYOO. The program augments a grant from the Maryland Economic 
Development Assistance Authority and Fund (MEDAAF) Act under Senate Bill 446 to finance economic development projects that 
do not receive priority consideration from institutional lenders and other public sources because they are in non-priority industry 
sectors and/or non-priority transaction sites, and/or cannot fully satisfY the credit requirements of conventional lend. The program 
offers secured loans typically in the range of$25,000 to $100,000 and is administered by the Department ofEconomic Development. 

FYl4 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY13 Approved 224,790 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 75,210 0.00 

due to stoff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multi pia programs. 
FY14 CE Recommended 300,000 0.00 
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BUDGET SUMMARY 


EXPENDITURES 
Salaries and Wages 94,462 94,296 95,946 96,591 2.4% 
Em[llo}'ee Benefits 28,583 23,834 30,837 25,646 7.6% 
Economic Development Fund Personnel Costs 123,045 JJ8,130 126,783 122,237 3.5% 
02erating EX[lenses 4,180,150 4,971,890 11,473,626 5,524,591 11.1% 
Ca[lital Outlll}' 0 0 0 0 -
Economic Development Fund Expenditures 4,303,195 5,090,020 11,600,409 5,646,828 10.9% 

PERSONNEL 
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 -
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 -! 
FTEs 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

REVENUES 
Investment Income 40,533 0 0 0 -
Loan PCI},ments 
Miscellaneous Revenues 

175,309 
64,035 

94,970 
0 

94,970 
0 

?4,970 
0 

Economic Develo ent Fund Revenues 279,877 94,970 94,970 94,970 

FY14 RECOMMENDED CHANGES 


5,090,020 

1,500,000 
950,000 
500,000 
500,000 
500,000 
350,000 
180,000 

2,944 
103 

-6,089 
-3,920,150 

5,646,828 

FY13 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 

Changes (with service impacts) 
Add: Sodexo [Economic Development Grant and Loan Program] 

Add: Tentative Offers Likely to be Accepted [Economic Development Grant and Loan Program] 

Add: Green Investor Incentive Program [Economic Develo[lment Grant and Loan Program] 

Add: Total Wine and More [Economic Develo[lment Grant and Loan Program) 

Add: Zyngenia [Economic Develo[lment Grant and Loan Program) 

Add: Social Scientific and Systems [Economic Develo[lment Grant and Loan Program) 

Add: Choice Hotels Headquarters [Economic Development Grant and Loan Program] 


Other Adjustments (with no service impacts) 
Increase Cost: FY14 Compensation Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Other Labor Contract Costs 
Decrease Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time Items Approved in FY13 [Economic Development Grant and Loan 

Program) 

FY14 RECOMMENDED: 

1.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

1.00 

PROGRAM SUMMARY 
FY13 Approved FY14 Recommended 

Pro ram Name Expenditures FTEs Ex enditures FTEs 

Demolition Loan Program 0 0.00 0 0.00 
Economic Develo[lment Grant and Loan Program 4,865,230 1.00 5,346,828 1.00 
Technology Growth Program 0 0.00 0 0.00 
Small Business Revolving Loan Program _~~------------~__=:=~:......_=~____~=~~~__=_:..:=_=__Im 

224,790 0.00 300,000 0.00 
Total 5,090,020 1.00 5,646,828 1.00 
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FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS 
CE REC. ($000'5) 

TI~ m4 ms m6 m7 ma m9 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUND 
E enditures 

5,647 5,647 5,647 5,647 5,647 5,647 
No inflation or compensation change is included in ou ear projections. 

Elimination of One-Time Items Recommended in FY14 0 -3,800 -3,800 -3,800 -3,800 -3,800 
Items recommended for one-time funding in FY14, including grants to Sodexo, Social and Scientific Systems, Emergent Solutions, Total 
Wine and More, Sucampo, and Z ngenia will be eliminated from the base in the outyears. 

Labor Contracts 0 4 4 4 4 

Subtotal Ex 
These figures represent the estimated cost of general wage ad"ustments, new service increments, and associated benefits. 

nditures 5,647 1,850 1,851 J,8SJ J,8SJ I,BSI 
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Testimony Before the Montgomery County Council Regarding the FY14 
Budget 

by 
Mark R. Adelman 

4111113 

Dear President Navarro and Members of the County Council: 

My name is Mark Adelman and I am testifying before you as an individual. In 
the interest of brevity, I will not read all of my written testimony, but the entire text is 
posted to my own website .. 
(http://www.educationalassistance.org/SpeakingOutrrestimony/CouncilTestimony11 
April2013.pdf) and I will blog a synopsis in the WheatonPatch. 

My goal today is to convince you to make wiser use of taxpayer monies by 
addressing two specific components of the proposed FY14 County Budget. 

1. Do not give any more funding to the Westfield Corporation. Hopefully you 
have followed the Email thread in which I attempted to obtain answers, from Mr. 
Silverman and Mr. Bang of the Department of Economic Development (OED), to 
questions about the benefits to the County of having previously provided financial 
incentives to Westfield. You have also perhaps seen my attempt to dialogue with 
Mr. leggett about these matters. [The texts of these discussions are available on 
my website at http://www.educationalassistance.orglWestfieldQuestions.pdf and 
h tip:/ Iwheaton-md. patch. com/bl 09 pqsts/open-Ietter -to-cou nty-executive-leggett­
part-3.] Neither the answers, nor the non:-answers, to my questions give me any 
reason to believe that giving so much money to one large corporation has been a 
wise - or productive - use of County funds. 

- Mr. Silverman appears to be certain that there are no funds in the current 
budget for Westfield. But I know how complex these budgets are and how easy it is 
to lose track of a few million dollars when one is worrying about several bmlon:'- . 
dollars. However, as they say, a few million here, a few million there and pretty soon 
you are talking about real money. So please look over the budget very carefully. 
Make sure you cannot find any funds for Westfield (or any of its llCs) in the budget. 
If you find any, even a few dollars, please take them out. 

[By the way, I urge you to pay careful attention to the recent OlO Report 
(#2013-2) on the County's Economic Development Incentive Programs. It is a rather 
thorough study of DEDs performance in this area. Your PHED committee looked at 
the results and prepared a worksession report (11 March 2013) summarizing the 
OlO report. The summary was nicely written, but perhaps a bit too softly worded ­
at least from my point of view. For example, I quote Section B, Recommendation #1, 
second bullet point, second paragraph: 

"Revising the estimate at the completion of an award recipient's monitoring 
period will provide a more accurate assessment of the annual economic impact by 
using the actual data points on jobs, investment, wages, and residents instead of 
what was projected when the award was approved. " 

http://www.educationalassistance.orglWestfieldQuestions.pdf
http://www.educationalassistance.org/SpeakingOutrrestimony/CouncilTestimony11


That seems to me to be a needlessly vague way of saying that OED should 
report what a funded project actually accomplished, rather than pretend to assess 
the accomplishments by restating what the goals were. I understand that everyone 
in government must work to together and that harsh words can cause non-productive 
frictions, but I urge you to keep in mind that you all are working together to achieve 
the wishes of those who elected you (or "approved" your appointment) and that 
vaguely worded statements such as the above make it all to easy to avoid dealing 
with real problems in how Departments are being managed - or mismanaged.] 

2. Cut the funding for MCPS by some $9.95 million so that it meets, but does 
not exceed the state regulations as to Maintenance of Effort (MOE). 

Exceeding the MOE level is not sound fiscal policy. I would call it 
unnecessary forward obligation (or encumbrance) that results, in essence, in 
compound debt accumulation. Your own Budget Planning Forum 
(http://www6.montgomerycountymd.gov/Contenticouncillpdf/BudgetForum.pdf) 
makes the matter quite clear. By exceeding MOE we are tying our hands and 
limiting our ability to deal with budgetary needs of programs other than those of 
MCPS. 

We all understand the importance of our school system, but we cannot 
continue to increase the percentage of our budget that goes to MCPS while giving 
less and less to other county agencies. And we should recognize that MCPS is not 
the only means by which we prepare our children to become productive members of 
society. There are many educational needs that can only be achieved if children 
arrive at the "front door" of MCPS with adequate preparation. There are a number of 
programs in the budget category of Children, Youth, and Family Services 
(http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/OMB/Resources/Files/omb/pdfs/fy14/psprecl 
hhs-cyfs.pdf) that could make use of some portion of the $9.95 million to improve the 
likelihood that children of lower SES could make better progress once they enter the 
school system. 

