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April 25,2016
Worksession
MEMORANDUM
April 21, 2016
TO: Government Operations and Fiscal Policy Committee
FROM: Jacob Sesker, Senior Legislative Analyst \ﬁ

SUBJECT: FY17 Operating Budget: NDAs — Leases; Working Families Income Supplement; State
Property Tax Services; Restricted Donations; Grants to Municipalities in Lieu of Shares
Tax; Future Federal/State Grants; Takoma Park Police Rebate; Municipal Tax
Duplication

Relevant pages from the FY17 Recommended Operating Budget begin at page 68-1 in the
Operating Budget book.

Staff Recommendations

Approve the NDA-Leases

Approve the NDA-Working Families Income Supplement
Approve the NDA-State Property Tax Services

Approve the NDA-Future Federal/State/Other Grants

Approve the NDA-Grants to Municipalities in Lieu of Shares Tax
Approve the NDA-Takoma Park Police Rebate

Approve the NDA-Municipal Tax Duplication

Overview

This packet contains analysis of eight non-departmental accounts (NDAs): Leases; Working
Families Income Supplement; State Property Tax Services; Restricted Donations; Future
Federal/State/Other Grants; Grants to Municipalities in Lieu of Shares Tax; Takoma Park Police Rebate;
and Municipal Tax Duplication.




NDA-Leases

The Department of General Services (Division of Real Estate) administers leases and use of
leased space by the County, as well as County leases to non-government entities that lease County-
owned space from the County. Currently, there are approximately 70 leased facilities. The inventory of
leases is constantly shifting as new leases are added and existing leases are terminated. See Leases, © 1.

Lease NDA Expenditure FTE
FYI16 Approved $22,608,195 0.00
Increase cost: New leases (2424 Reedie Drive tenants) +$701,397 0.00
Enhance: DHCA 1401 Rockville Pike Lease and Move +$609,198 0.00
Increase cost: Maintenance and other leasing costs +$385,130 0.00
Increase cost: Scheduled lease escalation costs +$345,268 0.00
Increase cost: 2424 Reedie Drive tenant relocation +$95,207 0.00
Increase cost: New leases added in FY17 +$43,450 0.00
Decrease cost: Chargebacks to departments -$160,175 0.00
Decx:ease cost: Improve safety and security for pre-trial $731,661 : 0.00
services clients and employees

Decrease cost: One-time costs of new leases added in FY16 -$1,583,576 0.00
Decrease Cost: Terminations and relocations -$1,752,952 0.00
FY 17 CE Recommended 320,559,481 0.00

The Executive requests $20,559,481 for this NDA in FY17, a decrease of $2,048,714 (-9.1%)
from the FY16 Approved Budget of $22,608,195. If DGS is able to identify additional FY18 lease
savings, those savings will necessarily involve larger leases—currently, the 10 largest leases represent
more than $16 million in annual expenditure. While some lease consolidations (e.g., those associated
with Wheaton Redevelopment) will offset debt service expenditures associated with specific capital
projects, those consolidations will not necessarily reduce lease NDA expenditures.

’ Staff recommendation: Concur with County Executive !

NDA-Working Families Income Supplement

This NDA provides County funds to supplement the State’s Earned Income Tax Credit. Twenty-
two states, the District of Columbia, New York City, and Montgomery County, Maryland offer their
residents an earned income tax credit (EITC). Montgomery County is the only county in the nation that
offers this credit. Montgomery County pays the State of Maryland to administer the credit because the
County “piggybacks” on the Maryland income tax (Montgomery County does not administer a separate
income tax).

The Executive requests $24,274,500 for the Working Families Income Supplement, an increase
of $3,177,200 (+15.1 percent) from the FY16 Approved budget of $21,097,300. A portion of this
increase (+$1,213,725) is the result of increasing the match from 95% to 100%, consistent with
Bill 8-13. A Montgomery County resident eligible to receive an earned income tax credit from the State




in the amount of $583 would actually receive a check from the State for $1,176 ($583 from the State,
and an additional $583 from the County).

The remainder of the difference ($1,963,475) is the result of a revision to the baseline estimate of
the cost of the program at the FY16 required 95% match. Note that the cost of the refunds and the
number of recipients have both increased dramatically since 2010. The average cost of refunds has
increased by more than 17% in that time, with the number of recipients increasing by nearly 38%.
These facts reflect growing need, but the growing need has contributed to the rising cost of
government—the total cost of EITC refunds has increased by more than 60% since 2010. ‘

WORKING FAMILIES INCOME SUPPLEMENT NDA (EITC)

Fiscal County Admin, Cost of Total Total Average

Year Match Cost EITC Refunds Cost Recipients EITC
2000 100.00% $11,813 $2,199,592 $2,211,405 12,322 $178.51
2001 125.00% $9,740 $2,544,412 $2,554,152 10,917 $233.08
2002 100.00% $10,921 $3,852,062 $3,062,983 14,122 $279.86
2003 100.00% $10,732 $4,585,128 $4,595,860 14,814 5309.51'
2004 100.00% $12,810 $6,012,089 $6,024,999 18,074 $332.64
2005 100.00% $14,109 $7,907,451 $7,921,560 20,805 $380.08
2006 100.00% $25,376 $10,236,647 $10,262,023 20,789 $492.40
2007 100.00% $16,027 $8,970,176 $0,986,203 20,210 $493.33
2008 100.00% $17,577 $12,910,993 $12,928,570 26,584 $485.66
2008 100.00% $15,361 $8,000,906 59,016,267 19,559 $460.19
2010 100.00% $19,448 $15,063,537 $15,082,985 30,188 $498.97
2011 72.50% $32,726 $12,920,388 $12,953,114 33,840 $381.81
2012 £8.90% $33,231 $12,805,177 $12,838,409 34,250 $373.44
2013 75.50% $34,058 $14,686,507 $14,720,565 34,876 $421.11
2014 85.00% 538,663 $16,847,181 $16,885,860 37,281 $451.90

2015 Act. ' 90.00% $40,811 518,916,413 $18,960,549 38,824 $488.37

2016 Est. 95.00% $41,650 $21,359,150 $21,400,800 40,076 $534.01
2017 CE Rec. 100.00% $44,600 $24,228,900 $24,274,500 41,610 $583.38

source.

Montgomery County Department of Finance, Division of Treasury

Staff recommendation: Concur with Recommended Budget for WFIS NDA

NDA-State Property Tax Services

This NDA reimburses the State for certain costs associated with the property tax billing
administration conducted by the Department of Finance. The Executive has recommended $3,778,679
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in FY17, an increase of $314,069 versus the FY16 Approved budget. Twenty-five percent of that
increase is attributable to implementation of a new program — the renter’s property tax relief supplement
(Bill 21-15). See Fiscal Impact Statement, ©2.

Chapter 397 of the Budget Reconciliation and Financing Act of 2011 requires the counties (and
Baltimore City) to reimburse SDAT for a percentage of certain costs associated with real property
valuation and business personal property valuation. In FY17, the counties are required to reimburse
SDAT for 50 percent of these costs. The reimbursement to SDAT is related to the following programs:
the County’s share of property tax valuation costs; Montgomery County Homeowner’s Credit
Supplement; the Homestead Credit Certification Program; and the renter’s property tax relief
supplement. More than 90% of the reimbursement is for property tax assessments.

Program FY15 (Act.) FY16 (Bud) FY16 (Est.) | FY17 (CE Rec)
SDAT Reimbursement 2,911,171 3,264,310 3,329,054 3,432,799
Homestead Credit Admin. 185,252 165,300 176,812 232,880
Homeowners Tax Credit Admin. 31,785 35,000 35,000 35,000
Renter’s Property Tax Relief ‘ 78,000
Total 3,128,208 3,464,610 3,540,866 3,778,679

| Staff recommendation: Concur with Recommended Budget for State Property Tax NDA |

NDA-Future Federal/State Grants

The Executive requests $20 million for this NDA, which represents no change from FY16. This
account is funded entirely from non-County sources. Having this account permits the County
Government to accept and spend funds from grants without requesting a supplemental appropriation for
many such grants, saving both time and paperwork.

The appropriation can only be spent if grants are received. If the County receives less than the
appropriated amount, then no harm is done. If the County receives more, then the Council will have to
process a supplemental appropriation. See FY16 Future Federal/State Grants, © 4.

|_Staff recommendation: Concur with Recommended Budget for Future Fed./State Grants NDA |

NDA-Grants to Municipalities in Lieu of Shares Tax

This NDA funds payments required in accordance with State law., The Executive requests
$28,020 in FY15, no change relative to previous requests—the amount is based on the amount received
by municipalities in FY68.

| Staff recommendation: Concur with Recommended Budget for Grants to Municipalities NDA |




NDA-Takoma Park Police Rebate

The Executive requests $986,340 in FY17, a decrease of $40,800 compared to the FY16
Approved Budget of $945,540. The payment is based on a formula, which uses $0.048 per $100 of
assessable base tax rate with full value assessment levied on real property. This provision of the County
Code was enacted in 1949. While this statutory requirement relates to tax duplication, the tax
duplication and grant payments to Takoma Park that relate to police services are split between the two
separate NDAs.

\ Staff recommendation: Concur with Recommended Budget for Takoma Park Police NDA \

NDA-Municipal Tax Duplication

The Executive requests $8,305,696 in FY17, an increase of $421,512 when compared to the
FY16 Approved Budget amount of $7,884,184. Of that increase, $40,929 is attributable to speed
camera revenue, with the remaining $380,583 resulting from an increase in property tax
duplication. The factor driving that increase is the County’s increased expenditure on reimbursable
transportation expenses—expenditures for other reimbursable services increased only modestly. See
Municipal Tax Duplication NDA Budget, © 6-7. Overall, the budget includes the following
components: speed camera revenue ($268,930); property tax duplication ($5,506,242); and additional
County grants ($2,530,524). Almost all of the grants (99.9%) accrue to the benefit of Takoma Park, and
more than 80% of the grants to Takoma Park relate to the police services reimbursement arrangement
between Takoma Park and Montgomery County.

The County Executive used an approach that is conceptually similar to the one used for the last
few years, while also incorporating Council changes to the FY 16 budget. There were two changes in the
FY17 recommended when compared to the FY 16 recommended budget:

1. The first change in FY16 was to properly reflect the “parks maintenance” reimbursement
formula. Implementing these FY16 Council changes resulted in a shift of some FY17
appropriation from the “additional county grant” column to the “tax duplication” column for
Friendship Heights, Kensington, Section 3 of the Village of Chevy Chase, and Takoma Park
(the four municipalities eligible for parks maintenance reimbursement).

2. The second change in FY16 was to properly reflect the tax duplication payment made to
Takoma Park for police services that is made pursuant to a different section of law and in a
separate budget account (Takoma Park Police Rebate, above). Implementing this change
resulted in a shift (more than $500,000) from the tax duplication column to the grant column
but did not affect the bottom line appropriation for Takoma Park in either NDA.

Background

Most of the General Fund property tax that municipal taxpayers pay to the County is used to
fund services the County provides to municipal and non-municipal taxpayers alike. A small portion of
the General Fund property tax revenue that the County receives is County property tax paid by
municipal taxpayers for services that the taxpayers actually receive from their municipality—this is the
duplicated tax portion. In 1973, County Executive Gleason proposed creating a new program to “return
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annually to each municipality an amount equal to the estimated duplicated taxes paid by its residents for
eligible services.” See Gleason Memorandum & Technical Appendices, © 17.

Beginning with the adoption of the original legislation in 1973, the County has made tax
duplication payments each year to municipalities in order to achieve tax fairness between municipal and
non-municipal taxpayers. Currently, the County’s tax duplication payments are made pursuant to a
policy resolution adopted in 1996. Under that resolution, reimbursable services generally are
reimbursed based on the percentage of County expenditures that are paid for with property tax revenues.
See Resolution 13-650, © 26.

In the past five years, the County Executive’s March budget has included a separate column in
the budget for the “additional County grant”. This column represents the portion of the total payment to
each municipality that is greater than the tax duplication amount, i.e., reimbursement for that portion of
the cost of service that is funded by non-duplicated taxes such as the income tax, which is a shared
revenue source under State law rather than a duplicated tax. The County views this portion of the
payment as a discretionary grant to municipalities that is not required by law or by implementing
resolution (although, as noted above, the lion’s share of the additional grant relates to a police services
agreement between Takoma Park and Montgomery County).

