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At the request of the Montgomery County Council, the Office of Legislative Oversight examined the tax 
supported revenue and spending trends over the past ten years and projected for the next six years. The 
purpose of the review, which included Montgomery County Government, Montgomery County Public 
Schools, Montgomery College, and the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, was to:  

 
Quantify patterns of revenue and spending, and analyze how agency budget growth compared to 
changes in factors such as inflation and population, and increases in school enrollment. 

 

Identify past and emerging cost drivers,

 

and improve understanding of how previous decisions 
regarding revenue and spending affect current and future budgets.  

 

Compile data on the County s spending commitments, defined as items that the County is obligated 
by law and/or policy to fund; these commitments include debt service, health insurance for active and 
retired employees, pension plan payments, and contributions to the County s fund reserves. 

 

Based on the revenue assumptions contained in the most-recently adopted Fiscal Plan, describe the 
parameters of the County s future challenge to achieve a structurally balanced budget.  

 

The cost pressures and difficult trade-offs facing Montgomery County are by no means unique. Vigorous 
debates are taking place across the country about how to recover from the most serious recession since the 
Great Depression. With few exceptions, state and local governments are grappling with how to address fiscal 
projections that show a massive imbalance between expected revenues and desired expenditures.   

The imbalance today between projected revenues and desired expenditures in Montgomery County, 
similar to the imbalance in other places, contains both cyclical and structural components.  A cyclical 
budget gap

 

is a short-term imbalance between projected revenues and desired expenditures that reflects the 
ups and downs of the business cycle. In contrast, a structural budget gap exists when projections of 
expenditures exceed projections of ongoing revenues on a persistent and recurring basis. The distinction 
between the two is that a structural budget gap continues to exist even when revenue growth resumes.   

A common ingredient of the budget challenge facing jurisdictions across the country is the increasing portion 
of tax supported budgets that must be allocated to fixed spending commitments. In Montgomery County, these 
commitments include debt service, health insurance for active and retired employees, pension plan payments, 
current revenue contributions to the capital budget (PAYGO), and contributions to the County s fund reserves. 
A structural budget problem becomes increasingly evident when the projected cost increases of a 
government s commitments exceed its projected revenue growth. This is precisely the situation facing 
Montgomery County for the foreseeable future.   

The traditional scenario for making annual budget decisions no longer works when a jurisdiction faces 
a structural budget problem.  Under the traditional scenario, projected revenue for the upcoming fiscal year 
is sufficient to: fully fund the current year s budget (again), absorb growth in the cost of commitments, and 
pay for new initiatives, such as program expansions and pay increases for employees. In the current climate, 
revenue growth for the foreseeable future is unlikely to keep pace with the steadily rising costs of the public 
sector s spending commitments. Montgomery County, like many other governments, now faces the 
extraordinary challenge of bringing projected revenues and spending into alignment, which can only be 
accomplished by raising more revenue or making reforms that bend the future cost curves downward.
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1. From FY02 to FY11, the tax supported agency budgets in Montgomery County collectively 

increased 59% from $2.1 billion to $3.4 billion.  The macro-cost curve shows annual increases of 7-9% 
between FY02 and FY08. Total tax supported spending leveled off in FY09 and posted actual declines in 
FY10 and FY11. During the same ten year period, inflation was 29%, the County s population grew 12%, 
median household income increased 21%, and the County s assessable property tax base increased 114%.   

2. The County s increased budgets supported some notable expansions in agency services, including:    

Montgomery County Public Schools

  

Reduction in class size 

 

Expansion of full-day Kindergarten 

 

Enhanced staff development programs 

Montgomery College

  

Expanded services to meet 32% enrollment increase 

 

Opening of new facilities 

County Government

  

Additional public safety personnel 

 

Expanded Ride-On service hours 

 

More resources for health & housing  programs  

 

M-NCPPC (Montgomery County portion)

  

12% increase in park land 

 

Creation of the Legacy Open Space Program  

3. The County s budget growth was funded by a combination of more property tax revenue, higher 
income and excise tax rates, and substantial growth in State aid (mostly to MCPS).  Over the ten 
years, revenue growth in the County outpaced inflation and population increases by about 20%. The ten 
year average annual revenue growth rate of 6% (FY02-FY11) is twice the forecast for the next six years, 
which is for an average annual growth rate of 3%.  