So I urge you to reduce the amount budgeted for MCPS by the $9.95 million. 
If you cannot reassign the money this year, consider it a savings and work with the 
next County Executive so that future budgets are not presented to you with projected 
levels of funding for MCPS that exceed MOE and thus needlessly burden us into the 
future. 

Thank you. 

Mark R. Adelman 
3206 University Blvd. W. 
Kensington, MD 20895 

301-942-6893 
adelman@educationalassistance.org 
www.educationalassistance.org 

www.educationalassistance.org
mailto:adelman@educationalassistance.org
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/OMB/Resources/Files/omb/pdfs/fy14/psprecl
http://www6.montgomerycountymd.gov/Contenticouncillpdf/BudgetForum.pdf


OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

ROCKVILLE. MARYLANO :roSS{) 


Isiah Leggett 
County Executive MEMORANDUM 

March 15,2013 

TO: Roger Berliner, Council member O-~.-..---~ 

FROM: Isiah Leggett, County Executive ~~ 
SUBJECT: FY14 Budget - Economic Development - Green Organization Supplement 

Thank you for introducing Bill 40-12, Economic Development Green 
Organization Supplement and for your ongoing leadership role in advocating for this program. 
As you well know, Bil140~12 implements one of the recommendations of the Green Economy 
Task Force (Task Force) by creating a Green Organization Supplement that is similar to the 
County's Biotechnology Investment Incentive Tax Credit Supplement. 

I established the Task Force in 2009 with your strong support in the midst ofthe 
recent recession. Its mission was to uncover the local economic value embedded in solving 
global environmental issues. In order to promote investments in local green technology 
companies, the finai 2010 Task Force report recommended that the County establish a local tax 
credit program for individuals and entities that invest in County-based green technology 
companies, Bill 40-12 responds directly to this recommendation and I am grateful for your 
continued advocacy for creation of this program. 

Given its significance to the local economy, I anticipate that Council will approve 
Bill 40-12 in the near future. To ensure that there is no delay in implementing the program, I am 
including $500,000 for this program in my FY14 recommended operating budget Thank you 
again for your strong Jeadership on this important issue. I look forward to working with you on 
this issue and many others as Council considers my recommended FY 14 operating budget. 

c: 	 All County CouncHmembers 

Joseph Beach, Director, Finance Department 

Marc Hansen, County Attorney 

Bob Hoyt, Director, Department of Environmental Protection 

Jennifer Hughes, Director, Office of Management and Budget 

Steve Silverman, Director, Department of Economic Development 


montgomerycountymd.gov/311 240-773-3556 lTV 



OFFICE OF THE COCl\TY EXECUTIVE 
ROCK VII Lie, MARYL\NO 2U""1 

biah Leggett 
Count)' Executive 

MEMORANDUM 

March 25, 2013 

TO: Nancy Navarro, President, Montgomery County ('..£H.~;ncil 
~ '/ ) ,,'/~; 

FROM: Isiah Leggett, County Executive ~:..~ /~-

SUBJECT: 2013 Annual Report - Economic Development Fund 

I am pleased to submit to the County Council the seventeenth Annual Report on 
the status and use of the Economic Development Fund ("Fund" or "EDF"). The legislation 
creating the Fund requires that an annual report be submitted every year. 

EDF continues to playa vital role in the County's business retention and 
attraction efforts. Thanks to the continued support of the County Council, the Department of 
Economic Development (OED) has been actively pursuing retention and attraction projects 
during the past year despite limited resources available. These projects include the Duball 
attraction project and the HHS retention project. Despite the challenging economic conditions, 
EDF enabks the County to retain key employers. compete for opportunities to stimulate job 
growth, expand the County's tax base, and provide much-needed capital to resident businesses. 

The attached annual report provides details on the status of the Fund. activities of 
the Fund's SUb-programs, the cumulative economic impact generated, and the impact expected to 
be generated from the companies assisted. The format of this annual report is slightly modified 
this year but still provide the same summary data for each sub program. I also want to take this 
opportunity to thank the Office of Legislative Oversight for their comprehensive and objective 
review of the County's Economic Development Incentive Programs, DED will ensure that the 
performance monitoring and measurement efforts, as recommended by the OLO, will be 
enhanced. 

r would like to thank the County Council for its continued support of the EDF 
programs. Please direct any questions about the report to Peter Bang at the Department of 
Economic Development at 7-2008. 

IUpb 

Attachment 

montgomery<:Quntymd.gov/311 240-773-3556 TTY 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Montgomery County Economic Development Fund ("EDF" or "Fund") was created 
on October 17, 1995 by the County Council to provide financial assistance to private employers 
who retain jobs and/or stimulate job creation in the County. The Executive Regulations provide 
special focus on high technology and manufacturing companies, businesses in urban 
revitalization areas, or other private employers that provide the greatest public benefits. The 
Fund is managed by the County Government's Department of Economic Development, in 
conjunction with the Department of Finance. 

From its establishment in FY96 through FY98, the Fund was operated as a singular 
program, awarding grants and loans to eligible and qualifying businesses. In FY99, the County 
Executive recommended, and the County Council approved, the creation of the Technology 
Growth Program and the Emergency Agricultural Assistance Program to be operated under the 
auspices of the Economic Development Fund. In FYOO, the Small Business Revolving Loan 
Program and the Demolition Loan Program were added to the Fund. In FY05, the Impact 
Assistance Program was added to the Fund. In FY12, the Biotech Tax Credit Supplement 
Program was added to the Fund. In FY13, the Small Business Assistance Program (adopted by 
the Council in 2012 by Bill 6-12) to assist small businesses located in either an enterprise zone or 
an urban renewal area that are adversely impacted by redevelopment projects located on property 
owned by the County; or redevelopment projects financed in whole or in part by the County was 
added. However, the transactions are not expected to occur well into FY14. 

The Demolition Loan Program, the Emergency Agricultural Assistance Program, the 
Export Montgmery Program, and the Micro-Enterprise Loan Program (merged into Small 
Business Revolving Loan Program in FY10) are inactive/discontinued programs and will not be 
included in the future EDF annual reports. 

As required by Article Xll, Chapter 20-76 (b) of the Montgomery County Code, the 
Fund's usage must be detailed in an annual report to the County Council. This 17th annual 
report summarizes the activities of all active sub-programs of the Fund. 

·1· 




II. OVERVIEW OF EDF PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

The Economic Development Fund, administered by the Department of Economic 
Development ("DED" or the "Department"), has had a significant impact on the County's 
economic development effort. With different sub-programs designed to meet the varying needs 
of businesses of all industry types and sizes, the Fund is a flexible and results-producing 
economic development tool, especially during the challenging economic conditions in recent 
years. 

Since the Fund's inception, the Fund has enabled the County to effectively compete with 
other jurisdictions for businesses that have significant strategic importance. Moreover, it 
catalyzed resident companies' expansion in the County. Many businesses have decided to stay in 
the County to expand their operations, and a substantial number of businesses have been attracted 
to the County. The County has successfully stimulated significant private investment in the 
County by using the Fund's resources to selectively provide assistance to qualifying companies. 

With selective utilization of the Economic Development Fund GrantlLoan Program 
("EDFGLP"), the Small Business Revolving Loan Program ("SBRLP"), and the newly added 
Biotech Tax Credit Supplement Program, and the Small Business Assistance Program, DED is 
actively promoting the growth of early-stage high technology businesses and helping small 
businesses successfully launch start-up operations in the County, in addition to focusing on 
retaining and attracting large employers. 

Depending on the sub-program, businesses are screened and evaluated through: 

[J A fiscal impact analysis; 
[J A technology and commercialization feasibility analysis; 
[J A credit worthiness and debt repayment capacity analysis; 
[J A secondary and tertiary economic impact analysis; 
[J An analysis of the strategic significance of a project; and, 
[J Other necessary due diligence procedures. 

The Department, in cooperation with the County's Department of Finance, uses these 
analyses and procedures to ensure that the net fiscal impact to the County is positive and/or the 
strategic objectives of the County are achieved. Most offers of financial assistance from the 
Fund are contingent upon the availability of funds, certain disbursement criteria, and post­
funding performance requirements. 