Municipalities, on the other hand, have generally viewed this “grant” amount as an entitlement,
and instead advocate for a system through which they would be reimbursed for the full cost of eligible
services. For example, in an October 2013 letter, the Montgomery County Chapter of the Maryland
Municipal League advocated for the “full cost of service methodology provided for in current County
law”, under which municipalities would be “fairly reimbursed for services that would otherwise be
provided by the County, with the reimbursement amount reflecting the savings realized by the County.”

Council Legislative Attorney Josh Hamlin, in a 2014 memorandum, disagreed that the full cost
of service methodology is what is “provided for in current County law.” See Hamlin Memo, © 29. M.
Hamlin reviews not only the legislative history but also the subsequent history of the program’s
implementation and reached the following conclusion: “In consideration of the legislative history of
Chapter 30A and the implementing resolutions adopted by the County Council, and viewed in relation
to the State law concerning income tax distribution and property tax duplication, the calculation of
the reimbursement to municipalities based on the County’s actual, net property tax funded
expenditures for eligible services is proper and consistent with the law’s intent.”

The reimbursement method established under Resolution 13-650 (net County property tax
funded savings approach) addresses the double taxation problem that can result when two governments
can each charge a duplicated tax to pay for a service that only one government provides, without
creating a double burden on the income tax. In contrast, reimbursing municipalities for the “full cost of
service savings” would in essence create a double burden on the County’s income tax revenue. This
double burden would arise because the services in the County’s tax supported general fund (such as
education, libraries, and police) are funded in part with income tax revenue. Under Maryland Tax -
General Article §2-607, municipalities receive a 17% share of County income tax attributable to
municipal taxpayers. Revenue in the County’s General Fund consists of not only County property tax
revenue, but also 100% of the County income tax of non-municipal taxpayers and 83% of the County
income tax of municipal taxpayers. With respect to the income tax, there is no duplication because the
17% share is part of—rather than in addition to—the full 100% County income tax.



The tables at © 34-35 illustrate the double burden on income tax revenue generated by non-
municipal taxpayers. Using as an example FY 13 expenditures by the Montgomery County Government
Tax Supported General Fund (which include libraries, police, community development, etc.), the tables
illustrate that the per capita cost to non-municipal taxpayers is $1,026, while the per capita cost to
municipal taxpayers is $930. Put differently, municipal taxpayers receive a discount on services funded
by the County’s General Fund relative to non-municipal taxpayers (paying approximately 92¢ per $1 of
service expenditure).! See Tables, © 34-35.

Working Group

A working group comprised of six members worked with Council Staff during FY15 to gather
information and provide feedback regarding policy alternatives. The dialogue between those attending
the meetings was open and transparent. The six members included three citizen members and three
members representing the local chapter of the Maryland Municipal League: Joan Fidler (Taxpayers
League), Cleo Tavani (resident of Friendship Heights), Dan Wilhelm (resident of unincorporated
Colesville), Suzanne Ludlow (City Manager of Takoma Park), Marnie Shaul (Councilmember, Town of
Somerset), and Barb Matthews (then City Manager of Rockville).

Ms. Ludlow led a small group comprised of representatives from municipalities that provide
police services, to determine if those municipalities could agree on a proposal for reimbursement for all
municipalities that provide police services. To date, that sub-group has not submitted a proposal to the
County.

l Staff recommendation: Concur with Recommended Budget - Municipal Tax Duplication NDA [

Attachments: © 1  Leases
©2  Fiscal Impact Statement, Bill 21-15 \
©4  FY16 Future Federal/State/Other Grants Report
© 17 Gleason Memo & Technical Appendix
©26 Resolution 13-650
© 29 Hamlin Memo
©34 Tables-Municipal Income Tax Subsidy Calculations

F:\Sesker\project files\FY17 OBFY17 OB GO NDAs\FY17 OB GO NDA.doc

! The calculation is $1-($1x47.3%x17%)=$0.92.
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FY 17 LEASE NDA Spropdghest

4.17/sf

lease 1y At <=2 2% CPIassumed unless noted otherwiss
LocationfOccy Use 8, Foot Solner _ FY16 Apr. Pro). Rent Proj. Maint ___ Total FY37 Now Commentx
8513 Piney Branch Rd TESS Canter 4800 1.030 113,498 101,637 20016 121,683
Metropolitan CAM Charpes BCC Ceonter OfficelDay care 8000 10218 116,602 116,602 116,802
255 Rockvibs Pike - Big Lease General Offcay 126,508 i 5,385,521 §.584,297 5,594,207 16,883,838
258 Rexiovilles Pie - Traasury Lesss Treasury Division 15262 ma 806,458 837,668 R37 G5B 16,184 447
1 Monroe Street, 802 Ingpecior Generni 2070 1.0450 84579 77158 77,156
18410 Muricaster Road Aq History FarmvCoop Extension 15070 1.0300 17417 147,578 [ 147,575 Now lease is fill service
Coro Py - 255 Rock Pk & E Middis Ln. 85 upaces e 148,180 148,180 148,180
1108 Spring Street DOT Parking Mainl. 2486 opi §7,088 s8,231 58231
8516 Anniversary Clrcie Warehouse AN 1030 129,981 128,839 4172 134511
8536 Anniversary Circle Records Center 26000 10300 230,890 234 873 £,143 241,028
210 Comorate Bivd DGS Admin 14,405 i 488,827 498,055 483,055
1901 Ressarch Bvd DFRS Stress Management 706 10300 28748 31828 31828
1300 Quinge Orshard e 54,874 o 137817 1,146,456 400,000 1048458
Page Elamentary inteyrated Chiideare 1588 24,187 24,187 2187
11711 Josnph Ml Road Viers Il Childcars 3081 [ AgAT0 4,170 £.170
12260 McDonnid Ghapet Dr. Thurgood Marshal Chidcare 3816 o 50,164 50,184 8,164
Glon Haven Elsmentary Intagrated Childcars 2481 b 31883 31,983 3198
Sargent Shriver {Gonin. Pk) ES Integrated Childears 1867 e 4535 24,535 24538
1820 Franwall Ave, - Arcola ES Intsgyrated Childoars 1964 wn BT 28537 28537
12612 Galway Dr. - Gaiway ES Interrated Childears 18673 wn 742 4742 24742
7511 Holly Avs - Takoma Park ES Integrated Childoars 1575 nn 20,488 20488 20488
Weller Road ES integrated Childcary 1,786 21,000 22256 220
42250 Wilkins Ave Homelass Shatter 8900 111380 184015 154,954 7118 182,107
451 Hunperford Additional Parking Parking 10300 W48 20425 245
8630 Fanton 5t Health Center 21083 ofa s 548420 545420
1338 Piceard Dr Health Center 0500 10300 141906 ¢ © selocated 1o 1401 Rockvits P - e 74
730C Calhoun Drive Juvenie Assd OFr. 63584 1S 1,815,185 1,791,552 1,791 582
Betheada Metro Canter OTS Antenng o 14834 14,383 14,983
Berksttire Towars - Lockwood Dr OTS Antenns oo 34,200 34,200 34,200 foed tr 719
NRC Bidg - Whita Fiint OTS Antenne 10400 86,167 57,378 51375
Kenwood CC, River Road DTS Antenns 12500 153053 167,805 167,305
17101 & DTS Antenne fed 112,190 111,000 111,000
21200 Marfinatwry Rl - Mirant UTE Antenna nia 89,752 89,752 89752
Riverbend Arianna - Fairfax DTS Antenna iR 2,851 2851 2851
6601 New Hampahire Ava, Takoma PX DTS Anteana iR 109,544 10,707 110,707
12500 Ardennes Correstions - Pre-Trial Services Faks BERE o] 721,808 Q £ Relocatsd o Pro Retease Cantor
19627 Fisher Ave. Poolewiia Library 7000 1878 256205 190,862 190,862
455 £, Gude Dr. DEWS Steage 10278 §,398 7.006 7,006
47 Stfs Circle, Annapolis Lagislative Affxirs 1895 1020 78701 7524 75334
$1 Monroe St sulle 1700 HAS Childron/YouthvFamiy 7517 10350 270,196 0 0 reiocated to 1401 Rockvilia Pk - line 74
2726 University Bivd Wheaton Day Laborers 1863 10300 110503 106,507 7788 114,276
111 Rockvils Piks DED space plus phng 13013 na 831202 95,850 85,880 besed on 2 mos - exp 3/30/16
201-C Dover Road MCFRS Warehouse VA5 1030 690215 £§80,000 138,491 718,491
11 K. Weahington Street, &t floor HHS 18,006 na 426300 0 0 refocated to 1401 Rockwille Pk - iine 74
22610 Guinway Caniet Clarksburg Intrim F§ S4B 100 224 362 192,545 40,962 233,
21 824 Metropolitan Cowrt LUibraries Materiab Mngmnt 18,800 10300 264885 196245 82566 2781
7-1 Metopoiitan O Morzy Clnic F00 10350 220498 199,823 30,024 228 847
8434 Heigorman Palics Spoad Camera Van 295 10300 4263 43,807 12,335 56,142
14935 Southiawn MCFRS and MCPD 7 10300 2308339 1.811,489 487,890 2,299,379 MCPD move in 815
$1 Monrme 8L 3rd Floor ERP Office olus pkng 1342w 301,864 311,839 311,838
17 B Frsthiald MCFRS @tross Managoment 1005 10300 30,307 30,161 30,161
490143 Nicholsan Ct Transh Gmall Buses 25000 10396 979436 910,552 8 §10,552 Maint being charyed © Flest
23201 Stingtown Road Clarskburn Cottage 1350 10300 18,850 13,911 5,630 19541
500 E. Joflerson 8t Family Justica Canter 27w 893720 984,730 §84.730
£00 E. Jefforson St Farny Justica Center Expansion 580  na 5053 156,856 156,856
18753 N. Fruderick Ave. Soard of Elections 5,190 10300 1121115 951,580 225972 1,177,581 adifing mpansion space fom 2018
18753 N, Fraderick Ave. Board of Elections Expansion 13843 1.0300 190,918 180913 180,919
51 Monros, Plaza MC-311 10,511 wa 314,550 [ ¢ relocated to 1401 Rockvile Pk - ne 74
45W. Watkine Mill Road Interim 6th District Police Station 18924 10300 445,501 464,569 78313 543582
981 Rasfing OAS 24166 10300 847423 788.9%2 100,772 470704
451 Hungerford, Suite 700 HHS - Families Foramost 4472 1050 85704 100272 100272
T676 New Hampatiire Ave HHS - Youth Qpportunity Cantes 2303 1.0400 §1.245 64,079 84078
Rockville Town Center Garage Library parking wa B4 81,861 81861
198 E. Montgomery Shariff 6554 10356 235,380 239,380 238,380
2301 Research Bivd Poiice Stress Managerment Linit 2,114 55000 55,000 55,000
5320 Masinedi HHS Shelter 8362 1078 255,409 255,409 34870 290,278 FY15 Base Rent abatad 50%
Rockvilla Town Ganter Gareqe HHS Parking na 2,70 21,100 21708
11435 Grandview interim Fire Stafion 8514 10300 44,865 44865 2mos cosupaiy in FY1T
1401 Rockeilie Pike CROMC3TIHHSIDHCA. 102804 1009 1896528 412952 1022,15¢
Puayments for Operating Expenses, Taxee, Common
Avea Mainiscance " 300000 20,000 200000
Sub Total Existing Leasss FY16 haved on 890,266 of 1,002,415 7502% 22248178 1715243 a572813
Addad Leases in FY{7
1401 Rockyilie Pika Provecto Salud & Adult Behav Health 701397
1196 Viera MiliRd CAA & Worman's Cancer 2 85,207
13801 Rippling Brook -Bel Pre E§ intngrated Chidears 1,700 vl 8 21,25 21256
9515 Dewitt Sve Carroh House 12900 oo 0 22200 53783 75583 Asaochbon Duet (abated first § years)
Sub Total Addad Leases 14,600 4345 5278 BU3 R4
Other Lessing coste
Shift Uslites Cost to Utlites NDA ~124.404 92652 82652
Shift Funds from MCPD for Scathizwn 4 4
Shift Funds from Catholic Charfas/Marnali 4
Contractor for Proparty Database A 100,000 100,000 100,000
Closed School Revenus Sharing NA 215,500 365,000 365,000
Maving & buiidot expanses NA 100000 100,000 100,000
Subttat Other Leasing coste 294 006 565,000 472348
Total Grows Lessas Budget 1,047,818 1782735 22856628 1,762,038 2583814
LESS CHARGEBACKS: §q Fout
255 Rockvili Piks - Big Laase Ponmitting Services sagn 2,610,858
255 Rockyille Piks - Bin Loase DEP - WOPF 18 520,841
255 Rockville Piks - Big Laase CUPF 7188 mnm
255 Rockville Piks - Treasury Leass DEP -WQPF 2585 141,901
1108 Spring Street DPWT Parking Maint. 2,488 58,201
8653 Grovemont MCFRS SCBA 0
451 Hungerlord Additions! Perking PutiingHHS NA 20425
455 £ Guda Drive DSWS Storape NA 7,006
1901 Research DFRS Streas Management ki 31,628
8536 Anniversary Circle DS Ops Records Centar 36,000 241,028
51 Monroe 5t 3rd Floor ERP Office pius parking 2,569 311,83
490143 Nicholson Ct Transit Simal Buses 25,000 810,552
7675 New Hampshire Ave HHS - Youth Opportuntty Center 2,303 64,078
Rockvile Town Canter Gerage Library parking NA 81,861
Rockodls Town Center Garege HHS Paridng NA 21700
11435 Grendview Interim Fire Station 851 44,866
Subtotsl Ch ok FY16 based on 148 149 of 159,026 5379334

