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A Responsive and Accountable County Government
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An Effective and Efficient Transportation Network
Children Prepared to Live and Learn

Healthy and Sustainable Communities

Safe Streets and Secure Neighborhoods

A Strong and Vibrant Economy

Vital Living for All of Our Residents

AS dedicated public servants, the employees of the Montgomery
County government strive to embody in our work these essential values:

e Collaboration e Inclusiveness e Knowledge
e Competence e Innovation ® Respect for the Individual
e Fiscal Prudence e Integrity e Transparency

www.montgomerycountymd.gov



‘About Montgomery County

Montgomery County was established by the State Convention
in 1776, and from its establishment until 1948, the Montgomery
County government functioned under the County Commission
system. In 1948, the voters adopted a charter giving the County home
rule and a council-manager form of government. In 1968, the voters
approved a new charter providing for separate legislative and
executive branches of government, with legislative power vested in
an elected County Council and executive power in an elected County
Executive. The new charter became effective with the election of the
County Executive and Council in November 1970. The Montgomery
County Council is composed of nine members, four of whom are
elected by all voters in the County. The remaining five
Councilmembers are each elected from one of five Councilmanic
districts.

Montgomery County contains 497 square miles (or 316,000
acres) of land area. The County population was 1,016,677 as of July
2013, consisting of 47.0 percent White (non-Hispanic) and 53.0
percent cultural minorities. About 39.5 percent of Maryland’s foreign-
born population resides in Montgomery County in 2013.

The 2013 median household income was $98,326. According to
the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), the County’s estimated labor
force for September 2014 is 529,118 with an unemployment rate of
4.5 percent. Montgomery County is an employment center with 60.7
percent of employment occupied by persons residing and working in
the County. For the 2014 Fall enrollment, 153,852 pupils were
registered in the County’s schools.
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GOVERNMENT FINANCE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION
Distinguished
Budget Presentation
Award

PRESENTED TO

Montgomery County
Maryland
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July 1,2014
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Executive Director

The Government Finance Officers Association of the United States and Canada (GFOA)
presented an award of Distinguished Presentation to Montgomery County Government,
Maryland for its annual budget for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2014.

In order to receive this award a governmental unit must publish a document that meets
program criteria as a policy document, as an operations guide, as a financial plan, and as a
communication device.

The award is valid for the period of one year only. We believe our current budget
continues to conform to program requirements, and we are submitting it to GFOA to
determine its eligibility for another award.
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE

ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850
Isiah Leggett

County Executive

MEMORANDUM

March 16, 2015

TO: George Leventhal, President, County Council

FROM: Isiah Leggett, County ExecutiVJeﬂ . é ) /%#‘

SUBJECT: FY16 Recommended Operating Budget and FY16-21 Public Services Program

In accordance with the County Charter, I am pleased to transmit to the County Council my FY'16
Recommended Operating Budget and FY 16-21 Public Services Program.

This budget reflects the concerns and policy issues that [ heard County residents express during the many
Town Hall Meetings, Budget Forums, On-Line Chats, and other community meetings I held over the past year
to better understand the hopes, expectations, and needs of the people of our County. I am also grateful to the
County’s advisory boards and commissions for their important input during my deliberations.

The budget responds to what I believe are our most important shared priorities:

* A Responsive and Accountable County Government
* Affordable Housing in an Inclusive Community

* An Effective and Efficient Transportation Network

*  Children Prepared to Live and Learn

* Healthy and Sustainable Communities

» Safe Streets and Secure Neighborhoods

* A Strong and Vibrant Economy

* Vital Living for All of Our Residents

I am recommending a total FY 16 Operating Budget of $5,067,834,958 for Montgomery County
Public Schools (MCPS), Montgomery College, County Government, and Maryland-National Capital Park
and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC). Of that total, the recommended tax supported expenditures are
$4,407,964,046.
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The County government tax-supported budget is $1,405,714,273, a 1.1 percent increase, which excludes full
funding of the County’s Retiree Health Benefits - Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB). My recommended
budget assumes a drop in the property tax rate from 99.6 cents per $100 of assessed value to 98.7 cents per $100 of
assessed valuation.

In this recommended budget, I have carefully balanced the increasing demands on many County services
with the need to plan for several potential fiscal challenges in the foreseeable future. I have also helped to
lay the groundwork for Montgomery County to remain the State’s economic engine and a vital partner in our
strong regional economy. By increasing investments in our public education system in kindergarten and
beyond, providing for a comprehensive transportation system, funding a modern public safety infrastructure
and delivering a forward-thinking economic development plan, we will continue to improve our residents’
quality of life. I will detail these improvements later in this memorandum.

I am committed to ensuring that we maintain fiscal responsibility, and that begins with getting back to
basics, and with a County government that pays its bills, lives within its means, plans for the future, and
tells the truth about its finances. I believe this budget and my administration continue to do just that. This
recommended budget recognizes the continued difficulties we are experiencing in our revenue picture.
Recent income tax distributions suggest an uneven and slower than expected national economic recovery and
have forced a retrenchment in FY'15, as well as lowered revenue estimates in FY'16.

The FY 16 recommended budget, with its many efficiencies and reductions, must be considered in the
larger context of what we have accomplished over the last several years. After years of reductions and
achieving efficiencies, we must dig even deeper to identify savings that do not have major service impacts.
As we tumbled into the Great Recession and struggled to recover, we made many difficult decisions. Over
an eight-year period, we have closed over $3 billion in budget shortfalls. The number of County employees
was reduced by 10 percent between 2008 and 2011 and the overall County tax-supported budget experienced
no increase between FY08 and FY11, even as our population grew and inflation continued. With the start of
a national recovery in the last years, County government tax supported spending has increased an average
of less than two percent per year during my eight years in office. My recommended FY 16 budget assumes
only a 1.1 percent increase for County governemt. This low rate of growth is critical to ensuring we continue
to spend only what we can afford, while supporting our most critical services. This budget recommendation
will also better position the County for several potential fiscal challenges that are expected in the foreseeable
future.

As a result of these difficult decisions, we are in a much better financial position today and as we move
forward into the future:

*  We cut the rate of growth in County government from the unsustainable levels prior to my taking
office and reassured the bond rating agencies that we could manage effectively through a devastating
national economic crisis.

*  We maintained our coveted Triple-A bond rating throughout the Great Recession, overcoming Federal
government shutdowns, sequestrations, and layoffs. This success is saving taxpayers millions of
dollars in borrowing costs every year.

*  We have worked aggressively to increase the County’s financial reserves to their highest level in our
history to better protect the taxpayer. And we have allocated far more resources in advance to meet
weather-related emergencies.
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+ I developed a prudent plan to establish a trust fund that sets aside tens of millions of dollars to meet
the anticipated health care obligations for retired employees, thereby averting a potential huge
financial crisis for the County in the future.

As we focused on more sustainable fiscal policies, I protected critically-needed funding for education,
public safety, and help for the most vulnerable in our midst. I also made critical investments in our economic
infrastructure to lay the foundation for creating jobs and growing our tax base. This effort must be balanced
with the equally important goal of preserving Montgomery County’s unique environmental quality.

Our balanced approach to address these challenges has helped bring the County out of the worst of this
economic crisis. However, we still face a number of concerns related to our fiscal health. The Supreme Court
has heard arguments and we are awaiting a ruling in the Comptroller of the Treasury of Maryland v. Wynne
case. If Maryland were to lose this case, we could be hit with retroactive payments of up to $115 million.

We could lose between $25 million and $30 million annually in future revenue. This loss would require
significant rethinking of a number of programs and/or property tax increases that significantly exceed the
Charter Limits approved by the voters.

The Governor’s proposed budget also contains a number of funding reductions that are adversely
affecting the County’s revenues. These reductions are most significant in our highest priority area —
education. We must continue to advocate together in Annapolis for restoration of this funding and against any
further erosion of State support.

Overview

In the face of continued fiscal challenges, this budget maintains my commitment to prudent fiscal policies
that we have mutually agreed are critical to maintaining the County’s sound fiscal management. I maintained
the effort to reach a reserve level of 10 percent by the year 2020 in order to remain in high standing with the
financial markets and to cushion the taxpayer against any additional unanticipated economic setbacks. I have
also included in the recommended budget funds for retiree health benefits that are at the required level — a true
accomplishment for all of us in the midst of the current fiscal conditions. The funding level for retiree health
benefits that [ am recommending is the minimum funding level that we need to contribute in order to maintain
the commitment that we mutually made to the bond rating agencies.

As a result, we must find efficiencies and cost-savings once again. As a starting point for this budget,
all County Government departments were asked to submit a budget that was three percent lower than their
same services budget. Department directors worked hard to identify reductions that would have the least
service impacts. Given the reductions in prior years that most departments have sustained, this was difficult.
However, I believe they have succeeded in preserving our most vital services. Though not required to, our
hard-working Judicial Branch cooperated in our efforts to identify savings.

At the same time, as detailed in the following pages, I have focused any available increased revenue on
our mutual priorities — priorities that address the critical needs of our growing and changing community.
I have increased funding for public education at all levels, enhanced police services, maintained services
for our Positive Youth Development programs and for our growing senior population, and further boosted
funding for life sciences and cybersecurity business growth and high quality job creation.

Recognizing that government works best in partnership with the community, I have increased funding for
the many worthy community organizations that provide services to our residents in ways government cannot.
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I have also recommended a one million increase for the Council community grants above my recommended
FY15 level.

Consistent with our union negotiations, I have included funding for all of our Collective Bargaining
Agreements. In all three cases, I am recommending appropriations to fund a General Wage Adjustment of
two percent and earned increment increases for employees. Our employees have made many sacrifices in
the past few years as we have struggled to restructure and realign our finances. I am pleased to recommend
funding for these agreements so that we can work toward the County’s future together. The reality is that we
cannot perform our essential County functions without the dedication and hard work of our employees. They
should be appropriately compensated for this work.

Economic Context and Fiscal Consequences

Responsible fiscal practices are not only essential but are the foundation for ensuring that government is
able to serve our over one million residents, our businesses, and our employees, both in the short term and in
the long run. I established cost containment strategies and productivity improvements that have dramatically
slowed the rate of growth in the operating budget and have therefore already saved County taxpayers
hundreds of millions of dollars. In partnership with the Council, I have also reestablished responsible reserve
and other fiscal policies that will carry this County into the future with improved, sustainable fiscal health.

I am committed to maintaining the prudent and fiscally responsible approach we established in the
midst of the economic crisis, while finding the balance that will meet the expanding needs of our growing
population.

A Sustainable Budget that Meets our Residents’ Needs

My FY 16 Recommended Operating Budget:

Funds Montgomery County Public Schools at the required Maintenance of Effort level while also
providing an additional $27.2 million to fund their retiree health benefit claims. Together, this
funding meets 97.6 percent of the Board of Education’s request.

Funds Montgomery College with County dollars above the required Maintenance of Effort level;

Provides a 1.5 percent increase in tax supported funding for the Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission;

Continues my emphasis on public safety by funding additional fire fighter hours at the Sandy Spring
Fire Station. Improves fire apparatus availability by adding an additional vehicle maintenance shift;

Funds the initiation of a body camera program in the Police Department which will provide cameras
for all patrol officers;

Funds the purchase of new bulletproof vests for our police officers;

Continues implementation of my Six-Point Economic Plan which positions the County for increased
economic success, job creation and a secure tax base.
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* Maintains services in two of my major initiatives serving potentially at-risk populations — Positive
Youth Development and Vital Living for Seniors — and continues to fund programs that protect the
most vulnerable among us;

* Funding for the creation and preservation of affordable housing units of $43.9 million, bringing the
total Countywide support for affordable housing during my administration to $657.9 million, which
leverages $924.5 million in non-county resources.

* Provides resources to continue County efforts supporting the Great Seneca Science Corridor,
the White Oak Science Gateway, and the White Flint Plan, as well as the transition to transit-oriented
development around the Shady Grove Metro. These efforts will help create at least 100,000 new,
quality jobs in Montgomery County and thousands of additional housing units;

* Fully funds County reserves at the policy level of $402 million — the highest in the County’s history;

*  Funds PAYGO in the Capital Improvements Program at ten percent of current revenue to match bond
funding in my recommended capital budget, consistent with our fiscal policy;

*  Funds $113.9 million to meet retiree health benefit obligations — maintaining funding at the Annual
Required Contribution (ARC);

* Reduces the property tax rate by almost one cent per $100 of assessed valuation, thereby not
exceeding the County Charter limit.

» Retains the energy tax at the level approved by the Council for FY'15, preserving a broad-based
revenue source that includes federal institutions based in the County who otherwise pay no taxes in
exchange for County services.

As we continue on the prudent course that has been set, I believe this budget is sustainable, while
maintaining my commitment to quality services, increasing efficiency and maintaining sensible fiscal policies
that will serve us well into the future. Given the continued budget uncertainty at the State and Federal level,
and the potential impact reduced spending at those levels of government can have on the local economy, we
must remain cautious in our spending and not return to the unsustainable spending of the past. This budget
also keeps faith with the people who pay the bills — our County taxpayers — by matching our critical needs
with the revenues available or necessary.

The spending that I have proposed in FY16 is strategically focused on our highest priorities — education,
public safety, economic development, and our youth and seniors:

* I recommend a total County budget for all agencies (which includes debt service, grants, and
enterprise funds) for FY'16 of $5,067,834,958 an increase of $72.1 million from the FY 15 Approved
Budget — a 1.4 percent increase.

* The overall FY'16 tax supported budget for all agencies of $4,407,964,046 (including debt service)
will increase by $51,473,660 from the FY 15 budget. This represents a 1.2 percent increase.

* I recommend to the County Council that tax supported funding for Montgomery County government
(excluding OPEB funding) increase by $15.7 million or 1.1 percent;
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*  Opverall funding for the Montgomery County Public Schools will increase by $30.7 million —a 1.4
percent increase from FY15. In addition, with funds made available through the Health Benefits Trust,
the budget funds 97.6 percent of the Board of Education’s tax-supported request.

* I am recommending an increase to the County contribution for Montgomery College of $3 million, or
a 2.6 percent increase. The budget funds 97.7 percent of the College’s tax supported request. Total
funds for the College are $306.2 million.

*  Funding for the M-NCPPC increases by $1.8 million, a 1.5 percent increase and 96.2 percent of Park
and Planning’s tax-supported request.

Priorities in the FY16 Recommended Budget

Education

Throughout my years as County Executive and Council Member, I have always prioritized funding
for education. I know that nothing is more important than investing in quality schools at all levels. Well-
educated residents and employees are critical to ensuring our future as an important employment center, both
in the State and in the Washington, D.C. region.

In my FY15-20 Recommended Capital Improvements Program, I increased the County’s contribution to
Montgomery County Public Schools school construction by 55 percent over nine years. I have proposed an
historic high -- $1.3 billion in County money — in the capital budget now before you.

To effectively address the future overcrowding in our schools requires the State to significantly increase
resources for school construction — over and above what we now receive. We must continue to press the
Governor and the General Assembly to provide Montgomery County with the necessary funding to meet the
growing needs of our school population. That is what all of us in Montgomery County are fighting for in
Annapolis right now. We will continue this fight to provide the necessary classrooms for our children to learn.

As important as school construction dollars are, we must ensure the learning that occurs inside the
classrooms is of the highest quality and meets the learning needs of all of our students at all levels. As our
population continues to diversify, these needs evolve. Our school system must have the resources necessary
to remain nimble and sensitive to these needs.

My FY 16 Recommended Operating Budget includes a record-high of $2.3 billion (including all revenue
sources) for the Montgomery County Public Schools, an increase of $31.9 million — or 1.4 percent. Within
this total, I am recommending an unprecedented County contribution of $1.508 billion, with an additional
$27.2 million from the Retiree Health Benefit Trust to fund MCPS retiree health benefit claims. Altogether,
this funding will provide the Board of Education with 97.6 percent of their request. I have included a
minimum of $33.2 million from the MCPS fund balance to help fund the Board’s request.

I am also recommending a larger County investment in Montgomery College — an educational institution
serving thousands of County residents searching for a quality and affordable higher education. For
Montgomery College, my FY16 Recommended Operating Budget totals $306.2 million, a $9.1 million increase
—or 3.1 percent. The County contribution is $120.4 million — $3 million over Maintenance of Effort and a 2.6
percent increase over last year. With the additional $17 million added to the County’s contribution last year, this
provides the College with a 20 percent increase in the County contribution over the last two years.
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Economic Development

Creating the jobs of the future in Montgomery County has been one of my top priorities. In December
2014, the County’s unemployment rate fell to 4.0 percent — the lowest since 2008 and more than a 30 percent
decrease since its high during the Great Recession. Over the past two years of recovery, Montgomery County
jobs are up two percent. Construction of new residential units in the County has increased by 81 percent in the
last three years. Non-residential construction has gone up 28 percent during that period.

While our recent economic growth has improved, I believe we must continue to lay the foundation for the
future growth and economic health of the County. That is why I have initiated a Six-Point Economic Plan that
I believe will ensure a more responsive County Government to our future economic needs. This Plan involves
a number of County departments and will require the participation of the Council, our educational institutions,
the State, Park and Planning, and our business community to truly succeed in achieving its goal — making
Montgomery County the location of choice for the highest quality jobs and businesses. This Plan is detailed
on page 68-1 of this document, but includes a number of elements.

I am working with all relevant stakeholders to develop a proposal, with accompanying legislation, to
create an Economic Development Authority for the County that will assume many of the current functions
and responsibilities of our Department of Economic Development. This Authority will have broad-based
representation from the business, educational, and governmental sectors of our economy. It will be able to
move us forward both within the region and nationally.

To reduce the amount of Class A and B office space in the County, [ recommend expanding the MOVE
program to increase the amount of a one-time grant (from $4 to $8 per square foot, up to 10,000 s.f.) for new
companies signing their first lease in Montgomery County. The expansion applies to any industry except
retail and restaurant. My recommendations also support the BUILD Program, a new initiative funded through
Montgomery County Economic Development Fund, to increase the number of construction jobs and the
commercial tax base by selectively spurring the construction of Class A office space and hotels in the County.
The approved property owners can receive up to 50 percent of the additional real property taxes generated by
the new development through an annual grant payment that lasts ten years.

As part of the Six-Point Economic Plan, I am also committing resources within the Department of
Permitting Services (DPS) to continue and accelerate the streamlining of the development process. The
additional resources provided to DPS will help the Department meet its commitment to complete the initial
review and comment of Commercial Plan reviews within 30 days, continue the move to electronic plan
review, reduce processing time for sediment control plans and improve coordination both within and outside
of County Government.

To be more responsive, the Department of Permitting Services has engaged in a comprehensive study of
its fees. A significant outcome of the study is that the Department will be moving away from a construction
cost based fee for new commercial construction to a rate per square foot which more accurately reflects the
necessary DPS staff work. This new approach is projected to yield a fee structure that is more equitable,
predictable, and consistent with maintaining reserve policy. The County has twice reduced permit fees in the
recent past and with the FY 16 budget is proposing a new permit fee structure that will result in materially
lower permit fees across multiple charges for services.

I am also creating a cabinet level Office of Procurement. As part of this plan, the Office of Procurement
will provide more focus on procurement programs and efforts to improve the inclusion of currently
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underserved sectors of the business community. The new Office of Procurement will include Procurement
Support, Procurement Operations, and Business Relations and Compliance which were previously housed in
the Department of General Services. Externally, businesses and other organizations will observe the priority
placed on this function for both accountability and accessibility to government contracting.

The Six-Point Plan plan builds on the many past successes that we have collectively achieved in growing
our economic base. Understanding their importance to our economic future, I provided leadership on
critically-important County master and sector plans. In my first year, I successfully negotiated the purchase
of Site Two in the East County from Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission. This parcel is crucial
to ensuring the success of our White Oak Science Gateway. Working with businesses, the community, the
Planning Board, and the Council, we will create 100,000 new jobs in the County through the Smart Growth
Initiative, the Great Seneca Science Corridor, the White Flint sector plan, and the White Oak Science
Gateway. That will be the biggest single growth in jobs in County history — more jobs than were added over
the last 20 years combined. These projects will grow life sciences, stimulate quality jobs and commerce, and
foster walkable communities, connected by transit, where residents can live and work.

My FY 16 Recommended Operating Budget continues the work in repurposing the William Hanna
Innovation Center to become the National Cybersecurity Center of Excellence. The Cybersecurity industry is
indisputably one of the fastest growing industries in the nation and having the Center located in Montgomery
County is an asset we must build upon. The proposed budget provides an additional $300,000 to support
the Life Sciences and Incubator support. It continues County funding support for BioHealth Innovation, the
public-private partnership designed to take our County’s biotech excellence to the next level by enhancing the
commercialization of critical research done in the County. It also supports creating a new start-up business
accelerator, called MC Squared, to expand the County’s business incubator networks. The MC Squared
will provide early-stage companies with an intensive product-focused curriculum to accelerate their growth
and leverage the region’s unique federal assets. This budget also provides continued County support for our
successful Local Small Business Reserve Program and for the American Film Institute.

Under my administration, Montgomery County was the first local jurisdiction in the nation to establish
a local Biotech Tax Credit, to give incentives for investment in local biotech firms. This year the County
continues providing $500,000 to eligible firms. We also have a local Cybersecurity Tax Credit and a Green
Investor incentive to similarly stimulate investments in County-based firms. My budget includes a total of
$1.25 million to support growth of the County’s high-tech industries in FY16.

Public Safety

When I first assumed office, one of my highest priorities was creating “safe streets.” And, our streets
are safer, in large part because we have provided the resources needed to reduce crime. Despite our trying
economic times, I increased full-time positions in the Police Department — sworn and civilian — by more than
300 since I became County Executive.

The result is that over my eight years in office, serious crime is down 27 percent from 2007 and all crime
is down 28 percent. This is nearly double the national decrease for the same time period.

All the men and women who work for the Montgomery County Police Department deserve our
appreciation and respect. They have worked harder and smarter and more creatively to protect the lives
and property of the residents of Montgomery County — and these numbers are proof of their dedication and
success.
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As technology evolves, we are able to provide the means of better protecting our police. My
recommended budget includes funding for the initiation of a program to provide all patrol officers with body
cameras. This technology not only better protects our police officers, but it also improves accountability
within the Department. The Department has also applied for grant funding for these cameras to the Police
Executive Research Forum. We are hopeful that this organization will be able to spur this program and effort
along. I have also funded the replacement of the bulletproof vests that are critical to protecting the lives of
those who serve us.

I have also made other improvements in public safety, such as opening our Family Justice Center to
establish a one-stop shop to better serve families who are victims of domestic violence. My Positive Youth
Development Initiative — a joint initiative of the Departments of Police, Recreation, and Health and Human
Services — has established award-winning after-school programs aimed at at-risk youth, provided resources
for intervention to pull kids out of gangs, and resources to suppress gang activity.

Under my administration, the Montgomery County Fire and Rescue Service (MCFRS) has developed
into one of our nation’s largest, combination systems. In collaborative fashion, their career and volunteer
membership has worked tirelessly to protect our communities while engaging substantial improvements and
enhancements in service levels.

Over the past eight years, for example, MCFRS response times have dramatically improved. In 2007,
advanced life support (ALS) ambulance calls in urban areas of our County averaged approximately 16
minutes from the 911 call to scene arrival. As of 2014, that time has been reduced to 11.5 minutes — about a
27 percent reduction. During the same period, suburban response times have been reduced by 20 percent and,
in rural areas, by 21 percent. Fire response times have dropped as well. In 2007, it took an engine company
an average of 13.5 minutes to arrive at reported structure fires in suburban areas of our county. By 2014,
responses dropped to less than 9 minutes, a nearly 36 percent reduction. At the same time, responses were
nearly 39 percent faster in urban areas of the County.

Over the same period, my administration has opened five new fire and rescue stations to address the
response needs of our growing population. And, the MCFRS has enhanced ALS services by employing the
use of engine companies staffed with fire fighter paramedics. Diversifying our response capabilities has
enabled us to further reduce ALS response times while satisfying fire suppression demands.

The MCFRS was recently re-accredited by the Commission on Fire Accreditation International (CFAI). It
is only one of one hundred and ninety-six internationally accredited public safety agencies and the only such
agency in the State of Maryland. Additionally, the MCFRS has been awarded the coveted “Excellence in Fire
Service-Based Emergency Medical Services” award by The Congressional Fire Service Industry (CFSI).

All of these accomplishments have occurred despite significant population growth and a major
economic recession. Nevertheless, my administration remains focused on building on these tremendous
accomplishments.

While in-county civilian fire deaths have dropped since 2009, most fatalities remain among our older
residents. To address this troubling fact, I included $100,000 in the MCFRS’ budget to strengthen our on-
going outreach to seniors in our county, individuals most at-risk to fire deaths. I have also included funding
to increase Sandy Spring Fire Station 40’s staffing levels to support enhanced ALS response capabilities in an
area consistently prone to high service demands.
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Libraries

Due to the recession, the Department of Public Libraries saw some of the deepest reductions in County
government, 26 percent between FY07 and FY12. Over the past three budgets, I started the process of
rebuilding the most essential library services — hours, materials, and staffing. In the past two years, we have
reopened renovated libraries in Gaithersburg and Olney and will soon open a new Silver Spring Library.

My recommended budget continues to restore funds and services to the Department of Public Libraries. I
have included over $40.2 million for Libraries, a 5 percent increase from FY15. The additional funding will
augment and improve the materials collection. This recommended budget represents a 41 percent increase in
Library funding since FY'12.

This Spring we will celebrate the opening of the new Silver Spring Library — and this budget includes the
funding to fully staff that long-awaited facility. In addition, I am continuing my effort to increase services to
library patrons around the County by increasing the materials budget by $460,000 and doubling deployment
of All-Children-Excel Technology Go! Kits (100 more kits for $60,000). This enhancement follows an
increase in FY 15 Public Service hours of operation by 106 hours to a total of 1,233 hours per week across all
branches, an increase of 9.4 percent.

Positive Youth Development

The County’s Police, Recreation, and Health and Human Services departments are working closely
with community groups in my Positive Youth Development Initiative. This program ensures a coordinated,
comprehensive approach to provide positive after-school opportunities for at-risk youth, interventions to keep
them out of gangs, and resources to prevent and stop gang activity.

To date, this initiative is providing the award-winning “Excel Beyond the Bell” program at seven Middle
Schools, including a critically needed summer component. At the high school level, we are providing a Rec
Zone, formerly called Sports Academy, at five high schools. These programs are crucial to providing those
youth who are most at-risk with positive alternative activities. I am also providing full year funding for the
Linkages to Learning site at South Lake Elementary School. The successful multi-faceted program that brings
together County government and MCPS resources in the Kennedy Cluster has been expanded to the Watkins
Mill Cluster. This program significantly expands services and targets the comprehensive needs of at-risk
students and their families.

My recommendations also include establishing the Children’s Opportunity Fund jointly with MCPS,
to support policy priorities related to addressing the social determinants that impact the achievement gap
for vulnerable children and the barriers faced by their families. Additionally, the Truancy Court program
is expended to five additional middle schools to not only support regular and timely attendance but also
encourage students to enhance school performance.
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Senior Initiatives

My recommended budget continues our efforts to make Montgomery County a “community for a
lifetime.”

My FY 14 budget included a variety of enhancements to services for our senior population. For example,
I improved senior transportation options through a public/private partnership with the Jewish Commission
on Aging, which transports residents to and from our five senior centers — and to points in-between. We also
expanded senior housing options through a $6.2 million commitment to help develop 140 units of senior
housing in Silver Spring.

My FY 15 budget continued that focus. In addition to more resources dedicated to senior fire safety,
operating hours at the County’s three senior centers that were reduced during the Great Recession were
restored. I also increased County resources for adult protective services, adult foster and day care, for a senior
ombudsman, and for caregiving services. | also increased the income eligibility guidelines for the County’s
Call ‘N’ Ride program to make sure more seniors can use the program. This change increased services for
over 900 residents of Montgomery County. We also increased funding for Ride On’s Kids and Seniors Ride
Free programs.

My FY'16 recommended budget adds $7 million in funds to support senior housing developments in
Silver Spring and Glenmont adding approximately 175 new senior units. The budget also includes support for
the State’s Attorney’s newly created Crimes Against Seniors and Vulnerable Adults Unit.

Affordable Housing

Providing affordable housing opportunities for Montgomery County residents has been a priority of
mine since I assumed office. This budget brings the County’s total investment in affordable housing, during
the last eight years, to nearly $657.9 million. This funding has enabled us to preserve and create over 36,700
affordable housing units. Another benefit to the County has been the nearly $1billion investment in other
housing development and rehabilitation leveraged with these funds during this recent period of economic
uncertainty.

While many of the units produced and preserved were rental, we have also used some of these resources
to provide direct rental assistance to over 1,800 households in FY'15 and FY 16.

Funding in this budget continues our efforts to reduce the incidences of foreclosure in the County. In
partnership with the State of Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development and local
housing counseling agencies, we have held nearly 400 workshops and counseled over 13,000 residents facing
foreclosure. These efforts have directly contributed to the decline of foreclosures in the County outpacing
most in the region. We will continue our efforts to keep families in their homes. Preventing homelessness is
the most effective means of addressing the homeless issue.

Although I have significantly increased the availability of funds for our affordable housing programs
over the last eight years, I strongly believe we should do more. Regrettably, the recent funding reductions
from the State, the lower than anticipated tax revenues and the potential fiscal threats such as the Wynne case
have forced me to fall short of my stated goal of allocating 2.5 percent of total property tax revenues to create
new affordable housing. In order to achieve this desirable goal would have forced reductions in other worthy
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service areas — many of which target the very same population that our affordable housing programs are
designed to support. However, when additional funding is available, I intend to increase our funds to reach
the 2.5 percent goal.

Health and Human Services

I have long believed that how we care for our most vulnerable residents is the best indicator of the quality
of our community. My FY 16 recommended budget continues my strong commitment to support a variety of
public health, behavioral health, social services, and other critical safety net services that meet our residents’

needs.

The

resources provided to Human and Health Services will include:

Establish the Children’s Opportunity Fund jointly with Montgomery County Public Schools to
support collaborative policy and program initiatives related to addressing the social determinants that
impact the achievement gap for vulnerable children and barriers faced by their families; and open the
door for more support for this important objective from the private sector;

Add additional funds for the Developmental Disability Supplement to increase the differential
between the wage provided to direct service workers and the County’s minimum wage;

Continue providing nurse monitoring services to more than 2,000 senior and disabled clients
receiving services through the State’s new Medicaid waiver program, Community First Choice;

Maintain the raised Adult Foster Care reimbursement rate to reduce the gap between the County and
State subsidy for senior assisted living group homes;

Continue funding support in the Adult Protective Services/Social Services to Adults Program to
address an increase in investigations of financial exploitation resulting from new bank mandatory
reporting requirements;

Continue funding support for Adult Day Care subsidies to increase the number of clients able to
attend an Adult Day Care program two days per week for socialization and medical supervision;

Continue funding support for occupational therapy and in-home aide services to meet the need of
County seniors and residents with disabilities to live independently;

Commit continuous support for a Caregiver Support Senior Fellow and operating costs to coordinate
outreach to seniors and persons with disabilities regarding the available services to ease the burden on
caregivers;

Continue funding support for respite services to meet the need of families with disabilities;

Continue supporting a therapist in Trauma Services to expand clinical service capacity in the Abused
Persons Program and address waitlists for victims of domestic violence;

Continue the County’s commitment to support leadership development, need assessment, and
networking activities for low-income communities in the Silver Spring area;
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*  Continue funding support for health care, employment training, and supportive services to
multicultural, low-income residents;

* Add funds to support a full-year operation of the Linkages to Learning Program at South Lake
Elementary School;

* Maintain the same level of funding support for the Kennedy Cluster Project, a multi-agency
collaborative service model, to reduce institutional barriers for students and families in the high-need
areas to engage school activities and improve academic achievement;

*  Continue funding support for Saturday School Program through the George B. Thomas Learning
Academy to serve the County’s most at-risk students;

*  Continue supporting the County’s Welcome Centers to provide a wide array of support services,
including financial literacy, legal counseling, and job placement and training, to meet the needs of
low-wage and contingent workers;

* Add funds to support the relocation of Children’s Resource Center to a lease space that meets
programmatic and client needs;

* Continue funding support for the Residential Rehabilitation Subsidy to support the continuum of
behavioral health services provided to improve clients’ social connectedness and emotional wellness;

* Continue funding support for the 100,000 Homes Campaign to house the most vulnerable homeless
individuals and families in our community, including the creation of an Interagency Commission
to End Homelessness to improve community-wide planning and oversee efforts to prevent and end
homelessness in Montgomery County; and

*  Commit funds to continue the implementation of the Department’s Enterprise Integrated Case
Management system to streamline intake for many HHS programs and provide HHS with a more
complete pictures of its clients and their circumstances in order to support more collaborative, cost-
effective care with better client outcomes.