This report will summarize the Fund's cumulative activities since its inception in 1995. 
Due to the very dynamic nature of business expansion/relocation projects, the Department makes 
its best effort to provide a summary that is not only accurate, but as current as possible. As such, 
data contained in this report or any of the past annual reports should not be interpreted as 
"static," as data can and will be adjusted retroactively. 
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A. Total Apropriations for Each Program for the Past Five Fiscal Years: 

II 

-

I 

Total 
Appropriation for 

All Programs 

Economic Development 
GranULoan Program 

(EDFGLP) 

~ 

Technology 
Growth' 

Progmm (TGP) 

Small Business 
Revolving Loan 

Program (SBRLP) 

Impact, 
As...istance 
Program 

Biotech Tax 
Credit 

Supplement 
Program 

Small 
Business 

Assistance 
Progmm 

FY09 $852,440 $516,520 $0 $135,920 $200,000 J 
FYIO $1,102,440 $470,710 $0 $631,730 $0 I 

FYII $852,440 $755,670 $0 $96,770 $0 
FY12 $5,422,280 $4,697,490 $0 $224,790 $0 $500,000 
FY13 $9,250,020 $8,525,230 $0 $224,790 $0 $500,000 $0 

TOTAL $17,479,620 $14,965,620 $0 $1,314,000 $200,000 $1,000,000 $0 
NOles: 

Due to the non-lapsing nature of EDF appropriation, the appropriation numbers for all programs are adjusted to reflect the total approved appropriations, instead of 
listing only the new generalfund transfersfor each program. The County Council passes resolutions 10 re-appropriate emcumbered appropriations, pennilling them to be 
spent in the following fiscal year. 
Fund balances at the end offiscal years are mostly comprised ofthe amount reserved for commilled offers, loan repayments and investment income. 
The IOtal appropriation includes both new money from the County's General Fund as well as re-appropriated amounts based on projected revenue/loan repayments and 
investment income on the Fund balance. Actual revenue realized could be more or less than the IOta I approved appropriation. The Fund balance at the end ofeach fiscal 
yea r is re-appropriated into the following fiscal year. 
Starring in FY03, as approved by the Office ofManagement and Budget ("OMB"), a part of the Fund- related personnel costs are directly charged to the Fund. 

B. Funds Expenditures for Each Program for the Past Five Fiscal Years: 

Total Expenditures 
for All Programs 

I " 

Economic 
De~elopmllDt 

Grantlltoan Ptogram 
(EDFGLP) 

Technology 
Growth 

Program 
(TGP), 

ISmall Business 
RevOlving Loan 

I Program 
i (SBRLP) 

Impact 
Assistance 
Program 

~ 

Blotech,Tax 
Credit 

. Supplement 
Program

-

, L 

Small 
I Business 
~SsiStance 

I. Program 

FY09 $563,000 $125,000 $275,000 $90,000 $73,000 
FYIO $2,454,500 $1,280,000 $280,000 $744,500 $150,000 

FYll $580,000 $550,000 $0 $30,000 $0 

FY12 $3,590,000 $2,995,000 $95,000 $0 $0 $500,000 

FY13 (as of 212812013) $3,550,000 $3,550,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

TOTAL 
-

$10,737,500 $8,500,000 $555,000 $864,500 $223,000 $500,000 $0 
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C. Fund Balance for All Programs as of 2/28/2013: 

FY13 Appropriation for All Programs* $ 9,250,020 
FY12 Year End Balance Re-appropriated for FY13 $ 1,626,132--'----'-----­
Total Appropriation for All Programs for FY13 $ 10,876,152 

FY13 Year-to-Date Disbursement for All Programs: 

EDFGLP** $ 4,430,000 

TGP $ 
SBRLP $ 
Biotech Tax Credit Supplement Program $ 
Impact Assistance Program ("lAP") $ 
Est. Personnel Cost for FY13 (Full Year Reserve) $ 125,000

-.:...---;;;;.....:..;;...;... ­
Total $ 4,555,000 

Available Fund Balance for All Programs for Remaining FY13 $ 6,321,152 

Reserved for SBRLP (est.) $ (936,717) 
Reserved for lAP $ (22,479) 
Reserved for Biotech Tax Credit Supplement Program $ (500,000)

--'----'----_..:.... 
Total 	 (1,459,196) 

Reserved for Comitted Transactions Pending Disbursement 
Costco Project/Westfield Regional Shopping Center $ (2,000,000) 
Choice Hotel HQ $ (1,920,150) 
Meso Scale $ (167,000)----'----_..:.... 

Total 	 $ (4,087,150) 

Plus City of Rockville's 1st Repayment** 	 $ 163,355 

Remaining Balance for FY13 for EDFGLP 	 $ 938,161 

Note: 
* including $4,160,000 supplemental appropriation for the Duball Project. 
** 	 including advance payment of$980,000 on behalfofCity ofRockville for the Duball Project. 

Advanced payment will be paid back to the County in 6 annual installments. 

-4­

@ 




III. OBJECTIVES OF EDF PROGRAMS 


The Programs of the Economic Development Fund enable the County to accomplish the following 
objectives critical to the economic future of the County. 

• 	 Creating Economic Impact -The EDF programs for business attraction and expansion 
remain successful. The economic impact of the Fund, through estimated primary 
investment in real and personal property taxes, new jobs created, estimated secondary 
investment and jobs, as well as demographic and population impacts as evidenced by the 
fiscal impact analysis and actual tracking through the County's tax revenue database, has 
been significant. 

• 	 Providing Financial Assistance to Businesses - EDF is a powerful and flexible economic 
development tool. This is an effective way of substantiating the County's pro-business 
commitment and maintaining its competitive advantage. With the addition of Biotech Tax 
Credit Supplement Program and the Small Business Assistance Program, the Fund has truly 
become a versatile program capable of assisting a wide range of businesses of various sizes 
and industry types in the County. 

• 	 Leveraging State Funding - EDF has enabled the County to effectively leverage financial 
assistance from the Maryland Department of Business and Economic Development 
("DBED"). DED has made a deliberate effort to leverage County funding by seeking 
funding from the State and other local jurisdictions whenever possible. 

• 	 Serving as an Economic Development Barometer - Negotiations with business prospects 
enable the County to effectively assess its current economic development conditions and 
strengthen its economic development policies. 

• 	 Gathering Intelligence on Market Conditions - Negotiations with business prospects 
allow DED to learn about the economic development strategies of competing jurisdictions 
as well as prevailing rates and practices in commercial leasing market. This information 
allows the County to compare key social and economic parameters. 

• 	 Cultivating Long-Term Positive Relationship with Resident Businesses - The Fund's 
Programs require annual performance monitoring of recipient businesses. With these 
frequent contacts, the County maintains a positive relationship with businesses and assists 
them on a regular basis. 

• 	 Enhancing the Success of Incubator Programs - The Fund's Programs have been a 
strategic tool for the County to attract and retain a high volume of early stage companies in 
the County's Incubator Network Program by providing critical seed funding. 

• 	 Providing Access to Capital for Small Businesses - SBRLP provides access to capital for 
small businesses that have difficulties in obtaining financing from conventional sources. 

• 	 Provide Seed Funding for Targeted Industries - TGP provides pivotal financing to early­
stage high technology companies in targeted industries. 

• 	 Provide Incentives for the Private Investors to Invest in the Bio-Tech Companies in 
the County - The newly added Biotech Tax Credit Supplement Program provides 
incentives to the angel investors/venture funds to invest in the early stage biotech 
companies in the County. 
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IV. 	 EDF SUB-PROGRAMS SUMMARY DATA AND 

PERFORMANCE 


This section provides details on each of the EDF sub-programs, including program recipients' 
information and performance information. 

A. EDF GRANT AND LOAN PROGRAM 

I 
I 

Year Established FY96 
Total Assistance Provided $31.5 million 
Total Number of Transactions 167 
Ran~e of Award Amounts $3,000 to $6 million I 

The Grant and Loan Program is intended to encourage job growth and capital investment by 
providing financial assistance to businesses that move to Montgomery County or stay in the County and 
expand operations. The program provides assistance in the form of a grant or a loan, and DED typically 
structures awards as grants that could be converted to a loan and must be repaid if specific conditions are 
not met by the recipient. 

As of February 28,2013, Montgomery County has funded 167 EDFGLP transactions totaling 
$31,500,000 and has also committed to fund eight additional EDFGLP transactions with a total committed 
amount of up to $38,802,000. 