4. In FY11, MCPS received 57% of total tax supported agency allocations and County Government 
received 34%; the balance went to Montgomery College (6%) and M-NCPPC (3%).  The allocation 
among the four tax supported agencies remained largely unchanged during the past decade, although how 
money is spent within each agency evidenced some shifts. Notable trends included a higher portion of 
agency budgets spent on employee benefits and a higher portion of County Government resources 
dedicated to public safety services.   

5. Conceptually, debt service can be considered a fifth agency because it must be paid from the same 
pot of tax supported dollars.  During the past decade, debt service payments increased 47% from $177 
million in FY02 to $260 million in FY11. If the County issues General Obligation bonds at the rate 
projected in the most recent CIP ($325 million/year), the cost of debt service will increase to $391 million 
in FY16, a 50% increase from FY11. By FY16, debt service is projected to cost more than the combined 
tax supported budgets of the College and M-NCPPC.   

 

1. Personnel costs (pay and benefits) account for 82% of all tax supported spending. Between FY02 
and FY11, personnel costs increased 64% while the total number of workyears increased 10%.  The 
workforces at all four agencies fluctuated during the past decade, but only MCPS and the College 
workforces are measurably larger today compared to ten years ago. Specifically, from FY02-FY11, 
MCPS

 

workyears increased 14% while MCPS enrollment increased 6%; Montgomery College s 
workyear growth of 30% paralleled the College s enrollment growth of 32%.  
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2. Between FY02 and FY11, the primary driver behind higher personnel costs was not an increase in 

the size of the workforce but rather the increase in average costs per employee.  Across the four 
agencies, employee salaries grew by 50% in the aggregate and by higher amounts (up to 80%) for 
individual employees, while the costs of health and retirement/pension benefits increased upwards of 
120%. In FY11, the combined agency cost of employee benefits is almost $740 million, or 22% of all 
spending. (This total would be higher had the agencies made FY11 payments to their OPEB trust funds.)  

3. Another way to track the rise in spending on employee benefits is to calculate their cost as a percent 
of salary.  As one example, for County Government, the aggregate cost of employee benefits as a percent 
of salary increased from 35% in FY02 to 52% in FY11. This means that for every $1 the County spends 
on salary, it now pays 52 cents for benefits. The drivers behind these rising costs are the overall rise in 
health care costs, and major increases in annual pension/retirement plan contributions. Especially 
noteworthy is that during the past decade, the per employee cost of a defined benefit pension increased at 
more than twice the rate of a defined contribution retirement plan.  

 

1. The balanced six-year Fiscal Plan adopted by the Council shows tax supported revenues (within the 
Charter limit) steadily increasing at about 3% per year.  Although these projections show FY16 tax 
supported revenue that is 16% higher than current year (FY11) revenue, it is important to recognize that 
the County s revenue is projected to grow at half the rate it did during the past decade.    

2. Looking ahead to FY12-FY16, the County s budget allocation decisions will increasingly be 
dominated by costs that are resistant to change.  The most striking trend contained in agency cost 
projections is the steady growth in the total costs of the County s legal and policy commitments, which by 
FY16 will sum to about $1.6 billion, or about one-third of all available resources. The calculation of these 
commitments includes the costs of debt service, health insurance for active and retired employees, 
retirement/pension benefits, and contributions to the OPEB trust, PAYGO, and County fund reserves.   

OLO concludes that the County faces a structural budget problem.  The steadily rising costs of the 
County s legal and policy commitments, many of which are resistant to change, are projected to exceed the 
growth in anticipated revenues for the foreseeable future. The magnitude and recurring nature of these costs 
means that one-time solutions are insufficient to resolve the problem. In order to achieve long-term fiscal 
sustainability, the County must consider reforms that either raise more revenue or lower the projected cost 
curves associated with ongoing government operations and future promises.  

 

OLO s Part II report (scheduled for Council release on 12/7/10) will contain options for changes that could 
help achieve long-term fiscal balance in the County. The report will consist of a series of issue papers on the 
topics listed below. Part II will also contain some comparative information about reforms being considered by 
other state and local governments, and a County Attorney s opinion on the legal issues related to changing 
employee pay and benefits.   

 

Salaries and wages 

 

Pension/retirement benefits 

 

Health benefits for active employees 

 

Health benefits for retirees 

 

Workforce size 

 

Operating expenses 

 

Debt 

 

Revenue  
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Addendum A  

Glossary of Terms

  
Actuary:  A person qualified to calculate pension and insurance premiums, reserves, and 
dividends using probabilities based on statistical records.  