Community Grants

As our County grows larger and more diverse, it becomes more challenging to meet the needs of that
growing population. County government cannot and should not do it alone. We depend on the incredibly
rich array of community organizations to supplement and augment County services. Very often, these groups
are able to accomplish our mutual goals in a more cost-effective and culturally appropriate manner that best
serves the community. They are also able to leverage other resources that are simply unavailable to County
government.

These organizations provide services that include public health, behavioral health, safety net services,
housing, the arts, early childhood, positive youth, seniors, veterans’ services, and many other community
building services. Montgomery County would not be the community we are without their existence.

I have made partnerships with these organizations an important hallmark of my administration and my
recommended budget reflects the importance of these relationships. I am increasing the funds for community
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grants by nearly $400,000 for a total of nearly $6.013 million. Also, I have included over $500,000 within
my CIP amendments for capital improvement grants to our community partners. In addition, I am including
$2.6 million for the separately determined Council community grants. This amount is a $1 million increase
from my FY'15 recommendation. However, as is true in the past, the Council determines the amount and
distribution of community grant funding for their grant program.

In keeping with my belief that our County’s diversity contributes to its strength, my Recommended
Budget increases County funding for English adult literacy programs by eight percent. In addition, this budget
provides $4,442,700 in County funding for the Arts and Humanities.

While my budget adds some funds to assist with the processing of immigrants administratively granted
legal status by the President, more support is likely to be necessary to enable those eligible to take advantage
of the President’s recent action. However, this policy is currently in litigation and implementation is
suspended. Additionally, administrative policies have not been completed by the federal government.
Therefore, I have elected not to include more significant budget recommendations at this time but may submit
a supplemental appropriation request at a later time.

Funding the Budget

My budget holds the line on property taxes for County homeowners at the Charter limit. In fact,
the average County homeowner will see only a $15 increase in property taxes over the next year. I am
recommending a reduction in the property tax rate from 99.6 cents per $100 of assessed value to 98.7 cents.
Because of the many difficult decisions we have made, along with prudent fiscal management, for the last
three years, property tax increases have been well below the rate of inflation. The property tax for each
owner-occupied residence will include a credit of $692 to limit the burden on homeowners and maintain a
progressive property tax structure in the County.

During my administration, all County taxes, as a share of personal income, have gone down from an
average of 4.41 percent in FY07 to a projected 4.13 percent in FY16 — a 6.3 percent reduction.

My FY 16 recommended budget assumes no increase in the Water Quality Protection Charge and a
decrease to the solid waste charges for County residents.

I am recommending a WSSC budget that would result in an increase in water and sewer rates of six
percent in FY16. While this rate increase is above that which is assumed by WSSC, it does not assume the
new fee structure which I believe is regressive and contrary to our goal of encouraging water conservation.

Focusing on Productivity, Performance, and Accountability

We should continue to make every effort to make our operations more efficient, productive, and effective.

CountyStat

The CountyStat initiative continues its significant progress in tracking the County’s performance in
addressing challenges using real-time data and holding departments and agencies accountable for the
results in a number of operational and policy areas. The CountyStat program provides a forum for on-going
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monitoring and measurement of the effectiveness and efficiency of County government services. This
program has succeeded in improving the responsiveness and efficiency of the County government.

Underscoring my commitment to transparency in government, CountyStat meetings are open to the
public and all county performance measures, national comparison indicator data, and every CountyStat report
and follow-up memo can be found at https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/countystat/. The availability
of information from this impartial source offers our residents and taxpayers an opportunity to fully examine
some of the more critical performance issues in County government. The CountyStat office continually
receives inquiries and visits from other governments seeking Montgomery County’s experience in developing
and implementing a successful Stat program. Our leadership in a regional consortium of “Stat” practitioners
called Mid-Atlantic StatNet is paving the way for new levels of regional collaboration and the benchmarking
of performance data.

I am proud to announce that this spring we will be launching the first major upgrade to the CountyStat
website since the beginning of the program. The site will have the ability to draw from dataMontgomery and
other sources, and link to our electronic budget document, so that people can holistically understand how the
County is performing. Residents will be able to view performance data in a richer and more engaging manner;
they will be able to view and download all available historical data for their own analysis, view metrics by
Priority Objective or Department, and will be provided with more contextual information to help understand
and make sense of County operations, with a special emphasis on our cross-departmental initiatives.

MC311

Montgomery County’s nationally recognized one-stop, non-emergency 311 phone and online system
represents a significant step forward in responsiveness and accountability. We have expanded MC311’s
hours in order to better serve working families and commuters and opened up the Call Center 24/7 during
emergencies to complement County emergency efforts. In order to provide residents with the 24-hour ability
to request service, the 311 web portal was created. The 311 system has fielded more than two million calls
since its inception — and we’re well prepared to accommodate millions more. Additionally, more than 40,000
service requests annually are made through the County’s 311 web portal.

MC311 is a prime example of a project that not only increases efficiency but also improves effectiveness.
As residents expect more digital and mobile services, MC311 provides us a central point to focus investments
in customer service. Residents expect us to act as one County government, not a fragmented maze that they
must navigate. In 2014 MC311 also began accepting service requests via Twitter and conducted a customer
service survey of 1,000 County residents. Nearly 80 percent of callers were satisfied with their overall 311
experience and 93 percent were satisfied with their ability to find the information they were looking for
on the MC311 website. Improving customer service is a priority of my administration and the continued
improvement and growth of MC311 is representative of that commitment.

Innovation Program

In its second full year of operation, the Innovation Program has sought to build a more innovative
culture inside and outside County government. In 2014 we launched Innovation Week, a week-long series
of workshops and training designed to give County staff an opportunity to learn about new technologies and
approaches across a wide spectrum of topics. The Innovation Program also began to realize its potential to
establish the County as not just a regional or national leader, but a global leader in the realm of public sector
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innovation. This has been accomplished through an open collaborative approach with other County agencies,
other local jurisdictions, the federal government, and in some cases international cities.

The Innovation Program, in partnership with the Smart America Challenge and now the Global Cities
Team Challenge, has positioned the County as a leader in “internet of things” technology. Recognized by
the White House in June of 2014, the County is now a sought after partner and advisor in this new industry.
The impact of this “internet of things” technology surpasses almost every other disruptive technology trend.
To address this trend I have established the Thingstitute, a living laboratory for the “internet of things”.

This new County asset is a hub for start-ups, large corporations, research institutions and test beds and was
established with minimal county investment. Beyond being a significant economic development opportunity,
the Thingstitute will assist the County in understanding the impact the internet of things will have on public
sector operations in the coming years.

Open Data

In the past year, we have continued to expand the County’s Open Data program, dataMontgomery. This
program is bearing positive results. dataMontgomery, increases the transparency of County government
and provides us with a way to share valuable data with residents. The program is a model among local
governments. I met with agency heads and the heads of our municipalities in January 2014 to launch a Cross-
agency Open Government Partnership in Montgomery County. We continue to look for ways to share best
practices and collaborate with our peers and neighboring governments. These steps are in line with my belief
that having already achieved much success with accountability systems such as MC311 and CountyStat, a
responsive and accountable County government should continually look for ways to engage residents with
data-driven conversations and make County data available to the public. An example of this would be the
national standard we set to use open data to create guided sites to explain complicated financial data, such
as our budget information and money that we spend for important County services such as public safety and
snow removal. It is my belief that we should not only publish data, but provide it in a way that is useful to
any resident.

In the future, we must continue to expand the Open Data program to unlock the power of government data
to spur innovation, economic development, and improve the quality of services and life for our community.
I have asked that the Open Data program be extended within County government to encourage internal
uses and data-driven decision making. Several departments are already benefitting from this unprecedented
availability of data, and external entities are developing programs using our open data in food recovery, right-
of-way projects, and inspections of County managed assets. This type of collaboration will make the County
a more efficient and effective place to both work and live in.

These efforts are not timid and have not just driven change within the County but across the Country
and region. From the way we engaged residents through Open Data Town Halls and hackathons to the way
we prioritized our datasets, we have become a recognized model for the rest of the County. The open dataset
prioritization process, based on a first-of-a-kind scorecard won a NACo Achievement Award. The Sunlight
Foundation, in a briefing before the County Council, called my Open Data Operations Manual “near perfect”
and numerous other independent organizations have applauded and followed our efforts.
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Final Thoughts

Working together, we have accomplished a great deal under difficult economic circumstances. Thanks
in part to the tough decisions we have made in these past, challenging years, Montgomery County is strong
— and growing stronger. We are fortunate to live in one of the nation’s best places to raise a family, obtain an
education, earn a living, and build a business.

We have put our financial house in order and our budgetary foundation is much stronger. As a result, we
are able to move forward to better provide the services and programs for our communities. Our job market is
expanding. Our streets are safer. Our public school system is excelling. Our County is emerging ever-stronger
from the recession, but much remains to be done.

I believe that the future begins here — in Montgomery County. And I think this budget continues the work
we have already begun to build a future where there is opportunity for all.

Finally, I want to thank those who contributed to the development of this spending plan including the
Board of Education and the Superintendent at Montgomery County Public Schools; the Trustees and President
of Montgomery College; the Chair of the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission and the
Planning Board; the Commissioners and General Manager of the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission;
individual residents, as well as members of boards, commissions, and committees; community-based
organizations; and directors, employees, and employee representatives of departments in all agencies.

Highlights of my recommendations are set forth on the following pages and details can be found
in the departmental sections. The full budget can be viewed on the County’s website at http:/www.
montgomerycountymd.gov/omb/. In addition, Montgomery County also offers an Open Data budget
publication that is easy to use, interactive, searchable, sharable, translatable and mobile. This powerful site
not only provides the detailed granular level data that make up Montgomery County’s Budget, but also
serves as a high-level view of the County’s fiscal standing. The Open Budget site can be found at www.
montgomerycountymd.gov/openbudget. Details of the budget requests for MCPS, the College, M NCPPC,
and WSSC can be seen in the separate budget documents produced by those agencies.

I look forward to working with the Council over the next two months on spending priorities and policy
issues that arise. As always, Executive Branch staff is ready to assist you in your review and deliberations.
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A Responsive and
Accountable County Government...

= Montgomery County received the following National Association of
Counties (NACo) awards in 2014:

eBudget — Knowledge Management System
Energy Modernization Initiative
Maintenance and Transit Operations Center
Open Dataset Pipeline Strategy

Rainwater Harvesting System

Smart Growth Initiative

Saving Water and Sewer Costs Project

® Successfully retained the County’s AAA bond rating from the three
major credit rating agencies in the Fall of 2014.

= Received the GFOA Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in
Financial Reporting for the FY13 Comprehensive Annual Financial
Report (CAFR). This will be the 44th year for this achievement ,
longer than any other government in the USA and Canada.
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® Provide for community organizations that augment County services
including $1.1 million for community organizations serving the
disabled, $977,459 for organizations extending senior services,
$446,290 for organizations providing public health services,
$757,580 for community organizations supplementing County
behavioral health services, and $1.2 million for organizations
providing safety net services to County residents. These community
organizations are critical to an effective network of services and are
often able to provide these services in a more cost-effective,
culturally appropriate, and flexible way than County Government.
They are also able to leverage community resources that are
unavailable to County Government.

® Implement a Network Operations Center (NOC) for the County’s
FiberNet network. The NOC will provide situational awareness of
FiberNet on a 24x7 basis, respond to faults in the network in order
to restore services in a timely manner, participate in service
provisioning activities with participating agencies and Montgomery
County Government’s Department of Technology Services (DTS)
associates, and develop utilization reports and capacity planning
studies showing FiberNet’s ability to satisfy participating agency
bandwidth and service requirements.
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Department of Liquor Control continued to develop its Oracle ERP
system, which went live on February 1, 2015. Once fully operational,
this system will dramatically improve many of the department’s
business processes and operational practices as it offers tighter
inventory controls, County-approved inventory valuation methodology,
and enhanced reporting capabilities which enable customers, suppliers,
and employees access to more valuable information.

In FY15 the Cable Office worked with the Office of Legislative Information
to support the fifth annual YouthTown Hall Meeting for students, held in
the Council Office Building. For the first time, the Department inserted
live Twitter comments and used Google Hangout to take questions from
the Long Branch Library in Silver Spring; Councilmembers interacted with
students and answered questions during the live broadcast. The program
was available on cable TV, online, and on mobile devices.

Recognized by the White House and the U.S. Chief Technology
Officer for the Innovation Program’s achievements in cyber physical
systems and remote health sensing technology. The Program
established the Safe Community Alert (SCALE) system as part of the
Smart America Challenge organized by the White House Presidential
Innovation Fellows and the National Institutes of Standards and
Technology.

Launched a significant entrepreneurship and workforce development
initiative involving the food industry. The kitchen incubator project
is currently in the site selection phase and expects to move forward in
2015.

Hosted Innovation Week in March 2014. Innovation Week was

an event packed full of workshops for County managers on topics
ranging from open data to 3-D printing. These workshops focused on
getting our Management Leadership Service up-to-speed on trends
that will change the way we govern for years to come.

Expanded Executive Branch communications through a new

half hour radio show broadcast on WOL 1450 AM, “Montgomery
Mosaic,” and new cable television shows that feature the Police
Chief; the “My Green Montgomery” environmental show; a show of
special interest to African Americans, “Mosaic: An African American
Perspective”; and several new Spanish language offerings a television
version of the new “Montgomery Al Dia” Spanish language talk show
which is done weekly on Spanish language radio, a Spanish version
of “County Report This Week,” and “Perfiles” (or Profiles) which
features interviews with Hispanic employees.

Provide more direct communication with residents through social media
sites: YouTube; Facebook; and Twitter. Expanded the Twitter site to
nearly 27,000 followers and expanded distribution lists for electronic
publications such as “The Paperless Airplane” which reaches over
120,000 households.
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Enhanced customer service for new community users through the
launch of an online New User Education Training program in FY15
that can be completed using either a personal computer or mobile
device. CUPF anticipates 1,100 community users will complete the
on-line version versus the 701 new users completing the in-house
instructor led training class in FY14.

Recognized by the Public Technology Institute (PTI) as a Tech
Savvy County in 2014. Montgomery County is only one of four local
governments in the nation and the only County in Maryland to be
designated as a Tech Savvy jurisdiction during 2014.

Honored by PTI with the 2013-2014 Technology Solutions Award
for the County’s “Bikeshare Station Site Identification and Property
Verification” program.

Launch of a new Enterprise Resource Planning Division (ERPD)
within the Department of Technology Services is planned for FY16.
The ERPD will function as a long term and permanent sustaining
organization to maintain and operate the County’s Core Business
Systems (financials, human resources, procurement, and budgetin.

Continued cybersecurity efforts across several areas, including
an updated Employee IT Security Policy training program and
completed an in depth assessment of the County’s IT environment.

Developed, deployed, and improved Enterprise Resource Planning
(ERP) Business Intelligence (BI) tools. Implemented ERP
Purchasing (PO) Service Level Agreement (SLA) process and
Compensation Work Bench module.

Developed the Open Data Implementation Plan as required by Bill
23-12, Administration — Open Data. The Implementation Plan
contains an inventory of datasets in the County and a high level
publication schedule for publication of each documented dataset. In
developing the publication schedule, each dataset was evaluated and
rated by the dataMontgomery Workgroup on factors relating to its
publication value and alignment with the mission of the department.

Provided technology infrastructure and led the transition of
technology services for numerous new County facilities. Major
technology infrastructure projects completed include the David

F. Bone Equipment Maintenance and Transit Operations Center
(EMTOC), the Judicial Annex, the Department of Liquor Control
(DLC) Warehouse, Police Station #3, and the Montgomery County
Animal Shelter.
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Provided project management, development, application
engineering, systems engineering, and quality assurance support for
the Public Safety System Modernization (PSSM) program.

Developed and implemented several Integrated Justice Information
System (IJIS) components and retired the use of the County’s legacy
mainframe based CJIS system.

Implemented enhanced Cybersecurity measures for users of the
County’s Virtual Private Network (VPN) system.

Prepared an implementation plan and legislation to establish a
Commercial Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) program.
PACE will provide financing to commercial property owners for
energy efficiency and renewable energy improvements. Finance will
assist lenders and property owners by collecting the annual loan
repayment on the County’s property tax bill. This reduces the annual
repayment cost for the property owner. It will provide greater
security to lenders in terms of loan repayment, as well as potentially
reducing interest costs for the borrower.

Conducted a claims management audit that returned an overall
rating of 95 percent, the highest rating the program has achieved
since the 1978 inception of the Self Insurance Program. This was
achieved through the use of a continuous improvement model for
developing processes and procedures to improve efficiency and
effectiveness of claim handling.

jF Affordable Housing

in an Inclusive Community...

Invest over $43.9 million for Affordable Housing including the
Montgomery Housing Initiative (MHI) fund and utilize $17.0
million from the Affordable Housing Acquisition and Preservation
CIP project. This increases dedicated funding and provides for
renovation of distressed housing, acquisition and preservation of
affordable housing units, creation of housing units for special needs
residents, services to the “Building Neighborhoods to Call Home”
and “Housing First” programs, and creation of mixed income
housing. Since FY08, $658.7 million has been invested in support
of affordable housing leveraging $924.5 million in non-County
funding.

Continue to use resources from the MHI fund to support rental
assistance programs of the Department of Housing and Community
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Affairs (DHCA), Health and Human Services (DHHS), and the
Housing Opportunities Commission (HOC). A total of 1,800 households
were assisted in FY15 and over 1,800 are projected in FY16.

Enhance code enforcement efforts to provide increased attention
to single family rental properties to ensure safe and sanitary living
conditions.

Continue the County’s commitment to inclusive transit oriented
development by completing The Bonifant, a new, mixed income
senior project located in downtown Silver Spring next to the library.
Of the 149 units, 139 will be affordable to seniors earning between
30 percent and 60 percent of the area median income.

Continue to receive funding from Federal Grants (Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG), the HOME Investment
Partnership Grant (HOME), and the Emergency Solutions
Grant (ESG)), which provide funding for affordable housing,
housing rehabilitation, commercial revitalization, focused
neighborhood assistance, public services, and homelessness
prevention.

Undertake renovations at Progress Place (collaboration of the
Departments of General Services, Health and Human Services, and
Housing and Community Affairs), which includes the relocation of
several Montgomery County supportive housing service providers
to a new, consolidated location in Silver Spring. The relocation will
furnish the providers with a new and improved space while
integrating 21 units of supportive transitional housing within the
location.

Continue to administer State and Federally funded Weatherization
Assistance Programs which provide energy saving housing
renovations for income eligible County residents.

In collaboration with the Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission, launched a rental housing study to identify
the County’s rental housing needs and offer holistic and sustainable
approaches to meet them.

Continue the comprehensive, data driven Focused Neighborhood
Assistance (FNA) Program, which has received national recognition
for its previous efforts in Cinnamon Woods. This year, the FNA
program will continue its efforts related to struggling condominium
communities and HOAs through intensive community outreach,
board training, and common area improvements in one selected
community. The FNA Program will also continue community and
housing improvements in the McKendree neighborhood of
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Montgomery Village, as well as undertake a community planning
and visioning process in the Wheaton North neighborhood.

Special Needs Housing received more than 6,200 requests for
emergency assistance and provided more than 3,700 emergency
assistance grants totaling $2.9 million to resolve housing and utility
emergencies. In partnership with community homeless providers,
it implemented a coordinated assessment system to identify,
prioritize, and refer homeless residents most in need to permanent
supportive housing. This process assures that available openings
are filled quickly and reduces the time people spend in
homelessness.

Kicked off the 100,000 Homes Campaign, a national effort to locate,
identify, and house the most vulnerable homeless individuals and
families in our community. Approved funding for two new
permanent supportive housing programs to serve 30 medically
vulnerable households.

Created an Interagency Commission on Homelessness to improve
community-wide planning and oversee efforts to prevent and end
homelessness in Montgomery County.

jF An Effective and
Efficient Transportation Network...

Oversee an increasing road resurfacing program with lane miles
addressed rising from 24 lane miles in FY14 to 145 lane miles in
FY15. Performing road resurfacing in earlier years prevents

the need for more costly road rehabilitation in later years,
maximizing available resources in all years to maintain the roads.

Responded to and completed repair work for 6,439 pothole service
requests within approximately 48 hours of notification. Requests
were received through the MCDOT website, MC311 Service
Requests, letters, email, and self patrols by work crews.

In FY16, expand the Bethesda Circulator route to Bradley Boulevard
and Battery Lane connecting residents, visitors, and commuters to
County parking garages, the Bethesda Metro, retail stores,
restaurants, and local grocery stores — and will bring the service
within walking distance of NTH and Walter Reed.

Starting in January 2015, expanded Silver Spring Van Go shuttle
hours to Monday through Thursday 7a.m. to midnight, and Friday
and Saturday 7a.m. to 2a.m.
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Enhanced Call-n-Ride eligibility requirements to increase subsidies
and reduce monthly copayments for 528 current participants. This
has also increased the number of County residents eligible for the
program.

Responded to 26 storm events totaling 43.6 inches of snow thus far
in FY15.

Opened the Capital Crescent Garage (Public Parking Garage 31) in
Bethesda at Woodmont and Bethesda Avenues in January 2015.
This new state-of-the-art, 950 space public parking facility includes
60 foot clear spans and raised ceilings, a security system with video
cameras and call stations, electric vehicle charging stations, and
bicycle parking for easy access to the adjacent Capital Crescent Trail.

Broke ground on a new public/private partnership redevelopment
project on the current site of Public Parking Lot 3 in the Fenton
Street Village area of Silver Spring. Phase I of the project, now in
construction, involves a mix of market rate and affordable housing
and street front retail above a two level County-owned public
parking garage. The project also involves a significantly sized area
of green space as a public amenity.

Expand use of demand based parking rates to Silver Spring. This
rate structure, now in use in Bethesda, aligns the most desirable
parking spaces with the highest rate and allows customers to make
an individual decision on cost versus convenience.

Parking Guidance Systems will continue to be rolled out to highly
used facilities. Parking Guidance Systems display available

parking spaces on signs at the entrance and exits to garages and
transmit this data in real time to data.montgomery so that it can be
used by commercial applications to help guide the public to
available parking. Systems are currently operational in the Bethesda
Avenue and Capital Crescent Garages in Bethesda and the Wayne
Avenue and Town Square Garages in Silver Spring. The next garage
scheduled for system installation is the Cameron Street Garage in
Silver Spring.

To improve customer service, the payment system in the East West
Highway Garage, under the NOAA Building, in Silver Spring will

be converted from individual parking meters to a Pay On Foot
system. Similar systems are now in use in Wayne Avenue and Town
Square Garages in Silver Spring and the Bethesda Avenue and
Capital Crescent Garages in Bethesda. The system eliminates

the possibility of a ticket for an expired parking meter and offers the
flexibility to pay only for the time parked with a credit card, debit
card, or cash.
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Completed biennial inspections of 99 bridges and renovations of 20
bridges.

Partnered with 30 schools and 21 libraries to sell Youth Cruiser
Smartrip cards.

-

Children Prepared to Live and Learn...

Make a County contribution to MCPS of $1,540.8 million, including
$33.2 million in carryover and $44.48 million of local contribution
for State retirement. The County contribution meets the State
Maintenance of Effort Law requirements.

Support MCPS’ programs through expenditures in other County
departments, such as Health and Human Services (HHS), Public
Libraries, Recreation, Community Use of Public Facilities,
Environmental Protection, and Police, totaling $68.5 million in FY15
and $62.5 million for FY16.

Add funds to support the relocation of Children’s Resource Center to
a lease space that meets programmatic needs.

Support a full-year operation of the Linkages to Learning Program at
South Lake Elementary School.

Continue funding support for Saturday School Program through the
George B. Thomas Learning Academy to serve the County’s most
academically at-risk students.

Establish the Children’s Opportunity Fund jointly with Montgomery
County Public Schools to support policy priorities related to
addressing the social determinants that impact the achievement gap
for vulnerable children and the barriers faced by their families.

During FY14, the Crisis Center provided behavioral assessment,
referrals, and recommendations for follow-up treatment of 1,035
children and adolescents referred by Montgomery County Public
Schools, a 97 percent increase over FY12 when 526 were served.

Served more than 3,020 children in FY14, including 254 new
enrollees, through The Care for Kids program. Of these new
patients, 150 were unaccompanied minor children.




Collaborated with Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) to
implement the Federal Uninterrupted Scholars Act and Family
Educational Rights and Privacy Act. This allows the sharing of
child-specific data in order to make better decisions about a child’s
placement, well-being, and transition goals. A training program,
Endless Dreams, was also developed to increase awareness of
general and educational needs of foster care children.

Positive Youth Development staff trained 260 school personnel to
better understand and recognize students with trauma issues from
various cultural backgrounds. Provided workshops to 300 parents
on transformational healing which is a process that helps build
protective factors to high risk activity.

The Community Action Agency’s Takoma-East Silver Spring

Center (TESS) served 8,800 walk-in customers requesting social
service, case management, and resource assistance. TESS initiated
Summer Meals, serving up to 60 children daily, and provided access
and outreach for nonprofit partners, including health insurance
enrollment through the Affordable Health Care Act.

Enhanced the library materials collection and substantially
increased the number of All-Children-Excel Technology Go! Kits;
added Tumblebooks (pre-Kindergarten - elementary school age
e-books) to the library materials collection.

Implemented All Children Excel (ACE) Technology Go! Kits at
Aspen Hill, Gaithersburg, Noyes, Olney, Silver Spring, Twinbrook
and White Oak library branches.

Integrated STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math)
elements into many pre-kindergarten programs.

Leveraged partnerships and grant funding to provide high quality
programs for teens and seniors, including arts and creative
programs for seniors, a Financial Literacy Boot Camp for teens,
including technology and other classes at Studio-I Digital Media
Lab at Long Branch and the Gaithersburg Computer Lab.

Implemented KID Museum (Kids International Discovery Museum)
Agreement to a growing non-profit learning organization to refresh
former training and book storage space at Davis library into a state-
of-the-art Makerspace, which will provide dedicated programming
for library customers and provide valuable training experience for
library staff at minimal cost to the County.
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The Excel Beyond the Bell (EBB) program continues to thrive.

In partnership with MCPS, the Collaboration Council, and
numerous quality out of school time providers, EBB served seven
middle schools during the FY15 school year. With grant funding
from United Way and partnership with Identity Neelsville, EBB
maintained five schools for summer extended learning programs.

Modelling a “one-stop shop” approach to lifelong learning at
Gaithersburg Library. Customers can use library resources in
combination with classes and programming from Gilchrist Center,
Montgomery College, Literacy Council of Montgomery County,
and Montgomery Coalition for Adult English Literacy to improve
their lives along a full spectrum of needs, from basic language
development to career advancement. All the involved partners
supplement each other’s resources at the library site, making it
convenient for customers to learn and grow.

Implemented the Summer Mobile Teen program as part of
the TeenWorks program. The Summer Mobile Teen program
accompanies the Montgomery County Public Schools Summer
Lunch program, providing activities for students who came for
lunch, serving over 15,000 residents.

Expanded the TeenWorks Program through a partnership with
Maryland Conservation Corps (MCC). This partnership program
engages young adults in extensive natural resource management
and park conservation projects. MCC provides members with
opportunities for skill development and personal growth through a
supportive, team-based environment, emphasizing the satisfaction
of completing projects that benefit Maryland’s natural resources.
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jF Healthy and Sustainable
Communities...

= Add funds to the Developmental Disability Supplement to increase
the differential between the wage provided to direct service workers
and the County’s minimum wage.

= In 2014, the County Executive signed into law “Design for Life
Montgomery” legislation to provide tax credits to builders and
homeowners for including features in new and existing residential
housing to improve accessibility for persons of all ages, including
seniors and those with disabilities.

= Expanded the Senior Nutrition Program’s congregate meals to the
White Oak Community Recreation Center from three to five days
per week, while the lunch program at the Mid-County Community
Recreation Center more than doubled the number of meals served
over the past year. In addition, the program distributed 781 Senior
Farmer’s Market Coupon booklets worth $30 each this past summer.
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= Served 1,635 women in FY14 through the Maternity Partnership
program. In FY15, a fourth service location was added, enhancing
service accessibility and availability for patients in the northern part
of the County.

® In support of the 2010 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
System (MS4) permit goals, the Department of Environmental
Protection will continue to work with the Maryland Department of
Environment (MDE) to develop goals for the County’s next MS4
permit.

= In tax year 2013, the Community Action Agency’s Volunteer Income
Tax Assistance (VITA) Partnership prepared over 2,000 tax returns,
helping families access more than $4 million in refunds, including
$1.4 million in Earned Income and Child Tax Credits. The Maryland
Creating Assets, Savings, and Hope Campaign recognized the
County’s VITA partnership for contributing the highest number of
volunteer hours among its coalition members.
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jF Safe Street and
Secure Neighborhoods...

Since 2007, all crime has dropped by 24 percent in the County, three
times the decrease in all crime nationally during the same period.

Enhance public trust, increase accountability, and improve
evidentiary capture of police events by initiating the use of body
cameras on police patrol officers. Montgomery County will be one of
the first large jurisdictions to equip the entire patrol force with this
equipment.

Promote public safety by restoring School Resource Officers (SROs)
at all public high schools in cooperation with allied police agencies.

Enhanced patrol staffing in Gaithersburg, Aspen Hill, and
Germantown; and investigative capability with the addition of
investigators in the 1st District (Rockville), 2nd District (Bethesda),
and the 6th District (Gaithersburg).

OCP joined County Executive Isiah Leggett, Montgomery County
Police, State’s Attorney’s Office, Maryland Home Improvement
Commission, Department of Natural Resources, and neighboring
police departments in a crackdown on unlicensed home
improvement contractors. These unlicensed contractors typically
victimize consumers, especially seniors.

Begin consolidation of the Emergency Communications Center

to enhance public safety by improving emergency call taking and
dispatch services. Consolidation under a single organization will
result in greater efficiency and effectiveness in service delivery by:
streamlining the call answering process and eliminating the need
for call transfers; standardizing training, policies and procedures;
decreasing administrative overhead and redundancy; and reducing
operational overtime expenditures.

OCP hosted a well attended film screening with the Maryland
Consumer Rights Coalition (MCRC). MCRC produced a
documentary video, “Driven to Defraud,” that documents scams
some car dealers use to abuse Maryland car purchasers.