1. Summary Data: 
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17 National Micrographics $5,000 FY97 Retain Technology Silver Spring o 
18 Decision Systems Technologies $75,000 FY97 Attract Info-Tech Rockville $1,215,000 

19 Aspen Systems Corporation Phase I $100,000 FY97 Retain Info-Tech Rockville $4,700,000 

20 Electronic Data Systems, Inc. $25,000 FY97 Retain Info-Tech Bethesda $1,250,000 

21 Foster (amended) $30,000 FY97 Attract Business Service Bethesda $800,000 

22 McKesson Bioservices $75,000 FY97 Expand Bio-Med Gaithersburg $5,000,000 

23 Infopro, Inc. $25,000 FY97 Expand Business Service Silver Spring $330,000 

24 Johnson, Basin, & Shaw $10,000 FY97 Expand Business Service Silver Spring $200,000 

25 Takoma Park Silver Spring Food Co $15,000 FY97 Expand Retail HQ Silver Spring $340,000 

26 Cellmark Diagnostics, Inc. $45,000 FY97 Retain Bio-Med Germantown $1,000,000 

27 Thomson Technology Services Group $80,000 FY97 Retain Info-Tech Rockville $5,000,000 

28 KRA,Inc. $25,000 FY97 Expand Info-Tech Silver Spring $360,000 

29 Hekimian $35,000 FY97 Retain Bio-Med Rockville $13,200,000 

30 Ferris, Baker, Watts, Inc. $15,000 FY97 Attract Business Service Silver Spring $600,000 

31 CenterForce Technology $20,000 FY98 Retain Info-Tech Bethesda $230,000 

32 Gemelli $3,000 FY98 Retain Manufacturer Silver Soring $20,000 

33 Acacia $200,000 FY98 Attract Business Service Bethesda $6,500,000 

34 Ernst & Young, LLP $75,000 FY98 Attract Business Service Bethesda $1,500,000 

35 Oleen Healthcare Information Mgmt. $30,000 FY98 Retain Business Service Silver Spring $505,000 

36 Caelum Research Corportation $125,000 FY98 Retain Info-Tech Rockville $1,056,000 

37 Gene Logic, Inc. $98,000 FY98 Attract Bio-Tech Gaithersbur~ $9,600,000 

38 ADP Benefit $15,000 FY98 Expand Business Service Silver Spring $700,000 

39 Countertech $40,000 FY98 Retain Info-Tech Bethesda $400,000 

40 Cary Medical $30,000 FY98 Attract Bio-Tech Bethesda $10,000 

41 Analytical Sciences, Inc. $35,000 FY98 Retain Business Service Silver Spring $1,100,000 

42 ISSI (Convista Incorporated) $10,000 FY98 Attract Business Service Silver Soring $370,000 

43 Torti Gallas and Parners CHK, Inc. $40,000 FY98 Retain Business Service Silver Spring $100,000 

44 Prolist, Inc. $40,000 FY98 Retain Business Service Gaithersburg $3,100,000 

45 Aspen System Corporation II $100,000 FY98 Retain Info-Tech Rockville N/A 

46 OriGene I $50,000 FY98 Retain Bio-Tech Rockville $300,000 

47 Neurotrophic Research Corporation $35,000 FY98 Retain Bio-Tech Bethesda $130,000 

48 Optelecom $60,000 FY98 Retain Manufacturer Gaithersburg $130,000 

49 EntreMed, Inc. $75,000 FY99 Retain Bio-Tech Rockville $8,000,000 

50 NextLinx $45,000 FY99 Retain Info-Tech Silver Spring $160,000 

51 La Petit Cafet Monet $15,000 FY99 Expand Retail Kensington $220,000 

52 Digicon $60,000 FY99 Retain Info-Tech Rockville $1,238,000 

53 Prospect Associates $50,000 FY99 Retain Business Service Silver Spring $880,000 

54 The Institute for Genomic Research $50,000 FY99 Retain Bio-Tech Gaithersburg $10,000,000 

55 Sytel, Inc. $95,000 FY99 Retain Info-Tech Bethesda $540,000 

56 BioReliance Corporation $200,000 FY99 Retain Bio-Tech Gaithersburg $30,000,000 

57 Softmed Systems $90,000 FY99 Retain Info-Tech Bethesda $1,451,000 

- 7 ­
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Maryland Association for Nonprofit 
58 Organization $20,000 FY99 Attract Non-Profit Silver Soring $158,500 

59 Earle Palmer Brown $25,000 FY99 Retain Business Service Bethesda $1,900,000 

60 GTM Architects, Inc, $25,000 FY99 Retain Business Service Kensington $300,000 

61 DoxSys $25,000 FY99 Retain Info-Tech Bethesda $667,000 

62 Palladian Partner $22,000 FY99 Retain Info-Tech Gaithersburg $71,700 

63 Sodexho Marriott $250,000 FY99 Retain Hospitality Rockville $4,900,000 

64 Marconi North America (BAE Svs. $150,000 FY99 Attract Info-Tech Rockville $5,000,000 

65 ParaGe a Communications, Inc. $25,000 FY99 Retain Bio-Tech Gaithersburg $514,000 

66 International Genetics Associates, Inc $50,000 FY99 Attract Bio-Tech Rockville $380,000 

67 HT Medical System $35,000 FY99 Retain Bio-Tech Gaithersburg $1,160,000 

68 Panacea Pharmaceutical $50,000 FY99 Retain Info-Tech Rockville $75,000 

69 DC Information Systems, Inc. $50,000 FY99 Retain Info-Tech Silver Spring $35,000 

70 BIOMAT Science $40,000 FY99 Attract Bio-Tech Rockville $50,000 

71 Genvec, Inc. $125,000 FY99 Retain Bio-Tech Gaithersburg $15,500,000 

72 Collective Communication Corp $60,000 FY99 Attract Info-Tech Silver Spring $490,000 

73 Medispec, Ltd. $25,000 FY99 Retain Technologv Gaithersburg $400,000 

74 View Point Communication $7,000 FY99 Retain Info-Tech Silver Spring $463,000 

75 NASD (Finra Regulation, Inc.) $200,000 FY99 Attract Business Service Rockville $69,600,000 

76 Choice Hotels International, Inc. $500,000 FYOO Retain Hospitality Silver Spring $11,270,811 

77 Digene $90,000 FYOO Attract Bio-Tech Gaithersburg $18,000,000 

78 The ARC of the United States $40,000 FYOO Attract Association Silver Spring $620,000 

79 Wolpoff & Abramson, Inc. $90,000 FYOO Retain Business Service Rockville $15,300,000 

80 ISSI Consulting Group, Inc. $25,000 FYOO Retain Info-Tech Silver Spring $855,000 

81 MEDCO $71,500 FYOO Expand Association Rockville $71,500 

82 Multispectral Solutions, Inc. $50,000 FYOO Retain Info-Tech Germantown $100,000 

83 Viaken System, Inc. $50,000 FYOO Retain Bioinformatics Gaithersburg $150,000 
Recovery Point Systems (First 

84 Federal Phase II) $15,000 FYOO Retain Info-Tech Germantown $8,225,000 

85 Telperion Network $35,000 FYOO Attract Info-Tech Gaithersburg $1,000,000 

86 Discovery-Caldor $170,000 FYOO Retain Media Silver Spring $35,000,000 

87 Information Resources Associates $30,000 FYOO Retain Info-Tech Silver Spring $84,700 

88 Bid4asset.com $75,000 FYOO Retain Info-Tech Silver Spring $400,000 

89 Qiagen Sciences, Inc. $1,100,000 FYOO Attract Bio-Tech Germantown $42,000,000 

90 Amarex, Inc. $70,000 FYOI Retain Bio-Tech Germantown $130,000 

91 Origene Technologies, Inc. II $85,000 FYOI Retain Bio-Tech Rockville $3,080,000 

92 Covance Healthcare (CHAOES) $100,000 FYOI Attract Business Service Gaithersburg $6,300,000 

93 Intervise Consultants, Inc. $100,000 FYOI Retain Info-Tech Rockville $10,150,000 

94 Marriott International, Inc. $3,000,000 FYOI Retain Hosoitalitv Gaithersburg $99,000,000 

95 Arbros Communications, Inc. $100,000 FYOI Attract Technology Silver Spring $4,000,000 

96 Discovery Communications, Inc. $600,000 FYOI Retain Media Silver Soring $150,000,000 

97 GeneLogic (Phase II) $100,000 FYOI Retain Bio-Tech Gaithersburg $34,700,000 

98 Manugistics, Inc. $90,000 FYOI Retain Info-Tech Germantown $9,200,000 
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)~)pyat~, 
;~,I!Ivestment 

99 Social & Scientific Systems FYOI Retain Business Service Silver Soring $18,000,000 

100 Quanta Bioscience $80,000 FYOI Retain Bio-Tech Rockville $100,000 

101 Social & Scientific Systems $18,000 FYOI Retain Business Service Silver Soring $18,000,000 

102 Thales Communications, Inc. $35,000 FYOI Retain Technolo!!v Clarksburg $5,000,000 

103 OTG (Online Technolo!!ies Group) 

Opnet Techonologies, Inc. 