TOTAL NET LEASES BUDGET

20,558,481 l
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Fiscal Impact Statement
Bill 21-15, Finance — Renters” Property Tax Relief Supplement

1. Legislative. Summary.
Bill 21-15 would require the Director of Finance (Director) to pay a Renters’ Property
Tax Relief Supplement to certain residents who qualify for a payment from the State
under the State “Renters’ Tax Credit Program.” The State payment to renters is modeled
after the Homeowners' Tax Credit (commonly referred to as the "Circuit Breaket”), and is
based on the premise that a portion of rent paid by renters is attributable to property tax
paid by the owner of the property, The purpose of the State payment is to return some of
that money to renters-in the same way it is returned to homeowners through the Circuit
Breaker payment. Eligibility for the County supplement would be tied to eligibility for
the State payment. The County supplement under the Bill would be 50% of the State
payment, which is capped at $750.

2. An estimate of changes in County revenues and expenditures regardless of whether
the revenues or expenditures are assumed in the recommended or approved hudget.
_Ineludes source of information, assumptions, and methodologies used.

The Maryland State Department of Assessments and Taxation (SDAT) provided data on
the program starting in FY07, with the exception of FY10 and FY13. The Department of
Finance interpalated data for the number of applicants, number of renters receiving a
credit, and the total program cost for those missing years. Based on actual and estimated
data from FY10-14, Finance estimates an average of 704 applicants with 515 renters
receiving the credit and an-average total program cest of $127,400. This results in an
average individual credif of $248 for the State program, annually.

Based on the values above, Finance estimates that Bill 21-15 will provide an additional
$63,700 in supplemental tax credits to renters with an average individual credit of $124.
Added to the State credit, an eligible renter would receive an avoragc total credit of $372,
annually.

At $20 per check, an administrative cost of $10,300 would be incurred by Finance for
preparation, printing, and malling of checks to individual recipients.

SDAT is able to provide the Director with a full list of recipients of the State credit, and
Finance can administer the program within current staffing levels, but would require
approximately $4,000 in overtime to sucoe.ssfully € program. .
Overall, the total annual fiscal impact is approxifgately $’? 8,000, thh £63,700 in direct
payments fo eligible renters and $14,300 for adminis

There would be no change in revenues as a result of Bill 21 15..
. 3. Revenue and expenditure estimates covering at least the next 6 fiscal years

At this time it is difficult to accurately project the cost of the program over the next six
fiscal years as there are many variables that could affect the cost of the program from
year to year. Please see #10 below.

4. An actuarial analysis through the entire amortization period for each bill that would
affect retiree pension or group insurance costs.




Not applicable.

5. An estimate of expenditures related to County’s information technology (IT)
systems, including Enterprise Resourc¢e Planning (ERF) systems.
Not applicable. .

6. Later actions that may affect future revenue and expenditures if the bill authorizes
future spending,

Expenditures could be affected if future lcgislation is pasged that increases {or decreases)
the amount of the County’s match to the State credit, or if the State’s cap is increased (or
decreased).

7. An estimate of the staff ime needed to implement the bill
Please see paragfaph four in #2 above,

8. An explanation of how the addition of new staff responsibilities would affect other
duties.

Please see paragraph four in #2 above. :
9. An estimate of costs when an additional appropriation is beeded.
Not applicable.
10. A description of any variable that could affect revenue and cost estimates.

There are several variables that, if changed, could affect expenditures related to Bill 21-
15. These include, but are not limited to, the following: number of eligible Montgomery
Couanty residents, amount of State credit, amount of State cap, amount of County match,
and ability of SDAT to share recipient data with Finance.

11. Ranges of revenue or expenditures that are uncertain or difficult to project.
Not applicable.
12. If a bill is likely to have no fiscal xmpact, why that is the case.
The fiscal impact of Bill 21-15 is explained in #2 above.
13. Other fiscal impacts or comments.
Not applicable.
14, The following contributed to and concurred with this analysis;
David Platt, Rob Hagedoorn, Michael Coveyou: Department of Finance
Jedediah Millard: Office of Management and Budget
&/5/15

Date

ffice of Management and Budget




FUTURE FEDERAL/STATE/OTHER GRANTS NDA
FY16 Appropriation Transfers

BE Number

Received

Title

Amount

CEX CLD 072115 BUDGET ES 160 0F15014

7/21/2015

New award Budget for FY 16, according to the
Grant Agreement, $146,121 and PNG shows
the prior year amount for FY16 0f $133,650, a
difference of ($12,471). The Executive
Supplemental makes the adjustment

-12,471

COR DMD 091715 BUDGET ES 160

9/17/2015

DOCR received Award Letter dated 5/18/2015
from GOCCP for $31,179 from Byrne Justice
Grant for Medication Assisted
Treatment/Reentry. On 7/28/15, DOCR
requested a grant modification which was
approved.

-31,179

DHS DAQ 072715 Budget ES 160 2002466

7/27/2015

Additional funding for FFY 14 UASI Training
Equipment (MDERS)

-29,635

DHS DAQ 082515 BUDGET ES 160 2002468/

8/25/2015

FFY 2015 EMPG Grant Funding Continuation

-333,712

DHS DAQ 10262015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/26/2015

CONTINUATION OF THE UASI
REGIONAL PLANNING GRANT

-330,134

DHS DAQ 10262015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/26/2015

CONTINUATION OF THE UASI EXERCISE
AND TRAINING OFFICER

-134,644

DHS DAQ 10262015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/26/2015

Continuation of the UASI NIMS Compliance
Officer award

-136,755

DHS DAQ 10262015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/26/2015

Continuation of the UASI VOLUNTEER &
CITIZEN CORPS PROGRAMS

-262,200

DHS DAQ 10262015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/26/2015

Continuation of the UASI HOSPITAL
INFECTIOUS DISEASE PROTECTION
CACHE (ERS)

-103,500

DHS DAQ 10262015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/26/2015

Continuation of the UASI HOSPITAL
INFECTIOUS DISEASE SANITATION
EQUIPMENT (ERS)

272,500

DHS DAQ 10262015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/26/2015

Continuation of the UASI LinX Sustainment
Grant

-835,000

DHS DAQ 10262015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/26/2015

Continuation of the UASI RADIO CACHE
(MAINTENANCE) FOR MONTGOMERY
COUNTY AND NCR

-164,947

DHS DAQ 10262015 BUDGET ES 160 26025

10/26/2015

Continuation of the UAS] FUNDS FOR 2ND
MOBILE COMMAND VEHICLE FOR
MCFRS AND MCPD

-890,000

DHS DAQ 10262015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/26/20615

Continuation of the UASI FUNDS FOR
PLANNING

-151,500

DHS DAQ 10262015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/26/2015

Continuation of the UASI FUNDS FOR
TRAINING AND EXERCISE

-50,000

Friday, April 15, 2016

Page 1 of 13



FUTURE FEDERAL/STATE/OTHER GRANTS NDA
FY16 Appropriation Transfers

BE Number
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Title

Amount

DHS DAQ 10262015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/26/2015

Continuation of the UASI FUNDS FOR EQC
ENHANCEMENT

-85,000

DHS DAQ 10272015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/26/2015

Continuation of the UASI FUNDS FOR
MCPD Special Operations Command Room
(SOD)

-150,000

DHS DAQ 10272015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/27/2013

Continuation of the UASI FUNDS
RESPONSE ENHANCEMENT FOR FIRE
RESCUE

230,000

DHS DAQ 10272015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/26/2015

Continuation of the UASI FUNDS
RESPONSE ENHANCEMENT FOR
HEALTH SERVICES

268,925

DHS DAQ 10272015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/26/2015

Continuation of the UASI FUNDS FOR
SEARCH AND RESCUE ATV's

-60,000

DHS DAQ 10272015 BUDGET ES 160 20025

10/27/2015

Continuation of the UASI FUNDS K9
THERMAL IMAGING AWARD

92,000

DHS DAQ 11022015 Budget ES 160 2002566

11/22/2015

Continuation of the UASI FUNDS FOR
PATIENT TRACKING MAINTENANCE

-464,760

DHS DAQ 9212015 BUDGET ES 160 200247

9/21/2015

Continuation of the FFY 15 SHSGP Grant

-359,158

DHS DAQ 9302015 BUDGET ES 160 200248

9/30/2015

2015 - 2016 Hazardous Materials Emergency
Preparedness (HMEP) Grant

-4,000

DOT ALT 011116 BUDGET CS 001

1/11/2016

Supplemental appropriation to the Bikeshare
program to leverage reimbursable State grants
to to County and to the City

-491,102

FIN EG 022916 BUDGET DECREASE FOR

212912016

TO RECONCILE BUDGET WITH AWARD
EXPENDITURES AND REVENUE FY14
ANDFYI15

389,412

FIN EG 091015 BUDGET ES 160 F61204A 10

9/10/2015

This Executive Supplemental to Head Start
Grant, F61204A/1002501, is necessary to
bring the County's ERP system into
conformity with the approved award.

-37,968

FIN EG 091115 BUDGET FREEZE 160 F6414

9/11/2015

THIS BUDGET FREEZE TO EARLY
CHILDHOOD MENTAL HEALTH,
F64145/1002406, IS NECESSARY TO
BRING THE COUNTY'S ERP SYSTEM
INTO CONFORMITY WITH THE
APPROVED AWARD BUDGET

1,500

FIN JMB 030116 0F78800/1002526 BUDGET

3/172016

0F78800/1002526 BUDGET INCREASE TO
REFLECT TOTAL RENT COLLECTED

-152,638

FIN IMB 120315 2002572/1002593 HEALTH

12/3/2015

BUDGET LOAD FOR HEALTHY OUT OF
SCHOOL TIME GRANT
IMPLEMENTATION

-5,000

Friday, April 15, 2016
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FY16 Appropriation Transfers
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FIN JMB 121515 FREEZE 2000780/1002176

12/15/2015

FREEZE UNUSED BUDGET

8,804

FIN SS 011316 Executive Supplement for FY1

1/13/2016

Executive Supplement to match budget with
Notice of Grant Award

-1,812

FIN SS 011516 Executive Supplement for CCT

1/15/2016

Executive Supplement to match budget with
Notice of Grant Award

-48,400

FIN S$S 020216 New Grant Budget for CCT Pr

2/2/2016

Original Budget in Notice of Grant Award

21,350

FIN SS 020216 New Grant Budget for CCT Pr

2/2/2016

Original Budget in Notice of Grant Award

-25,000

FIN 85022316 FY16 SHF CHILD SUPPORT

2/23/2016

To Load Budget for FY16 Child Support Grant

-799,320

FIN S8 062515 BUDGET FR 160 F10001A 10

6/25/2015

Budget Load - FY16 Family Law Grant

15,091

FIN SS 111815 To Load Match Budget for DO

11/18/2015

FIN S8 111815 To Load Match Budget for
DOT AW#1002384

-250,000

FIN TDH 120315 1002592 LOAD FY16 BUD

12/3/2015

Load FY 16 Budget

63,136

FRS JRC 031716 BUDGET ES 160 2002623

3/17/2016

THIS BUDGET ENTRY IS TO
APPROPRIATE FUNDING FOR THE
GRANTOR'S 50% MATCH OF THEFY16
MIEMSS MATCHING GRANT AWARD.
THIS IS A STATE GRANT, AND IS NOT A
PASS-THRU GRANT FROM THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT,

-12,963

FRS JRC 092815 BUDGET ES 160 2002479

9/28/2015

THIS BUDGET ENTRY ISTO
APPROPRIATE THE FEDERAL COST
SHARE OF $308,096 FOR THE FY 14 FEMA
AFG FIRE PREVENTION & SAFETY
GRANT AWARD.