Assessable base:  The value of all real and personal property in the County, excluding tax-
exempt property.    

Core benefit:  For MCPS employees who participate in the Maryland State Teachers Pension 
System, the pension benefit provided by the State.  For MCPS employees who do not participate 
in the Maryland State Teachers  Pension System, the pension benefit provided by MCPS 
(excluding the supplemental benefit).    

Cost of living adjustment (COLA):  See general wage adjustment.

  

Cost share:  The allocation of benefit costs (such as annual health insurance premiums) between 
the employer and the employee.     

Debt service:  The annual payment of principal, interest, and issuance costs for bonded debt.  

Defined benefit retirement plan:  A type of retirement plan in which an employer pays 
employees a specific benefit for life beginning at retirement. The amount of the benefit is known 
in advance and is usually based on factors such as age, earnings, and years of service.  A defined 
benefit retirement plan is commonly referred to as a pension.

  

Defined contribution retirement plan:  A retirement plan in which an employer annually 
contributes a specified percent of an employee s salary or a certain amount of money into a 
retirement account.  A 401(K) plan is a type of defined contribution plan  

Employee benefit:  Employee compensation (other than salary and wages) paid by an employer.  
Employee benefits include employer contributions for Social Security, retirement, and group 
insurance.  

Employee Retirement System (ERS):  Montgomery County Government s defined benefit 
retirement plan.  Most public safety employees and general government employees hired before 
1994 participate in the ERS.  

Fiscal Plan:  A six year summary of projected tax supported revenue and agency expenditures.  
On June 29, 2010, the Council approved the Tax Supported Fiscal Plan Summary for FY11-16.  

General obligation (GO) debt:  Bonded debt backed by the full faith and credit of the County to 
pay the scheduled retirement of principal and interest.  

General wage adjustment:  An increase to base salary granted to all employees on a specific 
date, usually the beginning of a new fiscal year. All eligible employees receive the general wage 
adjustment regardless of job performance.  A general wage adjustment is also known as a cost 

of living adjustment (COLA).

 



 

©29

   
Group insurance:  Insurance that is purchased for a group (such as the employees of a 
government or private company) usually at a reduced rate for the benefit of individual members 
of the group.  County agency group insurance offerings include health, prescription drug, dental, 
vision, life, and long-term disability plans.  County agencies offer group insurance benefits to 
active and retired personnel.  

Guaranteed Retirement Income Plan (GRIP):  The retirement plan for which the County 
Government guarantees a specific rate of return on contributions into employee retirement 
accounts.  Under this GRIP, the County Government currently guarantees an annualized return 
of 7.25%.   

Health maintenance organization (HMO):  A health benefit plan that covers only services 
provided by in-network physicians or specialists.    

Hybrid retirement plan:  A retirement plan that offers a combination of defined benefit and 
defined contribution retirement plan features.  

Increment:  See step increase.

  

Non-tax supported resources:  Agency resources generated from non-tax sources that are 
earmarked for a specific purpose or use.  Examples of non-tax supported resources include grant 
funding and fees for service that must be used for a specific purpose (such as Permitting Services 
and solid waste disposal fees).  The Fiscal Plan excludes non tax supported revenue and 
expenditures.  

Operating expenses:  Annual operating budget expenditures other than personnel costs.  
Examples of operating expenses include expenditures for contractual support, utility payments, 
facility and vehicle maintenance, office and program supplies, and technology.  Operating 
expenses exclude all expenditures funded through the capital budget.  

Other post-employment benefits (OPEB):  Benefits 

 

other than pension benefits 

 

that an 
employer provides to its retired employees, including healthcare coverage, life insurance, and 
deferred compensation.  The Government Accountability Standards Board requires that public 
sector employers report future OPEB liabilities during the period of active service for employees 
and recognize unfunded OPEB costs as a liability.  

Out-of-pocket costs:  Health care charges that are not covered by an insurance plan.  

PAYGO:  Pay As You Go funding; capital project funding using current revenue rather than 
debt.    

Personnel costs:  Expenditures for employee salaries, wages, and benefits.  