$120,000 FYOI Retain Info-Tech Rockville $22,000,000 

104 $150,000 FYOI Attract Info-Tech Bethesda $15,600,000 

105 

106 

NeuralStem, Inc. 

Acternal LLC 

$40,000 FY02 Attract Bio-Tech Gaithersburg $6,000,000 

$1,100,000 FY02 Retain Technolo!!y Germantown $49,200,000 

107 SAS Institute, Inc. $75,000 FY02 Retain Technology Rockville $2,625,000 

108 Panacos Pharmaceuticals, Inc. $30,000 FY02 Retain Bio-Tech Gaithersburg $150,000 

109 Primary Care Coalition of MOCO $6,000 FY02 Retain Non-Profit Gaithersburg $140,000 

110 MaxCyte, Inc. $80,000 FY02 Retain Bio-Tech Rockville. $1,550,000 

111 Imateck of Marvland, Inc. $16,000 FY02 Retain Manufacturer Germantown $1,395,000 

112 MedImmune, Inc. $500,000 FY02 Retain Bio-Tech Gaithersburg $71,250,000 

113 

114 

Advancis Pharmaceutical 
(MiddleBrook) $75,000 FY02 Retain Bio-Tech Germantown $12,000,000 

Intradigm Corp $30,000 FY02 Retain Bio-Tech Rockville $500,000 

115 Cubanos Restaurant $18,500 FY02 Retain Retail Silver Soring $60,000 

116 Aspen Group, Inc. $10,000 FY03 Retain Business Service Sil ver Spring $548,000 

117 American Youth Hostels, Inc. $10,000 FY03 Attract Business Service Silver Spring $36,800 

118 United Healthcare Service, Inc. $30,000 FY04 Retain Healthcare Rockville $1,154,000 

119 About Web, LLC $40,000 FY04 Attract Info-Tech Rockville $145,000 

120 Centers for Behavioral Health $100,000 FY04 Retain Business Service Rockville $1,300,000 

121 TV One, LLC $100,000 FY05 Attract Broadcasting Silver Spring $250,000 

122 Kirkegaard & Perry Laboratories, Inc $25,000 FY05 Retain Bio-Tech Gaithersburg $1,650,000 

123 BSI Proteornics, Inc. $50,000 FY05 Retain Bio-Tech Gaithersburg $80,000 

124 Encore Management Corporation $100,000 FY05 Retain Business Service Silver Soring $1,100,000 

125 Proxy Aviation Systems, Inc. $50,000 FY05 Attract Bio-Tech Rockville $1,900,000 

126 Macrogenics, Inc. $50,000 FY05 Retain Real Estate Bethesda $500,000 

127 EakinlY oungentob $60,000 FY06 Attract Aviation Germantown $500,000 

128 KPL $75,000 FY06 Retain Bio-Tech Gaithersburg $3,100,000 

129 
Wheaton Plaza Regional Shopping 
Center $6,000,000 FY06 Attract Retail Wheaton $150,000,000 

130 WorldSpace, Inc. $200,000 FY06 Attract Info-Tech Silver Spring $10,250,000 

131 8606 Colesville Rd., LLC $100,000 FY06 Attract Food Silver Spring $625,000 

132 Health Through Friendship $15,000 FY06 Expand Info-Tech Rockville $125,000 

133 Bethesda Cultural Alliance $1,875,000 FY07 Attract Performin!! Art Bethesda $5,000,000 

134 International Municipal Lawyers Ass $10,000 FY07 Attract Business Service Bethesda $100,000 

135 Fillmore (Birchmere) Project $150,000 FY07 Attract Performing Art Silver Soring $2,000,000 

136 Host International $100,000 FY07 Retain Hosoitality Bethesda $7,800,000 

137 Xceleron $100,000 FY08 Attract Bio-Tech Germantown $3,489,000 

138 Sigma-Tau Pharmaceuticals, Inc. $60,000 FY08 Retain Bio-Tech Gaithersburg . $2,000,000 

139 Novavax $200,000 FY08 Attract Bio-Tech Rockville $6,900,000 
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No.·... ComJ.>any, 

140 Wedding Wire, Inc. $25,000 FY08 Retain Info-Tech Bethesda $100,000 

141 TIG Global $50,000 FY08 Attract Info-Tech Bethesda $1,800,000 

142 Innovative Biosensors, Inc. $50,000 FY08 Attract Info-Tech Rockville $370,000 

143 EKA Systems $50,000 FY08 Retain Info-Tech Germantown $300,000 

144 InfosPhenix (Active Network) $50,000 FY08 Attract Info-Tech Clarksburg $310,000 

145 ClassifEye, Inc. $75,000 FY09 Attract Info-Tech Rockville $750,000 

146 OpGen $10,000 FY09 Attract Bio-Tech Gaithersburg $500,000 

147 Lockheed Martin $40,000 FY09 Retain Info-Tech Bethesda $3,000,000 

148 RNL Biostar $230,000 FYIO Attract Bio-Tech Germantown $6,000,000 

149 Zyngenia $1,000,000 FYIO Attract Bio-Tech Rockville $50,000,000 

150 UnionBridge Management $50,000 FYIO Retain Education Bethesda $1,250,000 

151 Noble Life Sciences, Inc. $50,000 FYll Retain Bio-Tech Potomac $492,000 

152 International Baccalaureate $150,000 FYll Attract Bio-Tech Rockville $300,000 

153 Advanced Bioscience Laboratories $80,000 FYll Retain Bio-Tech Rockville $13,000,000 

154 Beech Street Captial $80,000 FYll Attract Financial Service Bethesda $450,000 

155 Government Sales Specialists, LLC $40,000 FYll Attract Prof. Service Bethesda $177,000 
Neogenix Oncology, Inc. (Precision 

156 Biologics) $100,000 FYll Attract Bio-Tech Rockville $100,000 

157 Clean Currents, Inc. $50,000 FYll Retain Green-Tech Rockville $0 

158 Yisheng US BioPharma, Inc. $40,000 FY12 Attract Bio-Tech Gaithersburg $1,500,000 

159 ICF Consulting Group, Inc. $300,000 FY12 Retain Prof.Service Rockville $9,000,000 

160 Thales Communications, Inc. $325,000 FY12 Retain Info-Tech Clarksburg $4,600,000 

161 Digital Receiver Technologies, Inc. $290,000 FY12 Retain Communication Germantown $44,000,000 

162 Federal Capital Partners $40,000 FY12 Attract Investment Chaby Chase $350,000 
Wheaton Plaza Regional Shopping 

163 Center, LLP (Costco Proiect) $2,000,000 FY12 Attract Retail Wheaton $50,000,000 

164 TV OnelRadio One $300,000 FY13 Attract Communication Silver Spring $2,000,000 

165 Cytomedix $30.000 FY13 Retain Bio Gaithersburg $60,000 

166 Duball Rockville LLC $3,180,000 FY13 Attract Hospitality Rockville $103,000,000 
AC Acquisitions, LLC (Radio 

167 America) $40,000 FY13 Retain Media Wheaton $100,000 

2. Cumulative Commitments Pending Disbursement 

For the following committed transactions, some of the funds will be disbursed over a period of up 
to 20 years subject to approval of supplemental appropriation and availability of funds during those fiscal 
years and the recipients' continued compliance with funding terms. 

Zyngenia, Inc. (remaining commitment 
168 $500,000) 

Wheaton Plaza Regional Shopping 
Center, LLP (Costco Project, remaining 

169 commitment $2,000,000) 

$500,000 

$2,000,000 

Attract Bio Gaithersbur 

Attract Retail Wheaton 
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Retain Hos italit Rockville $89,500,000 

Retain Bio Rockville $18,500,000 

Retain Real Estate Silver S rin $30,000,000 

Retain Real Estate Rockville $270,000,000 

* The funding for these transactions is tied to a percent increase ofreal property taxes. 