-308,096

FRS JRC 100715 BUDGET ES 160 2002497

10/7/2015

THIS BUDGET ENTRY IS TO
APPROPRIATE FUNDING FOR THE FY15
INSTALLMENT OF THE ANNUAL URBAN
SEARCH AND RESCUE (US&R)
PROGRAM (CONTINUATION GRANT).

-1,184,082

FRS JRC 100815 BUDGET ES 160 2002517

10/8/2015

THIS BUDGET ENTRY IS TO
APPROPRIATE FUNDING FOR THE
ACTIVATION OF 5§ MEMBERS OF THE
URBAN SEARCH AND RESCUE (US&R)
TEAM, WHO WERE SENT TO COLUMBIA,
SOUTH CAROLINA FOR SEARCH AND
RESCUE ACTIVITIES RESULTING FROM
HURRICANE JOAQUIN.

-75,000

Friday, April 15, 2016
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FRS JRC 102015 BUDGET ES 160 2002521

1072072015

THIS BUDGET ENTRY ISTO
APPROPRIATE FUNDING FOR THE FY16
MIEMSS EMD GRANT AWARDED TO
MCFRS. THIS IS A STATE GRANT, AND
ISNOT A PASS-THRU GRANT FROM THE
FED. GOVT.

-3,410

FRS JRC 120815 BUDGET ES 160 2002552

12/8/2015

THIS BUDGET ENTRY IS TO
APPROPRIATE FUNDING FOR THE FY16
MIEMSS ALS TRAINING GRANT
AWARDED TO MCFRS. THIS IS A STATE
GRANT, AND ISNOT A PASS-THRU
GRANT FROM THE FED. GOVT.

-23,000

HCA TG 02122016 BUDGET ES 161 0F7701

2/12/2016

This budget executive supplemental to the
FY11 CDBG Federal Entitlement Program is
necessary to bring the FY 11 CDBG budget up
to the level of the federal appropriation.

-100,002

HCA TJG 02122016 BUDGET ES 161 0F7701

2/12/2016

This budget executive supplemental to the
FY12 CDBG Federal Entitlement Program is
necessary to bring the FY 12 CDBG budget up
to the level of the federal appropriation

-100,103

HCA TJG 02122016 BUDGET ES 161 0F7701

2/12/2016

This budget executive supplemental to the
FY13 CDBG Federal Entitlement Program is
necessary to bring the FY13 CDBG budget up
to the level of the federal appropriation.

-148,206

HCA TJG 02122016 BUDGET FR 400 076782

2/12/2016

Budget freeze to the County’s FY11 CDBG
Federal Entitlement Program

100,000

HCATIG 02122016 BUDGET FR 400 076782

2/12/2016

Budget freeze to the County’s FY12 CDBG
Federal Entitlement Program

100,000

HCA TIG 02122016 BUDGET FR 400 076782

2/12/2016

Budget freeze to the County’s FY13 CDBG
Federal Entitlement Program

100,000

HCA TIG 08202015 BUDGET FR 160 0F7701

8/20/2015

DHCA receives an annual ESG (Emergency
Shelter (or Solutions) Grant). The FY15
projected grant amount was $403,810. The
actual award amount was $339,770.

64,040

HHS AFL 070815 BUDGET FR 160 0F64127

7/8/2015

This Budget Freeze to the Sexual Assault
Prevention Grant, 0F64127 1002123 is
necessary to bring the County's ERP system
into conformity with the approved award.

2,913

HHS AFL 102715 BUDGET ES 160 F60017A

10/27/2015

This Executive Supplement to the VOCA
grant, F60017 A is necessary to bring the
County's ERP system into conformalty with
the approved award.

-43,590

Friday, April 15, 2016
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HHS CSH 010616 BUDGET ES 163 2000616

1/6/2016

This Budget Executive Supplemental to the -287,174
FY15 Ryan White Part A, Oral Health grant,

2000616/1002161, is necessary to bring the

County's ERP system into conformity with the

approved award.

HHS CSH 020516 BUDGET FR 163 F62078A

2/5/2016

This Budget Freeze to the CDC Breast and 114,413
Cervical Cancer Grant, F62078A/1002393, is

necessary to bring the County's ERP system

into conformity with the approved award.

HHS CSH 032816 BUDGET ES 163 F620738A

3/28/2016

This Budget Executive Supplemental to the 88,000
CDC Breast and Cervical Caricer Grant,

F62078A/1002393, is necessary to bring the

County's ERP system in conformity with the

approved award.

HHS CSH 092115 BUDGET ES 163 F64049A

9/22/2015

This Budget Executive Supplemental to the -701
Caring for Two Grant/Children with Special

Needs, F64049A/1002444 is necessary to

bring the County's ERP system into

conformity with the approved award.

HHS CSH 092215 BUDGET ES 163 F62087A

9/22/2015

This Budget Executive Supplemental to the -75,000
Administrative Care Coordination Grant,

F62087A/1002426 is necessary to bring the

County's ERP system into conformity with the

approved award.

HHS CSH 100215 BUDGET ES 163 F64073A

10/2/2015

This Budget Executive Supplemental to the -49,000
Oral Cancer Grant, F64073A/1002407 is

necessary to bring the County's ERP system

into conformity with the approved award.

HHS CSH 100615 BUDGET FR 163 2004206

10/6/2015

This Budget Freeze to the Tobacco 5,000
Enforcement Grant, 200A260/1002459 is

necessary to bring the County's ERP system

into conformity with the approved award.

HHS CSH 100715 BUDGET ES 163 2002513

10/7/2015

This Budget load to the Ebola Virus Disease -67,000
Preparedness & Response Grant,

2002513/1002559 is necessary to bring the

County's ERP system into conformity with the

approved award.

HHS CSH 101515 BUDGET ES 163 2002515

10/15/2015

The Executive Budget Supplemental to the ~125,000
Addressing Chronic Diseases Grant,

2002515/1002560, is necessary to bring the

County's ERP system into conformity with the

approved award.

Friday, April 15, 2016

Page § of 13

2

L’



FUTURE FEDERAL/STATE/OTHER GRANTS NDA
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HHS CSH 122415 BUDGET ES 163 F62053A

12/24/2015

This Budget Executive Supplemental to the
PWC/MD Kids Count Grant,
F62053A/1002388 is necessary to bring the
County's ERP System into conformity with the
approved award.

-548,335

HHS EBF 010516 BUDGET FR 163 20A1431

1/5/2016

This Freeze to the FY16 Recovery Supp
Expansion Grant, 20A1431/1002398, is
necessary to bring the County's ERP system
into conformity with the approved award.

218,449

HHS EBF 010816 BUDGET ES 160 2002444

1/8/2016

This Executive Supplement to the FY16
Overdose Misuse Prevention Program
(OMPP) Grant, 2002444/1002599, is
necessary to bring the County's ERP system
into conformity with the approved award.

-45,000

HHS EBF 020216 BUDGET ES 163 200A773

2/2/2016

This Executive Supplement to the Federal
Treatment Grant 200A773/1002382 necessary
to bring the County's ERP system in to
conformity with the approved award.

-240,000

HHS EBF 020216 BUDGET FR 160 F61506A

2/2/2016

This Freeze to the Substance Prevention Grant
F61506A/1002335 is necessary to bring the
County's ERP system in to conformity with the
approved award.

5,448

HHS EBF 020516 BUDGET ES 160 2002595

2/5/2016

This Executive Supplement to the OEND
grant, 2002595/1002600 is necessary to bring
the County's ERP system in to conformity with
the approved award.

-30,072

HHS EBF 112015 BUDGET ES 163 F64044A

11/20/2015

This Executive Supplement to the FY 16
General Treatment Grant 0F64044A/1002440
is necessary to bring the County's ERP system
in to conformity with the approved award.

322,760

HHS ENR 121415 BUDGET ES 160 F61305A

12/14/2015

This Executive Supplemental for additional
funds for ETHS increase from $215,340 to
$258,103

-42,763

HHS ENR 122215 BUDGET ES 160 0F61206

12/22/2015

This Executive Supplemental for additional
funds for FFY15 CSBG Amendment Part C
from $452,336 to $456,393

-4,057

HHS KW 091715 BUDGET ES 163 F60032A

9/17/2015

This Executive Supplemental to the CMH-
Services Grant, F60032A/1002375 is
necessary to bring the county's ERP system
into comformity with the attached approved
award letter,

-15,420

Friday, April 15, 2016
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HHS LES 011916 CS8 001

1/19/2016

This FY16 Council Supplimental for
Children's Opportunity Fund Non-Department
Account Resolution 18-332 Approved
11/17/15 from General Fund Reserves

-750,750

HHS LY 012816 BUDGET ES 164 2002601 1

1/28/2016

This Budget Exec supplement to the FY 16
Supplemental State grant, 2002601/1002603 is
needed to bring the county's ERP system into
conformity with the approved award,

-35,144

HHS LY 021716 BUDGET ES 164 0F6160A 1

2/17/2016

This FY16 Budget Exec Supplemental is
needed to align with approved award amount
for the Title 111, AAA OF6160A/1002449.

-10,517

HHS LY 021716 BUDGET ES 164 OF6160B 1

2/17/2016

This FY 16 Budget Exec Supplemental is
needed to align with approved award amount
for the Title I1I, AAA OF6160B/1002449

-83,099

HHS LY 021716 BUDGET ES 164 0F6160C 1

2/17/2016

This FY16 Budget Exec Supplemental is
needed to align with approved award amount
for the Title I1I, AAA OF6160C/1002449.

-388,589

HHS LY 021716 BUDGET ES 164 6F6160D 1

21712016

This FY 16 Budget Exec Supplemental is
needed to align with approved award amount
for the Title 11, AAA OF6160D/1002449

-55,089

HHS LY 021716 BUDGET ES 164 OF6160E 1

2/17/2016

This FY16 Budget Exec Supplemental is
needed to align with approved award amount
for the Title 11, AAA OF6160E/1002449

-15,023

HHS LY 021716 BUDGET ES 164 0F6160F 1

2/117/2016

This FY16 Budget Exec Supplemental is
needed to align with the approved award
amount for the Title III, AAA
OF6160F/1002449 grant.

-24,173

HHS LY 021716 BUDGET FR 164 OF6160B 1

2/17/2016

This FY16 Budget Freeze is needed to align
with approved award amount for the Title III
AAA, 0F6160B/1002449.

90,411

HHS LY 021716 BUDGET FR 164 0F6160C 1

2/17/2016

This FY16 Budget Freeze is needed to align
with the approved award amount for the Title
ITIT AAA, OF6160C/1002449.

440,847

HHS LY 021716 BUDGET FR 164 0F6160D 1

2/17/2016

This FY16 Budget Freeze is needed to align
with the approved award amount for Title 111
AAA, 0F6160D/1002449,

802

HHS LY 021716 BUDGET FR 164 0F6160E 1

2/177/2016

This FY 16 Budget Freeze is needed to align
with approved award amount for the Title IIT
AAA, OF6160E/1002449.