Point of service (POS) plan:  A health plan in which beneficiaries receive services from a 
network of authorized providers.  Beneficiaries have the option of accessing out-of-network 
providers by paying additional out-of-pocket costs.  
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Reserves:  Accounts for funds that are not budgeted for expenditure in the current fiscal year.  

Retirement Savings Plan (RSP):  Montgomery County Government s defined contribution 
retirement plan.  Most non-public safety employees hired after 1994 participate in the RSP.  

Revenue:  All funds that the County receives, including tax payments, fees for specific services, 
receipts from other governments, fines, forfeitures, shared revenues and interest income.  

Step increase:  An increase to base salary granted on a recurring basis. In general, to be eligible 
for a step increase, an employee must have a salary below the maximum for their pay grade and 
must meet minimum job performance requirements. Employees usually receive steps on the 
anniversary of their original hire date.  A step increase is also known as an increment.

  

Supplemental benefit:  For MCPS employees, a pension benefit provided by MCPS in addition 
to the core benefit.   

Tax supported resources:  Agency resources generated from taxes and other sources of revenue 
that are not earmarked for a specific purpose or use.  Examples of tax supported resources 
include tax revenues, State K-12 aid, and parking and library fines.  The Fiscal Plan includes tax 
supported revenue and expenditures but excludes non-tax supported revenue and expenditures.  

Workyear:  A standardized unit of measurement of personnel effort, similar to the term full-
time equivalents.

  

For non-public safety employees of the County Government, a workyear 
equals 2,080 hours of service.  For most MCPS employees (e.g., teachers), a workyear refers to a 
ten-month position.    



Addendum B 

Montgomery County Demographic Data

   
This Addendum provides selected demographic, social, and economic data for Montgomery 
County for 2001 and 2009.  A summary of the content and source information is listed below.  

Indicator 2001 2009 % Change Source 

Demographic 

Population 866,000 957,760 11% Montgomery County Operating 
Budget 

% Under 18 Years Old 26.1% 24.5% -6% American Communities Survey, 
Census 

% Over 65 Years of Age 11.0% 12.3% 12% American Communities Survey, 
Census 

Schools 

MCPS Enrollment 134,180 139,282 4% MCPS 

% Students ESOL 7.1% 12.6% 78% MCPS 

% Students FARMS 21.8% 29.5% 36% MCPS 

% Students Special Education 12.2% 12.3% 1% MCPS 

% Households with Students in MCPS 23.8% 22.2%* -7% MCPS 

Economic 

CPI  100 124.9 25% Montgomery County Operating 
Budget 

Median Household Income $75,871 $93,895 24% American Communities Survey, 
Census 

Number Jobs 487,600 510,000 5% M-NCPPC 

Unemployment Rate 3.1% 5.2% 68% U.S. State Bureau of Labor 
Statistics 

% People with Income Below Poverty Rate 4.4% 6.8% 55% American Communities Survey, 
Census 

Assessable Tax Base ($ Billions) $76 $162 113% Montgomery County Operating 
Budget 

Gross County Product ($ Billions) $35.7 $43.0 20% M-NCPPC 

Housing 

Total Households 327,600 358,605 9% M-NCPPC 

Median Value Owner Occupied Home $244,781 $459,900 88% American Communities Survey, 
Census 

Median Rent $969 $1,429 47% American Communities Survey, 
Census 

   *2008 
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Addendum D  

Comparative Data

  
Selected Revenue, Expenditure, and Personnel Cost Trends  

Compiling and analyzing data across jurisdictions can be a valuable exercise that informs 
discussions about how practices in different places compare to one another.  As a tool, 
benchmarking can be used effectively as part of the evaluation and decision-making process.   

However, the limits to compiling and using comparative data also deserve recognition.  For 
starters, there is no national clearinghouse that compiles comprehensive, reliable, and consistent 
local government budget data from jurisdictions across the country.  Further, jurisdictions tend to 
adopt different working definitions for similar terms, and the numerous caveats and footnotes that 
accompany comparisons can themselves create confusion.  As a result, even the most 
conscientious comparative local government fiscal analysis is often ripe for criticism that it does 
not present an apples-to-apples  comparison.  

Recognizing the legitimate interest in comparative budget information (while also acknowledging 
it may raise as many questions as it answers), this Addendum provides selected comparative data 
on revenue, expenditure, and personnel cost trends.  A summary of the content and source 
information is listed below.    