Detention Services continued its linkage and professional
development efforts with Montgomery College in the areas of adult
education, workforce development, and reentry planning. The
partnership with Montgomery College continues to expand focusing
on areas of inmate personal growth and development at lower cost.
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Beginning in FY15, Family Justice Center has increased domestic
violence onsite counseling from three days a week to five days a week
through collaboration with the Jewish Coalition Against Domestic
Abuse and the House of Ruth.

The Family Justice Center, the Domestic Violence Coordinating
Council, the Family Justice Center Foundation and Chesapeake
Counseling have collaborated to create ISE (Identify, Support and
Encourage), a training program for youth service providers who
work with youth who have been exposed to domestic violence in the
home.

The Family Justice Center, the Family Justice Center Foundation,
and Chesapeake Counseling are developing a statewide training
for first responders and therapists on the necessity of counseling
children exposed to domestic violence.

Expanded the Coaching Boys into Men (CBIM) program to
Montgomery Blair High School. This program educates young
athletes to be respectful on and off the football field, and is currently
working with the football team at Springbrook High School. This
program complements the Choose Respect program formed by the
Family Justice Center.
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In FY15, created the Crimes Against Seniors and Vulnerable Adults
Unit (CASVA) to aggressively prosecute crimes where these targeted
populations are victims. The unit is comprised of experienced
Assistant State’s Attorneys and investigative staff who handle cases
of physical neglect and abuse as well as financial exploitation.

During the Spring 2013 semester, volunteers donated 9,000 hours of
service to the Office of the State’s Attorney. In the Summer and Fall
semesters, volunteers donated 25,200 hours of service to the Office.
This equates to over 12 FTEs of donated service hours.

Enhance Truancy Court from ten middle schools to fifteen middle
schools using an additional Program Coordinator and increasing the
number of volunteer mentors.

Increase staffing levels at the Sandy Spring Fire Station 40 to
improve response times beginning in January 2016. Enhanced
service levels will include much needed Advanced Life Support (ALS)
capabilities, via a paramedic engine company. This collaboration
with the Sandy Spring Volunteer Fire Department empowers them
to limit potential response failures through additional, diversified
riding opportunities for volunteer personnel.
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Montgomery County Fire and Rescue (MCFRS) was reaccredited
by the Commission on Fire Accreditation International. First
accredited in 2007, MCFRS is currently one of 186 agencies
worldwide with this distinction and is the only internationally
accredited fire and rescue department in Maryland and the
Washington Metropolitan National Capital Region.

Implemented a multi-faceted program of High Performance
CPR which tripled the save rate from nine percent to 30 percent.
Personnel were intensively trained, and new feedback processes
were implemented to ensure that this program was successful.

Opened new/relocated Wheaton Rescue Squad at Georgia and
Arcola Avenues.

Pilot tested and implemented new EMS Technologies: (1) transport
ventilators on three strategically placed medic units to help serve
this specialty care population in two County nursing homes; (2)
video laryngoscopes for every ALS unit in the County to assist
paramedics with performing the life saving skill of endotracheal
intubation and (3) Lucas II Automatic CPR devices for 21
strategically placed units to assist in CPR.

Implemented new version of emergency medical dispatch procedure
at the 911 call center with revised questions and streamlined
response plans.

Ongoing statistical analysis of call processing times resulting in
continual improvements to the process.

Relocated Glenmont Station 18 operations to the former Wheaton
Rescue Squad station while new Station 18 is being constructed at
Georgia Avenue and Mason Street.

Achieved further progress on various MCFRS’ civilianization
initiatives, which will eventually save millions of dollars

annually. Civilianization of 18 code compliance positions is

nearing completion; civilianization of all dispatch positions at the
Emergency Communications Center is beginning with the training
of prospective dispatchers; the hiring of a civilian in fleet will return
a uniform position to the field; as will a civilian in the self contained
breathing apparatus section.

Converted two Captain positions to civilian positions at the Public
Safety Training Academy.
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Transitioned Alert Montgomery to an upgraded system. Montgomery
County has the highest number of users in the National Capital
Region.

Provided continued management of Homeland Security grant funds
in excess of $5,000,000 per year.

Provided continued management of the Hazmat Permitting Program
including issuing 2,460 permits.

The Circuit Court opened the South Tower building on April 28,
2014 adding 10 courtrooms, 8 hearings rooms, and office space
for the Family Division, the Family Law Self Help Center, and the
Juvenile Division.

The Court annually updates its web based performance dashboard
that displays 10 nationally recognized trial court performance
measures (CourTools) developed by the National Center for State
Courts. In FY15, the Court presented data in support of the court
employee satisfaction measure, which highlights results from the
Court’s first annual survey of court employees. More information
can be found at: http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/
circuitcourt/court/publications/publications.html
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The Adult Drug Court commemorated its 10th Anniversary on
November 12, 2014. Since the program’s inception, 148 participants
have graduated. The Court will continue to support the mission of
eliminating drug abuse, crime, the consequences of crime, thereby
increasing public safety by leveraging new initiatives in the areas of
education and life skills.

During the first half of FY15, the Court opened its newly renovated
Jury Lounge, now located on the second floor of the North Tower.
Other projects currently underway include construction of the
Child Waiting Area in the South Tower and, in the North Tower,
renovations to the Clerk of the Court’s office and the office space
for the retired judges. These projects are expected to be completed
before the end of the fiscal year.

The U.S. Census estimates that by 2040 one in five of the County’s
residents will be 65 years or older (compared to one in ten in 2000).
To meet the anticipated needs of this segment of the county’s
population, the Court anticipates the continuation of its Adult
Guardianship Grant program. This program is designed to help
guardians successfully fulfill their responsibilities.
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The Maryland Electronic Courts (MDEC) case management and
electronic filing system was deployed in Fall 2014. The Court

will continue to analyze the technical challenges associated with
integrating this eventual statewide case management system with
the functionality of its own case management system ,as well as its
differentiated case management policies.

-

A Strong and Vibrant Economy...

Working with all relevant stakeholders, develop a proposal with
accompanying legislation, to create an Economic Development
Authority. This Authority will assume many of the current functions
and responsibilities of the Department of Economic Development
and have broad-based representation.

Create MC Squared, a new start-up business accelerator, to expand
the County’s business incubator networks. This initiative provides
early-stage companies with an intensive product-focused curriculum
to accelerate their growth and leverage the region’s unique Federal
assets.

Expand the existing MOVE Program to reduce vacant Class A and B
office space in the County. Through the MOVE program, businesses
new to the County or businesses creating their first shared office
space in the County receive a one-time grant for relocation or build
out assistance. The MOVE Program increases financial assistance
from $4 to $8 per square foot, up to a maximum of 10,000 square
feet, for any industry sector except retail and restaurant.

Expand the BUILD Program by selectively spurring the construction
of Class A office spaces and hotels in the County to increase the
number of construction jobs and the commercial tax base. Through
this program, approved property owners receive from 25 to 50
percent of the additional real property taxes generated by the new
development through an annual grant payment that last ten years.

In Fall 2014, design of the National Cybersecurity Center of
Excellence (NCCoE) was completed and construction will begin in
2015. In partnership with the State of Maryland and the National
Institute of Standards and Technology, the NCCoE will position
the County to be the epicenter of the emerging and fast growing
cybersecurity industry. Add funding in support of the marketing
of the NCCoE establishment to help expand the County’s Business
Innovation Network by developing the data analytics sector and
continuing to support growth of the life science industry.
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Commit resources within the Department of Permitting Services to

continue and accelerate the streamlining of the development process.

The resources will help the Department meet its commitment

to complete the initial review and comment of Commercial Plan
reviews within 30 days; continue the move to electronic plan review;
reduce processing time for sediment control plans; and improve
coordination both within and outside of County Government.

DPS has engaged in a comprehensive study of its fees. A significant
outcome of the study is that the department will be moving away
from a construction cost based fee for new commercial construction
to a rate per square foot which more accurately reflects the necessary
DPS staff work. This new approach is projected to yield a fee
structure that is more equitable, predictable, and consistent with
maintaining reserve policy. In FY15, DPS reduced the information
technology surcharge fee by 50% and reduced fees for mid-rise
woodframe construction. The FY16 budget is proposing a new
permit fee structure that will result in materially lower permit fees
across multiple charges for services.

Expanded, started up, or relocated 38 businesses to Montgomery
County in FY14, due to the Department of Economic Development’s
(DED) outreach efforts. These efforts will retain and create over
2,600 jobs, lease nearly 935,000 square feet of commercial space,
and generate $160 million in capital investment within the next
three to five years. Additionally, 38 start-up companies were
created due to the efforts of the County’s partner organizations
partially funded by DED, including Small Business and Technology
Development Center, Latino Economic Development Center, and
BioHealth Innovation, Inc.

Assisted over 14,000 job seekers and placed close to 7,000 workers
in local jobs in FY14; and assisted more than 3,300 business officials
through over 140 technical assistance events and trainings in FY14.

Hosted the National Federal Laboratory Consortium (FLC)
Conference, for the first time in the Washington, DC area, advancing
the County’s objective of linking the federal research institution with
local entrepreneurs.

Kicked off The Farm Equipment Rental Program in September

2014 as a partnership between DED, Montgomery County Soil
Conservation District, Montgomery County Farm Bureau, University
of Maryland Extension, and private farmers to meet the needs of
agricultural businesses.
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jF Vital Living for All of Our Residents...

Open the new, five-story Silver Spring Library with innovative
features that include a Technology Corral, expanded service hours,
an Accessibility Resource Center, a Business Center, hand-crafted
pre-Kindergarten learning furniture donated by the Friends of the
Library Silver Spring Chapter, a Studio i Digital Media Lab and new
Teen Space, Smart meeting rooms, a locally run Café, a future Purple
Line transit stop, flexible space for programming or partnerships on
the first two floors, 24-hour holds pick-up lockers, and two-hours of
free parking.

Expanded Public Service Hours (PSH) by 106 hours per week to a
total of 1,233 hours per week across all branches(an increase of 9.4
percent); with new Sunday hours at four branches; and the addition
of weekday morning and evening hours at several branches.

In conjunction with the Jewish Council for the Aging (JCA),
launched the Transportation Initiative in FY14 and in FY15,
expanded the initiative. The initiative adds five days a week
transportation to all five senior centers. Bus ridership and
participation in center activities has increased at all locations.

Expanded e-resources, including e-magazines, planned
improvements to library catalog searches with improved links to
e-books, and addition of free on-line courses.

Maintain the current Adult Foster Care reimbursement rate to
reduce the gap between the County and State subsidy for senior
assisted living group homes.

Continue funding support for respite services to meet the needs of
families with disabilities.

Re-instituted the popular senior mini-trip program. Each senior
center and Active Adult Program now receives four trips per year to
take seniors to local destinations of interest.

Continue supporting a therapist in Trauma Services to expand
clinical service capacity in the Abused Persons Program and address
waitlists for victims of domestic violence.

Continue providing nurse monitoring services to more than 2,000
senior and disabled clients receiving services through the State’s new
Medicaid waiver program, Community First Choice.
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Expanded World Language collections, adding an Amharic collection
at Silver Spring branch and a Farsi collection at the Gaithersburg
and Marilyn J. Praisner branches.

Re-opened Olney and Gaithersburg libraries with enhanced
collections, new technologies, and enhanced layout and facility
amenities, including a Gilchrist Center for Cultural Diversity for
immigrants and newcomers, and the first in-library Café at the
Gaithersburg branch.

Opened “Studio-i”, a new Digital Media Lab and electronic
Makerspace at Long Branch Library.

Implemented many new library technologies, including: digital
signage, interactive (touch screen) catalog screens, all-in-one format
PCs, enhanced self-checkout machines, E-book Discovery Stations,
DVD self-checkout dispensers, lending e-readers, e-magazine tablets
for in-library browsing, Early Learning Workstations, laptops for in-
library use, and new Wi-Fi infrastructure.

Implementing ActiveNet software to improve customer service,
allowing a one-stop access location to register for Montgomery
County Parks, Community Use of Public Facilities, and Recreation
programs.

Redesigned the website and the public libraries’ social media
offerings, launching MCPL’s Pinterest and Instagram social media

pages.

Received State matching grants totaling $387,000 in FY15 for
MCPL’s innovative Library Refresh program, with $700,000 in
additional aid proposed for FY16 by Maryland’s Governor.

Used innovation in our partnerships to connect customers with
library and other lifelong learning services, including: a new
Montgomery College Community Engagement Center and class
series at Gaithersburg branch; Gilchrist Centers for New Americans
at Gaithersburg and Wheaton branches; the KIDMuseum at Davis;
and partnerships with Ghandi-Brigade, My Montgomery Media, and
the County’s Cable and Broadband services Office to support Digital
Media Lab and Teen Advisory Group content creation.

Expanded staff training opportunities with online training and staft-
led webinars on hot topics such as the new Health Care law.

Supported Creative Afternoons Program offered by the department’s
Therapeutics unit, providing recreational activities and family events
for profoundly disabled persons affiliated with the Stephen Knolls
School and Longview School.
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Extended operating hours at three of the five senior centers,
providing access to programs and activities for an additional two to
eight hours per week.

Re-opened the Plum Gar Community Center with senior and youth
programming such as Senior Neighborhoods, Club Rec, Club Friday,
and Summer Fun Centers, along with a host of activities, special
events, and sporting events for the community.

Re-opened the Scotland Community Center. Programming includes
Club Friday, Summer Fun Centers, and a host of activities, special
events, and sporting events for the community.

Recommended against the changes to the WSSC fee structure
proposed by the Commission for FY16 due to the belief that

the proposed changes are contrary to the Commission’s water
conservation goals and also will disproportionately impact the
consumers with the lowest water usage who are often those with the
lowest income.

jF Funding The Budget...

Recommend a total County budget from all sources of
$5,067,834,958, which is $72.1 million, or 1.4 percent, more than
the FY15 budget.

Recommend tax-supported funding for Montgomery County
Government of $1,405,714,273 (excluding Retiree Health
Insurance), an increase of 1.1 percent.

Funding for Montgomery College’s tax-supported programs
increases by $4.0 million, a 1.6 percent increase compared to
FY15. County funding for Montgomery College is recommended to
increase by $3 million or 2.6 percent. Over the last two years, the
County contribution to the College will have increased by twenty
percent.

Funding for MCPS will increase by $30.7 million, a 1.4 percent
increase from FY15. Including funds made available through the
Retiree Health Benefits Trust, the budget funds 97.6 percent of the
Board of Education’s tax-supported request.

Tax-supported funding for the Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) increases by $1.8 million or 1.5
percent from FY15.
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Recommend a 4.0% rate decrease in solid waste charges across the
single-family, multi-family, and non residential sectors, thereby
providing relief to ratepayers in these sectors.

Recommend property taxes at the Charter limit with a $692
homeowner’s property tax credit to support a progressive property
tax structure.

Fund WSSC’s FY16 operating and capital budgets with a 6.0 percent
rate increase. This rate increase is above the rate assumed by WSSC.
However, it does not assume the new fee structure proposed by
WSSC, which is regressive and does not promote water conservation.

Promote existing mechanisms for senior citizens and those on
limited incomes to assist them as needed with property tax increases,
such as the Senior Tax Credit program that benefits eligible residents
who are at least 70 years of age. This credit is calculated as 25
percent of the combined State Homeowners’ Tax Credit and County
Supplement.
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Retains the energy tax at the level approved by the Council for FY15,
preserving a broad-based revenue source that includes federal
institutions located in the County.
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The County Executive’s Initiatives to
Build Accountability for Results

The Montgomery County Results

2

“However beautiful the strategy, you should occasionally look at the results.
Winston Churchill

Following his election, County Executive Isiah Leggett asked a group of 150 residents represent-
ing diverse interests and cultures to identify the qualities of life in Montgomery County that matter
most. They identified what are now called the Montgomery County Results, also known as Mont-
gomery County priority objectives:

= A Responsive and Accountable County Government
= Affordable Housing in an Inclusive Community

= An Effective and Efficient Transportation Network

= A Strong and Vibrant Economy

= Children Prepared to Live and Learn

= Healthy and Sustainable Communities

= Safe Streets and Secure Neighborhoods

= Vital Living for All of Our Residents

Building a Culture of Accountability for Results

The County Executive believes that local government can — and must — continually strive to
do a better job in its use of finite public resources to help achieve and sustain the Montgomery
County Results. However, to achieve this goal the County Executive realized that a culture change
was required. To establish and maintain a results-based culture, the County Executive, therefore
implemented the following initiatives. These initiatives work together in a coordinated fashion to
use data and objective measures to improve performance and the use of all County resources.

" Results-Based Budgeting

At the direction of the County Executive, the Office of Management and Budget, CountyStat,
and County operating departments, realigned the County’s budget process to focus on results rather
than annual, incremental changes. Results-Based Budgeting ensures resource allocation based
on County priority objectives to make government more responsive, programs and initiatives are
operating effectively and efficiently, and tax dollars are spent wisely through the use of performance
data as a primary basis for review and analysis of budgetary requests. The fiscal year (FY) 2009
Operating Budget, as a first step, introduced Department Headline Performance Measures, which
are described below. Beginning in the FY'10 budget, the Headline Measures were supplemented by
the inclusion of program level measures. Beginning in FY 11, operating budgets were systematically
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reviewed in multi-departmental groups. Group reviews were designed to ensure the interrelationship
and risk of proposals for reductions or increments in each department were fully evaluated and
collaboratively presented to the County Executive. When fully implemented, Results-Based
Budgeting will:

® Rely on historical and projected performance data and other reliable and relevant evidentiary
data to justify budgetary allocations through the demonstration of performance results;

® Document the “return on investment” expected from budget expenditures by assessing the
impact of those expenditures on the customers of County services (“customer results”), the
quality of life in Montgomery County, and the Montgomery County Results;

® Enhance opportunities for cross departmental/agency coordination and resource allocation
decisions, since the corresponding impact of resource changes on performance can be evaluated
in a timely and objective manner;

® Use data systematically and transparently to drive the decision-making processes by which
finite resources are allocated to achieve both customer results and the Montgomery County
Results;

® Provide a better basis for decision making and administration of annual budgets, including
additional investments or budgetary reductions, since these decisions would be based on
alignment with priority objectives and performance data. This includes changes of the use of
base funding if such changes will improve results, as opposed to limiting such decisions to
only new or incremental funding;

® Routinely seek improvements to productivity and no-cost or low-cost solutions to problems; and

® Be used for the annual budget development and review process, as well as any mid-year
decisions.

Moving to a results-based accountability system is a work in progress requiring a continual
evolution in the County’s corporate culture and internal systems and processes to focus management
and staff efforts on improving performance and achieving the County’s priority objectives.

" CountyStat

CountyStat is a component of the County’s results-based accountability system, and a
mechanism for performance management in Montgomery County government. Its goal
1s to improve government performance through greater accountability and better transparency
into County challenges and successes, thereby, moving the County forward towards a culture
of “managing for results” and a more effective and efficient County government. CountyStat
is guided by four simple principles: require data-driven performance; promote strategic
governance; increase government transparency; and foster a culture of accountability. CountyStat
meetings, led by the Chief Administrative Officer, are held on a routine basis as a tool to examine
the results of departments’ activities and make continual adjustments in the direction of programs
in order to achieve the objectives.
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CountyStat provides an array of facilitation and analytic support services not always realized
through a formal CountyStat meeting. These services allow the County government to make
informed decisions based on rigorous analysis. CountyStat staff focuses on strategic-level
decision-making processes that lead to systemic change. This work includes, but is not limited
to, consultation on departmental strategic planning, cost benefit analysis, program evaluation,
quantitative and qualitative investigative studies and extensive survey development, implementation
and analysis.

CountyStat manages the following results-based accountability tools:

" Department Headline Performance Measures & Departmental Performance Plans

The County Executive directed department directors to focus their management on the
achievement of “customer results.” As a first step, each department identified, not just their
customers and the services they deliver to those customers but, most importantly, the outcomes
they hope to achieve for those customers.

Departments then identified “Department Headline Performance Measures,” data to gauge:
(1) the extent to which the desired results are being achieved, and (2) the efficiency of each
department in achieving its results. Headline measures do not attempt to measure all the work
performed by the Departments and instead focus on the core missions of departments and with a
small set of outcome measures, are used to monitor department performance.

In addition to the Headline Measures, all County departments developed Department
Performance Plans. Each Plan begins with the Department Headline Performance Measures,
gauging how well customer results are being achieved, as well as the department’s operational
efficiency. Then the Performance Plan provides a succinct analysis and an action plan, including
a budget, for improving performance — as measured by the trend lines of the Department
Headline Performance Measures. These documents are used by Departments as strategic
planning devices and by the County Executive to hold Department Directors accountable for
outcome results.

" Montgomery County Performance Measurement Dashboard

CountyStat created an online-accessible performance reporting dashboard, which includes all
departments’ Headline Performance Measures. This dashboard, located on the County’s website
at www.montgomerycountymd.gov/countystat, serves as a valuable tool for policymakers and
residents to monitor County performance over time ensuring the needs and priorities of residents
are consistently met by County policies. It is a key component of the County Executive’s goal of
increasing governmental transparency.

" openMontgomery

In 2012, the County launched the openMontgomery program - the latest phase in the County’s
open government program to promote even greater transparency and accessibility than previously
achieved with CountyStat, MC311, and the County’s improved, mobile-enabled web portal. The
openMontgomery program, including the accompanying Montgomery County Digital Government
Strategy document, is acclaimed as the first of its kind among local governments. openMontgomery
(http://montgomerycountymd.gov/open) is comprised of four pillar platforms:
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=  dataMontgomery (http://data.montgomerycountymd.gov) provides a centralized portal
for users to access County government data in consumable formats. dataMontgomery
provides the public with an opportunity to review and analyze raw data and use it for
a variety of purposes, including building custom and mobile applications and connecting
them to County government services. These offerings benefit County residents, and
facilitate economic activity and vibrant communities. Datasets published include: the
FY16 Operating Budget, Food Inspection Results, Employee Salaries, MC311
Service Requests, Residential and Commercial Building Permits, Spending Disclosure,
Contracts, Real Employee Tuition Assistance, Reported Sanitary Sewer Overflows, Cable
Complaints and Inspections, Election Polling Places Maps (including Early Voting), and
maps for all public schools, libraries and Health and Human Services facilities.
dataMontgomery is expected to reduce the need for the number of Freedom of Information
Act requests, which can be expensive for both the County government and the requesting
entity.

= engageMontgomery (http://engage.montgomerycountymd.gov) provides the public
another way to participate in open government. It provides on-line channels and forums
where the public can offer ideas and feedback, voice concerns, and participate in online
discussions with County government on any number of concurrent subjects. The
Executive Branch utilized engageMontgomery to consult with the public on the FY15 and
FY 16 budget formulation. Other topics included transportation and the environment.

= mobileMontgomery (http://montgomerycountymd.gov/open/mobile.html) presents the
County’s web sites and applications (apps) on mobile devices (e.g., tablets, Smartphones)
for use anytime and anywhere. Using these services, the public can access information
(some in real time) about the budget, emergencies, services (e.g., bus arrivals, snow/debris
removal, etc.) and through the mobile MC311 system can make non-emergency service
requests, receiving status and notifications.

= accessMontgomery (http://montgomerycountymd.gov/open/access.html) provides
direct on-line access to critical County information and publications related to the budget,
County government performance, including MC311, CountyStat, internal audits, Inspector
General audits, and spending disclosures. Also, accessMontgomery contains information
about the County’s contracts, open solicitations, and locations where the County offers
free Wi-Fi. The County implemented on-line tools to measure customer satisfaction and
web-portal activity. The adjustments resulting from these measurements have improved
customer satisfaction with the public by over 15 percent.

The four platforms work together to open the County’s data sets in consumable formats; consult
the public on topics of importance to them; serve County services on Smartphones and other mobile
devices in 72 languages; and provide access to County documents and reports not previously
available. The FY 16 budget funds further expansion of the openMontgomery program to improve
customer services.
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" Open Budget

In July 2014, the County launched Open Budget (http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/
openbudget) — two new innovative and powerful online systems representing the County’s Budget;
followed by spendingMontgomery in January 2015.

® Open Data Budget Publication (https://reports.data.montgomerycountymd.gov/omb). The
first is a comprehensive Online Publication of the Budget that leverages the same data that is
placed on the Montgomery County’s Open Data platform, dataMontgomery. No longer bound
by the limitations of a paper-based publication, this new online publication brings a
dramatically improved experience for the users of the budget document both inside and outside
County Government. The new publication includes:

® Interactive charts, tables, maps and videos

® A Custom Google Search Engine

® Archiving Previous Years’ Data / Content

® Unlimited Sharing/Discovery of data, tables and visualizations
® Mobility (works on Smartphones, tablets and desktops)

® American with Disabilities Act (ADA) Compliance

® Instantly translatable into 90+ languages

® Printable (individual sections, or entire book)

® Robust Help section with video tutorials

" budgetMongtomery (http://budget.data.montgomerycountymd.gov/). budgetMongtomery
provides users with a way to understand how the budget is structured. It includes rich content
such as charts, graphs and maps to view the budget from different levels, such as how much
is budgeted for Services, Departments, Programs and the Capital Improvement Programs. It
also allows users to convert the graphs to table view and download the raw data.

® spendingMontgomery (http://spending.data.montgomerycountymd.gov/)
spendingMontgomery includes payments made by the County, providing users with a total
picture of how public funds are spent.

" Montgomery County Indicators Project

CountyStat worked with Departmental, Agency, and community stakeholders to develop a set of
indicators that represent a high-level barometer of County performance and reflect the  quality-of-
life in Montgomery County, benchmarked against a regional and national grouping of comparable
jurisdictions. This is an additional data tool for the County, as it assesses its progress towards
achieving its priority objectives.

To connect all of these various performance management and data driven decision-making tools,
CountyStat mapped the interrelationships between the priority objectives, County indicators and
related benchmarking, departmental headline performance measures, and results-based budgeting.
All of these tools work together to assist County government in its effort to create an environment of
transparency and accountability.
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" Focusing on Customer Results

The County Executive has launched several initiatives, in addition to Results-Based Budgeting,
focused on improving “customer results,” including:

® MC311/Constituent Relationships Management (CRM) System

The deployment of the County’s nationally-recognized 311 one-stop, non-emergency phone and
online system has represented a significant leap in responsiveness to our residents. In the four and
a half years since the June 2010 launch of MC311, over 2.5 million requests have been handled. In
2012, the County expanded MC311’s hours by two hours to 7 PM Monday through Friday, in order
to better serve working families and commuters.

The MC311 web portal (www.MC311.com) is available 24/7 to obtain information and to create
service requests for County Government programs. On average, over 41,000 customers visit the web
portal each month.

The CRM system offers residents a single point of contact for telephone and online inquiries and
complaints and is an important tool to assist the County in making resource allocation decisions and
tracking department responsiveness.

" Enterprise Resources Planning System

The County is modernizing its Core Business Systems to improve efficiency, effectiveness, and
responsiveness. The Enterprise Resource Planning system (ERP) provides a significant upgrade to
the County’s financial, procurement, human resources, and budgeting systems, streamline business
processes, and produce enhanced reports for data-driven decision making — all key to improving
customer results. In FY11, the County successfully implemented the financial, procurement, and
human resource systems on-time and within budget. In FY 12, the County effectively implemented
PeopleSoft Retiree Pension, Oracle Compensation Workbench, Inventory, Work Orders, iExpense,
iSupplier, iReceivable, and Advanced Collection. In FY13, the County successfully implemented
Hyperion Operating and Capital Budgeting, Performance Management, Learning Management,
Identity Management, Enterprise Reporting, and Zylmage. In FY 14, the County successfully
implemented Oracle Compensation Workbench (CWB) and Tax Assessment. During FY15, the
County is implementing Warehouse and Order Management, Property Management, Polices Escrow
Process and ActiveNet.

" Decision Making that is Transparent and Driven by Data

In addition to focusing on customer results, the County Executive is committed to decision
making that is both transparent and data-driven. Results-Based Budgeting fundamentally embodies
the County Executive’s commitment to these values. Other initiatives that embody these values
include:

"  Town Hall Meetings and Budget Forums

Starting in January 2007, the County Executive has held “Town Hall” Meetings across
the County and online. The Town Hall Meetings provide a forum for free and candid
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dialogue. The County Executive also hosted a series of Budget Forums to seek input
from residents on operating and capital budget priorities for the FY08-FY 16 budgets. The
total number of Town Hall and Budget Forums held by County Executive Leggett to

date is over 45. In addition, online chats have provided monthly opportunities for direct
input to the County Executive. As a further commitment to free and candid dialogue, a
virtual Town Hall environment is provided by the engageMontgomery program discussed
above.

" Results-Based Accountability Successes

The Departmental performance plans, Headline Performance Measures, Program
Performance measures, and high-level indicators of County performance and quality

of life mentioned above, as well as internal training and budgeting process changes, serve
as a base to further develop a results-oriented culture. CountyStat and the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) work together to ensure that the data mined by
CountyStat is used in making budget decisions. Additionally, CountyStat responds to
OMB’s need for data and information. New data available from the MC311 customer
service system has opened up new avenues for data-driven customer responsiveness,
including:

"  Multi-Department Review of Budget Proposals

After the departments submitted their budgets, the County’s Chief Administrative Officer and the
OMB Director established five high-level working groups known as “clusters” that consisted of the
directors of departments (or their designee) with related functions. The five clusters were organized
based on current cross-cutting issues affecting multiple departments, including:

® Positive Youth Development
® Seniors

® Pedestrian Safety

® Worker’s Compensation

® Code Enforcement

The goal of these clusters — which represented a more collaborative approach to budgeting in
the County — was to review existing programs and policies within the County and determine if there
were enhancements or efficiencies which could be made across the County to strengthen services
provided to constituents. The conclusions and recommendations of the clusters were presented
to the County Executive and Chief Administrative Officer and used by them in making their final
decisions on the budget.

® Rewarding Excellence Program

The Rewarding Excellence Bonus Incentive Award Program is designed to encourage and
promote new, innovative ideas, concepts, and strategies for cost effective delivery of County services
and products. The program rewards bargaining unit employees, general salary schedule employees,
and first-line supervisors for sustainable implemented recommendations that improve efficiency,
increase productivity, reduce costs, streamline operations, and enhance customer satisfaction. When
cost savings are realized, employees receive a portion of the cost savings in the form of a bonus on a
50/50 basis for the first year. Thereafter, the County retains the savings. This program helps achieve
one of the County’s key goals — to make County government more responsive and accountable.
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FY16 EXPENDITURES BY FUNCTION

TOTAL EXPENDITURES - $5,067.8 (million)

Non-Departmental $276.8
Environment 55% M-NCPPC*
$137.2 $136.9 Montgomery College
/ 5 70 $306.2

6.0%

27%
Debt Service
$367.6

General Government 72%

&

Health & Human
Services
$285.6

5 6% Public Safety

$6214
12.3%

*Total M-NCPPC includes $5.2 million debt service.