382

HHS LY 021716 BUDGET FR 164 OF6160F 1

2/17/12016

This FY16 Budget Freeze is needed to align
with approved award amount for the Title 111
AAA, OF6160F/1002449.

24,425

Friday, April 15, 2016
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HHS LY 071415 BUDGET ES 164 2002463 1

7/14/2015

This Budget Executive Supplemental to the
FY15 HHS Deficency Funding Grant,
2002463/1002516 is necessary to bring the
County's ERP system into conformity with the
approved award.

-59,559

HHS LY 081315 BUDGET ES 164 2000643 1

8/13/2015

This Budget Executive Supplemental to the
FY15 HHS NSIP Nutrition Grant,
2000643/1002116 is necessary to bring the
County's ERP system into conformity with the
approved award.

-68,922

HHS LY 090115 BUDGET ES 164 200A519 1

9/1/2015

This Budget Executive Supplemental to the
FY16 MAP Grant, 200A519/1002379 is
necessary to bring the County's ERP system
into conformity with the known allocation
amount from MDOA.

21,918

HHS LY 091815 BUDGET ES 164 200A644 1

9/18/2015

This Budget Exec Supplement to the carryover
prior year revenue to FY16 Senior Nutrition
grant award 200A644/1002409.

-135,000

HHS LY 091815 BUDGET ES F61600A 1002

9/18/2015

This Budget Exec Supplement to the FY 16
Senior Nutrition grant F61600A/1002355 is
necessary to bring the County's ERP system
into conformity with the approved award.

-71,115

HHS LY 091825 BUDGET FR 164 2000644 1

9/18/2015

FY16 Senior Nutrition grant award
200A644/1002409.

135,000

HHS LY 110515 BUDGET ES 164 0F6160A 1

11/5/2015

This Budget Exec Supplement to the FY15
AAA, 0OF6160A/1002158 is necessary to bring
the County's ERP system into conformity with
the approved award.

-27,199

HHS LY 110515 BUDGET ES 164 0F6160B 1

11/5/2015

This Budget Exec Supplement to the FY15
AAA, 0OF6160B/1002158 is necessary to bring
the County's ERP system into conformity with
the approved award.

-67,843

HHS LY 110515 BUDGET ES 164 0F6160D 1

11/5/2015

This Budget Exec Supplement to the FY 15
AAA, 0F6160D/1002158 is necessary to bring
the County's ERP system into conformity with
the approved award.

-31,735

HHS LY 110515 BUDGET ES 164 0F6160F 1

11/5/2015

This Budget Exec Supplement to the FY13
AAA, 0F6160F/1002158 is necessary to bring
the County's ERP system into conformity with
the approved award.

-27,334

HHS LY 110515 BUDGET ES 164 2000632 1

11/5/2015

This Budget Exec Supplement to the FY15
AAA, 2000632/1002158 is necessary to bring
the County's ERP system into conformity with
the approved award.

-4,515

Friday, April 15, 2016
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HHS LY 110515 BUDGET FR 164 0F6160A 1

11/5/2015

This Budget Freeze to the FY15 AAA Grant,
OF6160A/1002158 is necessary to bring the
County's ERP system into conformity with the
approved award.

49,845

HHS LY 110515 BUDGET FR 164 0F6160B 1

11/5/2015

This Budget Freeze to the FY15 AAA Grant,
0F6160B/1002158 is necessary to bring the
County's ERP system into conformity with the
approved award.

100,737

HHS LY 110515 BUDGET FR 164 0F6160D 1

11/5/2015

This Budget Freeze to the FY15 AAA Grant,
0F6160D/1002158 is necessary to bring the
County's ERP system into conformity with the
approved award.

28,047

HHS LY 110515 BUDGET FR 164 0F6160E 1

11/5/2015

This Budget Freeze to the FY15 AAA Grant,
0F6160E/1002158 is necessary to bring the
County's ERP system into conformity with the
approved award.

4,303

HHSLY 110515 BUDGET FR 164 OF6160F 1

11/5/2015

This Budget Freeze to the FY15 AAA Grant,
0F6160F/1002158 is necessary to bring the
County's ERP system into conformity with the
approved award.

26,005

HHS NDD 011916 BUDGET ES 165 2000633

1/19/2016

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 2nd QTR Update
Distribution - CWS

-26,634

HHS NDD 011916 BUDGET ES 165 2000636

1/19/2016

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 2nd QTR Update
Distribution - FIA

-167,762

HHS NDD 011916 BUDGET ES 165 2000639

1/19/2016

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 2nd QTR Update
Distribution - FLEX

-163,069

HHS RSB 092315 BUDGET FR 160 F64095A

9/23/2015

This freeze to the Infant and Toddlers grant,
F64095A/1002403, is necessary to bring the
county's ERP system into conformity with the
approved award.

1,689

HHS RSB 100915 BUDGET ES 160 200A342

10/9/2015

This Executive Supplemental to the
Multicultural Intervention for Victims of Child
Abuse grant, 200A342/1002408 is necessary
to bring the County's ERP system into
conformity with the approved award.

-53,220

Friday, April 15, 2016
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HHS RSB 112415 BUDGET FR 160 F64040A

11/24/2015

This Freeze BE to the FY 16 HHS Child Care
Resource and Referral Professional
Development and Capacity Building grant,
F64040A/1002417, is necessary to bring the
county's ERP system into conformity with the
approved award.

48,684

HHS RSB 112515 BUDGET FR 160 20A1338

11/25/2015

This Freeze BE to the FY 16 MCCCR& R
Infants & Toddlers Grant, 20A1338/1002450
in necessary to bring the County's ERP system
into conformity with the approved award.

11,316

HHS RSB 121015 BUDGET ES 160 0F64040

12/10/2015

This Executive Supplemental to the Child Care
Resource and Referral Grant,
0F64040/1000623, is necessary to bring the
County's ERP system into conformity with the
anticipated revenue collection for the grant.

-48,684

HHS TAD 081015 BUDGET ES 160 20A2071

8/10/2015

This Executive Supplemental to the Maryland
Health Benefit Exchange grant,
20A20717100245, is necessary to bring the
County's ERP System into conformity with the
approved award.

-1,124,357

HHS TAD 081015 BUDGET FR 160 2001651

8/10/2015

This Freeze Appropriation to the FY15
Maryland Health Benefit grant,
2001651/1002167, is necessary to bring the
County's ERP system in to conformity with the
approved award.

329,677

HHS TAD 081015 BUDGET FR 160 20A1651

8/10/2015

This budget-freeze to the Maryland Health
Benefit Exchange grant, 20A1651/1002401 is
necessary to bring the County's ERP system
into conformity with the approved award.

3,991,771

HHS TPP 022416 BUDGET ES 165 2000636

2/24/2016

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16 3rd
QTR Update Distribution - FIA

-50,300

HHS TPP 022416 BUDGET FR 165 2000635

2/24/2016

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16 3rd
QTR Update Distribution - AS

1,897

HHS TPP 022416 BUDGET FR 165 2001051

2/24/2016

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16 3rd
QTR Update Distribution - FIA

164,200

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET ES 165 2000633

9/22/2015

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution

338,600

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET ES 165 2000635

9/22/2015

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution

72,058

Friday, April 15, 2016
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FUTURE FEDERAL/STATE/OTHER GRANTS NDA
FY16 Appropriation Transfers

BE Number

Received

Title

Amount

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET ES 165 2000636

9/22/2015

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY 16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution

-672,978

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET ES 165 2000638

9/22/2015

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary Distribution

-32,037

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET ES 165 2000639

9/22/2015

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution -
Flex

-32,470

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET ES 165 2001089

9/22/2015

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution

-19,451

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET ES 165 2001090

9/22/2015

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution -
AS

-18,525

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET ES 165 2001091

9/22/2015

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution -
FIA

-67,083

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET ES 165 2001092

9/22/2015

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution -
Fla

244,722

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET ES 165 2001094

9/22/2015

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution -
LGA

-3,984

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET FR 165 2000633

9/22/2015

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution

131,548

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET FR 165 2000635

9/22/2015

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution

15,503

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET FR 165 2000636

9/22/2015

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution

237,955

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET FR 165 2000638

9/22/2015

TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution

25,962

Friday, April 15, 2016
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FUTURE FEDERAL/STATE/OTHER GRANTS NDA
FY16 Appropriation Transfers

BE Number Received  Title Amount

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET FR 165 2001087  9/22/2015 TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR 14,574
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16 -
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET FR 165 2001088  9/22/2015 TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR 99,237
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution

HHS TPP (092215 BUDGET FR 165 2001091  9/22/2015 TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR 1,772
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and st QTR Update Distribution

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET FR 165 2001092 9/22/2015 TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR 383,247
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution

HHS TPP 092215 BUDGET FR 165 2001094 9/22/2015 TO ALIGN BUDGET LOAD WITH DHR 18,742
HB669 GRANT AWARD FOR FY16
Preliminary and 1st QTR Update Distribution

LIB LLB 121815 BUDGET ES 160 F71011A  12/18/2015  The Department received a new award for -24,607
staff development and tranining and to develop
leadership skills for branch managers.

POL SA0 070115 EXBUDGET FY 16 GOCC  7/1/2015 Budget load for FY16 GOCCP SOCM award -41,600

POL SAO 071015 ES 0F47048.100251S ESF  7/10/2015 Load FY16 Vehicle Theft Enforcement & -165,000
Prevention Award

POL SAO 072315 ES 0F47075.1002517 ESF  7/23/2015 Budget entry for the FY 16 Gun Violence -65,000
Reduction Initiative.

POL SAO 082115 ES BUDGET LOAD 20008  8/21/2015 Load original FFY 15 BJA Taser Award Budget -133,969

POL SAO 082115 ES GAN Load 0f47014 100 8/21/2015 Load $5,000 GAN for FY15 Commercial -5,000
Vehicle Inspection Award

POL SAQ 092715 ES BUDGET LOAD 20009  9/27/2015 Load BUDGET FOR FY16 SHA -260,400
WASHINGTON METRO AWARD
RENEWAL

POL SAO 102115 ES BUDGET LOAD 20025 10/21/2015  Load original FFY15 GOCCP HOPE Award -35,000

POL SAO 102115 ES BUDGET LOAD 20025 10/21/2015  Load original budget FY16 BJAG FFY15 -101,010
DNA Backlog Award

POL SAO 111315 ESBUDGET LOAD 20025 11/13/2015  Load original budget FY 16 LETS Award -1,984

POL SAO 120315 ES BUDGET LOAD 20025  12/3/2015 Load original budget FY16 CVI Award -25,000

SAOLJR 081815 BUDGET ES 160 F11014A  8/18/2015 The Drug Court award for FY16 increased -1,240
from 22,986 to 24,226.39.

SAO LJR 081815 BUDGET FR 160 20A1282  8/18/2015 The GVRG FY16 award was reduced from 3,314
38,314 to 35,000.

SHF DFF 03032016 ES 160 3/3/2016 GOCCP LETS TRAINING for VAWA -1,011

Friday, April 15, 2016 Page 12 0f 13
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FUTURE FEDERAL/STATE/OTHER GRANTS NDA
FY16 Appropriation Transfers

BE Number Received Title Amount
SHF DFF 102715 BUDGET ES 160 2001747 1 11/2/2015 TO LOAD IN ORACLE THE FFY2016 10,000
MHSO LAW ENFORCEMENT GRANT -
SHERIFF'S OFFICE
SHF DFF 11022015 BUDGET ES 160 11/2/2015 TO LOAD IN ORACLE THE FY 2015 -42,000
- VAWA-2015-1119 GRANT - SHERIFF'S
QFFICE
SHF DFF 11052015 BUDGET ES 160 200064 11/5/2015 FY16 Grant from Montgomery County Family -17,000
Justice Center (Other/Non-Profit
Organization) $17,000
SHF DFF 12042015 BUDGET ES 160 0F4800  12/4/2015 To Load in Oracle FY16 US Marshals -25,000
CARFTF Grant Award
TRN KAZ 09242015 BUDGET CSF50019A  10/5/2015 FY2016 MEDICAID TRANSPORTATION -352,671
GRANT SUPPLEMENTAL, PER GRANT
AGREEMENT TO MATCH BUDGET
Total -9,924,469
Balance in NDA - From 320 Million 10,075,531
appropriation
Friday, April 15, 2016 Page 13 of 13
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- MGBMORANDUM
. . * ) -
- Dite My 25, 1973
. G0 . County Chuneil
- Jrom . James ,é;{;éic;ason, County Executive

&Sgﬁ']ectﬁgm;;_ﬁoybanery Cgunty Municipal Revenue Program
Over the past year, | have explored with the'Municipal Advisory
~: .- Board possible inequities existing in the taxes pald by municipal
- and non-municipal County reslidents. We have concluded after

" -carefu) analysis that municipal citizens pay twice for certain
_ services - to the County and to their local jurisdiction - while
" recelving these services only .from the municipality.