3. Summary of Key Data Points: 

a. Industry Type: 

Choice Hotels International 

Meso Scale Dia nostics, LLC* 

Industry Type 
" 

'" 
, , Number of Company ;;;;l;' ~i, Per~entage 

Info/Adv. Tech 49 29% 
Bio Tech 46 28% 
Business Services 36 22% 
Association 6 4% 
Hospitality 6 4% 
Retail 5 3% 
Manufacturing 3 2% 
Restaurant 2 1% 
Media 3 2% 
Entertainment 2 1% 
Communication 2 1% 
Green Tech 1 1% 
Real Estate 1 1% 
Healthcare 1 1% 
Aviation 1 1% 
Research 1 1% 
Investment 1 1% 
Education 1 1% 
Total 167 100% 
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b. Location in the County: 

Locatioll.·········· ..... :: ". 
:' .:,;;; ·;c\NUmber:6fCortip~y .•·.~·f:J~~ ~;'~f~"l:'er¢~~tage'f'" 

Silver Spring 48 29% 

Rockville 40 24% 

Gaithersburg 31 19% 

Bethesda 28 17% 

Germantown 11 7% 

Kensington 2 1% 

Potomac 1 1% 

Clarksburg 2 1% 

Wheaton 3 2% 

Sparks 1 1% 

Total 167 100% 

c. Actual Employee Size in the County at the Time of Funding: 

25 and under 77 46% 

26-50 21 13% 

51-100 28 17% 

101-500 35 21% 

500+ 6 4% 

Total 167 100% 

d. EDF Grant and Loan Program Impact on Jobs: 

cumUlative 
Jobs Retained 16,884 

Jobs Attracted 2,715 

Jobs Projected to be Created 11,475 

Total 31,074 
.. For the companies that either moved out o/the County or closed their operations during the EDF 

monitoring period, the peak annual employee number during their stay in the County was used. 

e. 	 EDF Grant and Loan Program Leverage of State and Private 
Capital Investment: 

Economic Development Fund 25.70 

State GrantslLoans/Guarantees 50.68 

Private Capital Investment 1,443.72 
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f. EDF Grant and Loan Program Use for Business 
Retention and Attraction: 

Fuiid Usage 
Retention 107 64% 

Attraction 60 36% 

Total 167 100% 

g. EDF Grant and Loan Program Performance Measures: 

CumulatIvcSState alid Private capital U:ve~ged!perDollitr OIJIDJ{"" " . ;.' r5i'~t:;~);. .i';;,··· 
EDFFunding 1.00 
State GrantslLoans/Guarantee 1.97 

Private Capital Investment 55.78 
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B. TECHNOLOGY GROWTH PROGRAM 

The Technology Growth Program ("TGP") provides pivotal financing to early-stage high 
technology companies located in, or desiring to locate in the County. The County's funding often plays a 
catalytic role in enabling recipients to secure growth capital from private placements or from institutional 
investors. Due to lack of funding and limited availability of growth capital in the market, the Program is 
not active at this time. 

! Year Established FY99 
Total Assistance Provided $4,055,000 
Total Awards Provided 72 
Range of Award Amounts $5,000-$100,000 

Since the beginning of the Program's operation in 2000, the County has funded 72 TGP 
transactions for a total of $4,055,000. 

Fully Satisfied, Grant Forgiven 

20 TeleContinuity Telecom $60,000 FY04 Fully Satisfied, 

21 Rexahn BioTech $100,000 FY04 Fully Satisfied, Grant Repaid 

22 Procell Corporation Bio Tech $50,000 FY04 Fully Satisfied, Grant Forgiven 

23 Com ware, Inc. Telecom $50,000 FY04 Fully Satisfied, Grant Forgiven 

24 KoolSpan, Inc. $60,000 FY05 Fully Satisfied, Grant Repaid 
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Life Science 

Info-Tech 

Al~)ha(Jentics, Inc. Life Science 

Info-Tech 

Owen Solftw;are. Info-Tech 

Aberro, Inc. Info-Tech Fully Satisfied, Grant Forgiven 

Info-Tech Fully Satisfied, Grant 

Adriane Genomics, Inc. Bio Tech FY07 Fully Satisfied, Grant Repaid 

Amulet Inc Bio Tech $25,000 FY07 Fully Satisfied, Grant Forgiven 

$50,000 FY07 Fully Satisfied, Grant Forgiven 

$60,000 FY07 Moved. Grant recalled. 

$50,000 FY07 Fully Satisfied, Grant Forgiven 

S50,000 FY07 Currently Under Monitoring 

Satisfied, Grant Forgiven 

Satisfied, Grant Repaid 

Bio-Tech 

Bio-Tech 

Bio-Tech 
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69 Celek Pharmaceuticals, LLC Bio-Tech $40,000 FY 10 Currently Under Monitoring 

70 Adv. Biomimetic Sensors, Inc. Bio-Tech $40,000 FY 1O Currently Under Monitoring 

71 Prolias, LLC Bio-Tech $40,000 FYIO Currently Under Monitoring 

72 SuperNova diagnostics Bio-Tech $95,000 FY 12 Currently Under Monitoring 
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c. SMALL BUSINESS REVOLVING LOAN PROGRAM 

The Small Business Revolving Loan Program ("SBRLP") continues to provide financial 
assistance to small businesses in Montgomery County and facilitates business development through 
direct loans and participation in loans made by other financial institutions. 

Year Established FY02 
Total Assistance Provided $2,517,500 
Total Awards Provided 38 
Ran~e of Award Amounts $9,500 - $130,000 I 

Since the beginning of SBRLP in July of 2001, the County Council has appropriated a total 
of $3,596,579 for the Program. Of the total appropriated, SBRLP received $600,000 in cash from 
the County and $1,000,000 in matching State grants from the Maryland Economic Development 
Assistance and Fund ("MEDAAF"), for a total amount of $1,600,000. The remaining balance is the 
re-appropriation amount based on the projected loan repayments, actual payments received, unused 
fund balance rollover, and other income for the Program from previous fiscal years. Actual 
cumulative revenue realized for the previous fiscal years has been less than the projected revenue. 
This resulted in the total approved appropriation higher than the total fund balance calculated based 
on the actual revenue. 

Cumulative sources and use of funds: 

Total Cumulative Appropriation 

including County's new general fund transfer $ 600,000 

State Matching Funds $ 1,000,000 

est. Loan Repayment _$.:.....-__1..;.,0....6....0..;..,0....00...;... 

$ 3,596,579 

Total Cumulative Disbursement $ 2,5l7,500 ! 

FY13 Appropriation Status: 

FY13 Approved County Approriation $ 224,790 
FY12 Year End Balance Re-approriated for FY13 (est.) $ 711,927 

Total Approriation for FY13 $ 936,717 

FY13 Year-to-Date Disbursement & Commitments 

Available Balance for Remaining FY13 $ 936,717 
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SBRLP has assisted companies in a broad range of industries to support their business 
expansion needs: 

iIndustry Type 
, c, ,;,; 

" 
',Number of Company Percentage 

1 Info-tech 10 26% 

Restaurant 6 16% 

Retail 6 16% 

Bio-tech 5 13% 

iFood 3 8% 

Professional Services 3 8% 

Art 2 5% 

Wholesale I 3% 

Gas Station I 3% 

Training I 3% 

Total 38 100% 

As of February 28, 2013, Montgomery County has funded or committed to fund a total of 38 
companies for a total of $2,517,500. 

A. Cumulative Funding 

NO COMPANY c INDUSTRY SBIW' liOCATIoill;,I~FUNDING . " '. IF"',"~:~ 
I Takoma Park Silver Spring Food Coop. Grocery Store $40 Takoma Park Paid 
2 Marimelj Entertainment Group, Inc. Entertainment $50,000 Silver Spring Writt 

3 BioMat Sciences, Inc. Technology $40,000 Rockville Writt 
4 bConvergent, Inc. Info-Tech $80,000 Rockville Written off 
5 Mayorga Coffee Roaster Retail $80,000 Silver Spring Written off 
6 Pyramid Atlantic Art $100,000 Silver Spring Paid off 

17 20/20 GeneSystems, Inc. Bio-Tech $50,000 Rockville Paid off 
8 Special Integrated Systems Info-Tech $45,000 Rockville Paid off 
9 First Federal Info-Tech $130,000 Gaithersburg Paid off 
10 Global Translation Info-Tech $70,000 Silver Spring Paid off 
II Kierkegaard & Perry Laboratories, Inc. Info-Tech $75,000 Gaithersburg Paid off 

i 12 Hollywood East Restaurant $55,000 Wheaton Written off 
13 Dollar Direct, Inc. Wholesale $95,000 Rockville Bankruptcy 
14 The Breeze Caribbean Restaurant Restaurant $50,000 Rockville Paid off 
15 March Uniform, Inc. Retail $35,000 Rockville Current 
16 Sacred Mountain Foods $95,000 Silver Spring Current 

Hi= 
Cranium Software, Inc. Info-Tech $30,000 Silver Spring Paid off 
Sashelvis Hair Salon, Inc. Personal Serv. $65,000 Silver Spring Collection 
Health Through Friendship Info-Tech $85,000 Rockville Current 

20 Jupiter and J Retail $38,000 Gaithersburg Written off 
21 Bobby's Crabcakes, LLC Restaurant $60,000 Rockville Bankruptcy 
22 Panas,LLC Retail $40,000 Rockville Paid off 
23 Wise Comprehensive Solutions, LLC Info-Tech $60,000 Wheaton Collection 
24 Fireworks Art Cafe, LLC Retail $15,000 Damascus Current 
25 Mendoza & Associates, Inc. Professional Serv $15,000 Wheaton Collection 
26 Shawn D. Bartley and Associates, LLC Professional Serv $15,000 Silver Spring Current 
27 Applied Wireless LAN, Inc. Info-Tech $50,000 Rockville Current 

-18 ­



· NO 
;. SBRLP ........ ..;; 

COMPANY ........... ~<. INDUSTRY : FUNnING,LO~1PON 

! 28 ITTECOM, Inc. 
• 29 I Interior Accents, Etc., Inc. 