TAX SUPPORTED EXPENDITURES - $4,408.0 (million)

Non-Departmental $256.1 M-NCPPC *
Environment 5.8% $120.9 Montgomery College
Debt Service $2.1 $248.5
$357.3 5.6%
8.1%
General Government
$191.7

4.4%

Libraries, Culture, &

Recreation
$72.3
1.6%
Transportation
$167.3 Montgomery County
3.8% Public Schools
$2,168.8
49.2%

Health & Human
Services
$205.8

4.7% Public Safety

$617.2
14.0%
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FY16 TAX SUPPORTED AGENCIES AND FUNDS

WHERE THE MONEY COMES FROM
TOTAL APPROVED RESOURCES - $4,908.7 (million)

Net Transfers Prior Year

Fines & $21.3 Reserves
Miscellaneous $444.3

$121.3
2.5%

Property Tax
$1,582.6
Intergovernmental 32.2%
$776.8

15.8%

S S
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&
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s
2
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Charges for
Services
$84.9
1.7%

Other Taxes
$280.2
5.7%

Transfer &
Recordation Tax

$153.9 Income Tax
3.1% $1,443.4
29.5%

WHERE THE MONEY GOES *
TOTAL APPROVED USES OF FUNDS - $4,908.7(million)

M-NCPPC Reserves
$121.3 $408.6
8.3%

Montgomery
College

$2816 =~ T—0un

5.7%

County
Government
$1,764.7
36.0%

Montgomery County
Public Schools
$2,327.8

47.4%

*This total covers the full Operating
Budget and funds to the CIP, Debt

Service, and Reserves. Of this amount Non-Agency

$4,407,964,046 is recommended in the Uses
Operating Budget. $4.7
0.1%
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FY16 ALL AGENCIES / ALL FUNDS

WHERE THE MONEY COMES FROM
TOTAL APPROVED RESOURCES - $5,683.6(million)

Prior Year
Net Transfers Reserves
-$1.6 $559.1
Fines & -0.1% 9.8%

Miscellaneous Property Tax

$239.9 $1,582.6
4.2% 27.9%
Intergovernmental
$1,030.6
18.1%
Charges for
Services
$384.0
6.8%
Other Taxes In;?rz:;ix
24 25.4%
! (]

Transfer &
Recordation Tax
$162.2
2.9%

WHERE THE MONEY GOES *
TOTAL APPROVED USES OF FUNDS - $5,683.6(million)

M-NCPPC
$138.0 Reserves
Montgomery 2 4% $497.8
College ’ 8.8%
$339.3
6.0%
County
Montgomery County Government
Public Schools $2,236.1
$2,467.7 30.3%
43.4%
*This total covers the full
Operating Budget and funds to the
CIP, Debt Service, and Reserves. Non-Agency
Of this amount $5,067,834,958 is Uses
recommended in the Operating $4.7
Budget. 0.1%
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INTRODUCTION

The County Executive’s Recommended Operating Budget and Public Services Program contains a comprehensive picture of
the Executive’s recommendations for the budget year beginning July 1, including changes from the previous fiscal year,
department accomplishments and initiatives, and performance measures.

This book is published annually and transmitted to the County Council by March 15 as required by the County Charter. The
final budget is approved by the County Council in late May and published by mid-July. All publications are available on the
County’s website: www.montgomerycountymd.gov.

In addition, Montgomery County also offers an open-data budget publication that is easy to use, interactive, searchable, sharable,
translatable, and mobile. This powerful site not only provides the detailed granular level data that make up Montgomery
County’s Budget, but also serves as a high-level view of the County’s Fiscal standing. The Open Budget site can be found at
www.montgomerycountymd.gov/openbudget.

CONTENTS OF THE OPERATING BUDGET DOCUMENT

The major components of the Recommended Operating Budget and Public Services Program are described below in order of
appearance in this document.

County Executive's Budget Message and Highlights

The County Executive's message summarizes the financial status of the County, major recommended expenditure priorities for
the upcoming fiscal year, and how the budget is funded. The highlights provide a listing of major program initiatives and
changes recommended in the Executive’s budget.

Operating Budget Process

This chapter provides a brief introduction and refers to the legal requirements for the annual budget process, and includes
descriptions of government structure and government accounting methods and funds.

Fiscal Policy

This chapter describes the policies of Montgomery County government with respect to taxes, spending, and debt management.
including short-term policies and initiatives. The purpose of fiscal policy is to provide guidance for sound public practice in the
planning and financing of public expenditures, including the policy assumptions under which budget and tax decisions are made.
Revenvues

This chapter provides assumptions used to project revenues for funding the budget, including:

o demographic, economic, and fiscal trends that identify potential impacts on the County’s overall expenditure requirements
and revenues over the next six years, and

e detailed information and estimates on revenue categories and major sources of funds.

Capital Improvements Program (CIP)

This chapter describes the impacts of the annual Capital Budget and biennial Capital Improvements Program (CIP) on the
Operating Budget and six-year Public Services Program (PSP), including a list of major CIP projects and funding sources for
all agencies. The six-year CIP implies on-going commitment of resources in the PSP for: long- and short-term debt service; cash
for non-debt eligible expenditures and debt avoidance; and costs to equip, open, staff, and maintain newly constructed facilities.

Debt Service

Debt service is the amount the County must pay each year for the principal and interest on the County's bonded and other
indebtedness. Debt service is presented both in terms of the specific bond allocations by category and fund and by sources of
revenue, including six-year projections of debt service requirements.

How to Read the Budget How to Read the Budget 2-1



Workforce/Compensation

This chapter includes detailed information about negotiated settlements with certified employee bargaining units and
unrepresented employees. General data related to group insurance, disability protection, and employee retirement plans are also
presented.

Agency Summaries

The County Executive is required by the Charter to include recommendations on agency budgets for which the County Council
sets tax rates or approves budgets. The Executive recommends expenditure levels and funding support, where applicable, for
the budgets of the Public Schools, Montgomery College, the Montgomery County and bi-county (administration) portions of
the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC), and the Montgomery County and bi-county
portions of the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission. A summary of the Housing Opportunities Commission budget is
also included, containing the Executive's recommended operating budget appropriation. In addition, a section describing the
Montgomery County Revenue Authority is provided, as copies of the Revenue Authority budget are not available until after
May 1 of each calendar year, as required by County Code.

County Government Recommended Department Budgets
The recommended budgets for departments and offices of the County Government are provided for the following:

e Legislative Branch (the County Council and legislative offices and boards);
o  Judicial Branch (Circuit Court and State’s Attorney), and

e Executive Branch (departments with functions related to General Government; Public Safety; Transportation; Health and
Human Services; Libraries, Culture, and Recreation; Community Development and Housing; Environment; and Other
County Functions).

The presentations include: the department’s mission statement; linkage to County result areas; accomplishments and initiatives;
performance measures; description and cost of programs; recommended expenditure, revenue, and workforce allocations for the
department; recommended changes for next fiscal year’s budget; charges to other departments, and information about future
fiscal impacts. For more detailed information about department displays, see the section on “Department Budget Presentations”
below.

Non-Departmental Accounts (NDAs)

The Non-Departmental Accounts section contains expenses essential to the operation of the County government which either
do not fall within the functional assignment of any department or agency or provide for expenditures related to more than one
department or agency. Examples include various grants to municipal governments, contributions to other funds, County
government memberships (e.g., Maryland Association of Counties), and certain legally-mandated programs. Responsibility for
administration of NDAs is assigned by the Chief Administrative Officer to specific departments. Although classified as an NDA,
all utilities expenditures of the County government are displayed in a separate section to provide combined data on costs by
energy type and user departments. - ‘

Budget Summary Schedules

The Summary Schedules section contains aggregate fiscal data for all agencies for which the County Council sets tax rates,
makes levies, or approves programs and/or budgets. The schedules include expenditure and funding totals by agency,
department, government function, and source of funding, with both dollar amounts and staffing (i.e. full-time equivalents (F TEs)
and positions). Revenues are described and detailed by agency, fund, and type. Ten-year historical trends are also included for
major expenditure categories, revenue sources, the government workforce, and tax rates.

Glossary
The Glossary contains definitions of terms and acronyms commonly used throughout both the PSP and CIP budget documents.

DEPARTMENT BUDGET PRESENTATIONS

For each department within Montgomery County government and for most agency summaries, the budget presentation includes:

Mission Statement: the overall purpose of the department (or major division), including the goals or results it expects to achieve
for the community or its function in the County government.

Budget Overview: recommended appropriations for the department, with changes from the prior fiscal year, in dollars, full time
equivalents, and percentage change.
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Linkages to County Result Areas: denotes which of the County Executive’s eight result areas relate to the department.

Performance Measures: provides key measures that apply to the department as a whole or to multiple programs. Each measure
gives actual data for the past two completed fiscal years, an estimate for the current fiscal year, and targets for the next two fiscal
years. These targets represent the department’s principal performance goals. Program performance measures that relate to only
one program are listed with the relevant program as noted below.

Accomplishments and Initiatives: provides a summary of major department accomplishments completed in the last year and
the anticipated results of the recommended funding for next fiscal year. In addition, productivity improvements within the
department are described.

Program Contacts: department and Office of Management and Budget (OMB) contacts for the budget, including phone
numbers. '

Program Descriptions: provides a descriptive narrative of the program, including, as applicable:

Nature, functions, and features of program activity;
The public need to which the program responds;

‘Who or what benefits from the program activity; and
What resources allocated will provide to the community.

Program Performance Measures: lists performance measures that apply to only one of the department’s programs. Actual
performance data are shown for the previous two fiscal years, as well as estimates for the current fiscal year and targets for the
next two fiscal years. The FY16 and FY17 figures represent performance goals for the relevant program.

Program Recommended Changes: a table displays the recommended program expenditures and FTEs for next fiscal year
compared to the current year’s approved budget, including an itemization of key changes within individual programs based on
recommended budget actions. Budget changes that relate to a unique program are listed individually within each program
recommended changes chart. Budget changes that affect more than one program, such as compensation changes, are summarized
in a multi-program adjustment item for each affected program.

Budget Summary: summary data for the department, including actual expenditures for the prior fiscal year, the approved budget
and estimated expenditures for the current fiscal year, and the County Executive's recommended budget for the coming fiscal
year. The presentation includes, by fund, expenditures within appropriation category (Personnel Costs, Operating Expenses,
Capital Outlay, and Debt Service); personnel requirements (full-time and part-time positions and FTEs); and related revenue
sources. Appropriation categories and related components within the Budget Summary include:

e Salaries and Wages: the cost of all salary expenses for both full-time and part-time positions, including other personnel cost
adjustments (e.g., overtime, shift differential, multilingual pay, etc.).

o Employee Benefits: social security, group insurance, and retirement. Additional information regarding employee benefits
may be found in the Workforce/Compensation chapter of this document.

e  Operating Expenses: those costs required to support the operations of the agency, including such items as contracted
services, printing, motor pool, and office supplies.

e Debt Service (for M-NCPPC, Parking Lot Districts, Solid Waste Disposal, Liquor Control, and Montgomery Housing
Initiative funds only): the annual payment of principal and interest on bonded indebtedness (for both general obligation and
other debt) incurred by departments/agencies funded by a Special or Enterprise fund.

e  Capital Outlay: funding for the acquisition of fixed assets that have a value of $5,000 or more and a useful life of more than
one year.

Personnel categories within the Budget Summary include full- and part-time positions as well as full-time equivalents (FTEs).
FTEs reflect staff time charged to the department’s operating budget. One FTE is the equivalent to 2,080 work hours or 260
workdays.

Related revenues listed in the Budget Summary are generated or received by the department as a direct result of its activities.
These include user fees, permits and licenses, grants, intergovernmental aid and reimbursements, and other miscellaneous
revenues.

Recommended Changes: describes department-wide expenditure and FTE changes from the current year’s approved budget to
next fiscal year’s recommended budget. The crosswalk includes:

e Additional items funded in next year’s recommended budget for new or expanded services.
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e Decreases from last year’s approved budget relating to reduction in service or elimination of one-time funding in the base
for printers, servers, etc.

Proposed compensation adjustments.

Group insurance and retirement rate adjustments.

Rate adjustments for other expenses such as motor pool, printing and mail, risk management, etc.

Increases or reductions in charges to or from other departments (including charges to the CIP).

Shifts in resources to another department.

Other personnel cost adjustments, including changes related to annualization of current year increments; position or job
class reclassifications; staff turnover; and lapse changes.

e  Other operating expense changes, including inflation adjustments for contracts, rent, etc.

The presentation is organized under two categories: first by items with service impacts, then by other adjustments with no service
impacts. Under each category, the items are organized by largest to smallest dollar value change. For items that affect a single
program, the name of the relevant program is shown in parentheses. If no program is shown, the adjustment affects several

programs.

A verb precedes each recommended crosswalk item. The following verbs describe service impact changes:

Add — New funding for services that presently do not exist.

Enhance — More of an existing service or improvement to the quality of an existing service.

Eliminate — Total elimination of an existing service, with no anticipation of the service being provided by another entity.

Reduce — Reduction but not elimination of an existing service.

Restore — To reverse a recommendation to Shift or Reduce a service.

The following verbs describe other adjustments with no service impact changes:

- Newawdbemitn

Increase Cost — Additional expenditures to provide the same quantity and scope of existing services (e.g., compensation
or benefit increases).

Decrease Cost — Reduction in cost without service impact (e.g., elimination of one-time items approved in the current
fiscal year).

Shift — The transfer of service delivery and attendant costs between County Government departments; or elimination or
reduction of a service, with the anticipation that the service will be provided by another entity (e.g., State, private sector).

Replace — County assumption of responsibilities previously provided by a non-county entity or funded by a restricted
grant (e.g. Federal/State/private).

Technical Adjustment — Used to indicate shifts between expenditure categories or changes in FTEs with no.net budget

impact.

Program Summary: listing of each program, including current fiscal year approved and next fiscal year’s recommended
expenditures and FTEs.

Charges to Other Departments: provides listing of Personnel and Operating Expenses charged to other departments or to the
capital budget. The amounts in the table are not reflected in the expenditure or FTE figures displayed in the Budget Summary.

Future Fiscal Impacts: provides potential future fiscal impacts of the department’s programs by fund over a six-year period
when measured against the Executive’s recommended budget for the next fiscal year.

Annualization of Personnel Costs: identifies next fiscal year’s annualized cost for the lapsed portion of new recommended
positions as most new positions are budgeted for only a portion of the fiscal year.

Six-Year Public Services Fiscal Plan: estimates of costs over the six-year planning period are included as overall projections
of total resources and use of resources for many Montgomery County non-tax supported funds such as the Permitting Services
Fund and Solid Waste Disposal and Collection Funds. These figures are based on major known commitments, and the projected
assumptions are explained.
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Service Maps and Other Exhibits: additional information (e.g., location of Police, Fire, Library, or Recreation facilities)
relevant to the department is provided, as applicable.
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Operating Budget Process

INTRODUCTION

The Montgomery County Charter, approved by the voters in 1968 and implemented in 1970, provides for a County
Council/Executive form of government. Under this form of government, the Executive develops and recommends budget
proposals; the Council then authorizes expenditures and sets property tax rates. The Charter also provides for an annual six-
year Public Services Program, Operating Budget, and Capital Budget and a biennial six-year Capital Improvements Program
(CIP). These budgets and related fiscal and programmatic plans provide the basis for understanding, coordinating, and
controlling County government programs and expenditures.

This section provides a brief introduction and refers to the legal requirements for the annual budget process, and includes
descriptions of government structure and government accounting methods and funds.

THE BUDGET PROCESS

Fiscal Year

The 12-month period used to account for revenues and expenditures in Montgomery County commences on July 1 of each year
and ends on June 30 of the following year. A Budget Process Flow Chart timeline appears later in this section, which displays
the relationships between the Capital Budget/Capital Improvements Program (CIP), Operating Budget/Public Services
Program (PSP), and Growth Policy processes across the year.

Operating and Capital Budgets

The complete County Executive’s Recommended Budget includes the CIP, published by January 15 in even-numbered
calendar years; the Capital Budget, published annually by January 15; and this document, the Operating Budget and PSP,
published annually by March 15.

Further information about the PSP can be found later in this section. For further information about the CIP/Capital Budget,
please refer to the Capital Improvements Program (CIP) section of this document.

Spending Affordability Process

The Spending Affordability process for the Operating Budget is required by Section 305 of the County Charter and Chapter 20
of the Montgomery County Code.

The County Council must set Spending Affordability Guidelines (SAG) for the Operating Budget by the second Tuesday in
February after a public hearing. The guidelines must specify a ceiling on funding from property tax revenues and a ceiling on
the aggregate operating budget. In adopting SAG, the Council considers the condition of the economy, the level of economic
activity in the County, personal income levels, and the impact of economic and population growth on projected revenues
among other relevant factors.

Along with the guidelines, the Council also adopts recommended spending allocations for the tax supported budgets of County
Government, the Board of Education, Montgomery College, the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission,
debt service, and current revenue funding for the CIP.

By March 31, each agency and the Executive must also specify how, if necessary, they would reduce the budget request to
reach the Council allocation.

The Charter requires the Council to approve the Operating and Capital Budgets by June 1. An aggregate operating budget that
exceeds the aggregate operating budget for the preceding fiscal year by a percentage increase greater than the annual average
increase of the Consumer Price Index for all urban consumers (CPI-U) in the Washington-Baltimore Metropolitan area (or any
successor index) for the 12 months preceding December first of each year requires the affirmative vote of six Councilmembers.
An aggregate operating budget which exceeds the SAG ceiling on the aggregate operating budget then in effect requires the
affirmative vote of seven Councilmembers. The Council approved spending affordability guidelines and allocations are
displayed in the Spending Affordability Comparison chart at the end of this chapter.

Limits on Revenues

Section 305 of the County Charter includes a limit on the annual increase in property tax revenues. An amendment approved
in 2008 requires that real property tax revenues, with the exception of new construction and property whose zoning or use has
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changed, may not increase by more than the prior year revenues plus the percentage increase in the Washington-Baltimore
Metropolitan area CPI-U unless there is a unanimous vote of nine Councilmembers to exceed that limit.

Operating Budget Preparation and Executive Review

Requirements for submission of, and action on, County budgets are contained in Article 3 of the County Charter. Departments
and agencies prepare budget requests within guidelines established by the Executive (for the departments) and by law (for
other agencies of government). These are submitted on scheduled dates for analysis by the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) and are reviewed by the Executive during the period January-March. The Executive recommends a budget which
balances all agency expenditures with projected revenues to the Council by March 15.

Public Hearings

Citizen participation is essential to a fair and effective budget process. Many citizens and advisory groups work with specific
departments to ensure that their concerns are addressed in departmental requests. The County Charter requires the Council to
hold a public hearing not earlier than 21 days after receipt of the budget from the Executive.

Public hearings are advertised in County newspapers. Speakers must register with the Council Office to testify at the public
hearings. Persons wishing to testify should call the Council Office to register 240.777.7803. If it is not possible to testify in
person at the hearings, written testimony is acceptable and encouraged. For further information and dates of the Council's
public hearings on the County Executive's Recommended Operating Budget, contact the Legislative Information Office at
240.777.7910. Hearings are held in the Council Hearing Room of the Stella B. Werner Council Office Building, unless
otherwise specified. .

Council Budget Review

After receiving input from the public, the Council begins its review of the Executive's Recommended Operating Budget. Each
agency budget is reviewed by a designated Council committee. Agency and Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
representatives meet with these committees to provide information and clarification concerning the recommended budget and
agency programs. In April and May, the full Council meets in regular sessions, reviews the recommendations of its
committees, and takes final action on each agency budget.

Operating and Capital Budget Approval

The Charter requires that the Council approve and make appropriations annually for the operating and capital budgets by June
1. In even-numbered calendar years, the Council also approves a six-year Capital Improvements Program. Prior to June 30,
the Council must set the property tax levies necessary to finance the budgets. Other sections of the Charter provide for
Executive veto or reduction of items in the budget approved by the Council. The Charter prohibits expenditure of County
funds in excess of available unencumbered appropriations.

Amending the Approved Operating and Capital Budgets
The Operating and Capital Budgets may be amended at any time after adoption by the Council.

Supplemental appropriations are recommended by the County Executive, specify the source of funds to finance the
additional expenditures, and may occur any time after July 1 of the fiscal year. A supplemental appropriation that would
comply with, avail the County of, or put into effect a grant or a Federal, State, or County law or regulation, or one that is
approved after January 1 of any fiscal year, requires an affirmative vote of five Councilmembers. A supplemental
appropriation for any other purpose that is approved before January 1 of any fiscal year requires an affirmative vote of six
Councilmembers. The Executive may disapprove or reduce a supplemental appropriation, and the Council may re-approve the
appropriation, as if it were an item in the annual budget.

Special appropriations are recommended by either the County Executive or County Council, specify the source of funds to
finance the additional expenditures, and are used when it is necessary to meet an unforeseen disaster or other emergency or to
act without delay in the public interest. The Council may approve a special appropriation after public notice by news release,
and each special appropriation must be approved by six members of Council.

Transfers of appropriation which do not exceed ten percent of the original appropriation, may be accomplished by either: the
County Executive, for transfers within or between divisions of the same department; or by the County Council, for transfers
between departments or to new accounts.
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PUBLIC SERVICES PROGRAM (PSP)

Projections of County revenues relative to anticipated expenditure requirements constrain the level of public services
affordable. The Public Services Program (PSP) looks to balance the growth in revenues, based on the County Executive's
current revenue and fiscal policies, with the pressures affecting the future cost of services. The Charter (Section 302) requires
the County Executive to submit an annual comprehensive six-year program for public services and fiscal policy. The PSP
includes: :

e astatement of program objectives;

e recommended levels of public service;

e an estimate of costs over the six-year period;

e astatement of revenue sources;

e estimated impact of the PSP on County revenues and the capital budget; and

e  projected revenues and expenditures for all functions of the County government.

The Charter requires that the annual budget, submitted in conjunction with the PSP, be consistent with the six-year program.
Recommended levels of public service can be seen in the six-year projections of expenditures for each special fund.
Expenditures are projected based on major, known commitments. Actual costs, over time, are the result of several variables,
including collective bargaining, government policy, and objectives of fairness between agencies and employee groups.

An estimate of the impact of the Public Services Program on County revenues is included, where applicable, in the program
descriptions or in the fiscal data for the department or agency. Impact on the program of the Capital Budget is included, where
applicable, in the program descriptions; Future Fiscal Impacts; or in facility plans, when the program or service delivery will
require expanded, additional, or replacement facilities that are scheduled in the Capital Improvements Program (CIP).

RESULTS BASED BUDGETING

A responsive and accountable County government is one of the Executive’s priorities. As a way to achieve that goal, he has
adopted a results based approach to budgeting. This technique starts with the ends that are desired, in terms of program
outcomes described using quantifiable results, and works backward to the means, or resources, that are required to achieve
those results. :

When allocating resources under this approach, increases or decreases in budgeted resources must be evaluated and justified
by projected changes in measurable outcomes supported by research or other evidence and must be consistent with predefined
objectives or results areas. The department chapters that follow in this recommended budget show the results areas and the
performance measures that have been established for each department.

APPENDICES TO THIS SECTION

Government Structure
This section shows the organizational entities that compose Montgomery County.

Government Accounting Methods and Funds
This section describes the funds and accounting mechanisms used to manage County resources.

Spending Affordability Comparison

This section includes the Council approved spending affordability guidelines and allocations.

Monigomery County Functional Organization Chart
This chart displays the organizational structure of departments and agencies for the County government.

Montgomery County Government Public Documents
This table contains a list of all budget-related public documents, including the approximate dates of publication and how they
may be obtained.
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Budget Process Flow Chart
This chart follows the Capital/CIP and Operating/PSP budget process from the start of the process in August to the final
approval of the budgets in June for all agencies.

Montgomery County Map
This map displays the major roads in the County, and the County’s location in the State of Maryland.

GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE

County Government Organization

Montgomery County includes several organizational components and joint ventures, including:

Montgomery County Government (MCG), which includes Executive departments (such as Recreation, Environmental
Protection, and Police) and offices (such as County Attorney), the County Council's legislative offices and boards, the Circuit
Court, and judicial offices;

Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS), under the authority of the Board of Education (BOE);
Montgomery College (MC), the County's two-year community college, under the authority of its Board of Trustees;

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC), a bi-county agency which manages public
parkland and provides land use planning, with administration shared with Prince George's County;

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC), a bi-county agency which provides water and sewer service to
Montgomery and Prince George's Counties;

Housing Opportunities Commission (HOC), the County's public housing authority; and
Montgomery County Revenue Authority, a public corporation for self-supporting enterprises of benefit to the County.

Bethesda Urban Partnership, a not-for-profit organization, executes service contracts for the benefit of one of the Primary
Government’s special taxing districts (Bethesda Urban District).

Along with M-NCPPC and WSSC, the following organizations are also considered joint ventures of the County: Washington
Suburban Transit Commission (WSTC), Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), Metropolitan
Washington Council of Governments (COG), and Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority NEMWDA).

An organization chart is included at the end of this section to assist the reader to understand the relationship between the
Executive's Recommended Budget and the various agencies of government in Montgomery County.
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GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTING METHODS AND FUNDS

The accounting records of Montgomery County government for tax supported funds are maintained on a modified accrual
basis, with revenues being recorded only when available and measurable, and expenditures recorded when goods or services
are received and liabilities incurred. Accounting records for proprietary and trust funds are maintained on the accrual basis,
with all revenues recorded when earned and expenses recorded at the time liabilities are incurred, without regard to receipt or
payment of cash. The principal funds of the County government are:

“ToxSopported Funds:

MCPS: Current Fund MCPS: Grant, Food Service, and other Enterprise Funds

Montgomery College: Current and Emergency Montgomery College: Grant, Continuing Education,

Repair Funds Cable Television, and Auxiliary Funds

M-NCPPC: Administration, Parks, and ALARF Funds M-NCPPC: Grant, Enterprise, Property Management,
and Special Revenue Funds

Montgomery County Government: Montgomery County Government:

General, Recreation, Urban Districts, Noise Grant, Solid Waste (Collection and Disposal), Vacuum

Abatement Districts, Mass Transit, Fire Tax District, Leaf Collection, Parking Districts, Cable Television,

and Economic Development Funds Liquor Control, Permitting Services, Community Use of

Public Facilities, Water Quality Protection, and
Montgomery Housing Initiative Funds

Debt Service associated with General and Special Debt Service associated with Non-Tax Supported Funds
Tax Supported Funds

Current Revenue to the CIP (including PAYGO) HOC and Revenue Authority

Revenue Stabilization Fund contributions WSSC

General Fund

The General Fund is the principal operating fund for the County government. It is used to account for all financial resources
except those required by law, County policy, and generally accepted accounting principles to be accounted for in another fund.

Special Revenue Funds

Special revenue funds account for activities supported, in part, by special taxes on specific geographical areas, user charges or
service fees from those benefiting from special services, or a combination of both. Special revenue funds have been
established as follows: '

Tax Supported Special Revenue Funds

Economic Development Fund: accounts for grant, loan, and loan repayment activity to assist in attracting and retaining
business operations in Montgomery County.

Fire Tax District Fund: accounts for fiscal activity related to the receipt of dedicated property taxes for fire service and the
provision of fire and rescue services throughout Montgomery County.

Mass Transit Facilities Fund: accounts for fiscal activity related to planning, developing, and operating County government
transit programs.

Noise Abatement District Funds: account for the receipt and use of resources to pay debt service on bonds issued to finance
construction of noise abatement barriers at specific locations along interstate highways.

Recreation Fund: accounts for the receipt and use of recreation taxes, program fees, and other resources for the County's
Recreation District.

Revenue Stabilization Fund: accounts for the accumulation of resources during periods of economic growth and prosperity,
when revenue collections exceed estimates. Funds may then be drawn upon during periods of economic slowdown, when
collections fall short of revenue estimates.
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Urban District Funds: account for the receipt and use of resources related to the maintenance and enhancement of the
Bethesda, Silver Spring, and Wheaton business districts.

Non-Tax Supported Special Revenue Funds

Cable TV Fund: accounts for fiscal activity related to the receipt and use of grants from the County's cable television
franchisees (Comcast, RCN, and Verizon) and receipts due to the County over several years as the result of the transfer of
ownership of the cable system from the original franchisee to the current owner. Franchise fee payments from the cable
company are deposited in this Fund and used to defray costs of cable-related activities of various departments and agencies of
County government and to pay municipal co-franchisor expenses as required by County law. Income in excess of the Cable
fund’s operating requirements may be transferred to the General Fund and used to finance general government operations.

Grants Fund: accounts for the Federal and State grant-funded activities of the tax supported General Fund and Special
Revenue Funds.

Montgomery Housing Initiative Fund: accounts for fiscal activity related to financing, supplementing, and constructing
affordable residential facilities for eligible participants.

Water Quality Protection Fund: accounts for fiscal activity related to maintenance of certain stormwater management
facilities, a related loan program to help property owners upgrade such facilities, and a water quality protection charge on
certain properties.

Internal Service Funds

These funds are used for the financing of goods and services provided by one department or agency to other departments and
agencies of the County government on a cost-reimbursement basis. The following are the Internal Service Funds used by
Montgomery County government:

Central Duplicating Fund: accounts for fiscal activity related to printing and postage services provided to the user agencies,
including assessments to departments for mail services and "chargeback" transfers from departments using printing and
photocopy services.

Employee Health Benefits Self Insurance Fund: accounts for fiscal activity related to health, life, vision, dental, and long-
term disability insurance needs of the participating governmental agencies.

Motor Pool Fund: accounts for operating revenues and expenses related to the automotive and other motorized equipment
needs of the user departments of Montgomery County.

Liability and Property Coverage Self-Insurance Fund: accounts for fiscal activity related to liability, property, and
workers' compensation needs of participating governmental agencies.

Debt Service Fund

The Debt Service Fund accounts for fiscal activity related to the payment of principal, interest, and related costs of general
obligation debt, long-term leases, and short-term financing.

Capital Projects Fund

The Capital Projects Fund accounts for fiscal activity related to the acquisition or construction of major capital facilities. A

Permanent Funds

Permanent funds are used to account for resources that are legally restricted to the extent that only earnings, and not principal,
may be used for purposes that support the reporting government’s programs -- that is, for the benefit of the government or its
citizenry.

Enterprise Funds

Enterprise funds account for activities: 1) that are financed with debt secured solely by a pledge of the net revenues from the
fees and charges of the activity; 2) where the pricing policies of the activity establish fees and charges designed to recover its
costs, including capital costs such as depreciation or debt service; or 3) in certain situations, where a fee is charged to users for
goods and services. The following are the Enterprise Funds used by Montgomery County government:

Community Use of Public Facilities Fund: accounts for fiscal activity related to making public space, such as schools,
available to community organizations, commercial users, and others during non-school hours.

Liquor Fund: the Montgomery County Department of Liquor Control has a monopoly on all wholesale sales of alcoholic
beverages and retail sales of distilled spirits in the County. This fund accounts for the operations of the County government's
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liquor retail stores, the liquor warehouse, and the administration of the Department of Liquor Control. Income in excess of the
Department's operating requirements is transferred to the General Fund and used to finance general government operations.

Parking Lot District Funds: account for fiscal activity related to serving parking needs of those who work and shop in four
central business/parking lot districts (Silver Spring, Bethesda, Wheaton, and Montgomery Hills).

Permitting Services Fund: accounts for all fiscal activity related to the collection and use of building permit fees and other
charges related to the development process.

Solid Waste Fund: accounts for fiscal activity of all solid waste disposal operations, including recycling, for the County;
County contracted refuse collection within the Solid Waste Collection District.

Vacuum Leaf Collection Fund: provides two vacuum leaf collections to residents in the downcounty during the late
fall/winter months.

Fiduciary Funds

Fiduciary funds account for assets held by the County in a trustee capacity or as an agent for individual private organizations,
other governmental units, and/or other funds. The following are the Fiduciary Funds used by Montgomery County
government:

Agency Funds: account for the administration of assets that are received by the County incidentally in connection with the
discharge of its responsibilities. The County uses these funds for special assessment development districts and holding

property tax payment.

Private-Purpose Trust Funds: include trust arrangements under which principal and income benefit individuals, private
organizations, or other governments. Also included in these funds is the endowment fund for the Strathmore Hall Foundation,
to which the County has contributed and which provides funds for operation of the facility.