Note: In addition to the material contained in this Addendum, OLO s Part II report (scheduled for 
release on 12/7/10) will provide examples of changes being considered by state and local 
governments across the country with respect to selected components of employee pay and benefits.   

A. Average Salary and Benefit Cost Data (2001 and 2009), summarizes data compiled by the 
federal Bureau of Economic Analysis on average salary, benefit costs, and benefits as a percent 
of salary for three industry sectors: private sector; federal government (civilian), and state and 
local government.    

B. Expenditure and Revenue Data from Five Maryland Counties (FY01 and FY09), provides 
an excerpt of the expenditure and revenue data compiled by the State of Maryland s 
Department of Legislative Services for Montgomery County, Anne Arundel County, Baltimore 
County, Howard County, and Prince George s County.    

C. Comparative Salary Data, contains excerpts from two documents that the Council receives 
annually during operating budget worksessions:   

 

Data compiled by the Council Staff Director on annual pay changes since FY01 for County 
agencies, other regional local governments and school systems, the State, and the Federal 
Government. (The excerpt provided is from an April 12, 2010 MFP Committee packet.)  

 

Selected wage and salary comparability data compiled by the Office of Human Resources 
as part of the annual Personnel Management Review. (The excerpt provided is from the 
PMR published in April 2010.) 
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A. Average Salary and Benefit Cost Data (2001 and 2009)  

The two tables below provide data on average salary, average costs of benefit, and benefits as a 
percent for three industry sectors:  private industry, federal government (civilian), and state & local 
government.  The tables are compiled from data collected by the federal governments Bureau of 
Economic Analysis; 2009 is the most recent year for which data are available.    

Average Salary and Cost of Benefits, 2001-2009

  

Sector Average Salary Average Benefits 

Year 2001 2009 % Change 2001 2009 % Change 

Private 
Industry 

$39,647 $50,462 27% $7,379 $10,589 44% 

Federal 
Government 
(civilian) 

$54,154 $81,258 50% $26,968 $41,791 55% 

State and Local 
Government 

$40,681 $53,056 30% $10,122 $16,857 67% 

   

Benefits as Percent of Salary by Industry

   

Benefits as Percent of Salary 

Sector 2001 2009 

Private Industry 19% 21% 

Federal Government 
(civilian) 

50% 51% 

State and Local Government 25% 32% 

  

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, National Income and Product Accounts Table (NIPA). For 
more information on the NIPA, see http://www.bea.gov/national/nipaweb/index.asp and the NIPA 
Handbook for definitions of compensation included in this comparative data (located at same 
URL).      
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B. Expenditure and Revenue Data from Five Maryland Counties (FY01 and FY09)  

This section provides an excerpt of expenditure and revenue data from five Maryland counties  
Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Howard, Montgomery, and Prince George s.  Specifically, it provides 
FY01 and FY09 data on:   

 
Total Expenditures; 

 

Per Capita Expenditures; 

 

Total Revenues; and  

 

Per Capita Revenues.  

All data from FY09 come from the Maryland Department of Legislative Services Local 
Government Finances in Maryland Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2009: Sixty-First Report to the 
Governor and the General Assembly of Maryland (hereafter DLS Report).  The full report can be 
accessed at http://mlis.state.md.us/2010rs/misc/LocalGovernmentFinancesInMarylandFY2009.pdf.  
Data for FY01 come from an earlier version of the same report, Local Government Finances in 
Maryland Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2005.

  

Note: The budget data compiled by DLS includes ALL expenditure and revenue data for 
each county, which means both tax supported and non-tax supported revenue are counted.   

In order to summarize the data, OLO consolidated some expenditure and revenue categories in the 
data tables as follows:   

OLO Category Includes the following Department of Legislative Services 
Categories 

Revenue 

Local Taxes Property, Income, Other Local Taxes 

Intergovernmental Federal Grants, State Grants, Other Intergovernmental Sources 

Other 
Licenses and Permits, Service Charges, Fines and Forfeitures, 
Miscellaneous, Debt Proceeds 

Expenditures 

Public Safety 
Police Protection, Fire Protection, Corrections, Other Public 
Safety 

Public Works 
Transportation, Sewer, Solid Waste, and Water, Other Public 
Works 

Health and Human Services Health, Social Services 

Other 

Community Colleges, Parks, Recreation, and Culture, Libraries, 
Natural Resources, Community Development and Public 
Housing, Economic Development and Opportunity, Debt 
Service, Intergovernmental, Miscellaneous 
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1.  Total Expenditures:  FY01 and FY09  