-} am proposing, therefore, a new "Montgomery County Munlicipal
. Revenue Program' to ovarcome thlis Inequity. Under this program,
" the County would return annually to each municipality an amount
. equal to the estimated duplicated taxes paid by its residents for
eligible services, The approximate impact in FY 74 on municipalities
would vary from a minimum of $1,000 to a high of $190,000-$200, 000
‘depending on flnal calculations using FY 73 data., The total cost
bgéﬁgunty in FY 754 is estimated at $260,000-$300,000.

o'establl'sh this new initiative in intergovernmental relations,
& %-rew ledtslation must be added to the Montgomery County Code. My

. preposed legislation, attached herewith, would establish the
: pro?ram; provide that the County, subject to budgetary constraints,
:shall.reimburse muncipallities for duplicated- taxes paid by their
;residents; and set forth criteria for determining eliglble services.
‘No law'exists at present to enable’ the County to begin such a
program. - T T
While | am not proposing thls as emergency legislation, | urge
the Councll to expedite deliberations on this bili in order that
once It becomes effective a supplemental appropriation, to be

.~ funded from unappropriated surpius earmarked by the Council,
.’ -.can be acted upon and payments can be made to the municipalities

in the fall,




SUMMARY .
ﬁONTGOMERY COUNTY MUNICIPAL REVENUE PROGRAM
May 29; 1973

PROJECT BACKGROUND

' @ Have attempted to identify services for which munlcipal “resi <nt-
may be paying twice;
" @ Have focused on street-related services;
e --Proposal ready for Council action.

" PROPOSAL: FOR' Fy 'l «i
.+ @ Grant to munictpali:tes, whichever is grea:er-
L0 me $1,000, or '

| Two-thirds the amoun: the munictpality must ralse from its
~own taxes to provide the eliglble services.

'™ ’ln future yzars, County will take over performince of services
. “upop municipality's request by October | of preceding FY;
Grant requires leglslation and supplemental appropriation.

; scHEDULE )
: K May submission of leglislation to County Council,

.une - July: Councii deliberations, enactment.
Q\} e _\-I s IR

i
August - Sep:ember. submisslion of FY 73 data by municipalities.

EXO‘ySGPtember' legislation eéfect!ve.

'September- submisslon of supplemental approprtatton request
va County Executive. =~ . :

i 4’0 Zoctober- passage of supplemental appropriation and payments to
- municlpaltt:es. .

e .
M R




FSNAL REPORT ON THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY MUNICIPAL REVENUE PROGRAM

;Jf‘ " . Prepared for Presentation at Meeting of
y 2& 1973 thh Representatives of the ﬁunicipa!it!es Advisory Board

K '.w,

Since the February meeting, the County staff, with the assistance of
munlcipal- officia¥s, has refined its ana]ysis of possible tax duplica-
tions existing between the County and municipalities. The results of
that effort are shown on the attached pages. This report has been
prepared to supply municipal representatives with the findings to date

koo @nd: o serve as a- final proposal, outlined below, for removing the
; tax lnequltlea@gf’ound to exist,

( tional analysls has supported the- lnitlal conclusion that tax
dup) jcation ' was: 1lmt$ed to, the service.areas of street maintenance,
curb%and gu:ter work sidewalk repair, snow removal, street lighting,

"Municlipal net expenditures for these services In
"local, Funds and after the:;deduction: of appllcable shared
rangedmfrom,gqu‘:o $283.§5Q.,fbr a.total of $379,90

. net expendi tures z cases  Include provision of a servtce
lével, comparable. to that of the County, - supplementary levels of
*cservice-desired by munlcipal: residents,.and/or diseconomies related to

" the municipalities' smaller.sjze. .. Consequently, further adjustments as
. 7 described In Appendix"B:on Methodology, i beyond the deduction of shared
‘t'revenues ﬁmust be made to" determine t ¢ ‘extent of actual tax duplication..

ethods of overcoming tax. Inequ:t:es have been explored.

of ithese 1s the assumption by the County of service currently
Pea?crmed by municipalities,. Another dis-a direct grant from the
: Colinty: cipalities -in"an amount calculated to remove the inequity.

R,
g écaSW. it should be"pointed out that County legisiation

tter
g required, in- additlon to a budget appropriation, before such

s 5 graﬁ%&m be.paid. = -

f'A; ‘airesult of tha County staff's anal 5is, the data presented in

¥ ‘{ﬁ*Appendlx “A“{l1lustrate the method-of.calculation and the impact on the
;s munic!patthes.ﬂ The amounts-in the.'lmp.zt" columns assume a grant

< to-each miniclipality of §1,000: oF two-thlrds of net expenditures for
Street-related services, ‘the two-thirds factor beln? used to recognize
that- ang grant.would be smaller than:the net expenditures (except for
ghe 81 oa floor) because of punic‘ al supplementary service or

I econam es.
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xi; fﬁegfinal proposal is as follows: |

‘The County will assume at thévbéglnnlng of the FY {July 1)
the performance of any or all of the street-related services

considered in this study upon request of the municipality
g no later than the

~ provlded the request is made in writin
‘preceding October 1st; or :

T SR v .
T‘ebCounty will provide a direct grant of the following

2uounts, whichever Is greater:

M 8. .$]'000; or P P RN ' -
‘b. the estimated tax overlap defined as two-thirds the amount
© which a municipallity must ralse from Its own taxes to
- ":provide the eligible services, -
- Ll g e

e
BTSN

“talculations of the direct grant for FY 7% will be made by the
¢4 County. based-on FY 73.data supplied by the municipalities in
form-and manner prescribed_ by, the County.

%torderﬁfor‘?rants to be pald, legislation will be proposed to the
=.County Council for enactment thls summer. Subsequent to passage

‘of - the legislation, a supplemental appropriation will be recommended
. the County Executive.  The amount and timing of this suppiemental
,ulladaaggdgtn~part,on timely reteipt from the municipalities of
ata¥fFor year ending June 30, 1973. Assuming passage of the

lemental apptopriation, payments would be made to the municipalities,
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impact of tmty-—“—ﬁ

Februa

- Hay 1973

axplanation of calculations.
b/ Negatlve amount Indicates no local tex funds required,

cf See sppendix on

Methodology .

Sen Appendix on mthogology for

Hedian Tax Rate Equivalent 3¢

N 0 /)t
g { st gg?’?‘c:tmt‘ B ? 5 . aactng i ¥ of -
tmicipsifyy 4 5 Vays - Devices Lihtlg &em)* Rev, Rev, Md. gggv.t Sarv?c! Amount h:g;?:f
parnesville - sd > .. .167 }..- 1,02 ] 1,18 {713) (2su)] 221 nl gz U 1,00 15¢
Brockeville & " 4,05 00 | - Es wez)] (4,186 107 | 7 1000 18¢
Chevy Chese #3 v 5,746 173 | 1,687 s | Q.ss) a.mms) 2,0 678] 1,356 1,360 2¢ .
Chavy Chase #o. 36,878 | 1,915 6,115 4,908 | (30,0250 (13,8723 21,011}  6.997] w004 | 14,000 Ye
Chevy Chase Villags 6,640 10,119 16,759 | (15.272) (700} 787 262} 523 1,000 | &/10¢
Martin®s Add, Ch.Ch 6,656 2,183 8.805 | - (6.249) {1,218} 1,341 Yy 894 1,000 e
= 111 of N. Ch. Ch. 7,639 1,80 | C9.050 | (3.046) (o2 c3erd  v.786] 3,575 | 3.c80 9¢
Galtharsburg: 87,766 |. 2,503 15,152 105, k03 {34,193) (3‘&,23"){ 36,976] 12,3131 26,663 24, 660 i¢
Garrett Park 9788 | | 220 ‘w00 | sean] greml - 1,258] 4l g | 1,000 2¢
“Glen Echo “485 499l 1,702 2.686 | {2,282 (s2)) . z252] ew] 168 1,000 7¢
Kensington - 73,792 400 11,731 |- @523 | (15,1600 (77.763){b/ (7,000] (2,3310 (h.663) | 1.000 | w/io¢
Leytonsville gk | el Al vues 12,350 | CrLie0)]  (reasades oo c63] - vy vy | 1,000 6e -
Oskmont 8 ag3 {0 - osor | (299 -+ (sesHn/ (283 . 9w (189) | 1,000 10¢ -
Poolasvills sS4l 1,988 2,532 (1,613) (860} 60 20 50 1,000 2¢
Rockville 408,151 | 75,709 | 100,300 | 584,160 | crou,8603} {105,850)] 283,450 ou.389 ligs,061 ] 1Bs.o60 |- s
Somersat 15,559 3,737 19,206 | (hotey)  (uu76)]  9.872] 3.288) 6,584 | 6,580 Se
Takoma Park 652 | Sr,081 ] 23,75 89,357 | (59.121)) . (5.516)] a2k, 720} 8,232 ] 16,488 16,490 3¢
" _Washington Grove - 3,588 1,206 { 5,30k | {5,353) (159)Mb/ (208)  (65) {139) 5 1,000 ¢
TOTAL 732,823 _82.5350 }57.309 1,002,482 (367,968) {25‘0,_6-3 379,898 126,510 253,168 ?6'5.7&0 -
a/ Praparad by Hontgomery County Budgat snd Research Sectlon, Fedien Grant 31,000

-




Appendix B

' MONTGOMERY COUNTY MUNICIPAL REVENUE PROGRAM
' METHODOLOGY AND GENERAL COMMENTS

X 4 ) YR :-', S

»

R
8 -" -«

v the Fall of 1972, County-Executive s P, .Gleason dlirected the
ohtgomery.County: Budget:and Research-Section .to examine, with the
sistance of the County's municipalitles;.local government services
flscal burdens affecting resldents of municipalities compared
h''County.cltizens 1lving outside Incorporated areas.:-This study
goriginated.in the growing concern.on the part.of the County Executive
and muniéipal officizls that municlpa! residents"were suffering a
35 '*‘tn‘equl;ﬁ:‘r’gbx/ .being taxed twice, once by the County and again by
municipal-‘government, but recelving services only once.
. Draw nﬁ ._p}r?marnyi;'cm‘ the FY 1972 State Fiscal Research Bureau reports
nd other suppleméntary Information submftted by the municipalities,
s well as on the assistance of the County.Ocpartments of Transportation
ind Finance, tha Budget Office has attempted over the past several
onths:toc clarify both service and' fiscal situations currently affecting
wnicipal residents vis-a<vis thelr:non-municipal counterparts. Tha
examination’has focused on four aspectsi &) tha determination of
gservice areas where tax duplication may exist; 'b) the calculation
e estimated overlaps; ,¢) the development of alternatives
{ ercome duplications and .d) thé&: fiscal 'Impact, on both tha County
fand: the:municipalities,. of the various alternatives. The methodology
nd certain general comments on each of these aspects are outl!ined
‘below-in” support of the data and concluslons shown In tha preceding
ortions of this report. e

f‘Dei;é'i'tr{ltiai!on' of Service Areas Where Tax Duplication Exists:

The exam %;.m of ‘sérvices. centered on "Identlfylng those for which
nicips idents were paying both to the County and to .their
‘igovernment but'which were bejng provided only by the municipalities;
, ; Sithogesfor which tax duplication existed. The following
Wokfcriteria were usediwdie > T i S
;,li"j,ﬁ.fﬂuntcipal “General Government! and "Mlscellaneous® activlties
v~ (the.latter including insurances and miscellaneous ltems) were
- .excluded on the grounds that these are a baslc requirement for
... citizens wanting thelr own special local government.