Investment Trust Fund: accounts for the external portion of the County’s external investment pool that belongs to legally
separate entities and non-component units.

Pension and Other Employee Benefit Trust Funds: account for resources that are required to be held in trust for the
members and beneficiaries of such pension and employee benefit plans.

Other Special Revenue Funds

Other special revenue funds do not have appropriations within the Operating Budget; however, their fund balances are re-
appropriated as part of the miscellaneous provisions of the appropriation resolution.

Drug Enforcement Forfeitures Fund: accounts for the receipt of cash and other property forfeited to the County during drug
enforcement operations. Fund resources are used for law enforcement and drug education programs.

New Home Warranty Security Fund: accounts for the collection of warranty fees from builders and the payment of
homeowner claims against builders.

Rehabilitation Loan Fund: a revolving loan fund, established with General Fund money, to help income-eligible homeowners
finance rehabilitation required to make their homes conform to applicable Montgomery County Code requirements.

Restricted Donations Fund: accounts for donations and contributions received by the County that are restricted for use in
specific County programs.
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1

(Dollars in Millions )
A B (4 D E F G
FY15 FY15 FY16 FY16 FY16 FY16
CATEGORY CC Approved Estimate CC SAG CE Recommended % Chg S Chg
5-22-14 2-10-15 3-16-15 App / Rec App / Rec
1]Property Tax 1,538.9 1,534.6 1,582.6 2.8%) 43.7
2|income Tax 1,340.6 1,333.1 1,443.4 7.7%) 102.8
3| Transfer/Recordation Tax 160.7 141.6 153.8 -4.3% (6.9)
4| Other Tax 277.7 275.8 280.2 0.9%) 2.5
5| General State/Fed/Other Aid 758.1 768.5 776.8 2.5%) 18.7
6]All Other Revenue 198.2 202.9 206.2 4.0%) 8.0
7|Revenues 4,274.3 4,256.4 4,443.1 3.9% 168.8
8|Net Transfers In (Out) 43.3 43.6 21.3 -50.9% (22.1)
9|Set Aside: Potential Supplementals 0.0 0.0 - n/a -
10]Set Aside: Other Claims (0.1) (0.1) - -100.0%) 0.1
11|Beginning Reserve: Total 506.8 567.1 444.3 -12.3% (62.5)
12a] Revenue Stabilization Fund 207.2 208.0 230.7 11.3%) 23.5
12b] Reserve: Designated 0.0 0.0 - n/a -
12c] Reserve: Undesignated 299.7 359.1 213.6 -28.7% (86.0)
12|TOTAL RESOURCES 4,824.3 4,867.0 4,908.7 1.7%) 84.4
13|APPROPRIATIONS
14]Capital Budget:
15|CIP Cumrent Revenue (49.4) (54.9) (73.7) (59.7) 20.9% (10.3)
16|CIP PAYGO (30.0) (30.0) (34.0) (32.5) 8.3% (2.5)
17a]CIP PAYGO Rec Tax Undesignated 0.0 0.0 - - n/a -
17]Operating Budget:
18]MCPS (2,138.1) (2,106.1) (2,130.7) (2,168.8) 1.4%) (30.7)
19| College, Total (244.5) (236.3) (248.5) 1.6% (4.0)
20]Less College Tuition 82.2 80.2 81.9 -0.4% (0.3)
21| College, Net (162.3) (156.2) (160.9) (166.7) 2.7% (4.4)
22|County Government (1,390.0) (1,416.5) (1,445.4) (1,405.7) 1.1% (15.7)
23|m-NcpPC (111.9) (111.9) (116.4) (113.9) 1.7% (2.0)
24]Retiree Health Insurance Prefunding (127.8) (127.8) (123.4) (108.5) -15.2%| 19.4
_ 24| Other: (Undllocated) / GAP . - - n/a .
25]Total Operating Budget: (4,012.4) (3,998.7) (4,045.4) 0.8% (33.0)
26iDebt Service:
27|All County Debt Service (311.7) (309.2) (369.4) (325.4) 4.6% (14.3)
28|M-NCPPC Debt Service (5.4) (5.4) - (5.2) -3.7% 0.2
29]MCG Long Term Leases (b) (27.6) (24.4) - (32.0) 15.9%) (4.4)
30| TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS (@,435.8) (@,A422.7) (3,353.9) (4,500.1) 1.4%) 64.3)
31} (ind. Capitd, Operating & Debt S ervice)
32|Aggregate Operating Budget (4,353.6) (4,342.5) (4,453.9) (4,418.2) 1.5%) (64.6)
33] (excludes College tuition)
34]Revenue Stabilization Fund (new $s) (22.6) (22.7) (24.2) 6.9% (1.6)1
35]Ending Reserve: Total 388.5 444.3 408.6 5.2%) 20.1
36a] Revenue Stabilization Fund 229.8 230.7 254.9 | 10.9%| 25.1
36b] Ending Reserve: Designated 0.0 0.0 - n/q| -
36c| Ending Reserve: Undesignated 158.7 213.6 153.7 =3.1% (5.0)
a) Based on latest revenue and expenditure estimates as prepared by Department of Finance and OMB.
b) Long tem leases of Montgomery County Govemment are considered equivalent to debt service.

SPENDING AFFORDABILITY COMPARISON
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC DOCUMENTS:
ANNUAL BUDGETS, GROWTH POLICY, AND OTHER SOURCES OF INFORMATION

January 15 (even calendar years)

COUNTY EXECUTIVE’S RECOMMENDED CAPITAL BUDGET AND CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
PROGRAM (CIP)

County Executive’s Transmittal; Introductory Sections; County Government Departments; HOC; Revenue Authority;
MCPS; Montgomery College; M-NCPPC; WSSC

www.montgomerycountymd.gov/omb

Office of Management and Budget

(240.777.2800)

Reference copies available at public library branches

January 15 (odd calendar years)

COUNTY EXECUTIVE’S RECOMMENDED CAPITAL BUDGET AND AMENDMENTS TO (PRIOR YEAR)
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

County Executive’s Transmittal; Capital Budget; Amendments

www.montgomerycountymd.gov/omb

Office of Management and Budget

(240.777.2800)

Reference copies available at public library branches

March 15

COUNTY EXECUTIVE’S RECOMMENDED OPERATING BUDGET AND PUBLIC SERVICES PROGRAM
County Executive’s Transmittal; Financial Summaries; Legislative, Judicial, Executive Branch Departments; MCPS;
Montgomery College; M-NCPPC; WSSC

www.montgomerycountymd.gov/omb

Office of Management and Budget

(240.777.2800)

Reference copies available at public library branches

March 31

FISCAL PLAN

Contains estimates of costs and revenues over the six-year planning period for all Montgomery County special and
enterprise funds and many Agency funds

www.montgomerycountymd.gov/omb

Office of Management and Budget

(240.777.2800)

June 15 (odd calendar years)

PLANNING BOARD RECOMMENDED SUBDIVISION STAGING POLICY - STAFF DRAFT
Reference copies available at the M-NCPPC

(301.495.4610)

Mid-July (even calendar years)

APPROVED OPERATING AND CAPITAL BUDGETS, AND APPROVED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
PROGRAM

PSP and CIP Appropriation and Approval Resolutions; Operating Budget, CIP and Capital Budget Summaries; Project
Description Forms for County Government Programs, HOC, Revenue Authority, MCPS, Montgomery College, M-
NCPPC, and WSSC

www.montgomerycountymd.gov/omb

Office of Management and Budget

(240.777.2800)

Reference copies available at public library branches
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC DOCUMENTS:
ANNUAL BUDGETS, GROWTH POLICY, AND OTHER SOURCES OF INFORMATION

Mid-July (0odd calendar years)

APPROVED OPERATING AND CAPITAL BUDGETS, AND APPROVED AMENDMENTS TO THE CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

PSP and CIP Appropriation and Approval Resolutions; Operating and Capital Budget Summaries; and selected Project
Description Forms for County Government Programs, HOC, Revenue Authority, MCPS, Montgomery College,
M-NCPPC, and WSSC

www.montgomerycountymd.gov/omb

Office of Management and Budget

(240.777.2800)

Reference copies available at public library branches

August 1 (odd calendar years)

PLANNING BOARD RECOMMENDED GROWTH POLICY - FINAL DRAFT
Reference copies available from M-NCPPC

(301.495.4610)

Late December
COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT
www.montgomerycountymd.gov/finance
Reference copies at public library branches
. Department of Finance
(240.777.8822) (on limited basis)

Quarterly

ECONOMIC INDICATORS
www.montgomerycountymd.gov/finance
Department of Finance

(240.777.8866)

Monthly (to update the Economic Indicators Report)
ECONOMIC UPDATE
www.montgomerycountymd.gov/finance
Department of Finance

(240.777.8866)

Annually

ANNUAL INFORMATION STATEMENT

Reference copies available from the Department of Finance
(240-777.8866) (on a limited basis)

Available throughout the year

MONTGOMERY COUNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY INFORMATION
Reference copies from the Montgomery County Historical Society
(301.340.2825)

Available throughout the year

MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission: Montgomery County Planning Board
www.montgomeryplanning.org/research

(301.495.4600)
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Fiscal Policy

INTRODUCTION

Definition and Purpose of Fiscal ‘Policy

Fiscal policy corresponds to the combined practices of government with respect to revenues, expenditures, and debt
management. Fiscal planning, generally done within the context of the Public Services Program (PSP)/Operating Budget and
the Capital Improvements Program (CIP)/Capital Budget, reflects and helps shape fiscal policy.

The budget process not only reflects those fiscal policies currently in force, but is itself a major vehicle for determining and
implementing such policies. The fiscal policy statements presented on the following pages are not static. They evolve as the
economy and fiscal environment change and as the County population and requirements for government programs and services
change.

The purposes of fiscal policy for the PSP/Operating Budget are:

+  Fiscal Planning for Public Expenditures and Revenues. Fiscal policy provides guidance for good public practice in the
planning of expenditures, revenues, and funding arrangements for public services. It provides a framework within which
budget, tax, and fee decisions should be made. Fiscal policy provides guidance toward a balance between program
expenditure requirements and available sources of revenue to fund them. Fiscal planning considers long-term trends and
projections in addition to annual budget planning.

+  Setting Priorities Among Programs. Clearly defined and quantified fiscal limits encourage setting priorities by
government managers and elected officials, thus helping to ensure that the most important programs receive relatively
more funding.

+  Assuring Fiscal Controls. Fiscal policies relating to County procurement of goods and services, to payment of salaries
and benefits, to debt service, and to other expenditures are all essential to maintaining control of government costs over
time.

Organization of this Section

Following are the major fiscal policies currently applied to the PSP/Operating Budget and financial management of
Montgomery County (see the Recommended CIP for policies that relate more directly to the CIP). Numerous other fiscal
policies that relate to particular programs or issues are not included here but are believed to be consistent with the guiding
principles expressed below.

The presentation of fiscal policies is in the following order:
»  Policies for fiscal control

»  Policies for expenditures and allocation of costs

»  Short-term fiscal and service policies

»  Curent CIP fiscal policies

»  Policies for governmental management

«  Policies for revenues and program funding

»  Fiscal policy for user fees and charges

»  Framework for fiscal policy

FISCAL CONTROL POLICIES

Structurally Balanced Budget

The County must have a goal of a structurally balanced budget. Budgeted expenditures should not exceed projected recurring
revenues plus recurring net transfers minus the mandatory contribution to reserves for that fiscal year. Recurring revenues
should fund recurring expenses. No deficit may be planned or incurred.

Fiscal Policy Fiscal Policy 4-1



Reserves

The County must have a goal of maintaining an unrestricted General Fund balance of five percent of the prior year’s General
Fund revenues and building up a total reserve of 10 percent of revenues including the Revenue Stabilization Fund by 2020, as
defined in the Revenue Stabilization Fund law (Section 20-65, Montgomery County Code).

Use of One-Time Revenues

One-time revenues and revenues in excess of projections must be applied first to restoring reserves to policy levels or as
required by law. If the County determines that reserves have been fully funded, then one-time revenues should be applied to
non-recurring expenditures which are one-time in nature, PAYGO for the CIP in excess of the County’s targeted goal, or to
unfunded liabilities. Priority consideration should be given to unfunded liabilities for retiree health benefits (OPEB) and
pension benefits prefunding.

PAYGO

The County should allocate to the CIP each fiscal year as PAYGO at least 10 percent of the amount of General Obligation
bonds planned for issue that year.

Fiscal Plan

The County should adopt a fiscal plan that is structurally balanced, and that limits expenditures and other uses of resources to
annually available resources. The fiscal plan should also separately display reserves at policy levels, including additions to
reserves to reach policy level goals.

Budgetary Control

The County will exercise budgetary control (maximum spending authority) over Montgomery County government through
County Council approval of appropriation authority within each department and special fund in two categories: Personnel
Costs and Operating Expenses; over the Montgomery County Public Schools and Montgomery College through appropriations
in categories set forth by the State; over the County’s portion of the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
(M-NCPPC) activities through approval of work programs and budgets; and over the Washington Suburban Transit
Commission through appropriation of an operating contribution.

Budgetary control over the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC) is exercised following joint review with
Prince George’s County through approval of Operating and Capital Budgets, with recommended changes in sewer usage
charges and rates for water consumption.

Budgetary control over the Housing Opportunities Commission (HOC) and the Montgomery County Revenue Authority is
limited to approval of their capital improvements programs and to appropriation of an operating contribution to the Housing
Opportunities Commission.

Financial Management

The County will manage and account for its Operating and Capital Budgets in accordance with Generally Accepted
Accounting Principles (GAAP) as set forth by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB).

Basis of Budgeting/Accounting Method

The County’s basis of accounting used in the preparation and presentation of its Comprehensive Annual Financial Report
(CAFR) is consistent with GAAP for governments.

The County maintains its accounting records for tax-supported budgets (the General Fund, special revenue funds, and Capital
Projects fund supported by general tax revenues) and permanent funds on a modified accrual basis, with revenues recorded
when available and measurable, and expenditures recorded when the services or goods are received and the liabilities are
incurred. Accounting records for proprietary funds and fiduciary funds, including private-purpose trust funds, are maintained
on the accrual basis, with all revenues recorded when earned and expenses recorded at the time liabilities are incurred, without
regard to receipt or payment of cash. Agency funds are also accounted for on the full accrual basis of accounting.

The County’s basis of budgeting for tax—supported and proprietary and trust fund budgets is consistent with the existing
accounting principles except as noted below.

e The County does not legally adopt budgets for trust funds.
¢ The County legally adopts the budgets for all enterprise funds.
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e  For the Motor Pool and Central Duplicating Internal Service Funds, the appropriated budgets for those funds are reflected
in the appropriated budgets of the operating funds (General Fund, special revenue funds, etc.) that are charged back for
such services, and in a reappropriation of the prior year’s Internal Service Fund fund balance. For the Liability and
Property Coverage Self-Insurance and Health Self-Insurance Internal Service Funds, appropriation exists both in a
‘'separate legally adopted budget for each fund, and in the appropriated budgets of the operating departments that are
charged back for such services.

e  Debt service payments and capital outlay are included in the operating budgets of proprietary funds.

e  Proprietary fund budgets do not include depreciation and amortization. Instead, capital outlay and construction costs, as
applicable, are budgeted in the operating and capital funds, respectively, at the time of purchase and/or encumbrance.
Proprietary fund budgets also do not include bad debts.

e The County budgets certain capital lease payments in tax supported funds; however, these lease costs are reclassified to
the Debt Service fund for accounting purposes.

e The County does not budget for the retirement of Commercial Paper Bond Anticipation Notes (BANs) through the
issuance of general obligation bonds.

e Certain amounts, such as those relating to the purchase of new fleet vehicles and certain inter-fund services such as
permitting and solid waste services, are budgeted as fund expenditures but are reclassified to inter-fund transfers for
accounting purposes.

e Year-end GAAP incurred but not reported (IBNR) adjustment amounts in the self-insurance internal service funds are not
budgeted; any such adjustments to IBNR claims reserve as of year-end are incorporated into the budget preparation
process of the following fiscal year. :

e Proprietary fund budgets include the annual required contribution to pre-fund retiree health insurance benefit costs;
however, certain pre-funded retiree health insurance related costs in the proprietary funds and General Fund may be
reclassified for accounting purposes.

e Proceeds from debt issued specifically for Montgomery Housing Initiative (MHI) affordable housing/property acquisition
is classified as a resource in the MHI fund.

e The County does not budget for the annual change in fair market value of its investments, which is included in revenue for
accounting purposes.

e  The County does not budget for the operating results of the Montgomery County Conference Center, owned by the County
and administered by a third party; instead, the budget includes cash distributions between the parties that represent
distribution of net operating revenues and reimbursement for net operating losses.

Internal Accounting Controls

The County will develop and manage its accounting system to provide reasonable assurance regarding: (1) the safeguarding of
assets against loss from unauthorized use or disposition; and (2) the reliability of financial records for preparing financial
statements and maintaining accountability for assets. “Reasonable assurance” recognizes that: (1) the cost of a control should
not exceed the benefits likely to be derived; and (2) the evaluation of costs and benefits requires estimates and judgments by
management.

Audits

The County will ensure the conduct of timely, effective, and periodic audit coverage of all financial records and actions of the
County, its officials, and employees in compliance with local, State, and Federal law.

POLICIES FOR EXPENDITURES AND ALLOCATION OF COSTS

Content of Budgets

The County will include in the Operating Budget all programs and facilities which are not included in the Capital
Improvements Program. There are three major impacts of the Capital Improvements Program (CIP) on Operating Budgets:
debt service; current revenues applied to the CIP for debt avoidance or for projects which are not debt-eligible; and presumed
costs of operating newly opened facilities. Please refer to the Capital Improvements Program (CIP) section in this document
for more detail.
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Expenditure Growth

The Charter (Section 305) requires that the County Council annually adopt and review spending affordability guidelines for the
Operating Budget, including guidelines for the aggregate Operating Budget. The aggregate Operating Budget excludes
Operating Budgets for: enterprise funds; grants; tuition and tuition-related charges of Montgomery College; and the
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission. County law implementing the Charter requires that the Council set expenditure
limits for each agency, as well as for the total, in order to provide more effective guidance to the agencies in the preparation of
their budget requests.

Spending affordability guidelines for the Capital Budget and Capital Improvements Program are adopted in odd-numbered
calendar years. They have been interpreted in subsequent County law to be limits on the amount of general obligation debt and
Park and Planning debt that may be approved for expenditure for the first and second years of the CIP and for the entire six
years of the CIP.

Any aggregate budget that exceeds the guidelines then in effect requires the affirmative vote of seven Councilmembers for
approval.

The Executive advises the Council on prudent spending affordability limits and makes budget recommendations for all
agencies consistent with realistic prospects for the community’s ability to pay, both in the upcoming fiscal year and in the
ensuing years.

Consistent with the Charter (Section 302) requirement for a six-year Public Services Program, the Executive continues to
improve long-range displays for operating programs.
Allocation of Costs

The County will balance the financial burden of programs and facilities as fairly as possible between the general taxpayers and
those who benefit directly, recognizing the common good that flows from many public expenditures, the inability of some
citizens to pay the full costs of certain benefits, and the difficulty of measuring the relationship between public costs and public
or private benefits of some services.

Tax Duplication Avoidance

In accordance with law, the County will reimburse those municipalities and special taxing districts which provide public
services that would otherwise be provided by the County from property taxes.

Expenditure Reduction

The County will seek expenditure reductions whenever possible through efficiencies, reorganization of services, and through
the reduction or elimination of programs, policies, and practices which have outlived their usefulness. The County will seek
inter-agency opportunities to improve productivity.

Shared Provision of Service

The County will encourage, through matching grants, subsidies, and other funding assistance, the participation of private
organizations in the provision of desirable public services when public objectives can be more effectively met through private
activity and expertise and where permitted by law.

Public Investment in Infrastructure

The County will, within available funds, plan and budget for those facilities and that infrastructure necessary to support its
economy and those public programs determined to be necessary for the quality of life desired by its citizens.

Cost Avoidance

The County will, within available funds, consider investment in equipment, land or facilities, and other expenditure actions, in
the present, to reduce or avoid costs in the future.

Procurement

The County will make direct or indirect purchases through a competitive process, except when an alternative method of
procurement is specifically authorized by law, is in the County’s best interest, and is the most cost-effective means of procuring
goods and services.
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Use of Restricted Funds

In order to align costs with designated resources for specific programs or services, the County will generally first charge
expenses against a restricted revenue source prior to using general funds. The County may defer the use of restricted funds
based on a review of the specific transaction.

SHORT-TERM FISCAL AND SERVICE POLICIES

Short-term policies are specific to the budget year. They address key issues and concerns that frame the task of preparing a
balanced budget that achieves the County Executive’s priorities within the context of current and expected economic realities.

The outlook going into the FY16 budget cycle was one of uncertainty due to softness in the housing market, weakness in
residential employment and personal income growth, continued State and Federal budget uncertainty, and the potential impact
of an adverse ruling in the Wynne income tax case pending at the United States Supreme Court. The following factors and
events shaped the budget environment and helped to drive budget planning for FY16:

e The high volatility of tax supported local revenues, coupled with relatively high unemployment (the unemployment rate has
declined from its high of 5.8 percent, but it is still above historical levels for the County).

e Rising public school enrollment and continuing pressure to meet the State’s Maintenance of Effort requirement on school
spending. This mandate, which requires that there be no decrease in locally funded per pupil expenditures adjusted for
enrollment growth, was strengthened by the General Assembly in 2012, making it effectively impossible to fund public
schools below the Maintenance of Effort level, regardless of the state of the economy and the impact on other departments
and services. Furthermore, any funding provided above that level becomes a permanent part of the base and raises the
Maintenance of Effort level for the next year.

e The need to absorb significant emergency response and storm cleanup costs associated with multiple winter weather
mobilizations.

e Increased costs associated with labor agreements, employee benefits, worker’s compensation, pre-funding of retiree health
insurance, the operating costs of new facilities, and other costs related to programmatic obligations.

e The cumulative effects of the many efficiencies and reductions the County had implemented in the previous five years to
cope with shrinking revenues and tight budgets. These actions have limited the County’s flexibility in responding to the
further fiscal pressures.

e Uncertainty and potential reductions in State revenues.

The FY15 Six-Year Fiscal Plan, approved by the County Council in June 2014, projected a 1.2 percent decline in resources
available to fund the budgets of County Government departments, Montgomery County Public Schools, Montgomery College,
and the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission driven largely by relatively modest revenue growth and
increased obligations related to debt service and retiree health insurance. The Budget Director estimated an FY16 budget gap
of $238 million in the December 2014 Fiscal Plan Update and cautioned departments to develop contingency plans for
reductions of up to five percent in their budget requests for FY16. At the same time, the County Executive emphasized that the
County would continue to focus on preserving core services: education, public safety, programs for youth, and services to the
most vulnerable (including senior citizens).

To cope with these fiscal challenges while ensuring that the County Executive’s priorities are met, recognizing the signs of
economic recovery, and acknowledging the sacrifices of County employees and the cumulative efforts of County departments
to curtail spending during the past several years, the County implemented a number of new or modified short-term policies and
initiatives to control FY15 spending and reduce the FY16 budget gap:

e Expanded the hiring freeze, which was put in place in January 2008, to cover all County positions except for a limited
number of critical public safety and health positions;

e Continued restrictions on new procurements, though expanding the scope of the freeze to cover procurement requests over
$10,000 (Grants, non-tax supported funds, and Capital Improvements Program procurements continued to be exempt.)

e Continued initiatives undertaken to maintain the County’s fiscal policies and its commitments to the bond rating agencies to
protect its AAA bond rating.

e Required that departments with projected overspending in their mid-year expenditure analysis implement corrective actions.

To help ensure compliance with these policies and address the projected budget gap, the instructions for preparing the FY16
operating budget included the following requirements:
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e No requests for new or enhanced programs and services would be considered for FY16 unless needed to support stated
County Executive priorities or to respond to legal mandates. The County Executive stated that he would consider only
limited increases in resources for his highest priorities.

e Based on the fiscal forecast, departments were required to submit reduction plans of three percent in their FY16 budget
requests.

e New position requests were specifically discouraged as they add to ongoing future costs.

Furthermore, in developing the Capital Improvements Program, priority was given to meeting school capacity issues. After
several years of reduced general obligation bond issuance, the FY15-20 Capital Improvement Program, developed to begin in
FY15, assumed increased bond issuance to reduce overcrowding in public schools. Constrained resources for non-school
capacity projects led to decisions to defer and reduce some previously programmed expenditures. Funds for new projects or
increases to existing projects which were not related to addressing the school capacity issue were only recommended when
needed to preserve County infrastructure, leverage non-County funding, or support job creation. As a way to offset the
increased costs of general obligation bond borrowing, increases in short-term financing were significantly curtailed. To be
consistent with the County’s biennial budgeting process, the FY16 capital budget amendments were limited to items that
addressed health and safety issues, economic development opportunities, leveraged non-County funding, or addressed the
County’s need to reflect higher implementation rate assumptions.

After the departments submitted their budgets, the Budget Director established five high-level working groups or “clusters.”
The clusters focused on the following cross-cutting issues affecting multiple departments:

Positive Youth Development
Seniors

Pedestrian Safety

Worker’s Compensation
Code Enforcement

The clusters included all departments affected by — or affecting — the cluster issue. Department heads or designees attended
cluster meetings. The purpose of these clusters, which facilitates a collaborative approach to budgeting in the County, was to
review existing programs and policies within the County and determine if there were enhancements or efficiencies which could
be made across the County to strengthen services provided to the public. The conclusions and recommendations of the clusters
were presented to the County Executive and Chief Administrative Officer and used by them in making their final decisions on
the budget.

These short-term policies and actions have been critical in shaping the County Executive’s proposed FY16 operating budget.
Together with the long-term policies described elsewhere in this chapter, the short-term policies described here have allowed
the County to construct a balanced, fiscally responsible budget that is consistent with current economic and fiscal realities
while achieving the County Executive’s key priorities.

CURRENT CIP FISCAL POLICIES

Policy on Eligibility for Inclusion in the CIP
Capital expenditures included as projects in the CIP should:

e Have a reasonably long useful life, or add to the physical infrastructure and capital assets of the County, or enhance the
productive capacity of County services. Examples are roads, utilities, buildings, and parks. Such projects are normally
eligible for debt financing.

e  Generally have a defined beginning and end, as differentiated from ongoing programs in the PSP.

e Be related to current or potential infrastructure projects. Examples include facility planning or major studies. Generally,
such projects are funded with current revenues.

e Be carefully planned to enable decision makers to evaluate the project based on complete and accurate information. In
order to permit projects to proceed to enter the CIP once satisfactory planning is complete, a portion of “programmable
expenditures” (as used in the Bond Adjustment Chart) is deliberately left available for future needs.
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Policy on Funding CIP with Debt

Much of the CIP should be funded with debt. Capital projects usually have a long useful life and will serve future taxpayers as
well as current taxpayers. It would be inequitable and an unreasonable fiscal burden to make current taxpayers pay for many
projects out of current tax revenues. Bond issues, retired over approximately 20 years, are both necessary and equitable.

Projects deemed to be debt eligible should:
e Have a useful life at least approximately as long as the debt issue with which they are funded.

e Not be able to be funded entirely from other potential revenue sources, such as intergovernmental aid or private
contributions.

e Special Note: With a trend towards more public/private partnerships, especially regarding projects aimed at the
revitalization or redevelopment of the County's central business districts, there are more instances when public monies
leverage private funds. These instances; however, generally bring with them the "private activity" or private benefit (to the
County's partners) that make it necessary for the County to use current revenue as its funding source. It is County fiscal
policy that financing in partnership situations ensure that tax-exempt debt is issued only for those improvements that meet
the IRS requirements for the use of tax-exempt bond proceeds.

Policy on General Obligation Debt Limits

General obligation debt usually takes the form of bond issues, and pledges general tax revenue for repayment. Paying
principal and interest on general obligation debt is the first claim on County revenues. By virtue of prudent financial
management and the long-term strength of the local economy, Montgomery County has maintained the highest quality rating of
its general obligation bonds, AAA. This top rating by Wall Street rating agencies, assures Montgomery County of a ready
market for its bonds and the lowest available interest rates on that debt.

Debt Capacity

To maintain the AAA rating, the County adheres to the following guidelines in deciding how much additional County general
obligation debt may be issued in the six-year CIP period:

Overall Debt as a Percentage of Assessed Valuation. This ratio measures debt levels against the property tax base, which
generates the tax revenues that are the main source of debt repayment. Total debt, both existing and proposed, should be kept
at about 1.5 percent of full market value (substantially the same as assessed value) of taxable real property in the County.

Debt Service as a percentage of the General Fund. This ratio reflects the County's budgetary flexibility to adapt spending levels
and respond to economic condition changes. Required annual debt service expenditures should be kept at about ten percent of
the County's total General Fund. The General Fund excludes other special revenue tax supported funds. If those special funds
supported by all County taxpayers were to be included, the ratio would be below ten percent.

Overall Debt per Capita. This ratio measures the burden of debt placed on the population supporting the debt and is widely
used as a measure of an issuers' ability to repay debt. Total debt outstanding and annual amounts issued, when adjusted for
inflation, should not cause real debt per capita (i.e., after eliminating the effects of inflation) to rise significantly.

Ten Year Payout Ratio. This ratio reflects the amortization of the County's outstanding debt. A faster payout is considered a
positive credit attribute. The rate of repayment of bond principal should be kept at existing high levels and in the 60-75
percent range during any ten-year period.

Per Capita Debt to Per Capita Income. This ratio reflects a community’s economic strength as an indicator of income levels
relative to debt. Total debt outstanding and annual amounts proposed should not cause the ratio of per capita debt to per capita
income to rise significantly above about 3.5 percent.

These ratios will be calculated and reported each year in conjunction with the capital budget process, the annual financial audit
and as needed for fiscal analysis.

Policy on Terms for General Obligation Bond Issues

Bonds are normally issued in a 20-year series, with five percent of the series retired each year. This practice produces equal
annual payments of principal over the life of the bond issue, which means declining annual payments of interest on the
outstanding ‘bonds, positively affecting the pay-out ratio (see Debt Limits, below). Thus annual debt service on each bond
issue is higher at the beginning and lower at the end. When bond market conditions warrant, or when a specific project would
have a shorter useful life, then different repayment terms may be used.
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Policy on Other Forms of General Obligation Debt

The County may issue other forms of debt as appropriate and authorized by law. From time to time, the County issues
Commercial Paper/Bond Anticipation Notes (BANSs) for interim financing to take advantage of favorable interest rates within
rules established by the Internal Revenue Service.

Policy on Use of Revenue Bonds

Revenue bonds are secured by the pledge of particular revenues to their repayment in contrast to general obligation debt, which
pledges general tax revenues. The revenues pledged may be those of a Special Revenue fund, or they may be derived from the
funds or revenues received from or in connection with a project. Amounts of revenue debt to be issued should be limited to
ensure that debt service coverage ratios shall be sufficient to ensure ratings at least equal to or higher than ratings on
outstanding parity debt. Such coverage ratios shall be maintained during the life of any bonds secured by that revenue stream.

Policy on Use of Appropriation-backed Debt

Various forms of appropriation-backed debt may be used to fund capital improvements, facilities, or equipment issued directly
by the County or using the Montgomery County Revenue Authority or another entity as a conduit issuer. Under such an
arrangement, the County enters into a long-term lease with the conduit issuer and the County lease payments fund the debt
service on the bonds. Appropriation-backed debt is useful in situations where a separate revenue stream is available to
partially offset the lease payments, thereby differentiating the project from those typically funded with general obligation debt.
Because these long-term leases constitute an obligation of the County similar to general debt, the value of the leases is included
in debt capacity calculations.