Montgomery County:  Total Expenditures ($ Millions)

 
Year General 

Government 
Public 
Safety 

Public 
Works 

Health 
&Human 
Services 

Primary/ 
Secondary 
Education 

Debt & 
Other 

Total 

FY01 $196 $355 $381 $180 $1,434 $747 $3,295 

FY09 $349 $573 $627 $269 $2,396 $1,420 $5,634 

% Change * 

 

76% 61% 65% 50% 67% 90% 71% 

 

Anne Arundel County:  Total Expenditures ($ Millions)

 

Year General 
Government 

Public 
Safety 

Public 
Works 

Health 
&Human 
Services 

Primary/ 
Secondary 
Education 

Debt & 
Other 

Total 

FY01 $97 $158 $184 $55 $670 $195 $1,358 

FY09 $124 $259 $231 $75 $1,079 $355 $2,122 

% Change * 

 

27% 64% 26% 37% 61% 82% 56% 

 

Baltimore County:  Total Expenditures ($ Millions)

 

Year General 
Government 

Public 
Safety 

Public 
Works 

Health & 
Human 
Services 

Primary/ 
Secondary 
Education 

Debt & 
Other 

Total 

FY01 $83 $222 $200 $52 $1,002 $427 $1,985 

FY09 $129 $353 $326 $78 $1,439 $615 $2,940 

% Change * 

 

55% 59% 63% 51% 44% 44% 48% 

 

Howard County:  Total Expenditures ($ Millions)

 

Year General 
Government 

Public 
Safety 

Public 
Works 

Health & 
Human 
Services 

Primary/ 
Secondary 
Education 

Debt & 
Other 

Total 

FY01 $65 $79 $97 $25 $416 $141 $823 

FY09 $90 $164 $132 $39 $805 $287 $1,516 

% Change * 

 

37% 107% 36% 58% 94% 104% 84% 

 

Prince George s County:  Total Expenditures ($ Millions)

 

Year General 
Government 

Public 
Safety 

Public 
Works 

Health & 
Human 
Services 

Primary/ 
Secondary 
Education 

Debt & 
Other 

Total 

FY01 $126 $235 $280 $69 $1,126 $500 $2,336 

FY09 $216 $372 $422 $94 $1,936 $803 $3,843 

% Change * 

 

72% 58% 51% 36% 72% 61% 65% 

 

* Calculates percentage change between FY01 and FY09 
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2. Per Capita Expenditures:  FY01 and FY09  

Montgomery County:  Per Capita Expenditures

 
Year General 

Government 
Public 
Safety 

Public 
Works 

Health & 
Human 
Services 

Primary/ 
Secondary 
Education 

Debt & 
Other 

Total 

FY01 $222 $398 $426 $201 $1,605 $836 $3,688 

FY09 $359 $589 $646 $277 $2,466 $1,461 $5,799 

% Change * 62% 48% 51% 38% 54% 75% 57% 

 

Anne Arundel County:  Per Capita Expenditures

 

Year General 
Government 

Public 
Safety 

Public 
Works 

Health & 
Human 
Services 

Primary/ 
Secondary 
Education 

Debt & 
Other 

Total 

FY01 $196 $317 $369 $110 $1,348 $392 $2,732 

FY09 $237 $496 $442 $144 $2,070 $682 $4,071 

% Change * 21% 56% 20% 31% 54% 74% 49% 

 

Baltimore County:  Per Capita Expenditures

 

Year General 
Government 

Public 
Safety 

Public 
Works 

Health & 
Human 
Services 

Primary/ 
Secondary 
Education 

Debt & 
Other 

Total 

FY01 $109 $291 $262 $68 $1,314 $560 $2,604 

FY09 $163 $447 $412 $99 $1,822 $779 $3,723 

% Change * 50% 54% 57% 46% 39% 39% 43% 

 

Howard County:  Per Capita Expenditures

 

Year General 
Government 

Public 
Safety 

Public 
Works 

Health & 
Human 
Services 

Primary/ 
Secondary 
Education 

Debt & 
Other 

Total 

FY01 $256 $311 $379 $98 $1,630 $552 $3,224 

FY09 $318 $583 $467 $140 $2,855 $1,017 $5,379 

% Change * 24% 88% 23% 43% 75% 84% 67% 

 