-




2. Only municipal services which correspond to County General Fund -
financed services were eligihle for consideration since residents
of Incorpora-ed areas neither recelve services from, nor pay
taxes to, s{eclal districts such as the Suburban District or in
certain cases, the Recreatioh Districes ., - -

.. Only' municipal services which correspond to.tax-supported County
-+ services were eliglble since municipal.residents' taxes are not
used to finance sel f-supporting County:activities such as
protective inspectlons, animal control, and refuse coliection,

Only levels of municipal service comparable to that provided by
the County outside incorporated areas would be eflglb!g. ]
Expenditures for supplementary levels or for diseconomies relatec
to the municipalities' smaller size were considered the respon-
sibiljty of municipal residents, An example is the police service
_provided by severa! municipalities which was considered
“;upg*gmen;ary to that suppiied by the.County both inside and
. outsTde™pea EORE R

boundarjes. - .

[iThess criteria ware applied in the review of both municipal and

County services In the search for posgible tax overlaps. It should
7be noted here that the exlstence of similarly-named functlons in
both:the: County and a.municipal ity does: not necessarily mean that
uplication exists or that municipaliresidents receive no benefit
from the County service. Many County:sefvices, such.as enviranmental
protection, regardless of the locationrof speciflc prolects, affect
thengenetaf condition of the County-and.have -*'spill-over" benefits
to Incorporated areas. Consequpnt,Y;atheydshould be supported in part

by County tax revenue from municipal residents.

Based on ‘this analysis, tax duplication appeared to exlist in the service
r areas of street maintenance, curb-and,gutter work, sidewalk maintenance
~and.snow:removal - all of which are:included Inthe Roadways
tatagoryiniAppendix A of this report.» In addition, -traffic control

eﬂggvh_}jghting"weretnvdived.;jft

Wi, e S : :
. Calculatlion of Estimated Tax Duplication or Overlap
A : R ;

*Tax dup)lcation wis defined to mean that amount of lncal funds that
munlcipalities must ralse from their own resources to provide the:
County level of service within their boundaries. - To reach this figure,
stotal-nmunicipal expenditures for the services listed above were
omplled, " Certain deductions were then made. These deductions
ire based on the fact that because they are In existence, and perform
4 certain services, municipalities-are-‘entitied by law to recelve

.. certain shared revenues-which otherwlse would go to the County.
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"’ a portlon of County-shared Incoms taxes,- traders' permlt zrres

¥ - of these revenues with municipalities reduces t

., .supplementary levels of service,

.

T .

fhese revenues include State-%héféd:gasoliﬁefﬁ::g:z: mggg; :?hiﬁgﬁh
“racings .

L.registration revenue and State-share
~are ear-marked for use on streat-related services. (n addi:;on,
»

EAa

‘- adm]sslon/amusement taxes, and payments in-lieu-of bank s

- taxes, all of which may be used as municipalities choose, are

- distributed to municipallties instead of to the County. The sharing

he funds that must be

- ralsed from local sources for street-related services, and in effect
. represents a return to municipalities of all or a portion of the
‘. County taxes thelr residents pay for the County level of those
."'same services, Therefore, to derive the net expenditures for the
< sarvices in question, appliicable portions of ear-marked and other
shared ravenues were subtracted from total expenditures for those

services, {In.several cases, at least In FY 72, negative amoutits

... resulted Indicating that shared revenues more than Covered municipal

" expendltures with no local funds required).

"~ ‘One.other calculatlon must be made at this point to determine
“what portion of the net. expenditures is due to diseconamlasfrosultfng

" from the municipalities' smaller size or to the provision o
This can he found by comparing

" the total expenditures of a municipality for thafserv ces In

' 'iSquestIon with the estimated cost to the County of providing the

. County level of service within that municipality, fInding the
.percentage that the difference represents of the municipal!ty's
mes

. total street expenditures, and multiplying that percentage t

.~ the net expenditures.- This will determine that portion of the net
..expenditures attributable to diseconomles or supplementary service.
- The balance is the amount of overlap resulting from the provision
by the municipality of the County's level of service within lts
“owggboundaries. it Is thls latter amount which represents the
degree of tax.linequity .existing. . (Note: |If a municipality spends
less than the estimatea cost. to the County of providing the service,
the difference would resuit from the provision of & lower level of

_service or the same leve! more efficiently.) '

.- The above calculations assime the availability of accurate,

‘. comparable data from the County and thesumicipalities. Experience

: " has indicated that such information would be very difficult to

.. ..come by. Therefore, a factor of two-thirds was appllied against

rnet-expenditures to estimate the*municlipality's expenditures to
provide the County level of service., The remaining one-third Is
assumed to represent that portion of net expenditures related to
~diseconomlies of scale or supplemental levels of sarvice. These

..calculations notwithstanding, a minimum grant of $1,000 {s proposed.
-This “"floor" recognizes the efforts made by municipalities and the
possibility rhat the fiscal data available, no matter how accurate,

;ﬁgﬁmight not fu' ly describe those efforts.

T g by,

-

o
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Development of Alternatives for Overcoming ExIsting Inequitles

Several means were explored of reducing or eliminating tax
duplications’ found to exist. One method would be the assumption
. bg the County of services currently provided by municipalities.
“Thls would be beéneficial to resldents’of dncorporated areas In
those cases where the County, due to economies of scale, could
provide the service at lower cost. On the other hand, If
municipal residents want a higher level of service than "ne.County
normally. provides, they might want to continue supplying :che
service themselves., In addition), many of the same men and pleces
of equipment are used by municipalitles to provide services which

T the County provides via the Suburban District Fund, e.9., street

" seleaning and-tree care. For municipalities to request these
services from the County, they would need to pay the Suburban

District tax (8¢ in FY 73). .

“An alternative to County assumption of municipal services is
the payment of direct grants to municipalities in an amount

‘ calculated to overcome the tax Iinequities. The calculation of

- the Inequitles Is discussed above; the amount of the grants would
be the same urless adjusted by provision of a minimum or meximum

limit,

Filscal Impact of Grants

The fliscal impact on municipalities, both the dollar amount and
the local tax rate equlvalent, is shown on Appendix A for an
Illustrative proposal that would provide a $1,000 floor payment
_.u or two~thirds the net expenditures made for streets, .
“ 4The total ‘Impact on the County of the illustrative proposal
© T wouldsbe approximately $267,000,

»
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Appendix N

Rmfution No.: 13-650
Introduced: Seps. 10, 1096
Adopted: Sept. 10, 1996

COUNTY COUNCIL
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: County Council

Subject:

1. Chapter 30A of the Montgomery County Code (1994) provides for 2 program which
reimburses municipalitics and special taxing districts for those publis services provided
- by the municipalities which would otherwise be provided by the County.

2. Reimbursements under Chapter 30A have been made pursuant to a procedurs ;mabhshed
under Resolution 8-2222, dated October 17, 1978, which was revised and supplemanted
by Resolution 9-1752, dated A;n'ﬂ 27,1982

3. In March 1995 County Executive Douglas M. Duncan appointed County-and mumicipal

representatives to serve on the Montgomery County Task Force to Study the Municipal
Tax Duplication Reimbursement Program. This Task Force was charged with reviewing
the procedures and formulas used 10 determine the amount of the reimbursements and
with making recommendations to improve these procedures and formulas.

4 The Task Force submitted its Final Report and recommendaions, & copy of which s
attached, to County Executive Douglas M. Duncan, on June 5, 1996.

5. The goals of the Task Force were to determine:

a. Whether the complex formulas used to calculate the reimbursements could be

b. Whether reimbursements could be made in a way that would provide greater

GN
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6.

Resolution No. 13-650

predictability to each municipality in planning the following year’s budget
c. Whether a single reimbursement could be made.

The TaskFommcmeﬁdsﬂmtthefo!lowing fonmulas be used to determine the
reimbursements for the following services provided by the muricipalities:

a Transportation. Reimbursements shall be a percentage of the County's actual,
audited per mile or per item expenditure, multiplied by the number of miles or
items in each municipality. The percentage reflects the percentage of the County
expenditures that are paid for with property tax revenues.

b. Park Maintenance. Reimbursements will be based upon the same formula
currently used. .

¢.  CodeEnforcement. Reimbursements will be based upon the net County property
tax supported code enforcement expenditures per dwelling or per parcel.

d.  Other services. Reimbursements will be based upon the net County property tax
supported expenditures.

Action

' “The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, approves the following

resolution:

L

The Final Report of the Task Force to Study the Municipal Tax Duplication
Reimbursement Program is accepted and the recommendations, as outlined in the report,
are accepted for funding within the Municipal Revenue Program

'IY‘be recommendations contained in the Report will be implemented beginning in Fiscal
ear 1997

Reimbursement payments to mmicipditi:s will be made once & year, by October 1.
Reimbursements for Fiscal Year 1997 will be based upon Fiscal Year 1995 actual,
audited expenditures from the County’s comprehensive annual financial report.
Thereafter annual reimbursements will continue to be based upon the actual audited
expenditures using a similar two year interval.

Municipalities will not be required 1o submit their expenditures but will be required to
provide annual certification of eligible services

The Task Force will meet annuaily to review the municipal revenue program.
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7. To the extent that the County Council is required to meet annually and discuss with each
municipality the rate for assessments or the tax reimbursement program, the Council
delegates this duty to the County Executive or his delegate, who should then report hack
10 the County Council.

This is & comrect copy of Council action.

/s/

Mary A. Edgar, CMC
Secretary of the Council

APPROVED:

/sl
Douglas M. Duncan
County Executive




MEMORANDUM

December 5, 2014

TO: Jacob Sesker, Senior Legislative Analyst
FROM: Josh Hamlin, Legislative Attorne

SUBJECT: Calculation of municipal reimbursement under the County Municipal Revenue
Program

Question

You have asked whether the County reimbursement to municipalities under Chapter 30A,
Montgomery County Municipal Revenue Program, may be calculated based on the County’s
actual, net, property tax' funded expenditures on an eligible service?

Background

The history and provisions of the State income tax distribution law, the State tax
duplication law, and the County tax duplication law are discussed at some length in the
memorandum dated August 30, 2002 from Associate County Attorney Betty N. Ferber to Robert
K. Kendal, Director of the Office of Management and Budget (the “Ferber memorandum™). This
memorandum will briefly summarize the provisions of these laws without exploring their
history, except where the legislative history contributes to the resolution of the question.

State Law

There are two general provisions of State law pertinent to this discussion: income tax
distribution and property tax duplication.’ With regard to income tax, State law® requires the
State Comptroller to distribute to each municipal corporation the greater of 17% of the county
income tax liability of the municipal corporation’s residents or 0.37% of the Maryland taxable
income of those residents. The State property tax duplication law* was originally enacted in
1975 to address the tax inequity arising from municipal residents paying property tax to both the

' References to property tax include both real and personal property tax unless otherwise specified.

? For a full discussion of these provisions, see the above-referenced Ferber memorandum.

* MD Tax-General Code, § 2-607. '

¥ MD Tax-Property Code, § 6-305 applies to several counties, including Montgomery County, and mandates a “tax
setoff” in certain circutnstances. Other counties are subject to the permissive provisions of § 6-306.



County and the municipality.” It requires certain counties, Montgomery County included, to
grant a tax setoff® to a municipal corporation “if it can be demonstrated that a municipal
corporation performs services or programs instead of similar county services or programs.” The
operative provision of the law, for determining the county property tax rate in a municipality is
as follows:

“in determining the county property tax rate to be set for assessments of property
in a municipal corporation, the governing body of the county shall consider:

(1) the services and programs that are performed by the municipal corporation
instead of similar county services and programs; and

(2) the extent that the similar services and programs are funded by property tax
revenues.”

County Law

The Montgomery County Municipal Revenue Program, Chapter 30A of the County Code
(the “Program”), was enacted in 1973, and has largely remained unchanged since that time. The
Program was established “to reimburse municipalities within the county for those public services
provided by the municipalities which would otherwise be provided by the county government.”
Section 30A-3 provides that “each participating municipality shall be reimbursed by an amount
determined by the county executive to approximate the amount of municipal tax revenues
required to fund the eligible services,” but limited to “the amount the county executive estimates
the county would expend if it were providing the services.” Section 30A-4 then further subjects
any reimbursements made under the Program to the limits of the funds appropriated by the
County Council.