Policy on Issuance of Taxable Debt

Issuance of taxable debt may be useful in situations where private activity or other considerations make tax-exempt debt
disadvantageous or ineligible due to tax code requirements or other considerations. The cost of taxable debt will generally be
higher because investors are not able to deduct interest earnings from taxable income. Taxable debt may be issued in instances
where the additional cost of taxable debt, including legal, marketing, and other up-front costs and the interest cost over the life
of the bonds, is outweighed by the advantages in relation to the financing objectives to be achieved.

Policy on Use of Interim Financing

Interim Financing may be useful in situations where project expenditures are eligible for long term debt, but permanent
financing is delayed for specific reasons, other than affordability. Interim Financing should have an identified ultimate funding
source, and should be repaid within the short term. An example for interim financing would be in a situation where an
offsetting revenue will be available in the future to pay off a portion of the amounts borrowed, but the exact amounts and
timing of the repayment are uncertain.

Policy on Use of Short Term Financing

Short term financing (terms of seven years of less) may be appropriate for certain types of equipment or system financings,
where the term of the financing correlates to the useful life of the asset acquired, or in other cases where the expected useful
life is long, but due to the nature of the system, upgrades are frequent and long term financing is not appropriate. Short term
financings in the CIP are also of a larger size or magnitude than smaller purchases typically financed with short term Master
Lease financing in the Operating Budget.

Policy on Use of Current Revenues

Use of current revenues to fund capital projects is desirable as it constitutes “pay-as-you-go” financing and, when applied to
debt-eligible projects, reduces the debt burden of the County. Decisions to use current revenue funding within the CIP have
immediate impacts on resources available to annual operating budgets, and require recognition that certain costs of public
facilities should be supported on a current basis rather than paid for over time.

Current revenues from the General Fund are used for designated projects which have broad public use and which fall outside
any of the specialized funds. Current revenues from the Special and Enterprise Funds are used if the project is associated with
the particular function for which these funds have been established.

The County has the following policies on the use of current revenues in the CIP:
e  Current revenues must be used for any CIP projects not eligible for debt financing by virtue of limited useful life.

e Current revenues should be used for CIP projects consisting of limited renovations of facilities, for renovations facilities
which are not owned by the County, and for planning and feasibility studies.
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e  Current revenues may be used when the requirements for capital expenditures press the limits of bonding capacity.

e  Except for excess revenues which must go to the Revenue Stabilization Fund, the County will, whenever possible, give
highest priority for the use of one-time revenues from any source to the funding of capital assets or other nonrecurring
expenditures so as not to incur ongoing expenditure obligations for which revenues may not be adequate in future years.

Policy on Use of Federal and State Grants and Other Contributions

Grants and other contributions should be sought and used to fund capital projects whenever they are available on terms that are
to the County's long-term fiscal advantage. Such revenues should be used as current revenues for debt avoidance and not for
debt service.

Policy on Minimum Allocation of PAYGO

PAYGO is current revenue set aside in the operating budget, but not appropriated, and is used to replace bonds for debt
eligible expenditures. To reduce the impact of capital programs on future years, the County will fund a portion of its CIP on a
pay-as-you-go basis. Pay-as-you-go funding will save money by eliminating interest expense on the funded projects. Pay-as-
you-go capital appropriations improve financial flexibility in the event of sudden revenue shortfalls or emergency spending. It
is the County’s policy to allocate to the CIP each fiscal year as PAYGO at least ten percent of the amount of general obligation
bonds planned for issue that year.

Policy on Operating Budget Impacts

In the development of capital projects, the County evaluates the impact of a project on the operating budget and displays such
impacts on the project description form. The County shall not incur debt or otherwise construct or acquire a public facility if it
is unable to adequately provide for the subsequent annual operation and maintenance costs of the facility.

Policy on Taxing New Private Sector Development

As part of a fair and balanced tax system, new development of housing, commercial, office, and other structures should
contribute directly toward the cost of the new and improved transportation and other facilities required to serve that
development. To implement this policy, the County has established the following taxes:

Impact Tax — Transportation. The County Council established new rates and geographical boundaries for transportation impact
taxes in December 2007. These taxes are levied at four rate schedules: for the majority of the County (the general impact tax
area), for designated Metro station areas, for Clarksburg and for six designated MARC station areas.

" Impact Tax - Schools. Most residential development in Montgomery County is subject to an impact tax for certain school
facilities. The rates are the same Countywide but vary by housing type, commensurate with the average student generation rates
of that type of residential development.

School Facilities Payment. A school facilities payment is applied at subdivision review to residential development projects
located in a school cluster where enrollment exceeds adopted standards. The school facilities payment is made on a per-student
basis, based upon standard student generation rates of that type of residential development.

Development Approval Payment (DAP). In November 1993, the Council created an alternative voluntary review procedure
for Metro station policy areas as well as limited residential development. The DAP permits development projects to proceed
in certain areas subject to development restrictions. Due to the voluntary nature of this payment, DAP revenue is an
unpredictable funding source and is not programmed for specific transportation improvements until after the revenue has been
collected. In October 2003, the County Council revised the Annual Growth Policy to replace the Development Approval
Payment with an alternative payment mechanism based upon impact tax rates.

Expedited Development Approval Excise Tax (EDAET). The EDAET, also known as Pay-and-Go, enacted by the Council in
October 1997, allows certain private development to proceed with construction in moratorium and non-moratorium policy
areas after the excise tax has been paid. The tax is assessed on the project based on the intended use of the building, the square
footage of the building, and whether the building is in a moratorium policy area. The purpose of the four-year EDAET is to act
as a stimulus to residential and commercial construction within the County by making the development approval process more
certain. A few subdivisions are permitted to retain the EDAET approval longer than four years. As of December 2003, no new
subdivisions may use the EDAET procedure, but several projects previously approved under the procedure have not yet
acquired building permits.

Development Districts. Legislation enacted in 1994 established a procedure by which the Council may create a development
district. The creation of such a special taxing district allows the County to issue low-interest, tax-exempt bonds that are used to
finance the infrastructure improvements needed to allow the development to proceed. Taxes or other assessments are levied on
property within the district, the revenues from which are used to pay the debt service on the bonds. Development is, therefore,
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allowed to proceed, and improvements are built in a timely manner. Only the additional, special tax revenues from the
development district are pledged to repayment of the bonds. The County’s general tax revenues are not pledged. The
construction of improvements funded with development district bonds is required by law to follow the County’s usual process
for constructing capital improvements and, thus, must be included in the Capital Improvements Program.

Transportation Improvement (Loophole) Credits. Under certain conditions, a developer may choose to pay a transportation
improvement credit in lieu of funding or constructing transportation improvements required in order to obtain development
approval. These funds are used to offset the cost of needed improvements in the area from which they are paid.

Systems Development Charge (SDC). This charge, enacted by the 1993 Maryland General Assembly, authorized WSSC to
assess charges based on the number and type of plumbing fixtures in new construction, effective July 19, 1993. SDC revenues
may only be spent on new water and sewerage treatment, transmission, and collection facilities.

GOVERNMENTAL MANAGEMENT POLICIES
Productivity

The County will seek continuous improvement in the productivity of County programs in terms of quantity of services relative '
to resources expended, through all possible strategies.

Employee Involvement

The County will actively encourage and make use of the experience and expertise of its workforce for optimum program
effectiveness and cost-efficiency of public service delivery through training, teamwork, employee empowerment, and other
precepts of quality management.

Intergovernmental Program Efforis

The County will seek program efficiencies and cost savings through cooperative agreements and joint program efforts with
other County agencies, municipalities, regional organizations, and the State and Federal governments.

Alternative Service Delivery

The County will consider obtaining public service delivery through private or nonprofit sectors via contract or service
agreement, rather than through governmental programs and employees, when permitted by law, cost-effective, and consistent
with other public objectives and policies.

Risk Management

The County will control its exposure to financial loss through a combination of commercial and self-insurance; self-insure
against all but highest cost risks; and aggressively control its future exposure through a risk management program that allocates
premium shares among agencies based on loss history.

Employee Compensation

The County will seek to provide total compensation (pay plus employee benefits) that is comparable to jobs in the private
sector; comparable among similar jobs in the several County departments and agencies; and comparable between employees in
collective bargaining units and those outside such units.

The government will act to contain the growth of compensation costs using various strategies including organizational
efficiencies within its departments and agencies, management efficiencies within its operations and service delivery, and
productivity improvements within its workforce.

Pension Funds

The County will, to assure the security of benefits for current and future retirees and the solvency of the Employee Retirement
System of Montgomery County, provide for the judicious management and investment of the fund’s assets through the Board
of Investment Trustees (BIT), and strive to increase the funding ratio of assets to accrued liability. The BIT also selects the
service providers and investment options available for employees participating in the Retirement Savings Plan and the
Deferred Compensation Plan. The Montgomery County Union Employees Deferred Compensation Plan is administered by the
three unions representing Montgomery County employees.
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Retiree Health Benefits Trust

The County intends to comply with GASB Statement 45 by reporting its expenses related to retiree health insurance benefits on
its financial statements, starting with the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2007 (FY08). The County also intends to phase in to full
pre-funding of its Annual Required Contribution (ARC), from the current pay-as-you-go approach, beginning with
contributions to one or more trust funds established for that purpose, over an eight-year period beginning with FY08. This
approach allows the County to use a discount rate higher than its operating investment rate for accounting and budgeting
purposes, which will result in lower costs and liabilities than if the County did not have a Trust in place.

Surplus Property

The County will maximize the residual value of land parcels or buildings declared excess to current public needs through
public reuse, lease to appropriate private organizations, or sale, in order to return them to the tax base of the County.
Disposition of goods which have become obsolete, unusable, or surplus to the needs of the County will be accomplished
through bid, auction, or other lawful method to the purchaser offering the highest price except under circumstances as specified
by law.

Fiscal Impact Reviews

The County will review proposed local and State legislation for specific findings and recommendations relative to financial and
budgetary impacts and any continuing and potential long-term effects on the operations of government.

Economic Impact Statements

The County will review proposed local and State legislation for specific findings and recommendations relative to economic
impacts for any continuing and potential long-term effects on the economic well-being of the County.

Resource Management

The County will seek continued improvement in its budgetary and financial management capacity in order to reach the best
possible decisions on resource allocation and the most effective use of budgeted resources.

POLICIES FOR REVENUES AND PROGRAM FUNDING

Diversification of Revenvues

The County will establish the broadest possible base of revenues and seek alternative revenues to fund its programs and
services, in order to:

«  Decrease reliance on general taxation for discretionary but desirable programs and services and rely more on user fees and
charges;

- Decrease the vulnerability of programs and services to reductions in tax revenues as a result of economic fluctuations; and
« Increase the level of self-support for new program initiatives and enhancements.

Revenue Projections

The County will estimate revenues in a realistic and conservative manner in order to minimize the risk of a funding shortfall.
Property Tax

The County will, to the fullest extent possible, establish property tax rates in such a way as to:

- Limit annual levies so that tax revenues are held at or below the rate of inflation, or justify exceeding those levels if
extraordinary circumstances require higher rates;

«  Avoid wide annual fluctuations in property tax revenue as economic and fiscal conditions change; and
+  Fully and equitably obtain revenues from new construction and changes in land or property use.

A 1990 amendment to the County Charter (Section 305), “Question F,” limits the annual increase in real property tax revenue
to the rate of inflation plus that associated with new construction, rezoning, changes in property use, and development districts.
As a result of a Charter amendment approved by voters in 2008, this limit may not be overridden without an affirmative vote of
nine councilmembers.
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County Income Tax

The County will maintain the rate for the local personal income tax within the limits specified in the Maryland Code, Tax-
General Article, Section 10-106.

Special Districts

The County has established special districts within which extra services, generally not performed countywide, are provided and
funded from revenues generated within those districts. Examples are the Urban, Recreation, and Parking Lot Districts. The
County will also abolish special districts when the conditions which led to their creation have changed.

Most special districts have a property tax to pay all or part of the district expenses. Such property taxes are included in the
overall limit set on annual real property tax revenue increases by Section 305 of the County Charter.

Special Funds

The revenues and expenditures of special districts are accounted for in special revenue funds or, in the case of Parking Lot
Districts, in enterprise funds. As a general principle, these special funds pay an overhead charge to the General Fund to cover
the management and support services provided by General Fund departments to these special fund programs.

When the fund balances of special funds grow to exceed mandated or otherwise appropriate levels relative to district public
purposes, the County may consider transferring part of the fund balance to support other programs, as allowed by law. For
example, portions of the fee and fine revenue of the Parking Lot Districts (PLDs) are transferred to the Mass Transit Fund and
a portion of the PLDs’ fee revenue is transferred to the Urban Districts.

Enterprise Funds

The County will, through pricing, inventory control, and other management practices, ensure appropriate fund balances for its
enterprise funds while obtaining full cost-recovery for direct and indirect government support, as well as optimal levels of
revenue transfer for General Fund purposes.

One-Time or “Windfall”” Revenues

Except for excess revenues which must go to the Revenue Stabilization Fund (see below), the County will, whenever possible,
give highest priority for the use of one-time revenues from any source to the funding of capital assets or other nonrecurring
expenditures so as not to incur ongoing expenditure obligations for which revenues may not be adequate in future years.

Intergovernmental Revenves

The County will aggressively seek a fair share of available State and Federal financial support unless conditions attached to
that assistance are contrary to the County’s interest. Where possible, Federal or State funding for the full cost of the program
will be requested, including any indirect costs of administering a grant-funded program. For reasons of fiscal prudence, the
County may choose not to solicit grants that will require an undeclared fiscal commitment beyond the term of the grant.

User Fees and Charges

The County will charge users directly for certain services and use of facilities where there is immediate and direct benefit to
those users, as well as a high element of personal choice or individual discretion involved, rather than fund them through
general taxation. Such charges include licenses, permits, user fees, charges for services, rents, tuition, and sales of goods. This
policy will also be applied to fines and forfeitures. See also: “Policies for User Fees and Charges,” later in this Fiscal Policy
section.

Cash Management and Investments

The objective of the County’s cash management and investment program is to achieve maximum financial return on available
funds while assuring a high level of safety. Cash will be pooled and invested on a daily basis reflecting the investment
objective priorities of capital preservation, liquidity, and yield.

Reserves and Revenue Stabilization

The County will maintain an unrestricted General Fund balance (or, an “operating margin reserve”) of five percent of prior
year’s General Fund revenues and the Revenue Stabilization Fund (or, “rainy day”). It is the County’s policy to increase and
maintain the budgeted total reserve of the General Fund and the Revenue Stabilization Fund to 10 percent of Adjusted
Governmental Revenues by 2020. As defined in the Revenue Stabilization Fund law, Adjusted Governmental Revenues
include the tax supported revenues of the County Government, Montgomery County Public Schools (less the County’s local
contribution), Montgomery College (less the County’s local contribution), and Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
Commission, plus the revenues of the County Government’s grant fund and capital projects fund.
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Reserves in the County Government’s other tax supported funds should be minimized to support the policy of maximizing
reserves in the General Fund.

The County’s Revenue Stabilization Fund was established to accumulate funds during periods of strong economic growth in
order to provide budgetary flexibility during times of funding shortfalls. Contributions of at least 0.5 percent of Adjusted
Governmental Revenues up to the 10 percent total reserve goal must be made to the Revenue Stabilization Fund. If greater, 50
percent of certain excess revenues must be transferred to the Fund. By an affirmative vote of six Councilmembers, the Council
may transfer any amount from the Fund to the General Fund to support appropriations which have become unfunded.

The budgeted reserve levels for non-tax supported funds are established by each government agency and vary based on the
particular fiscal requirements and business functions of the fund as well as any relevant laws, policies, or bond covenants.

The table at the end of this chapter displays the projected ending fund balance for each major fund in the County’s operating
budget and includes an explanation of changes greater than 10 percent.

POLICIES FOR USER FEES AND CHARGES

To control the growth of property taxation as the County’s principal revenue source, there is a need to closely allocate certain
costs to those who most use or directly benefit from specific government programs and services. Fees and charges are those
amounts received from consumers of government services or users of facilities on the basis of personal consumption or private
benefit rather than individual income, wealth, or property values. Significant government revenues are and should be obtained
from licenses, permits, user fees, charges for services, transit fares, rents, tuition, sales, and fines. The terms “fee” and
“charge” are used here interchangeably to include each of these types of charges.

Purpose of User Fee Policy

Access to programs and services. The imposition of and level of fees and charges should be set generally to ensure economic
and physical access by all residents to all programs and services provided by the government. Exceptions to this basic public
policy are: the pricing of public goods (such as parking facilities) in order to attain other public policy objectives (such as
public use and support of mass transit); and using a charge to enforce compliance with laws and regulations, such as fines for
parking violations. '

Fairness. User fees and charges are based on the idea of equity in the distribution of costs for government programs and
services, with the objective of sharing those costs with the individual user when there is individual choice in the kind or amount
of use, and of adjusting charges in accordance with individual ability to pay when there is no choice.

Diversification of revenue sources. User fees and charges enhance the government’s ability to equitably provide programs
and services which serve specific individuals and groups and for which there is no other alternative provider available. The
policy objective is to decrease reliance on general revenues for those programs and services which produce direct private
benefits and to fund such programs and services through revenues directly related to their costs and individual consumption.

Goals
Goals for the imposition of user fees and charges include:

«  Recovery of all, or part, of government costs for the provision of certain programs and services to the extent that they
directly benefit private individuals or constituencies rather than the public at large;

«  Most efficient allocation of available public resources to those programs meeting the broadest public need or demand;

+  More effective planning and alternative choices for future programs, services, and facilities through “market” information
from actual user demand;

«  Improved cost-effectiveness and accountability for the spending of public funds by allowing individual citizens to choose
their level of use from among those programs, services, and facilities where individual choice may be exercised; and

«  Ensuring dedicated sources of funds to cover the costs of programs and services of direct benefit to designated special
areas or user groups rather than the County as a whole.

Criteria

Within these goals, government officials must consider a variety of factors in deciding whether to employ fees and charges and
what rates to charge. Each proposal for a new or increased fee is evaluated according to these criteria.
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Public benefit. Many programs benefit the public as a whole as well as those who directly use the service. By definition, all
programs offered by government have some public benefit or they should not be undertaken. However, the rate set must
balance the private benefit with the public good so that there is maximum overall benefit to the community, and the costs are
fairly allocated.

This balance may be achieved either by specifying a percentage of cost recovery (from users) or by a tax subsidy for each
service (from the general public). The greater the public benefit, the lower the percentage of cost recovery that is appropriate.
On one end of the scale, public utilities such as water and sewer should be paid for almost entirely on the basis of individual
consumption, with full cost recovery from consumer-users; on the other, public education and public safety (police and fire
service) are required for the overall public good and so are almost entirely supported through general taxation.

In between are services such as public health inspections or clinic services which protect the public at large but which are
provided to specific businesses or individuals; facilities such as parks which are available to and used by everyone; and playing
fields, golf courses, or tennis courts which serve only special recreational interests. Services that have private benefit for only a
limited number of persons (such as public housing, rent or fuel subsidies) should not be “free” unless they meet very stringent
tests of public good, or some related criteria such as essential human needs.

Ability to pay. Meeting essential human needs is considered a basic function of government, and for this reason programs or
services assisting the very poor are considered a “public good” even though the benefit may be entirely to individuals. Whether
to assess fees and how much to charge, depends on the ability to pay by those who need and make use of programs and
services provided by government.

Without adjustment, fees are “regressive” because rates do not relate to wealth or income. For this reason, services intended
mainly for low-income persons may charge less than otherwise would be the case. Policies related to fee scales or waivers
should be consistent within similar services or as applied to similar categories of users. Implementation of fee waivers or
reductions requires a means for establishing eligibility that is fair and consistent among programs. The eligibility method also
must preserve the privacy and dignity of the individual.

User discretion. Fees and charges are particularly appropriate if the user has a choice about whether or not to use a particular
program or service. Individuals have choices as to: forming a business that requires a license; use of particular recreational
facilities; obtaining post-secondary education; or in transportation and related facilities.. When fines represent a penalty to
enforce public law or regulation, citizens can avoid the charge by compliance; fines should be set at a point sufficient to deter
non-compliant behavior. The rates for fines and licenses may exceed the government cost of providing the related “service”
when either deterrence or rationing the special “benefit” is desired as a matter of public policy.

Market demand. Services which are fee-supported often compete for customer demand with similar services offered by
private firms or by other public jurisdictions. Fees for publicly-provided goods cannot be raised above a competitive level
without loss of patronage and potential reduction in cost-effectiveness. Transit fares, as a user charge, will compete with the
individual’s real or perceived cost of alternative choices such as the use of a private automobile. In certain cases, it may be
advisable to accept a loss of volume if net revenue increases, while in others it may be desirable to set the fee to encourage use
of some other public alternative.

Specialized demand. Programs with a narrow or specialized demand are particularly suitable for fees. The fee level or scale
may be set to control the expansion of services or programs in which most of the public does not need or elect to participate.
Services that have limitations on their availability may use fee structures as a means of rationing available capacity or
distributing use over specific time periods. Examples include golf courses, parking, and transit fares, all of which have
differentiated levels related to time of use. Even programs or services which benefit all or most residents may appropriately
charge fees if their benefits are measurable but unequal among individuals. Charges based on consumption, such as water and
sewer provision, are examples. In addition, because they do not pay taxes, nonresidents may be charged higher rates than
residents (as with community college tuition), or they may be charged a fee even if a program is entirely tax supported for
County residents.

Legal constraints. State law may require, prohibit, regulate, or preempt certain existing or proposed user charges. In general,
local government has no authority to tax unless specifically authorized by State law. Localities are generally able to charge for
services if those charges are authorized by local ordinance and not prohibited, regulated, or preempted by State law. If a
proposed fee is legally construed as a tax, then the fee may be invalidated until authorized as a tax by the State. Federal or
State law may also prohibit or limit the use of charges for certain grant programs, and other Federal or State assistance may
require the local authority to “match” certain amounts through imposition of charges. It should be noted that law on such issues
is frequently in dispute; particular fees, or the level of charge, may be subject to legal challenge.

Program cost. The cost of a program or service is an important factor in setting user charges. Costs may include not only the
direct personnel and other costs of operating a program, but also indirect costs such as overhead for government support
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services. In addition, a fee may be set to recover all or part of facilities construction or debt service costs attributable to a
program. Recovery of any part of the costs of programs benefiting specific individuals should identify and consider the full
cost of such programs or services to acknowledge the cost share which will be borne by the public at large.

Reimbursement. A decision on whether to use fees is influenced by the possibility of reimbursement or shifting of real costs
that can lower the net cost to the resident. For example, some County taxes are partially deductible from Federal or State
income tax, while fees and charges may not be deducted. Hence, the same revenue to the County may cost less to the resident if
it is a tax rather than a fee. Charges may also be reimbursed to (shifted from) the paying individual from (or to) other sources,
either governmental or private. For example, ambulance transport charges may be payable under health insurance. In general,
the County will use fees to minimize the real cost to residents, within the context of equity and other criteria noted.

Administrative cost. The government incurs administrative costs to measure, bill, and collect fee revenues. In general, it is
less expensive to collect tax revenue. If a potential user fee revenue will cost more to collect than it will produce, it may not be
appropriate to assess a fee even if otherwise desirable and appropriate. It is important to develop ways to measure the use of
services which do not cost more than the usefulness or fairness of doing the measurement. For example, “front footage™ has
been used as a measurement basis for assessing certain charges related to road improvements and supply of water and sewer, to
avoid the administrative cost of precisely measuring benefit. Similarly, the cost of effective collection enforcement must be
weighed against total benefits of the charge, including the value of deterrence if the charge is punitive.

Preserving the real value of the charge. During the period when a fee has been in effect, costs have usually risen and
inflation has cut the real value of revenue produced by the fee. In some instances, adjustments to user charges have either not
been imposed or have lagged behind inflation. The rate of the charge should be increased regularly to restore the former value
of the revenue involved. Most fees and charges should be indexed so that their per unit revenues will keep up with inflation.

FRAMEWORK FOR FISCAL POLICY

Legal Framework

Fiscal policy is developed and amended, as necessary, according to:
*  Federal law and regulation;

*  Maryland law and regulation;

e Montgomery County Charter; and

»  Montgomery County law and regulation.

Fiscal Planning Projections and Assumptions

Various trends and economic indicators are projected and analyzed for their impacts on County programs and services and for
their impact on fiscal policy as applied to annual Operating Budgets. Among these are:

- Inflation, as measured by change in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for the Washington-Baltimore area, is an important
indicator of future costs of government goods and services, including anticipated wage and salary adjustments. The CPI
change also specifies the increase in property tax revenue allowed by Section 305 of the Charter without a unanimous vote
of nine councilmembers.

«  Growth of population and jobs, which are principal indicators of requirements for new or expanded programs and services.

*  Demographic bhange in the numbers or location within the County of specific age groups or other special groups, which
provides an indication of the requirements and costs of various government services and programs.

«  The assessable property tax base of the County which is the principal indicator of anticipated property tax collections, a
major source of general revenues.

«  Personal income earned by County residents, which is a principal basis for projecting income tax revenues as one of the
County’s major revenue sources, as well as being a basis for determining income eligibility status for certain government
programs.

+  Employment growth and unemployment rates within the County, as indicators of personal income growth as a revenue
source, as well as being indicators of various service or program needs, such as day care or public welfare assistance.
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Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP)

The application of fiscal policy in the financial management of annual operating expenditures must be in conformity with
GAAP standards. This involves the separate identification of, and accounting for, the various operating funds; adherence to
required procedures such as transfers between funds and agencies; and regular audits of general County operations and special
financial transactions such as the disbursement of Federal grants.

Credit Markets and Credit Reviews

The County’s ability to borrow cost-effectively depends upon its credit standing as assessed by the three major credit rating
agencies: Moody’s, Standard and Poor’s, and Fitch. While key aspects of maintaining the highest credit rating are related to the
management of the County’s Capital Improvements Program (CIP), others are directly applicable to the annual Operating
Budgets: .

»  Maintenance of positive fund balances (reserves) to ensure continued County liquidity for debt repayment; and -

*  Assurances through County law and practice of an absolute commitment to timely repayment of debt and other
obligations.

Intergovernmental Agreements

Fiscal policy for operating budgets must provide guidance for, and be applied within, the context of agreements made between
the County and other jurisdictions or levels of government relative to program or service provision. Examples include
agreements with:

» Incorporated municipalities or special tax districts for reimbursement of the costs of various services provided by those
units for their residents which would otherwise have to be expended by the County;

»  State agencies for shared costs of various social service programs and for participation in various grant and loan programs;

* Federal agencies to obtain support to meet mutual program objectives through programs such as the Community
Development Block Grant; and

»  Prince George’s County on the annual approval of the budgets of the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission and the
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission.
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Change in Ending Fund Balance

FY15 Approved FY16 Projected
Ending Fund Ending Fund Change in %
Balance Balance Fund Balance Change
Tax Supported
Montgomery County Government
County General Fund 149,286,792 147,157,621 -2,129,101 -1.43 %
Bethesda Urban District 91,099 75,485 -15,614 -17.14 %
Silver Spring Urban District 46,721 84945 38,224 81.81 %
V/heaton Urban District 25223 50,069 24,8446 °8.51 %
Mass Transii 144,593 190,434 45,841 31.70 %
Fire 113,751 198,741 84,990 7472 %
Recreation 192,178 487,893 295,715 153.88 S
Fevenue Stabilization Fund ) 229,829,290 254,879,526 25,050,236 1090 %
Montgomery College
Current Fund mC . 4,023,113 584,292 -3,438,821 -85.48 %
Emergency Repair Fund 566,072 541,911 -24.161 -427 %
M-NCPPC
Administration Fund 1,084,082 1,056,404 ' -27,678 -2.55 %
Park Fund 3,017,613 3,271,262 253,649 8.41 %
Non-Tax Supported
Montgomery County Government
Waler Quality Protection Fund 16,043,829 4,462 995 -5,580,833 -55.36 %
Cable Television 398,186 298,964 99,222 2492 %
Community Use of Public Facilities 4,010,780 5,269,695 1,258,915 31.32 %
Bethesda Parking District 8,331,218 9,897,394 1,566,176 18.80 %
Montgomery Hills Parking District 80,306 78,035 -2,271 -2.83 %
Silver Spring Parking District 13,421,706 19,202,327 5,780,621 4207 %
‘Wheaton Parking District 805,837 1,442 816 636,979 7905 %
Permitfing Services 16,029,146 9,363,056 -&66,090 -5.64 %
Solid Waste Collection 1,068,636 1,211,535 142,899 13.37 %
Yacuum Leaf Collection 377,711 548,481 170,770 4521 %
Liguar Control 2,429,025 2,116,008 -313,617 -12.89 %

Explanation of Changes in Fund Balance Greater Than 10%

« Bethesda Urban District: The change in fund balonce is o meet the policy level of 2.5% of resources.
» Silver Spring Urban District: The change in fund balance is to meet the policy level of 2.5% of resources.
+ Revenue Stabilization Fund: The increase in fund balance is due to legally required contributions of £.5 percent of Adjusted

Governmental Revenues.

+ Mass Transit. Fire. and Recrestion;  The County’s policy is to maximize tax supported reserves in the General Fund, which is limited by the
County Charter to five percent of the prior year's General Fund revenues. Reserves in the property tax
special funds have been minimized as much as possible consistent with this reserve palicy.

« Current Fund MC: The FY16 recommended budget assumes additional use of fund balance.

« Water Qualify Protedtion Fund: The change in fund balance reflects onticipated capital program expenditures, and adjustments
necessary to maintain rate stabilify. The fund balance is consistent with policy and debt service caverage
requirements.

« Cable Television: The ending fund balaonce was below the adopted policy level for this fund. The mulfi-year fiscal plan
assumes gradual buildup of fund balance to the policy level.

« Yacuum Leaf Collection: The increass in fund balance is to meet the policy level for this fund.

* Community Use of Public Higher ending fund balance reflects unexpected prior yaar carryover.

Eacilities:
« Solid Waste Collection: The change in fund bolance reflects prior use of accumulsted reserves for planned consiruciion

projedts. The projecied ending fund balance is consistent with policy.
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Explanation of Changes in Fund Balance Greater Than 10% (Continued)

« Bethesda Parking District: The change in fund balance reflects the recommended restructuring of the Parking District tax rate.
« Silver Spring Parking District: The change in fund balance reflects the recommended restructuring of the Parking District tax rate.
* Wheaton Parking District: Higher ending fund balance reflects unexpected prior year carryover.

« Liguor Conirol: The FY16 recommended budget assumes additional use of fund balance.
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Revenves

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides demographic and economic assumptions, including detailed discussions of the national, State and local
economies. Revenue sources, both tax supported and non-tax supported, used to fund the County Executive’s Recommended
FY16 Operating Budget incorporate policy recommendations. ‘

ESTIMATING SIX-YEAR COSTS

Demographic Assumptions

The revenue projections of the Public Services Program (PSP) incorporate demographic assumptions based on Metropolitan
Washington Council of Governments (COG) Round 8.3 estimates and are based on fiscal and economic data and analyses
used or prepared by the Department of Finance. A Demographic and Economic Assumptions chart located at the end of this
chapter provides several demographic and planning indicators.

e  County population will continue to increase an average of approximately 9,170 persons each year throughout the next six
years (from CY2015 to CY2021) reaching 1,020,000 in CY2015 and 1,075,000 in CY2021. This reflects an average
annual growth rate of 0.9 percent.

e Current projections estimate the number of households to increase from 377,500 in CY2015 to 401,000 in CY2021.
Household growth throughout the six year period is projected to grow at an average annual rate of 1.0 percent.

e The County’s senior population continues to grow with an estimated 119,769 persons 65 and older living here in 2010 and
projected to increase by 40 percent to 168,200 by 2020.

e County births, which are one indicator of future elementary school populations and child day care demand, are projected
to start gradually increasing after six years of declining numbers, from an estimated 13,022 in 2013 to 13,640 by 2020.

e The County expects Montgomery County Public School student enrollment to increase by 8,864 between FY16 and
FY21.

e Montgomery College full-time equivalent student enrollments are projected to decrease from 21,409 in FY14 to 20,717 in
FY20.