Prince George s Per Capita Expenditures

 

Year General 
Government 

Public 
Safety 

Public 
Works 

Health & 
Human 
Services 

Primary/ 
Secondary 
Education 

Debt & 
Other 

Total 

FY01 $154 $288 $344 $85 $1,381 $613 $2,866 

FY09 $258 $446 $506 $113 $2,320 $962 $4,604 

% Change * 68% 55% 47% 32% 68% 57% 61% 

 

* Calculates percentage change between FY01 and FY09 
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3. Total Revenue:  in FY01 and FY09  

Montgomery County Revenues ($ Millions)

  
Local Taxes 

Total 
Intergovernmental Aid Other Total 

FY01 $1,844 $624 $1,036 $3,505 

FY09 $3,018 $1,103 $1,420 $5,541 

% Change * 64% 77% 37% 58% 

 

Anne Arundel County Revenue ($ Millions)

  

Local Taxes Total 
Intergovernmental Aid 

Other Total 

FY01 $693 $334 $338 $1,365 

FY09 $1,010 $571 $482 $2,063 

% Change * 46% 71% 43% 51% 

 

Baltimore County Revenue ($ Millions)

  

Local Taxes 
Total 

Intergovernmental Aid Other Total 

FY01 $1,084 $569 $382 $2,034 

FY09 $1,525 $1,008 $365 $2,898 

% Change * 41% 77% -4% 42% 

 

Howard County Revenue ($ Millions)

  

Local Taxes Total 
Intergovernmental Aid 

Other Total 

FY01 $473 $182 $149 $805 

FY09 $860 $385 $289 $1,534 

% Change * 82% 111% 94% 91% 

 

Prince George s County Revenues ($ Millions)

  

Local Taxes 
Total 

Intergovernmental Aid 
Other Total 

FY01 $1,043 $831 $584 $2,457 

FY09 $1,647 $1,487 $642 $3,776 

% Change * 58% 79% 10% 54% 

     
     *Calculates percentage change between FY01 and FY09  
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4. Per Capita Revenue: FY01 and FY09  

Montgomery County:  Per Capita Revenues

  
Local Taxes Total 

Intergovernmental Aid 
Other Total 

FY01 $2,065 $699 $1,160 $3,923 

FY09 $3,107 $1,135 $1,461 $5,703 

% Change * 50% 62% 26% 45% 

 

Anne Arundel County:  Per Capita Revenues

  

Local Taxes 
Total 

Intergovernmental Aid Other Total 

FY01 $1,394 $673 $680 $2,746 

FY09 $1,939 $1,095 $925 $3,958 

% Change * 39% 63% 36% 44% 

 

Baltimore County Per Capita Revenues

  

Local Taxes 
Total 

Intergovernmental Aid Other Total 

FY01 $1,421 $747 $501 $2,668 

FY09 $1,939 $1,095 $925 $3,958 

% Change * 36% 71% -8% 48% 

 

Howard County Per Capita Revenues

  

Local Taxes 
Total 

Intergovernmental Aid Other Total 

FY01 $1,855 $715 $585 $3,155 

FY09 $1,931 $1,276 $462 $3,669 

% Change * 4% 78% -21% 16% 

 

Prince George s County Per Capita Revenue

  

Local Taxes Total 
Intergovernmental Aid 

Other Total 

FY01 $1,280 $1,019 $716 $3,015 

FY09 $1,974 $1,782 $769 $4,525 

% Change * 54% 75% 7% 50% 

 

* Calculates percentage change between FY01 and FY09  



  

©52

   
C.   Comparative Salary Data  

The following pages are excerpts from two documents that the Council receives annually during 
operating budget worksessions:   

 

Beginning on circle 53 is an excerpt from data compiled by the Council Staff Director on 
annual pay changes since FY01 for County agencies, other regional local governments 
and school systems, the State, and the Federal Government. The excerpt provided is from 
an April 12, 2010 MFP Committee packet.  

 

Beginning on circle 72 is selected wage and salary comparability data compiled by the 
Office of Human Resources as part of the annual Personnel Management Review.  The 
excerpt provided is from the PMR published in April 2010.  





































































MEMORANDUM 

November 23,2010 

TO: Nancy Floreen, Council President 

FROM: Aron Trombka~~enior Legislative Analyst, OLO 

SUBJECT: Budget Spreadsheet 
OLO Presentation on Achieving a Structurally Balanced Budget 

As you requested, I have printed three scenarios from the budget spreadsheet we presented to the 
Council today. 