The Program has been implemented through a series of resolutions’ which have adopted
recommendations of Task Forces established to consider the operation of the Program, and set
forth the municipal expenditures to be reimbursed and the procedures for determining the
amount of the reimbursement. In 1982, the Council adopted the second of these resolutions,
Resolution 9-1752, which accepted and adopted the recommendations of the Task Force on
County-Municipality Financial Relationships. One of the guiding principles followed by the
1982 Task Force in making its recommendations was that “the reimbursement is for property tax
duplication and is, therefore, limited to expenses financed with property tax revenues paid by all
County taxpayers.” (Emphasis supplied)

The most recent of the resolutions, Resolution 13-650, adopted in 1996, accepted the
report and recommendations of the Montgomery County Task Force to Study the Municipal Tax

* The County property tax is established in MD Tax-Property Code, § 6-302. The municipal corporation property
tax is established in MD Tax-Property Code, § 6-303.
& «Tax setoff” is defined § 6-305(a) as “(1) the difference between the general county property tax rate and the
property tax rate that is set for assessments of property in a municipal corporation; or (2) a payment t6 a municipal
corporation to aid the municipal corporation in funding services or programs that are similar to county services or
?mgrams.” The “reimbursement” referred to in County law is a tax setoff as so defined.

Resolution 8-2222 (1978). Resolution 9-1752 (1982), and Resolution 13-650 (1996).

2
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Duplication Reimbursement Program. The 1996 Task Force report accepted via Resolution 13-
650 included the following statement:

“The basis for the reimbursement program should be the amount the County
would spend to provide a duplicated service rather than the amount spent by a
municipality to provide the service. Therefore, the rebate to the municipalities
should be based on the County’s actual, net, property tax funded expenditures for
a given service. The reimbursement formula should not include services provided
by a municipality but not provided by the County.” (Emphasis supplied)

Thus, since 1982, the Program has been implemented under the premise that the Program is a
“property tax duplication” reimbursement program, and that only County property tax funded
expenditures should be considered within its context.

Discussion

State law does not require any particular formula for a tax setoff, and specifically
contemplates property tax funded services

As noted above, the State tax duplication law applicable to the County, MD Tax-Property
Code § 6-305, requires the County to provide a tax setoff if a municipal corporation
demonstrates that it performs certain services in lieu of similar services performed by the
County. However, the State law does not provide a specific formula for the setoff beyond the
mandatory consideration of the services provided by the municipality instead of similar county
services and the extent that the similar services are funded by property tax revenues. By the
express language of the State law, and further evidenced by its location in the Tax-Property
Article, the State mandate is limited to County property tax funded services.

The limitation of the tax setoff requirement to property tax funded services is consistent
with the generally accepted goal of the tax duplication law: relieving municipal taxpayers of the
tax inequity created by paying the same tax, i.e,, property tax, while only receiving the service
once. Property tax is the only tax that is paid to both the municipality and the County, and hence
is the only tax duplication. This stands in stark contrast to the income tax which, by operation of
State law, is already -distributed directly to the municipality. Under MD Tax-General Code § 2-
608, the County receives its income tax distribution only after various distributions are made,
including the distribution to municipalities of the municipal share of the County’s income tax
revenue, as described above. The fact that municipalities receive a share of the total County
income tax revenue makes tax duplication in this area an impossibility. To include income tax
funded County services in the tax setoff calculation would result in a different tax inequity: the
municipalities essentially receiving double compensation for the provision of the portion of
services funded by income tax revenues.?

¥ 1t is worth noting that the Ferber memorandum, while expressing a view that “technical ly” the County’s cost for an
eligible service may not be limited to the portion attributed to the property tax, references the real property transfer
tax and fuel energy tax as examples of other County taxes imposed on municipal taxpayers. The omission of 2
reference the income tax evidences an understanding that, in any event, income tax funded services should nor be
included in the tax setoff calculation.



County law permits the exclusion of income tax and other non-property tax revenue sources

The County’s enactment of Chapter 30A predates the State property tax duplication law,
and does not specifically reference property tax at all. However, the legislative history indicates
that the Program was, from the outset intended to be a property tax duplication program. Before
a full discussion of this history, it is necessary to clarify that any reference to County
expenditures is a reference to the limitation on the amount of the reimbursement, not the amount
of the reimbursement. The amount of the reimbursement is “an amount determined by the
county executive to approximate the amount of municipal tax revenues required to fund the
eligible services.” (Emphasis supplied) This distinction is important, because the discussion up
to this point has been about how the amount is calculated, nos on the limitation expressed in
County law. The implementing resolutions each provide for a means of calculating the
reimbursement, not limiting it.

If the reimbursement under Chapter 30A is to approximate the amount of municipal tax
revenues required to fund the eligible services, then what are “municipal tax revenues?” The
legislative history of the Bill that ultimately became Chapter 30A gives a clear indication that the
term “municipal tax revenues” is synonymous with revenues that a municipality raises from its
own taxes, and that are paid both to the County and the municipality, i.e., property taxes. This
understanding, and the intent of the law, is evident from the following references:

+ Memorandum from County Executive James P. Gleason, dated May 25, 1973, which
accompanied Bill 32-73: “We have concluded after careful analysis that municipal
citizens pay twice for certain services — to the County and ro their local jurisdiction —
while receiving these services only from the municipality.” The purpose of the program
would be to “return annually to each municipality an amount equal to the estimated
duplicated taxes paid by its residents for eligible services.”

¢ The proposal for FY 1974 was a grant in the amount of the greater of: (1) $1,000; or (2)
two-thirds of the amount the municipality must raise from its own taxes to provide the
eligible services.'

+ Repeated references to tax “duplication” or “overlap” throughout leglslanve history:
Final report on the Montgomery County Municipal Revenue Program'':

» “The estimated overlap defined as two-thirds the amount whlch a municipality
must raise from its own taxes to provide the eligible services.”"!

» Chart showing the caiculation of the “averlap,” nets out “shared gas, racing
revenue” and “shared income tax, other revenue.”"?

> . municipal residents were suffering a tax inequity by being taxed twice, once
by the County and again by their municipal government, but receiving services
only once.”

;OLO Report, “Municipal Tax Duphcai:on and Revenue Sharing in Montgomery County MD,” Appendix ©119,
Id,, ©120.

'1d., ©121-127.

?1d, ©122.

“1d, ©123.

“1d, o124,



Not only is the intent that the Program be a property tax duplication program evident
from the legislative history of the law’s formative stages, but it is also consistent with the law’s
subsequent history. As noted above, the two most recent implementing resolutions, in 1982 and
1996, have reflected the view that the Program secks to address the issue of double taxation
within the context of property tax. The reimbursement of expenses financed with property tax
revenues, based on the County’s actual, net, property tax funded expenditures represents the
Council’s understanding of the intent of Chapter 30A. As expressed in the Ferber memorandum:

The actual formulas and procedures for making payments to municipalities in
Montgomery County were not contained in Chapter 30A, but in Resolutions that
the County Council approved since enactment of Chapter 30A, in 1978, 1982 and
1996. In each of these years the County Council has had an opportunity to revisit
the legislation, and the formulas and procedures used to justify the payments to
municipalities. By approving each Task Force’s Report in these Resolutions, the
County Council has in effect approved the methods used over the years for
calculating the payments, and determined that those methods were consistent with
Chapter 30A and its legislative intent.

Conclusion

In consideration of the legislative history of Chapter 30A and the implementing
resolutions adopted by the County Council, and viewed in relation to the State law concerning
income tax distribution and property tax duplication, the calculation of the reimbursement to
municipalities based the County’s actual, net, property tax funded expenditures for eligible
services is proper and consistent with the law’s intent."”

8 1t is possible to reach a technical conclusion, as was expressed in the Ferber memorandum, that the limitation
contained in the second sentence of §30A-3, “to the amount the county executive estimates the county would expend
if it were providing the services,” may not be limited to the portion attributed to the property tax, but the upper limit
of the reimbursement is not the subject of this discussion. .
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General Fund Revenues in FY13

Unit of measure

Revenue Amount % of total
Property tax 1,036,526,750 37.2%
County Income Tax 1,317,533,090 47.3%
Real Property Transfer Tax 84,391,394 3.0%
Recordation Tax 57,635,661 2.1%
Energy Tax 223,948,716 8.0%
Hotel/Motel Tax 18,910,872 0.7%
Telephone Tax 45,696,525 1.6%
Other 3,178,502 0.1%
Total taxes 2,787,821,510 100.0%
Data is located on Schedule C-3 of the PSP Budget

Income Tax Revenue Amount % of total
Income tax to the County 1,317,533,090 97.2%
Income tax to the municipalitics 37,642,038 2.8%
Total income taxes 1,355,175,128 48.6%
Income Tax Revenue Attributable to Municipal Taxpayers Amount % of total
Paid to municipalities 37,642,038 17.0%
Paid to county 183,781,715 83.0%
Total income tax revenue attributable to municipal taxpayers 221,423,753 100.0%
Income Tax Revenue to County Amount % of total
From non-municipal taxpayers 1,133,751,375 86.1%
From municipal taxpayers 183,781,715 13.9%
Total income tax revenue to County 1,317,533,090 100.0%
Montgomer County General Fund Tax-Supported Expenditures Amount % of total
General Government (140,475,247) 13.8%
Public Safety (338,449,159) 33.4%
Transportation (58,922,461) 5.8%
Health and Human Services (177,994,724) 17.5%
Libraries, Culture and Recreation (30,879,652) 3.0%
Community Development and Housing (13,874,693) 1.4%
Environment (1,489,826) 0.1%
NDAs (229,902,360) 22.7%
_I_Jtilities (22,680,448) 2.2%
Total MCG General Fund (1,014,668,570) 100%

e
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Example: MCG Tax Supported General Fund

MCG Tax Supported General Fund

1.014,668,570)

| Revenue Amount % of total

Property tax (377,259,129) 17.2%

County Income Tax (479,535,512) 47.3%

Real Property Transfer Tax (30,713 487) 3.0%

Recordation Tax (20,977,345) 2.1%

Energy Tax (81,509,423) 8.0%

Hotel/Motel Tax (6,882 890) 0.7%

Telephane Tax (16,631,921 1.6%

Other (1,156,862 0.1%

Total taxes (1,024,668,570) 100.0%

Towl: Income ax funded portion {479,535.512) 100.00%

From non-municipal taxpayers (412,645,459) 86.1%

From icipal taxpayers (66,890,053 13.9%

Proportional expenditures for GF Tax Supp MCG 2013 Population % of total Proportional eost Income tax cost % of ptoportional cost

Municipal 168,157 16.7% (169,824,258) (66,890,053) 39.4%

Non-municipal 836,552 83.3% (844,844312) {412,645 ,459) 48.8%

 Total population 1,004,709 100.0% {1,014,668,570) (479,535,512) 47.3% e .

- iy

Pex capits cost of GF Tax Supported MCG 2013 Population Pet capita cost Inc, tax(@47 3% Actual Income Tax Non-Income Tax Funded | Total Per CapitaCost Share
Municipsl 168,157 (1,009.91) (8477.29) (8397.78) ($53262) (5930.41) ($156,454,840)
‘Mon-municipal 836,552 (1,009.91) ($477.29) ($493.27) ($532.62) ($1,025.89) ($858.213,730
Total population 1,004,708 _{1,00991) {$477.29) ($4772%) (8532.62) (§1,009.513 (51,014,668,570)
Subsidy

Totat Per Capita Cost to Municipal Residents (930.41)

"Total Per Capita Cost 1o Non-Municipal Residents (1,02589)

Total Per Capits Cost {(Municipal and Non-Municips} __{1Lo09.91)

Subsidy (Per Capita) to Municipal Taxpayers {35

Total MCG Tax Supported GF Subsidy to M 1 Taxpayers (Incomo Tax) (13,369,417

Subsidy #s % of Service Coat 7.87% 1

Subsidy (Per Capita) from Non-Musicipsl Taxpayers (15.98)
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