Using moderate economic and demographic assumptions to develop fiscal projections does not mean that all possible factors
have been considered. It is likely that entirely unanticipated events will affect long-term projections of revenue or expenditure
pressures. Although they cannot be quantified, such potential factors should not be ignored in considering possible future
developments. These potential factors include the following:

e Changes in the level of local economic activity,

e Federal economic and workforce changes,

e  State tax and expenditure policies,

e Federal and State mandates requiring local expenditures,

e Devolution of Federal responsibilities to states and localities,
e Local tax policy changes,

e  Changes in financial markets,

e  Major demographic changes,

e  Military conflicts and acts of terrorism, and

o  Major international economic and political changes.

Policy Assumptions

Revenue and resource estimates presented are the result of the recommended policies of the County Executive for the FY16
budget. Even though it is assumed that these policies will be effective throughout the six-year period, subsequent Council
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actions, State law and budgetary changes, actual economic conditions, and revised revenue projections may result in policy
changes in later years.

Economic Assumptions

Revenue projections depend on the current and projected indicators of the national, regional, and local economy. National
economic indicators also influence the County’s revenue projections. Such indicators include short-term interest rates,
mortgage interest rates, and the stock market. Local economic indicators include residential (labor force survey) and payroll
(establishment survey) employment, residential and nonresidential construction, housing sales, retail sales, and inflation. The
assumptions for each of those indicators will affect the revenue projections over the six-year horizon. Because of the presence
of the federal government in terms of employment, procurement, and federal retirees, the County’s economy may experience a
modest slowdown over the next fiscal year due to the reductions in federal spending especially federal procurement.
According to the Center for Regional Analysis, George Mason University, federal procurement in the Washington
Metropolitan Region, declined from a peak of nearly $82.0 billion in calendar year (CY) 2010 to $71.2 billion in CY2014 —a
decrease of $10.8 billion or 13.2 percent.

The economic projections for the next six fiscal years assume modest but sustainable growth rates depending on the specific
aspects of the federal government sequestration. Economic growth is assumed to be stronger during the latter part of this
forecast period and dependent on the current forecasts for the metropolitan region and Maryland economies. Such projections
are dependent on a number of factors — fiscal and monetary policy, real estate, employment, consumer and business
confidence, the stock market, mortgage interest rates, and geopolitical risks.

Montgomery County’s economy experienced mixed economic performance during CY2014. The reasons for a mixed
performance include a decline in residential employment, sales of existing homes, no increase in the median sales price for an
existing home, a decline in the construction in the number of new residential units, and a decline in the construction of new
office and bank buildings. However, offsetting those declines, the County experienced a decline in the unemployment rate
and an increase in the average sales price for an existing home.

Employment Situation
Based on data from the Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (DLLR) and the Bureau of Labor Statistics,

U.S. Department of Labor, resident employment (survey of households) in CY2014 decreased by nearly 1,920 from CY2013
(10.38%).

Total Resident Employment
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The County’s unemployment rate declined to 4.5 percent in CY2014 compared to 5.1 percent in CY2013 and is the lowest
level in six years. However, the decline in the unemployment rate is attributed to a larger percentage decline in the labor
force (10.97%) than in resident employment (10.38%).
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Annual Unemployment Rates
Montgomery County
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Construction Activity

After experiencing an increase of over 100 percent in CY2013, the construction of new residential units declined 5.9 percent
in CY2014. Even with that decline, the number of new residential units constructed in CY2014 was the second highest
number in ten years. The decrease was attributed to construction of single-family homes ({10.8%) and multi-family units
(13.7%). Total value added increased slightly from a total of $933.7 million in CY2013 to $935.9 million in CY2014 (10.2%).
While the number of non-residential construction projects increased from 104 projects in CY2013 to 152 in CY2014
(146.2%), the total value added decreased from $829.3 million to $456.7 million ({44.9%). The difference between the
growth in the number of projects and the decline in value added is attributed to the decline in the amount of square footage for
the construction of office and bank buildings from 1.735 million square feet in CY2013 to less than 0.3 million square feet in
CY?2014 and a decline in value added from $182.2 million to $52.1 million in CY2014 (72.1%).

Number of New Residential Starts (Units) and Value
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Residential Real Estate

During calendar year 2014, existing home sales decreased 4.2 percent from CY2013. Average sales prices for existing homes
increased 0.7 percent in CY2014 but the median sales price did not change and remained at $400,000 in CY2014. Even with
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low mortgage rates, the real estate market in the County was weak with declining home sales and weak price increases. Such
a weakness can be attributed to the weak employment situation during CY2014 when resident employment declined 0.38
percent. Unless the employment outlook improves in the County, home sales will likely remain weak. Another factor is that
the number of new listings for home sales, a measure of inventory-to-sales ratio, has remained at or below three-months of
sales. At that level, average or median sales prices should increase at a greater rate than experienced in CY2014.

EXISTING HOME SALES
Montgomery County
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Retail Sales

Using sales tax receipts as a measure of retail sales activity in the County, retail sales, including assessment collections,
increased an estimated 3.0 percent during the first eleven months of CY2014. Purchases of nondurable goods, which include
food and beverage, apparel, general merchandise, and utilities and transportation, increased 4.3 percent during this period
while sales of durable goods were up 3.4 percent. The increase in nondurable goods purchases was largely attributed to the
increase in food and beverage items (15.6%) and utilities and transportation (15.4%), while the increase in purchases of
durable goods was solely attributed to an increase in automobile sales and products (14.6%) and furniture and appliances
(13.9%). Given the decline in home sales during CY2014, the increase in sales of furniture and appliances is a conundrum
given the historical relationship between home sales and sales of furniture and appliances.
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Consumer Prices and Inflation

As measured by the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U), inflation in the Washington-Baltimore region
increased 1.54 percent in CY2014 compared to 1.52 percent the previous calendar year. Consumer prices excluding food and
energy purchases were up 1.79 percent in CY2014 compared to 1.76 percent the previous calendar year.

Percent Change in Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers
Baltimore-Washington Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area
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Economic Outlook

The Department of Finance expects that Montgomery County’s economy will experience modest growth during the next six
years.

Employment. Finance estimates that payroll employment (survey of business establishments) will continue to increase from
CY2014 to CY2021 and grow at an average annual rate of 1.0 percent over that period.

Total Payroll Employment
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Finance also estimates that resident employment (survey of households) will recover from the decrease in CY2014 and
increase at an average annual rate of 1.1 percent from CY2014 to CY2021.

Resident Employment
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Personal Income. Finance estimates that total personal income in Montgomery County will grow at an average annual rate of
3.8 percent from CY2013, the latest date for which data are available from the Bureau of Economic Analysis, U. S.
Department of Commerce, to CY2021. By CY2021, Finance also estimates that total personal income will reach $99.9
billion, and that wage and salary income will grow at an average annual rate of 3.9 percent between CY2013 and CY2021.
Total wage and salary income is estimated to reach $45.3 billion by CY2021.

Inflation (annual average). Finance estimates that the overall regional inflation index will steadily increase from a 1.54
ercent in CY2014 to 3.30 percent by CY2021.
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Interest Rates. Based on its decision at the January 2015 meeting, the Federal Open Market Committee (FOMC or
Committee) “reaffirmed its view that the current 0.00 to 0.25 percent target range for the federal funds rate remains
appropriate. In determining how long to maintain this target range, the Committee will assess progress — both realized and
expected — toward its objectives of maximum employment and 2 percent inflation.” Since the yield on the County’s short-
term investments is highly correlated with the federal funds rate, Finance estimates that the County will earn an average of
0.17 percent in investment income on its short-term portfolio in FY15 with increases to 0.65 percent in FY16 and 1.25 percent
inFY17.

Yield on Investment Income
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REVENUE SOURCES

The major revenue sources for all County funds of the Operating Budget and the Public Services Program (PSP) are described
below. Revenue sources which fund department and agency budgets are included in the respective budget presentations. Six-
year projections of revenues and resources available for allocation are made for all County funds. This section displays
projections of total revenues available for the tax supported portion of the program. Tax supported funds are those funds
subject to the Spending Affordability Guideline (SAG) limitations. The SAG limitations are intended to ensure that the tax
burden on residents generally is affordable. The County Council has based the guidelines on inflation and personal income of
County residents.

The PSP also includes multi-year projections of non-tax supported funds. These funds represent another type of financial
burden on households and businesses and, therefore, should be considered in determining the "affordability" of all services
that affect most of the County's population. Projections for non-tax supported funds within County government are presented
in the budget section for each of those funds.

IMPACT ON REVENUES AND THE CAPITAL BUDGET

The use of resources represented in this section includes appropriations to the operating funds of the various agencies of the
County as well as other resource requirements, such as current revenue funding of the Capital Budget, debt service, and fund
balance (operating margin). These other uses, commonly called "Non-Agency Uses of Resources," affect the total level of
resources available for allocation to agency programs. Some of these factors are determined by County policy or law; others
depend, in part, on actual revenue receipts and expenditure patterns.

The level of PSP-related spending indirectly impacts the local economy and, hence, the level of County revenues. However,
the effect on revenues from expenditures of the Executive's Recommended Operating Budget and PSP are expected to be
minimal. The PSP also impacts revenues available to fund the Capital Budget. The revenue projections included in this section
subtract projected uses of current revenues for both debt eligible and non-debt eligible capital investments. Therefore, the
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Executive's Recommended Operating Budget and PSP provides the allocations of annual resources to the Capital Budget as
planned for in the County Executive's Amended FY15-20 Capital Improvements Program (as of January 15, 2015).
Anticipated current revenue adjustments to the January 15, 2015 CIP have been made as part of the Executive’s
Recommended Operating Budget.

Prior Year Fund Balance

The prior year fund balance for the previous fiscal year is the audited FY14 closing fund balance for all tax supported funds.
The current year fund balance results from an analysis of revenues and expenditures for the balance of the fiscal year. Prior
year fund balance for future fiscal years is assumed to equal the target fund balance for the preceding year.

Net Transfers

Net transfers are the net of transfers between all tax supported and non-tax supported funds in all agencies. The largest single
item is the earnings transfer from the Liquor Control Fund to the General Fund. The transfer from the General Fund to
Montgomery Housing Initiative to support the Executive’s housing policy is the largest transfer to a non-tax supported fund.
The payment from the General Fund to the Solid Waste Disposal Fund for disposal of solid waste collected at County facilities
is the next largest transfer to a non-tax supported fund. The level of transfers is an estimate based on individual estimates of
component transfers.

Debt Service Obligations

Debt service estimates are those made to support the County Executive's Amended FY'15-20 Capital Improvements Program
(as of January 15, 2015). Debt service obligations over the six years are based on servicing debt issued to fund planned capital
projects, as well as amounts necessary for short-term and long-term leases. Debt service requirements have the single largest
impact on the Operating Budget/Public Services Program by the Capital Improvements Program. The Charter-required CIP
contains a plan or schedule of project expenditures for schools, transportation, and infrastructure modernization.
Approximately 44.8 percent of the CIP is funded with General Obligation (G.0.) bonds. Each G.O. bond issue used to fund
the CIP translates to a draw against the Operating Budget each year for 20 years. Debt requirements for past and future G.O.
bond issues are calculated each fiscal year, and provision for the payment of Debt Service is included as part of the annual
estimation of resources available for other Operating Budget requirements. As Debt Service grows over the years, increased
pressures are placed on other PSP programs competing for scarce resources.

The State authorizes borrowing of funds and issuance of bonds up to a maximum of 6.0 percent of the assessed valuation of all
real property and 15.0 percent of the assessed value of all personal property within the County. The County's outstanding G.O.
debt plus short-term commercial paper as of June 30, 2014, is 1.75 percent of assessed value, well within the legal debt limit
and safely within the County's financial capabilities.

CIP Current Revenue and PAYGO

Estimates of transfers of current revenue and PAYGO to the CIP are based on the most current County Executive
recommendations for the Capital Budget and CIP. These estimates are based on programmed current revenue and PAYGO
funding in the six years, as well as additional current revenue amounts allocated to the CIP for future projects and inflation.

Revenvue Stabilization

On June 29, 2010, the Montgomery County Council enacted Bill 36-10 amending the Montgomery County Code (Chapter 20,
Finance, Article XII) that repealed the limit on the size of the Revenue Stabilization Fund (Fund), modified the requirement
for mandatory County contributions to the Fund, and amended the law governing the Fund. Mandatory contributions to the
Fund are the greater of 50 percent of any excess revenue, or an amount equal to the lesser of 0.5 percent of the Adjusted
Governmental Revenues or the amount needed to obtain a total reserve of 10 percent of the Adjusted Governmental Revenues.
Adjusted Governmental Revenues include tax supported County Governmental revenues plus revenues of the County Grants
Fund and County Capital Projects Fund; tax supported revenues of the Montgomery County Public Schools, not including the
County’s local contribution; tax supported revenues of Montgomery College, not including the County’s local contribution;
and tax supported revenues of the Montgomery County portion of the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning
Commission. All interest earned on the Fund must be added to the Fund. The FY16 Recommended Budget estimates that the
Revenue Stabilization fund balance will be $230.7 million in FY15 and the balance is estimated to increase to $254.9 million
in FY16 (110.5%).

Other Uses

This category is used to set aside funds for such items as possible legal settlement payments and other special circumstances
such as set-aside of revenues to fund future years.
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Reserves

The County will maintain an unrestricted General Fund balance (or, an “operating margin reserve’) of five percent of prior
year’s General Fund revenues and the Revenue Stabilization Fund (or “rainy day fund”). It is the County’s policy to increase
and maintain the budgeted total reserve of the General Fund and the Revenue Stabilization Fund to 10 percent of Adjusted
Governmental Revenues.

REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS

Projections for revenues are included in six-year schedules for County Government Special Funds and for Montgomery
College, M-NCPPC, and WSSC in the relevant sections of this document. See the MCPS Budget Document for six-year
projections of MCPS funds. Projections for revenues funding County government appropriations are provided to the Council
and public as fiscal projections. Such projections are based on estimates of County income from its own sources such as taxes,
user fees, charges, and fines, as well as expectations of other assistance from the State and Federal government. The most
likely economic, demographic, and governmental policy assumptions that will cause a change in revenue projections are
included in this section.

TAX REVENUES

Tax supported revenues come from a number of sources including but not limited to property and income taxes, real estate
transfer and recordation taxes, excise taxes, intergovernmental revenues, service charges, fees and licenses, college tuition,
and investment income. In order of magnitude, however, the property tax and the income tax are the most important with 46.3
percent and 40.3 percent, respectively, of the estimated total tax revenues in FY15. The third category is the energy tax
estimated for the General Fund with a 6.5 percent share. In fact, these three revenue sources represent 93.1 percent of total tax
revenues. Of the total tax supported revenues, property tax and income tax are also the most important with 35.9 percent and
31.3 percent, respectively. The third category is intergovernmental revenues with a 17.7 percent share of the total tax
supported revenues in FY15. Income and transfer and recordation taxes are the most sensitive to economic and, increasingly,
financial market conditions. By contrast, the property tax exhibits the least volatility because of the three year re-assessment
phase-in and the ten percent “homestead tax credit” that spreads out changes evenly over several years.

Property Tax

Using proposed rates (levy year 2015) and a recommended $692 credit, total estimated FY16 tax supported property
tax revenues of $1,582.6 million are 3.1 percent above the revised FY15 estimate. The general countywide rate for FY16
“is $0.723 per $100 of assessed real property, while a rate of $1.808 is levied on personal property. In addition to the general
countywide tax rate, there are special district area tax rates, and the weighted average real property tax rate for FY16 is $0.987
per $100 of assessed real property. The 1990 Charter amendment (FIT) limits the growth in property tax revenues to the sum
of the previous year's estimated revenue, increased by the rate of inflation, and an amount based on the value of new
construction and other minor factors. This Charter Limit, however, may be overridden by a unanimous vote of the nine
members of the County Council. Growth in the previous calendar year's CPI-U for the Washington-Baltimore Consolidated
Metropolitan Statistical Area is used to measure inflation. Since the triennial reassessment rate for Group 3 increased for real
property in FY 16, the recommended tax rates along with the income tax offset credit (rebate) of $692 will generate revenues at
the Charter Limit for FY16.

The FY16 Recommended Operating Budget reflects a proposed funding structural change for the Parking Lot District (PLDs)
for FY16 and future fiscal years. This proposal better aligns funding sources with the intended purpose and more clearly
delineates funding requirement and resources. This proposal eliminates future transfers from the PLDs to the Mass Transit to
maintain Ride On operations or Transportation Management District activities. In addition, the transfers to the Bethesda and
Silver Spring Urban District have been reduced and will be offset by the General Fund Baseline transfer to those Urban
Districts. These actions better align the taxing authority with the services provided and put-the PLD funds on a more
sustainable fiscal path in the future. :

The countywide total property taxable assessment is estimated to increase approximately 4.0 percent from a revised $168.4
billion in FY15 to $175.1 billion in FY16. The base is comprised of real property and personal property. In FY16, the
Department of Finance estimates real property taxable assessment of approximately $171.5 billion — an increase of 4.1 percent
from FY15 — with the remaining $3.6 billion in personal property. This is the third consecutive increase in the total property
taxable assessment after two consecutive decreases. The actual change in the total property tax base has fluctuated
significantly over the past ten fiscal years (FY05-FY14), with an annual average increase of 11.5 percent between FYO05 and
FY09, followed by considerable deceleration in the growth of taxable assessments in FY10 (15.7%) and FY11 (10.2%),
declines in FY12 (|3.3%) and FY 13 (]2.4%), and a modest increase of 1.1 percent in FY 14.
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The real property base is divided into three groups based on their geographic location in the County. Each group is reassessed
triennially by the State Department of Assessments and Taxation (SDAT), which has the responsibility for assessing
properties in Maryland. The amount of the change in the established market value (full cash value) of one-third of the
properties reassessed each year is phased in over a three-year period. Declines in assessed values, however, are effective in
the first year. The real property reassessments effective for FY13 declined 8.6 percent for Group 3 (]12.7% for residential)
and followed declines of 14.5 percent for Group 2 in FY12 (| 17.4% residential), a decline of 17.0 percent in FY11 for Group
1 (119.4% residential), and a decline of 10.6 percent in FY10 for Group 3 (]16.3% for residential). However, real property
reassessment for Group 1 increased 4.1 percent for FY14 (11.7% for residential), increased 11.0 percent for Group 2 for FY15
(15.8% for residential), and increased 18.7 percent for FY16 (111.5% for residential). Because of that increase, real property
taxable assessment is estimated to increase 4.1 percent in FY16.

There is a ten percent annual assessment growth limitation for residential property that is owner-occupied. As a result of this
“homestead tax credit,” these taxable reassessments in Montgomery County may not grow more than ten percent in any one
year. However, because of the decline in the reassessment rates for residential properties during three fiscal years (FY10 to
FY12) the amount of the homestead tax credit declined from $23.8 billion in FY09, which is an all-time record, to an
estimated $78.8 million in FY16.

The decrease in the personal property base between FY05 and FYO06 reflected the residual effects of weak labor market
conditions that occurred between calendar years 2001 and 2003 and resulted in a lower number of new businesses and
associated investments. This was exacerbated by tax law changes, including partial exemption of electricity generating
equipment (energy deregulation), other exemptions (e.g., manufacturing, Research and Development and certain computer
software), and depreciation rules (e.g., for computer equipment). The personal property tax base since FY06 increased three
out of the four subsequent years achieving a growth rate of 5.2 percent in FY10 before decreasing over the next three fiscal
years (FY11-FY13) at an average annual rate of 4.4 percent before increasing 2.9 percent to $3.7 million in FY14. Finance
estimates that the total personal property base is projected to decline an estimated 2.2 percent in FY16, which follows an
estimated decrease of 1.0 percent in FY'15.

Income Tax

Estimated FY16 income tax revenues of $1,443.4 million are 8.3 percent above the revised FY15 estimate. The increase
in the estimate for FY16 is based on improvements in specific economic indicators following a mixed economic performance
in CY2014 especially for resident employment and sales of existing homes. Second, the forecast of capital gains realizations
by the Congressional Budget Office estimates strong growth in CY2014. Third, the reductions in federal spending attributed to
sequestration are expected to have a very modest effect on the County’s resident employment, total personal income, and wage
and salary income in FY16. A Maryland Court of Appeals decision found that the “failure to allow a credit with respect to the
county income tax for out-of-state income taxes paid to other states on “pass-through” income earned in those states
discriminates against interstate commerce and violates the Commerce Clause of the federal Constitution (Maryland State
Comptroller of the Treasury v. Brian Wynne, et ux.).” The Maryland Attorney General filed a motion to reconsider with the
U.S. Supreme Court. In November 2014 the Supreme Court heard oral arguments on this case and the Court’s decision is
expected during the first half of 2015. If the ruling of the Maryland Court of Appeals is upheld it will have a significant
negative impact on the County’s income tax collections including potential refunds of $85 million and ongoing reduced
collections of approximately $25 million per year.

During any one fiscal year the County receives income tax distributions pertaining to at least three different tax years. During
the period between tax years 2002 and 2011, the total tax distributions from withholdings, estimated payments and extended
filings can be divided into three cycles: 2001-2002 (the dot.com stock market crash and the economic recession of 2001),
2003-2007 (economic expansion), and 2008-2010 (stock market crash and the great recession). During the dot.com stock
market crash and 2001 recession, total income tax distributions declined at an average annual rate of 2.6 percent. With the
economic expansion underway in 2003, total income tax distributions increased at an average annual rate of 10.1 percent
through 2007 — adjusted for the tax rate increase from 2.95 percent to 3.20 percent enacted by the County Council in 2003.
With the stock market crash of 2008 and subsequent severe recession, withholdings, estimated payments, and extended filings
declined at an average annual rate of 8.5 percent from 2007 to 2009, and increased 7.2 percent in 2010, 6.2 percent in 2011,
10.0 percent in 2012, and declined 3.8 percent in 2013 — the latest date for which data are available.

In addition to the quarterly distributions that represent withholdings and estimated payments, receipts from October 15th filers
and adjustments to prior year distributions by the Maryland Comptroller declined dramatically since the peak of tax year 2005.
Since that time, revenues from October 15th filers and distribution adjustments gradually declined from tax year 2005 ($227.9
million) to tax year 2007 ($179.1 million). Because of the stock market crash of 2008 and the subsequent severe recession
(December 2007 to June 2009), distributions from October 15th filers and distribution adjustments experienced a decline of
85.9 percent in tax year 2008 and a modest increase in 2009. However, from tax year 2010 to tax year 2012, revenues
increased sharply to $144.7 million in 2010 and to $174.2 million in 2012, but below the pre-recession level, and decreased to
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$96.8 million in 2013 (|44.4%) — the latest date for which data are available. These distributions represent the most volatile
component of the income tax and are associated with the change in the stock market as measured by the S&P 500 index.

November Distributions from October 15 Filings and Adjustments
and the S&P 500 Index '
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Transfer and Recordation Taxes

Estimated FY16 revenues for the General Fund of $153.8 million, which exclude the school CIP portion, condominium
conversions, and the tax premium, are 8.6 percent above the revised FY15 estimate. This reflects an FY16 estimate of
$96.2 million in the transfer tax and $57.6 million in the recordation tax. Transfer and recordation tax revenues have
fluctuated greatly over time and primarily reflect shifting trends in the real estate market. In FY 14 81.4 percent of the transfer
tax came from the residential sector compared to 85.5 percent in FYO0S, 83.6 percent in FY06, 87.1 percent in FY07, 85.7
percent in FY08, 86.6 percent in FY09, 88.0 percent in FY10, 81.3 percent in FY11, and 72.2 percent in FY12, and 77.6
percent in FY13. The transfer tax rate is generally one percent of the value of the property transferred to a new owner. This
applies to both improved (i.e., building) and unimproved (i.e., land) residential and commercial properties. The recordation tax
is levied when changes occur in deeds, mortgages, leases, and other contracts pertaining to the title of either real or personal
property. Beginning in FYO03, the recordation tax rate was raised from $4.40 to $6.90 per $1,000 of the value of the contract
(0.69%) with the first $50,000 of the consideration exempted from the tax for owner-occupied residential properties. The
Council earmarked the revenues attributed to the rate increase for MCPS school capital programs and Montgomery College
information technology projects. Generally, both transfer and recordation taxes are levied when properties are sold. In some
cases, only one of the two taxes is levied. One example is refinancing of a mortgage, in which case there may be an increase in
the mortgage amount and, hence, recordation tax, but since there is no transfer of property, there is no transfer tax. Beginning
March 1, 2008, the Council also levied an additional recordation tax (premium) of 0.31 percent on transactions above
$500,000 for rental assistance programs and County government capital projects.

Residential transfer tax revenues are affected by the trends in real estate sales for existing and new homes. Real estate sales, in
turn, are highly correlated with specific economic indicators such as growth in employment and wage and salary income,
formation of households, mortgage lending conditions, and mortgage interest rates. The same holds true for the commercial
sector, which is equally affected by business activity and investment, office vacancy rates, property values, and financing
costs. The volatility in revenues from the transfer and recordation taxes is best illustrated in the trend since FY05.
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The growth rate in the number of residential transfers declined over four consecutive years from FY06 to FY09 — |7.9 percent
in FY06 (23,803), |22.7 percent in FY07 (18,389), |28.9 percent in FY08 (13,066), and |3.8 percent in FY09 (12,572). After
four consecutive years of decline, the number of residential transfers increased 30.8 percent in FY10 attributed to the federal
government first-time homebuyers credit, but decreased for two consecutive years — |22.8 percent in FY11 (12,779) and |5.6
percent in FY12 (12,060). Since FY12, residential transfers increased 11.3 percent and 8.6 percent in FY13 and FY14,
respectively. While the number of residential transfers exhibited significant volatility since FY05, the acceleration in home
prices during FY05 and FY06 had a significant effect on revenues and partially offset the decrease in the number of transfers
during this period. =~ However, since the peak in the housing bubble in FY06, transfer tax revenues from residential
transactions declined 23.3 percent in FY07, 26.5 percent in FY08, and 18.1 percent in FY09, but increased 20.9 percent in
FY10 then declined 15.1 percent in FY'11, decreased 5.1 percent in FY12, but increased 21.2 percent and 9.8 percent in FY13
-and FY'14, respectively.

The decline in transfer taxes between FY07 and FY09 is attributed to both a decline in home sales that began in the summer of
2005 and in average sales price for existing homes that began the late summer of 2007. Home sales declined 23.3 percent in
CY2007, declined 17.7 percent in CY2008, increased 21.8 percent in CY2009, increased a modest 0.3 percent in CY2010,
decreased 8.7 percent in CY2011, increased 6.9 percent and 12.8 percent in CY2012 and CY2013, respectively, but decreased
4.2 percent in CY2014.

While sales decreased in CY2014, the average sales price for an existing home increased a meager 0.7 percent and the median
sales price did not change.
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Median Home Sales Price
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At the same time that revenues from the residential portion of the transfer tax experienced growth between FY05 and FY06,
revenues from non-residential properties, excluding collections from farm and rezone transactions, experienced a similar
pattern during this same period. Beginning in FY07, revenues from non-residential property experienced dramatic volatility
over the next eight years. In FY07 revenues from non-residential properties declined 49.2 percent, increased a modest 1.8
percent in FY08, declined 25.7 percent in FY09, but increased 12.9 percent in FY10, 45.9 percent in FY11, 57.7 percent in
FY12, but declined 3.9 percent in FY13 and 17.9 percent in FY14.

Recordation tax revenues (excluding the school CIP portion and the tax premium) generally track the trend in transfer tax
revenues. Revenues from residential recordation tax revenues increased 21.7 percent in FY05, and 20.1 percent in FY06,
before declining 19.4 percent in FY07, 21.1 percent in FY08, 18.3 percent in FY09, increasing 25.3 percent in FY10,
decreasing 18.3 percent in FY11, decreasing 4.2 percent in FY12, increasing 23.4 percent in FY13, and increasing 9.5 percent
in FY14. The estimate for recordation tax revenues for FY 16 reflects a increase of 8.9 percent to $57.6 million for the General
Fund.

General Fund transfer and recordation tax revenues are projected to grow 8.6 percent in FY16. That year-over-year growth
rate is attributed to a recovery in home sales during calendar year 2015 and 2016 and a modest increase in home prices.

Energy Tax

Estimated FY16 revenues of $206.2 million are 1.3 percent above the revised FY15 estimate. The estimated revenues for
FY16 are based on the County Executive’s recommendation to continue the FY16 rates at the FY15 level. The revised
revenues estimate for FY15 is 3.3 percent below the FY14 actual revenues. That decline is attributed to the reduction in both
the residential and non-residential rates enacted by the County Council in May 2014. The fuel-energy tax is imposed on
persons transmitting, distributing, manufacturing, producing, or supplying electricity, gas, steam, coal, fuel oil, or liquefied
petroleum gas. Different rates apply to residential and nonresidential consumption and to the various types of energy. Since
the rates per unit of energy consumed are fixed, collections change only with shifts in energy consumption and not with
changes in the price of the energy product. Based on partial fiscal year data for FY15, Finance estimates that the share of
receipts from residential users is approximately 32.0 percent of total collections, with the larger share received from the non-
residential sector (68.0%). Measured for all energy types, the two largest sources of total revenues based on partial fiscal year
data for FY15 have been electricity (82.8%) and natural gas (16.3%).
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Telephone Tax

Estimated FY16 revenues of $50.4 million are 1.6 percent above the revised FY15 estimate. The revised revenue
estimate for FY15 is 4.1 percent above the FY 14 actual revenues excluding the increase attributed to a one-time reconciliation
payment of $5.5 million from Verizon in FY14. That adjusted increase is attributed to an increase in wireless communication.
The telephone tax is levied as a fixed amount per landline, wireless communications, and other communication devices. The
tax on a traditional landline is $2.00 per month, while multiple business lines (Centrex) are taxed at $0.20 per month. The tax
rate on wireless communications was $2.00 per month prior to FY11. Effective FY11, the County Council increased the rate
schedule for wireless communications from $2.00 per month to $3.50 per month. Revenues from this tax are driven primarily
by modest growth in wireless communications such as cell phone usage and by voice-over internet protocol.

Hotel/Motel Tax

Estimated FY16 revenues of $20.3 million are 3.7 percent above the revised FY15 estimate. The revised revenue
estimate for FY15 is 10.9 percent above the FY14 actual revenues. Both the FY14 revised estimate and the FY15 estimate
continues to include an amount expected from online hotel brokers and the estimate for FY16 includes a recommendation to
collect hotel-motel tax revenues from AirBnB and other short term rental property operators which is estimated to collect an
additional $228,725 revenues per year starting in FY16. The hotel/mote] tax is levied as a percentage of the hotel bill. The
current tax rate of 7 percent in FY15 is also assumed for FY16. Collections grow with the costs of hotel rooms and the
combined effect of room supply and hotel occupancy rate in the County. Occupancy rates in the County are generally the
highest in the spring (April and May) and autumn (September and October) as tourists and schools visit the nation’s capital for
such events as the Cherry Blossom Festival and school trips, while organizations often schedule conferences during such
periods, and during the week of the Presidential inauguration. During peak periods, many visitors to Washington, D.C. use
hotels in the County, especially those in the lower county.