• Scenario One assumes a balanced budget in each year through FY16 but shows agency 
spending on salaries and operating expenses decreasing in each on the next three fiscal years. 

• Scenario Two shows the multi-year deficit that would occur if agency salary and operating 
costs grow by one percent each year through FY16. 

• Scenario Three shows the multi-year deficit that would occur if agency salary and operating 
costs grow by three percent each year through FY16. 

As stated in the presentation today, the sources for all the data in the spreadsheets are the approved 
Fiscal Plan, agency budget documents, and reports from agency actuaries. 

Please let me know if you would like additional information. 

c: Councilmembers 



BALANCE SHEET 
Tax Supported Funds - Four Agencies Combined ($ millions) 

Scenario One: Balanced Budget 

FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 

Tax Revenue Fiscal Plan Estimate $3,821 $3,902 $3,921 $4,062 $4,252 

Debt Service $264 $295 $329 $356 $379 

Contribution to Reserves I Set Aside $141 $55 $49 $45 $61 

CIP Current Revenue I PAYGO $24 $73 $90 $114 $117 

Benefit Obligations 

Group Insurance - Active & Retirees $394 $436 $474 $516 $561 

Retirement/Pension Plans $193 $209 $229 $250 $263 

OPEB Contributions $84 $103 $122 $140 

Pension Transfer (Senate Plan) $13 $41 $69 $70 

Agency Salaries and Operating Expenses $2,805 $2,737 $2,607 $2,590 $2,661 

Annual Change: -2.4% -4.7% -0.6% 2.7% 

BALANCE $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

FY16 

$4,424 

$396 

$61 

$96 

$611 

$264 

$147 

$70 

$2,780 

4.4% 

$0 

SIX-YEAR BALANCE $0 



BALANCE SHEET 
Tax Supported Funds - Four Agencies Combined ($ millions) 

Scenario Two: 1 % Annual Growth in Agency Salaries and Operating Expenses 

FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 

Tax Revenue Fiscal Plan Estimate $3,821 $3,902 $3,921 $4,062 $4,252 $4,424 

Debt Service $264 $295 $329 $356 $379 $396 

Contribution to Reserves I Set Aside $141 $55 $49 $45 $61 $61 

CIP Current Revenue I PAYGO $24 $73 $90 $114 $117 $96 

Benefit Obligations 

Group Insurance - Active & Retirees $394 $436 $474 $516 $561 $611 

Retirement/Pension Plans $193 $209 $229 $250 $263 $264 

OPEB Contributions $84 $103 $122 $140 $147 

Pension Transfer (Senate Plan) $13 $41 $69 $70 $70 

Agency Salaries and Operating Expenses $2,805 $2,833 $2,861 $2,890 $2,919 $2,948 

Annual Change: 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 

BALANCE $0 -$96 -$254 -$299 -$257 -$168 
- ---- - -- - - - --- ---- - ---- - - -- - - - -

SIX-YEAR BALANCE -$1,075 

I 



BALANCE SHEET 
Tax Supported Funds - Four Agencies Combined ($ millions) 

Scenario Three: 3% Annual Growth in Agency Salaries and Operating Expenses 

FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 

Tax Revenue Fiscal Plan Estimate $3,821 $3,902 $3,921 $4,062 $4,252 $4,424 

Debt Service $264 $295 $329 $356 $379 $396 

Contribution to Reserves I Set Aside $141 $55 $49 $45 $61 $61 

CIP Current Revenue I PAYGO $24 $73 $90 $114 $117 $96 

Benefit Obligations 

Group Insurance - Active & Retirees $394 $436 $474 $516 $561 $611 

Retirement/Pension Plans $193 $209 $229 $250 $263 $264 

OPEB Contributions $84 $103 $122 $140 $147 

Pension Transfer (Senate Plan) $13 $41 $69 $70 $70 

Agency Salaries and Operating Expenses $2,805 $2,889 $2,976 $3,065 $3,157 $3,252 

Annual Change: 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 

BALANCE $0 -$152 -$368 -$475 -$495 -$472 
-

SIX-YEAR BALANCE -$1,962 
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