Info-Tech $90,000 ~ille 
Retail $40,000 1 Rockville 

30 My Kitchen Retail $50,000 Rockville 
I 31 V AS Concepts, LLC Info-Tech $9,500 Rockville 

32 Addis Ababa Restaurant Restaurant $20,000 Silver Spring 
Four Kings Enterprises, Inc. dba 

33 Hollywood East Cafe Restaurant $65,000 Wheaton 
34 A WGSE dba Twinbrook Getty Retail $60,000 Silver Spring 
35 Donald Johnson DBA Tecknowledgy Training $15,000 Olney 
36 Panas, LLC Restaurant $75,000 Rockville 
37 Rosta, Inc. Retail $100,000 Silver Spring 
38 HeMemics Biotechnologies, Inc. Bio-Tech $30,000 Rockville 

Current 
ankruptcy 

Bankruptcy 
Collection 
Paid off 

Current 
Current 

Collection 
Current 

Collection 
Current 
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D. BIOTECH TAX CREDIT SUPPLEMENT PROGRAM 

In FYII, the Biotech Tax Credit Supplement Program was approved by the County 
Council to provide additional incentive for investors who invest in Montgomery County 
biotech companies and received the State Biotechnology Investment Tax Credit. $500,000 
was appropriated in FYI2 for seed funding. A total investment of $5,902,500 comprised of 
sixty six transactions made in the County was eligible to receive the $500,000 supplemental 
payment in FY12. All FYII funds have been disbursed. 

Year Established FYII 
Total Assistance Provided $500,000 
Total Transaction 66 
Ranee of Award Amounts $2,177 to $42,354 

The County's Biotech Tax Credit Supplement was established by the County Council 
as an EDF sub-program in March of 2010 by Expedited Bill 5-10 and was subsequently 
amended in December of 2011 by Expedited Bill 34-11. The program is intended to operate 
in conjunction with the State of Maryland Biotechnology Investment Tax Credit Program by 
offering a supplemental payment to investors who have received a State Biotechnology 
Investment Tax Credit for their investment in a Montgomery County-based company. 

E. SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

In FY13, the Small Business Assistance Program was approved by the County 
Council to assist small businesses located in either an enterprise zone or an urban renewal 
area that are adversely impacted by: redevelopment projects located on property owned by the 
County; or redevelopment projects financed in whole or in part by the County. The 
regulation and program policy are being development and there is no appropriation for the 
Program in FY 13. 

Year Established FY13 
Approved Appropriation for FY13 $0 
Total Transaction None 
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V. 	 EDFGLP PERFORMANCE MONITORING & 

PROPERTY TAX PAYMENTS 


EDFGLP requires recipient companies to adhere to specific job creation and retention 
goals, and requires that they remain in the County for a certain number of years after 
receiving grantlloan (typically five years). The Fund recipient enters into an Economic 
Development Fund Agreement ("EDF A") with the County, which stipulates specific 
performance milestones and contains claw-back conditions if the milestones are not achieved. 

DED, through an annual performance monitoring process, collects and reviews each 
EDF recipient company's unemployment insurance contribution reports and other pertinent 
documents to monitor satisfactory performance and adherence to each company's EDF A. 
The measurement period and duration of monitoring differ for each company depending on 
the nature of each transaction. For example, if a company is required to retain 50 employees 
and create 50 new jobs within three years of receiving EDF assistance, the retention of 50 
employees will be verified prior to the disbursement of the funds. The creation of 50 jobs, 
however, will be monitored at the end of the three-year job creation period or on each 
anniversary date of EDF fund disbursement during the three-year period. 

Through February 28,2013, the Department has monitored 167 EDFGLP companies 
for their job retention and creation performance. Some companies have fully satisfied the 
five-year monitoring requirements, while some have submitted their first performance 
documents this year. 

In addition to job creation, the EDF Programs build the commercial tax base for the 
County. Through February 28,2013, 167 companies that received funding from the 
Economic Development Grant and Loan Program have completed their relocation/expansion 
projects in the County. 

The following table details the compiled employment statistics provided by the EDF 
recipients and summarizes the property taxes paid by the EDF recipients during the Levy 
Years 2011 and 2012. Some companies, having just relocated to the County, will begin their 
tax payments to the County in Calendar Year 2013. 

This table captures real estate and personal property taxes only. The estimated 
income tax impact on the County's revenue is captured in the total revenue impact numbers 
in other sections of this report. 

• Real property and personal property taxes paid by the EDFGLP recipients: 
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• Outcome on EDFGLP performance monitoring: 

5 DocuCorgJMicroDvnamics) Grant 30 30 Satisfied Met Perfonnance Criteria (No Jobs Requirement) 

6 National Council of Senior Citizens Grant 120 124 Satisfied Met Performance Crileria 

7 NEXGEN Grant 33 23 Collection Partiallv MetfDid Not Meet - Collection 

Palmer Brothers Painting Loan 70 60 Satisfied Met Performance Criteria (No Jobs Requirement) I 
9 Pediatrics (Cbildren's Hasp) Grant 81 79 Satisfied PariaUv MetfDid Not Meet - Made Repayment 

110 Technology Service Corporation Grant 60 Satisfied Met Performance Criteria (No Jobs Requirement) 

11 Washington Consulting Group Grant 60 Satisfied Met Performance Criteria (No Jobs Requirement) 

12 First Federal Corp. grantlloan 50 PariaUv MetfDid Not Meet - Made Repayment 

13 JZA Grant 24 27 Satisfied Met Performance Criteria 

14 Information Systems & Solutions Int1 Grant 80 166 Collection Partially MetfDid Not Meet - Collection 

15 BGS&G Companies Grant 24 23 Satisfied Parially Met/Did Not Meet - Made Repayment 

16 Forte Software I Grant 8 18 Paid Off PariaUy MetfDid Not Meet - Made Repayment 

17 National Microl(faphics Phase I Grant 60 37 Collection Partially MetfDid Not Meet - Collection 

18 Decision Systems Technologies Grant 115 161 Satisfied Met Performance Criteria 

19 Aspen Systems Corporation I (Grant) Grant 850 930 Satisfied Met Performance Criteria 

20 Electronic Data Systems Inc Grant 250 662 Satisfied Met Performance Criteria 

21 Foster (amended) Grant I 35 39 Satisfied Parially MetfDid Not Meet - Made Repayment 

22 McKesson Bioservices Grant 150 312 Satisfied Met Performance Criteria 

23 Infopro Grant 185 141 Satisfied Parially MetfDid Not Meet - Made Repayment 

24 Johnson Bassin & Shaw Grant 120 220 Satisfied Met Performance Criteria 

26 
Takoma Park SilYer Spring Food Co-op Loan =!' 74 ~ Met Performance Criteria 
Cellmark Diagnostics Grant 50 ~ PariaUy MetfDid Not Meet - Made Repa fIIlent 

Thomson Technology Services Group Grant 550 Satisfied Met Performance Criteria 

25 

27 

28 KRA Grant 248 176 Satisfied Parially MetfDid Not Meet - Made Repa 

29 Grant 290 568 Satisfied Met Perfurmance Criteria 

Baker Watts, Inc. Grant 55 82 Satisfied Met Performance Criteria 

CenlerforceTe~ch~n~o~lo~gy____________f-~G~r~a~nt~~____~5~8~________~3~2-+__~P~a~W~O~ffL-__~____-EP~an~'a~1I~YM~e~tJD~i~dlN~o~t~"'~e~e~t=lM~a~d~elR~e~p,a~~____~ 

Gemelli Grant 4 4 Satisfied Met Performance Criteria (No Jobs Requirement) 

Acacia Grant 265 258 Satisfied Parially MetfDid Not Meet - Made Repayment 

Ernst and Youn~ Grant 100 100 Paid Off Parially MetfDid Not Meet - Made Repayment 

35 Oleen Grant ~ 60 Satisfied Parially MetfDid Not Meet - Made Repayment 

~3~6~~C~a~e~lu~m~R~es~e=ar~c~h~C~o~rpo~rr~an~'o~n~______-r~I(f~aa~n~~~o~an~t-____~Il _________I~I~9-t__~S~a=t~is~fie~d~__~----~P~an~·aU~v~M~e~UD~i~d~N~o~t~lv1~ee~t_-~M~a=d=e~R~e~p'a~vme~ln=t______1 

37 Gene Logic Grant 250 Satisfied Met Performance Criteria 

~3~8~~A~D~P~B~e~n~efi~t~________________-r__G~ran~t__r-__~1~8~5-r______~1~25~r-__~S=at~is~fi~ed~__~____~P~ariaU~'~JY~M~eUD~i=d~N~o~t~M~ee~t~-~M~ad~e~R~e~p,a~yme~ln=t__~ 

39 Counter Tech Grant 131 48 Paid Off Pariallv MetfDid Not Meet - Made Repayment I 
40 Cary Medical Loan 12 4 PaId Off PariaUy MetfDid Not "'eet ­ Made Repavment 1 

41 Analytical Sciences, Inc. Grant 92 279 Satisfied Met Performance Criteria 

1-~4~2~~IS~S~I~(C~O~n~V~is~m~m~c'~)~~~~____-r__G~rn=nt~-r____~~ ________!:3~~2!-~-__-r--------P-art-i-a1~:w~M~eUD~i~d~N~o~t~M~e~et~-~C~o~lI_ec_n_·o_n________143 Torti Gallas & Partners CHI<, Inc. Grant Met Performance Criteria 

44 Prolist, Inc. loan/grant Parially MetJDid Not Meet - Made Repayment 

45 Aspen Systems Corporation II (Loan) Loan ISO 150 Paid Off Met Performance Criteria (No Jobs Requirement) 
46 OriGene Loan 81 II Parially MetfDid Not Meet - Made Repayment 

47 Neurotrophic Research Corporation Loan 17 N/A Wrile-Off Partiallv MetJDid Not Meet - Collection 

48 Optelecom Loan 112 65 Satisfied Partially MetfDid Not Meet - Made Repayment 

49 EntreMed, Inc. Grant 100 109 Satisfied Met Performance Criteria 

50 EXDoSoft loan/I(fant 185 III Satisfied Partially MetfDid Not Meet 

Cafet Monet Loan 17 4 Paid Off Partially MetfDid Not Meet - Made Repayment 

Digicon loan/conv 283 106 Satisfied Partially MetfDid Not Meet -lv1~ 
Prospects, Associates ;t' 202 

56 

57 

58 

202 Satisfied Partially MetfDid Not Meet - Made Repa 

_T~oo~l~n~sn~'t~u=te~f=o~rG~en~o=rru='=c~R=e=~=~~h~__-+__~ _===2~5~6~========J3~4~2=t1==:Js~a~ti~Sfi~e~d~==~====~~~~~M~eQt~p~erl~orman~~~ce~c~n~'t~e~ri~a~~~rrL====~
Svtel. Inc. _ 140 For2iven Partially MetfDid ;-.lot Meet Made Repayment 


BioReliance Corporation 457 535 Satisfied Met Performance Crileria 


Softmed Systems loan/cony 363 257 Paid Off Partially MetfDid Not Meet - Made Re 


MD Association for Nonorofit Or2. Grant II II Satisfied Met Performance Criteria 
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Notes: 
• 	 If N/A is listed for "Actual Jobs Under Monitoring", there was no jobs requirement in the EDFA. Peak number 

during the years under monitoring is used for this report. 
• 	 If the "Actual Jobs Druing Monitoring" column is blank, the case is still under monitoring. 
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VII. TAX CREDIT PROGRAMS 

Montgomery County offers the following tax incentive programs for companies seeking 
to locate, maintain, or expand their business in the County. 

A. New Jobs Tax Credit 

Qualifying businesses receive a Montgomery County tax credit against real and personal 
property taxes for a period of six years if they meet the following qualification criteria: 1) re­
locate or expand into at least 5,000 square feet of newly constructed and previously unoccupied 
premises; 2) employ at least 25 individuals in new, permanent full-time positions within a 24­
month period in the new or expanded premises. In addition, qualifying businesses will also 
receive a State of Maryland tax credit, which is applied against individual or corporate income 
tax, insurance premiums tax, or financial institution franchise tax. 

I '.~ ..".A·,;~yea;'.:~:t~~;~~rl~:CJiiiit('A'm~..mt'>;li 
FY12 None 
FYll None I 

FYlO $70,770' 

B. Enhanced New Jobs Tax Credit 

An enhanced real and personal property tax credit is available for large businesses 
generating or creating major economic impacts in the County. This twelve-year credit is 
available to businesses that: 1) increase their space by at least 250,000 square feet; 2) create 
1,250 new permanent, full-time positions or create 500 new, permanent full-time positions in 
addition to maintaining at least 2,500 existing permanent full-time positions, and 3) pay all these 
employees at least 150 percent of the federal minimum wage. 

FY12 $1,243,237 
FYll $1,290,623 
FYlO $1,104,991 

C. Enterprise Zone Tax Credit 

The Enterprise Zone Tax Credit is available to businesses that are located in designated 
areas of Wheaton and Long Branch and part of Gaithersburg. It is designed to spur economic 
growth, both jobs and construction, in these three Enterprise Zones. 
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FY12 $1,254,042 
FYll $1,209,611 
FYI0 $2,125,235 

D. Arts & Entertainment District Tax Credit 

This 10-year credit reduces the increase in the County property tax when the assessment 
increases after construction or renovation of a building. The credit is available for space in 
manufacturing, commercial, or industrial buildings constructed or renovated for use by a 
qualifying resident artist or an arts and entertainment enterprise. 

FY12 $1,495 
FYll $3,806 
FYI0 ~,4~ 
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VII. INCUBATOR PROGRAM 

The Montgomery County's Business Incubator Network Program was launched in 1995. 
The Program is an innovative and highly successful economic development initiative that 
facilitates entrepreneurial development in the County, creates new jobs and expands the County's 
business tax base. Through a growing network of industry-focused incubator facilities, the 
Program provides start-up enterprises with plug-and-play office andlor lab space along with 
valuable shared business services, technical support, workshops, and resources essential to 
business growth and success. 

The Program's first incubator, the Shady Grove Innovation Center ("SGIC", formerly 
Maryland Technology Development Center) opened in 1995 in Rockville in an interim leased 
facility and focused on assisting technology innovation enterprises. By 1999, the first free­
standing, County-owned incubator facility was built to house the SGIC's tenants and today still is 
widely regarded as one of the nation's most successful technology incubators. Since then, four 
facilities have been added to the list of County-owned business incubators. 

I Year I Location 
• Established • 

Occupancy 
Rate 

Number of 
Current 
Tenants 

Est. Number 
of Employees 

Number of 
Graduates 

in 2012 
Shady Grove 
Innovation 
Center ("SGIC") 

1999 
Rockville 86% 45 250 1 

Silver Spring 
Innovation 

• Center ("SSIC") 
2004 Silver 

Spring 
86% 20 250 1 

• Wheaton Business 
Innovation 2006 Wheaton 95% 20 67 1 
Center ("WBIC") 
Rockville 
Innovation 2007 Rockville 94% 21 257 6 
Center ("RIC") 
Germantown 
Innovation 2008 Gennantown 92% 27 122 1 

ICenter ("GIC") 

Montgomery County has become one of the nation's leading biotechnology and 
information technology hubs. The following illustrates the status of the Incubator Program in 
2012: 

• Currently, there are 133 tenants at SGIC, SSIC, WBIC, RIC, and GIe. 
• 10 companies have successfully graduated from the incubators in 2012. 
• Current incubator companies employ workforce of more than 940. 
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The EDF programs have been a significant strategic tool to provide critical seed funding 
to early-stage and start-up companies in the incubators, and to leverage state funding and private 
sector investment for these companies. To date, 54 incubator companies have received financial 
assistance, mostly under the Technology Growth Program and the Small Business Revolving 
Loan Program. The following charts show the usage of the EDF Programs for incubator 
companies: 

• Percentage of TGP recipients: 

! Incubator Companies 54% 
i Non-Incubator Companies 46% 

• Percentage of SBRLP recipients: 

Incubator Companies 33% 

Non-Incubator Companies 77% 


_.-_ .. _ .. _ .. _ .. _ .. - .. - .. ­
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