Admissions Tax

Estimated FY16 revenues of $3.2 million are 6.6 percent above the revised FY15 estimate. The revised revenue estimate
for FY15-revenues is 2.1 percent above the FY14 actual revenues. The revised estimate in FY15 is attributed to an increase in
revenues collected from motion picture theaters and recreational activities. ~Admissions and amusement taxes are State-
administered local taxes on the gross receipts of various categories of amusement, recreation, and sports activities. Taxpayers
are required to file a return and pay the tax monthly while the County receives quarterly distributions of the receipts from the
State. Montgomery County levies a seven percent tax, except for categories subject to State sales and use tax, where the
County rate would be lower. Such categories include rentals of athletic equipment, boats, golf carts, skates, skis, horses; and
sales related to entertainment. Gross receipts are exempt from the County tax when a Municipal admissions and amusement
tax is in effect. For FY14, motion pictures accounted for 46.8 percent of total collections, while other major categories
included coin-operated amusement (18.3%)., and golf green fees, driving ranges and golf cart rentals (16.8%).

NON-TAX REVENUES

Non-tax revenues throughout all tax supported funds (excluding Enterprise Funds, such as Permitting Services, Parking
Districts, Solid Waste Disposal, and Solid Waste Collection Funds) are estimated at $983.0 million in FY16. This is a $0.6
million increase, or 0.1 percent, from the revised FY15 estimate, primarily attributed to an increase in General
Intergovernmental Revenues (11.1%) and fees, licenses, fines, and other charges (3.2%). Non-tax revenues include:
intergovernmental aid; investment income; licenses and permits; user fees, fines, and forfeitures; and miscellaneous revenues.

General Intergovernmental Revenues

Intergovernmental revenues are received from the State or Federal governments as general aid for certain purposes, not tied,
like grants, to particular expenditures. The majority of this money comes from the State based on particular formulas set in
law. Total aid is specified in the Governor's annual budget. Since the final results are not known until the General Assembly
session is completed and the State budget adopted, estimates in the March 15 County Executive Recommended Public
Services Program are generally based on the Governor's budget estimates for FY16. If additional information on the State
budget is available to the County Executive, this information will be incorporated into the budgeted projection of State aid.
For future years, it is difficult to know confidently how Federal and State aid policy may be implemented; therefore, the
projection generally assumes intergovernmental aid will remain flat. The Recommended Budget for FY16 assumes an $8.4
million, or 1.1 percent, increase in intergovernmental revenues from the revised FY15 estimate, of which 80.3 percent is
allocated to the Montgomery County Public Schools, 4.3 percent to Montgomery Community College, and 1.1 percent to
Mass Transit. Total intergovernmental revenue represents an estimated 79.0 percent of the total non-tax revenues for FY16.
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Licenses and Permits

Licenses and permits include General Fund business licenses (primarily public health, traders, and liquor licenses) and non-
business licenses (primarily marriage licenses and Clerk of the Court business licenses). Licenses and permits in the
Permitting Services Enterprise Fund, which include building, electrical, and sediment control permits, are Enterprise Funds
and thus not included in tax supported projections. The Recommended Budget for FY16 assumes a 11.8 percent increase over
the revised projections for FY15, and $13.0 million in available resources in FY16.

Charges for Services (User Fees)

Excluding intergovernmental revenues to Montgomery County Public Schools and Montgomery College, and College tuition,
charges for services, or user fees, are revenues collected that come primarily from fees imposed on the recipients of certain
County services including mass transit, human services, use of facilities, and recreation services and are included in the tax
supported funds. The Recommended Budget for FY16 assumes an increase of 4.4 percent over the revised projections for
FY 14, resulting in $71.9 million in available resources in FY15.

Fines and Forfeitures

Revenues from fines and forfeitures relate primarily to photo red light and speed camera citations, and library and parking
fines (excluding the County's four Parking Districts). The Recommended Budget for FY16 assumes that fines and forfeitures
will not increase from the revised estimates for FY 15, resulting in $24.3 million in available resources in FY 16.

College Tuition

Although College tuition is not included in the County Council Spending Affordability Guideline Limits (SAG), it remains in
the tax supported College Current Fund. Calculation of the aggregate operating budget is under the SAG Limits. Tuition
revenue depends on the number of registered students and the tuition rate. The County Executive recommends a $3/$6/$9
increase in tuition above the increase included in the Board of Trustees’ requested budget. The Recommended Budget for
FY16 includes a 2.2 percent increase in tuition revenue over the revised projections for FY15 resulting in $81.9 million in
available resources in FY16.

Investment Income

Investment income includes the County's pooled investment and non-pooled investment and interest income of other County
agencies and funds. The County operates an investment pool directed by an investment manager who invests all County funds
using an approved, prudent County adopted investment policy. The pool includes funds from tax supported funds as well as
from Enterprise Funds, municipal taxing districts, and other governmental agencies. Two major factors determine pooled
investment income: (1) the average daily investment balance which is affected by the level of revenues and expenditures, fund
balances, and the timing of bond and commercial paper issues; and (2) the average yield percentage which reflects short-term
interest rates and may vary considerably during the year.

The revised FY15 tax-supported investment income estimate of $0.6 million assumes a yield on equity of 0.17 percent and an
average daily balance of $701.4 million. The FY16 projected estimate of tax-supported investment income of $2.1 million
assumes a yield on equity of 0.65 percent and an average daily balance $701.4 million. Yields have fluctuated significantly
over time due to changes in the targeted federal funds rate set by the Federal Open Market Committee (FOMC) of the Federal
Reserve System. Since August 2007, the FOMC has reduced the target rate for federal funds from 5.25 percent to a range of
0.00-0.25 percent in December 2008 and is expected to remain at that range through most of calendar year 2015.

Other Miscellaneous

The County receives miscellaneous income from a variety of sources‘, the largest of which are auction proceeds, rental income
for the use of County property, and operating revenue from the Conference Center. These two categories make up 49.5
percent of the total $11.6 million projected for FY16.
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FY16 FEE AND FINE CHANGES*

DEPARTMENT/FEE AND FINE FY16 REVENUE | MerHOD OF CHANGE NOTE
CHANGE
MONTGOMERY COLLEGE

Tuition and Related Fees 4,200,000 Board of Trustees Action |[The County Executive recommends the following increase to semester hour rates,
which will increase tuition revenue $2.1 million above the Board's request: from
$115 to $121 for County residents; $235 to $247 for State residents; and $323
to $341 for non-residents. The Board of Trustees Budget Request includes the
following increases to semester hour rates: from $115 to $118 for County
residents; from $235 to $241 for State residents; and $323 to $332 for non-
residents.

DEPARTMENT OF PERMITTING SERVICES
A new permit fee structure will result in lower permit fees across multiple charges

Commercial and Residential Permits 41,790,039 Executive Regulation fOI: services, resulting in @ more equitable fee strudun.a. The new f.ee structure
shifts from a construction cost based fee for commercial construction to a rate per
square foot.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
Licensing Fees 292,410 Executive Regulation  |Increase licensing fees by $3.
DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION

Program and Facility Rental Fees 388,619 Executive Regulation  |Increase facility rental fees by 5 percent. Increase program fees by 3 percent with
the following exceptions: increase pool ad ions and pool p /gym combo
packages by 5 percent; no increase for Special Recreation Event Fees.

SOLID WASTE SERVICES

Solid Waste Service Charges -2,658,790 Council Resolution Decrease single family charge per household from $213.75 to $205.11; decrease
multi-family charge per household from $16.73 to $16.06; and decrease non-
residential charae from $621.21 to $596.13.

Solid Waste Refuse Collection Charge 421,000 Council Resolution Increase the charge per household from $66 to $70.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Parking Fees - Silver Spring 603,000 Council Resolution The implementation of demand-based parking rates in Silver Spring is revenue
neutral. The expansion of collection hours in Silver Spring Garages 60 and 61 to
Monday through Friday, 7am to 7pm (currently Monday through Thursday 7am
to 6pm and Friday 7am to 5 pm) is expected to generate an additional $603,000
in revenue.

GRAND TOTAL 1,456,200

* All changes are assumed to be effective July 1, 2015 except as noted.
Revenues above do not include implementation costs.
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Capital Improvements Program (CIP)

INTRODUCTION

The Montgomery County Charter (Section 302) requires the County Executive to submit a comprehensive six-year program
for capital improvements, called the Capital Improvements Program (CIP), not later than January 15 of each even-numbered
calendar year. The Charter requires that the annual capital budget be consistent with the six-year program. In odd-numbered
calendar years, the approved CIP, together with any amendments, continues to guide capital investment.

The CIP includes all capital projects and programs for all agencies for which the County sets tax rates or approves budgets or
programs. The CIP includes: .

a statement of the objectives of capital programs,
the relationship of capital programs to the County’s long-range development plans,
recommendations for capital projects and their construction schedules,

estimates of costs, anticipated revenue sources, and impacts of the capital program on County revenues and the operating
budget.

The County Charter (Section 302) also provides that the CIP may be amended at any time. In practice, amendments to the CIP
are limited in order to conform to the requirement for a biennial, or every other year, CIP. Criteria for amendments generally
include: use of funds from external sources; projects which address significant health or safety requirements, and economic
development opportunities.

This section summarizes the CIP, its six-year projections of expenditures, and the fiscal policies and funding to support them.
The complete County Executive’s Recommended Amendments to the CIP are published as a separate document, and may be
found on the World Wide Web at: http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/omb/publications. The complete Approved CIP can
be found at the same website.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

Capital program goals and objectives for departments within the Montgomery County Government are provided in the
program description and objectives subsections contained in the various sections of the Recommended CIP document. For
other government agencies (Montgomery County Public Schools, Montgomery College, Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission, Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, Revenue Authority and Housing Opportunities
Commission), missions are more generally described, citing statutory authority, with agency capital programs supporting those
goals. Further detail on the capital program goals and objectives for these agencies is contained in their CIP request
documents, which may be obtained directly from each agency.

CAPITAL PROGRAM PLANNING

Planning Policies

Planning for capital improvements is tied to the County's continuing development and growth in population, numbers of
households, and businesses. Land use master plans and sector plans for the County's geographic planning areas anticipate
needs for roads, schools, and other facilities required by new or changing population. The County continues its efforts to
improve the linkages between County planning activities, the CIP and the Operating Budget.

General Plan and Master Plans and Sector Plans

The General Plan Refinement of FY94 recognizes the importance of establishing priorities for the provision of public
facilities. The CIP gives high priority to areas of greatest employment and residential density when allocating public
investment. Some County master plans include phasing elements which provide guidance about the timing and sequence of
capital facilities in order to develop a CIP that serves long-range needs. Copies of the County’s General Plan and adopted
master plans and sector plans may be obtained directly from the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
(M-NCPPC).
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Growth Policy

Overall planning policies involve an interdependence between the CIP as a budgeting document which allocates available
public resources according to County priorities, and the Growth Policy, the main purpose of which is to manage the location
and pace of private development. The development ceiling element of the Growth Policy is designed to affect the staging of
development, matching the timing of private development with the availability of public facilities. It identifies the need for
public facilities to support private development and constrains the number of private subdivision approvals to those that can be
accommodated by existing and programmed public facilities.

In order to guide subdivision approvals under the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO), the Growth Policy tests the
adequacy of four types of public facilities: transportation; schools; water and sewerage facilities; and police, fire, and health
services. Copies of the County’s currently approved Growth Policy may be obtained directly from the M-NCPPC.

Functional Plans

Functional plans anticipate needs for government functions and services ranging from provision of water and sewerage to
solid waste disposal, libraries, and fire and rescue services. Other studies assess future educational, health, and human
services needs. These plans are analyzed for likely new facilities or service delivery requirements and their potential operating
costs which will eventually add to annual operating budgets.

Public Input

The five local Citizens’ Advisory Boards are encouraged to provide the County Executive with their development priorities
during the preparation of each Capital Improvements Program. The County Council holds public hearings after receipt of the
County Executive’s Recommended Capital Improvements Program before deliberations on the program begin. All Council
worksessions are public, and residents are encouraged to attend to present their views.

Maryland Economic Growth, Resource Protection and Planning Act

The Maryland Economic Growth, Resource Protection and Planning Act requires local governments to review all construction
projects that involve the use of State funds, grants, loans, loan guarantees, or insurance for consistency with existing local
plans. The County Executive or the requesting agency affirms that all projects which are expected to receive State financial
participation conform to relevant local plans. This language appears in the "Disclosures" portion of the relevant project
description forms.

County Council and Planning Board Review

During the Council review process, the Planning Board provides comments to the Council regarding conformance with local
plans, and a final determination as to consistency of projects with adopted County plans is made by the County Council. The
Council adopts the CIP and approves a list of applicable State participation projects.

Fiscal Policies

Prior to considering specific projects for inclusion in the Capital Improvements Program, Montgomery County develops
projections of total resources available to the County as a whole, and to the CIP as a subset of the whole. A variety of
assumptions underpin these projections.

Economic Assumptions
Revenue projections depend largely on assumptions regarding economic activity, including employment, income, inflation,
interest rates, construction, home sales, and other economic conditions.

Demographic Assumptions

The CIP is based on demographic assumptions resulting from the Metropolitan Council of Governments (COG) Round 8.3
estimates as projected by M-NCPPC. This forecast predicts that the County will continue to experience steady population
growth. Besides general population changes, demographic forecasts anticipate a strong growth phase for elementary school
enrollment; middle school and high school enrollment are following close behind as the swell of elementary students move up.

Debt Capacity

To maintain its AAA bond rating, the County considers the following guidelines in deciding how much additional County

general obligation debt may be issued in the six-year CIP period:

* Total debt, both existing and proposed, should be kept at about 1.5 percent of full market value (substantially the same as
assessed value) of taxable real property in the County.

* Required annual debt service expenditures should be kept at about ten percent of the County's total tax supported
operating budget. The tax supported operating budget excludes proprietary funds and grants. If those special funds
supported by all County taxpayers were to be included, the percentage of debt service would be below ten percent.
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e Total debt outstanding and annual amounts issued, when adjusted for inflation, should not cause real debt per capita (i.e.,
after eliminating the effects of inflation) to rise significantly.

e The rate of repayment of bond principal should be kept at existing high levels and in the 60-75 percent range during any
ten-year period.

e  Total debt outstanding and annual amounts proposed should not cause the ratio of per capita debt to per capita income to
rise significantly above its current level of about 3.5 percent.

e  The debt capacity schedule is displayed later in the Debt Service section.

Spending Affordability Assumptions

The County Charter (Section 305) requires that the Council adopt spending affordability guidelines for the capital and
operating budgets. Spending affordability guidelines for the CIP have been interpreted in County law to be limits on the
amount of general obligation debt and Park and Planning debt that may be approved for expenditure in the CIP. Spending
affordability guidelines are adopted in odd-numbered calendar years, and limit the amount of general obligation debt that may
be approved for the first year, the second year, and for the entire six years of the CIP. Similar provisions cover the bonds
issued by M-NCPPC.

The Montgomery and Prince George’s County Councils adopt one-year spending limits for Washington Suburban Sanitary
Commission (WSSC). These spending control limits include guidelines for new debt and annual debt service.

General Obligation Debt Limits

General obligation debt usually takes the form of bond issues. General obligation debt pledges general tax revenue for
repayment. Montgomery County has maintained a AAA rating, the highest quality rating available, for its general obligation
bonds. This top rating by Wall Street rating agencies, enjoyed by very few local governments in the Country, assures
Montgomery County of a ready market for its bonds and the lowest available interest rates on that debt.

IMPACT OF CAPITAL PROGRAM ON THE OPERATING BUDGET

Most capital improvement projects generate future operating budget costs in one or more of three ways: debt service; current
revenues which fund projects not eligible for debt financing, and PAYGO which offsets the need to issue debt; and changes to
the Operating Budget to support new or renovated facilities.

Debt Service

The annual payment of principal and interest on general obligation bonds and other long-term and shorter-term debt used to
finance roads, schools, and other major projects is included in the operating budget as a required expenditure. The FY16 tax-
supported debt service, as displayed later in the Debt Service section, approximates $357.3 million.

Current Revenue and PAYGO

Certain CIP projects are funded directly with County current revenues in order to avoid costs of borrowing. These amounts
are included in the operating budget as specific transfers to individual projects within the capital projects fund. PAYGO, or
“pay as you go” funding, is an additional amount included in the operating budget as a direct bond offset to reduce the amount
of borrowing required for project financing. The FY16 Current Revenue and PAYGO are displayed in Schedule A-3 and
approximate $77.4 million.

Operating Budget Impacts (OBI)

The construction of government buildings and facilities usually results in new annual costs for maintenance, utilities, and
additional staffing required for facility management and operation. Whenever a new or expanded facility involves program
expansion, as with new school buildings, libraries, or fire stations, the required staffing and equipment (principals, librarians,
fire apparatus) represent additional operating budget expenditures.

The CIP includes analysis of these operating budget impacts to aid in review and decisions on the timing of public facilities
and to more clearly show what a new building or road will cost in addition to its construction costs and any required debt
service. The project description forms published in the Recommended Amended FY15-20 CIP, display operating budget
impacts of individual projects where applicable. The following chart summarizes the impact of the Recommended FY15-20
CIP on the operating budget expenditures of the related departments.
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COUNTY GOVERNMENT OPERATING BUDGET IMPACTS BY

D ($000s)

Fund/Department FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20

County General Fund
General Service &

Transportation 3982 | 16264 | 16,802 | 12277 | 9438 0,481
Health and Human '

Services | o73 1,284 1307 | 2133 2142
Police 682 | 682 682 110 110 110
Public Libraries 1571 | 2065 | 2065 3002 | 2946 2,946
Technology Services 8so | 327 337 362 70 88

Mass Transit
Transit Services 3089 | 3,989 4,018 5716 1,727 1,727

Fire
Fire and Rescue Service _ 80 160 160 160 160

Recreation
Recreation 1354 | 1,522 2,140 2000 | 2,090 2,090

Water Quality Protection Fund
Environmental Protection 319 576 785 1517 2049 2 565
Total 12777 | 26,478 | 28273 | 26,541 | 20,723 21,309

PROJECT COST PROJECTIONS

Departments and agencies estimate the cost of each proposed capital project in current dollars. For the most part, County
agencies use contracted cost estimators to develop project costs, and those estimates are reviewed and verified by County staff.
Recent cost changes for construction commodities have been included, and projects are escalated to the mid-point of
construction. Inflation is estimated separately, and funds are set aside to allow for inflation-driven cost increases in later
years. During each even-numbered calendar year, all existing and proposed projects are reviewed centrally for changes to cost,
scope and timing, and adjusted as necessary.

The County Charter (Section 307) provides for supplemental appropriations to address interim project cost increases.
Unappropriated resources are set aside during the fiscal planning process to fund potential cost increases, or for new projects
which address urgent needs.

REVENUE SOURCES

The major revenue sources for the Capital Improvements Program are described in the Fiscal Policy section of the County
Executive’s Recommended Capital Improvements Program. There are three major types of revenue sources for the capital
improvements program: current revenues (including PAYGO); proceeds from bonds and other debt instruments; and grants,
contributions, reimbursements, or other funds from intergovernmental and other sources. In some cases, where both a public
and a private goal may be achieved, the County enters into partnerships with the private sector to finance and construct public
facilities.

The specific funding sources for all expenditures are identified on each individual capital project description form.
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Current Revenves

Current revenues from the General Fund are used for designated projects which involve broad public use and which fall
outside any of the specialized funds. Generally, current revenues are used for the planning of capital projects.

PAYGO is current revenue set aside annually in the operating budget, but not appropriated. PAYGO is used to replace bonds
for debt-eligible expenditures ("pay-as-you-go" financing) or when projects are not debt eligible or not eligible for tax-exempt
financing. The County generally allocates PAYGO of at least ten percent of general obligation bonds planned for issue each
year. However, PAYGO may be withdrawn from the CIP in order to maintain operating budget services during difficult
economic times.

Bond Issues and Other Public Agency Debt

Bonds are used to spread the cost of construction of a public facility over time, such that those who benefit from it over time
also assist in its funding. The County government and four of its Agencies are authorized by State law and/or County Charter
to issue debt to finance CIP projects. This debt may be either general obligation or self-supporting debt.

County government general obligation bonds are issued for a wide variety of functions such as transportation, public schools,
community college, public safety, and other programs. These bonds are legally-binding general obligations of the County and
constitute an irrevocable pledge of its full faith and credit and unlimited taxing power. The money to repay general obligation
debt comes primarily from general revenues, except that debt service on general obligation bonds, if any, issued for projects of
Parking Districts, Liquor, or Solid Waste funds is supported from the revenues of those enterprises.

M-NCPPC is authorized to issue general obligation bonds, also known as Park and Planning bonds, for the acquisition and
development of local and certain special parks and advance land acquisition, with debt limited to that supportable within tax
rates established for the Commission.

County Revenue Bonds are bonds authorized by the County to finance specific projects such as parking garages and solid
waste facilities, with debt service to be paid from pledged revenues received in connection with the projects. Proceeds from
revenue bonds may be applied only to costs of projects for which they are authorized. They are considered separate from
general obligation debt and do not constitute a pledge of the full faith and credit or unlimited taxing power of the County.

County revenue bonds have been used in the Bethesda and Silver Spring Parking Districts, supported by parking fees and fines
together with parking district property taxes. County revenue bonds have also been issued for County Solid Waste
Management facilities, supported with the revenues of the Solid Waste Disposal system.

The Montgomery County Revenue Authority has authority to issue revenue bonds and to otherwise finance projects through
notes and mortgages with land and improvements serving as collateral. These are paid through revenues of the Authority's
several enterprises, which include golf courses and the Montgomery County Airpark.

The County also uses the Revenue Authority as a conduit for alternative CIP funding arrangements for swim centers, a
building to house County and State health and human services functions, and the construction of the Montgomery County
Conference Center. The County has entered into long-term leases with the Revenue Authority, and the County lease payments
fund the debt service on these Revenue Authority bonds.

Other, specialized bonds are used to finance a variety of public infrastructure, including water distribution and sewage
collection lines and required support facilities, stormwater management, and affordable housing. These bonds are paid from
non-tax sources including user charges and mortgages, which also cover all operating costs.

Intergovernmental Revenues

CIP projects may be funded in whole or in part through grants, matching funds, or cost sharing agreements with the Federal
government, the State of Maryland, the County's incorporated municipalities, or regional consortia such as the Washington
Metropolitan Area Transportation Authority (WMATA) and the Washington Area Sewer Authority (WASA).

Federal Aid. Major projects that involve Federal aid include Metro, commuter rail, interstate highway interchanges, bridges,
and various environmental construction or planning grants. Most Federal aid is provided directly to the State, and then
redistributed to local jurisdictions.

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds are received through annual formula allocations from the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development in response to a County application and are used for neighborhood
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improvements and facilities in areas where there is significant building deterioration, economic disadvantage, or other need for
public intervention in the cycles of urban growth and change.

State Aid includes grants, matching funds, and reimbursements for eligible County expenditures for local projects in public
safety, environmental protection, courts and criminal justice, transportation, libraries, parkland acquisition and development,
community college, and public school construction.

Municipal Financing. Some projects with specific benefits to an incorporated municipality within the County may include
funding or other financing from that jurisdiction. Incorporated towns and municipalities, specifically Rockville, Gaithersburg,
and Poolesville, have their own capital improvements programs and may participate in County projects where there is shared
benefit.

Other Revenue Sources

The use of other revenue sources to fund CIP projects is normally conditioned upon specific legislative authority or project
approval, including approval of appropriations for the projects. Approval of a project may be contingent upon actual receipt
of the revenues planned to fund it, as in the case of private contributions that are not subject to law or agreement.

EXAMPLES OF CAPITAL PROJECTS

The CIP addresses the County’s needs for basic infrastructure, education, transportation, and other critical facilities. Selected
examples of CIP projects are shown here: '

A Responsive and Accountable CouanGovemmem‘

e Complete FiberNet connections to all Montgomery County Public Schools elementary schools and Housing Opportunities
Commission (HOC) sites targeted in the American Recovery Reinvestment Act (ARRA) grant to support instructional
video, telephony, high-speed Internet, and back office applications.

e Continue to replace aging County building roof systems, windows and siding, parking lots, HVAC and electrical systems,
and elevator systems.

e Continue to provide funding to ensure County buildings and facilities are in compliance with Title II of the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA).

e Complete implementation of a new Fuel Management system, enabling county vehicles to fuel at any county fuel site,
regardless of agency.

e Support the County Government Technology Modernization project to fund long-needed improvements to the information
technology and business processes of the County Government including the Health and Human Services system upgrades
needed to address healthcare reform initiatives.

e Continue to provide funding for the Public Safety Systems Modernization (PSSM) program, which will modernize the
public safety radio communications system, upgrade the fire station alerting systems at 43 stations, establish a new
computer-aided dispatch system to improve performance and response times, and acquire a new records management
system for law enforcement agencies.

Affordable Housing in an Inclusive Community

e Provide additional funds for the Affordable Housing Acquisition and Preservation project for public/private partnerships
to maintain and grow the stock of affordable housing.
Maintain support to improve public housing units.
Provide funds through a public-private partnership to build a new Progress Place homeless services center in the
downtown Silver Spring Central Business District. The project will include personal living quarter (PLQs) units to
increase affordable housing in the County.

An Effective and Efficient Transportation Network

Include non-vehicular transportation elements whenever feasible in road improvements and new roads.
Focus highway maintenance funding in the more cost-effective resurfacing program.

e Fund the Bethesda Metro Station South Entrance, the Capital Crescent Trail and the Silver Spring Green Trail projects
which support and must be coordinated with the state-funded Purple Line mass transit project.
Begin facility planning for the MD 355 and US29 corridors of the Rapid Transit System project.
Fund roadway improvements along East Gude Drive from Crabbs Branch Way to Southlawn Lane to increase roadway
capacity and enhance vehicular and pedestrian safety.

e Fund the Clarksburg Transportation Connections project, which funds roadway and intersection improvements for
Clarksburg area roads to increase capacity and reduce traffic congestion in this growing area of the County.
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Fund intersection and roadway improvements on Seminary Road to enhance traffic flow and improve vehicular and
pedestrian safety.

In support of the White Flint Sector Plan, continue funding for planning and design, land acquisition, and construction of
roadway improvements in the White Flint District.

Continue to fund Chapman Avenue Extended, Goshen Road South, Platt Ridge Drive Extended, Montrose Parkway East,
and Snouffer School Road North.

Add funding for the design and land acquisition of a new project - Observation Drive Extended, which will support
economic development and provide north-south access and needed congestion relief between Germantown and
Clarksburg. '

Leverage a public-private partnership to improve pedestrian and vehicle access around the Silver Spring Transit Center
with improvements to Ripley Street.

Support City of Rockville projects to fund Avery Road, Wootton Parkway, and Falls Road sidewalk improvements as
well as design work for Maryland Avenue and Dawson Extended.

Continue to modernize the central traffic signal control system to provide additional capabilities and tools to optimize
traffic flow.

Continue to provide funds for guardrails, streetlights, pedestrian and traffic safety improvements, and storm drain
replacement.

Fund a new Transit Center at Montgomery Mall.

Replace 32 Ride On buses in fiscal year 2015 and 25 buses in FY16.

Construct a shared use path along the south side of Needwood Road between Equestrian Lane and Muncaster Mill Road.
Continue funding to complete Frederick Road Bike Path, MacArthur Boulevard Bikeway Improvements, and
Metropolitan Branch Trail, and MD 355 Sidewalks. '

Replace the existing Park Valley Road Bridge over Sligo Creek.

Replace the existing Piney Meetinghouse Road Bridge over Watts Branch.

Provide superstructure replacement of the existing Valley Road Bridge over Booze Creek.

Maintain funding for previously approved Whites Ferry Road, Gold Mine Road, and Elmhirst Parkway Bridges.

Children Prepared to Live and Learn
Montgomery County Public Schools:

Address capacity needs from higher enrollment by funding four new elementary schools and two new middle schools,
constructing additions in 18 elementary schools, two middle schools, and two high schools. Together, these projects will
add 455 classrooms.

Maintain Board of Education (BOE) requested revitalizations/expansions schedule for 21 elementary schools, four middle
schools, and five high schools.

Address countywide special education needs by adding new funding for one alternative center, Blair Ewing Center
Improvements.

Increase funding for the Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) project by $37 million.

Maintain requested funding for MCPS Countywide infrastructure projects including roof replacements, school security
systems, indoor air quality, and life-cycle asset replacement.

Montgomery College:

Continue to address space deficits on the College’s Rockville campus by maintaining construction funding for the Science
West Building Renovation and the Rockville Student Services projects both of which will provide up-to-date centralized
facilities and leverage significant State funding.

Complete the Rockville Parking Garage (Summer 2015).

Fund design and construction of the Germantown Science & Applied Studies Phase 1 Renovation project (completion in
2017); and continue to fund design of the Germantown Student Services Center.

Provide funding for planning, design, and the start of construction for the Takoma Park/Silver Spring Math & Science
Center.

Sustain College infrastructure projects such as Elevator Modernization, Planned Lifecycle Asset Replacement, Roof
Replacement, and Site Improvements at the requested levels, to improve facilities and safety on all three campuses.

Universities at Shady Grove/University of Maryland:

Provide funding for the design and construction of a parking garage and related site modifications at the Universities at
Shady Grove (USG) Campus. The County’s commitment to fund the garage and ground modifications leveraged state aid
to build a new Biomedical Sciences/Engineering Education (BMSE) academic building.
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Healthy and Sustainable Communities

Maintain the Stormwater Management Program to continue Montgomery County’s leadership to improve water quality
and comply with the County’s Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit issued by the Maryland
Department of the Environment. '

Perform structural repairs on public and private stormwater facilities accepted into the County’s maintenance program and
funded by the Water Quality Protection Charge. :

Expand the design and construction of environmental site design/low impact development (ESD/LID) stormwater
management devices at County facilities.

Continue support for the nationally recognized Agricultural Land Preservation Program with a goal of protecting 70,000
acres of farmland.

Provide funds to construct a new Dennis Avenue Health Center in Silver Spring to improve clinical services to residents.
Provide funds for three Linkages to Learning Centers, two Child Care Centers and one High School Wellness Center and
a feasibility study to add an additional wellness center at Kennedy High School.

Support planning and design for Little Bennett Regional Park Day-Use Area and design and construction funding for
Seneca Crossing Local Park.

Provide funding for a new Josiah Henson Historic Park project to rehabilitate the historic Riley/Bolton House, build a new
visitor center, and fund site improvements to provide experiential learning regarding slavery and Josiah Henson, a former
slave who served as the inspiration for the world famous novel, Uncle Tom’s Cabin.

Fund the new Western Grove Urban Park project will provide green open space near the densely populated Friendship
Heights Metro Station area. The park was acquired through a partnership with the Chevy Chase Village.

Add funding for Phase V of Brookside Gardens to include construction of a new greenhouse and plant propagation
facility.

Provide funding for Woodside Urban Park in downtown Silver Spring.

Increase funding for hard surface trail renovations.

Complete construction of the Bi-County Water Tunnel.

Continue to enhance wastewater treatment and solids handling facilities at the regional Blue Plains Advanced Wastewater
Treatment Plant in order to achieve environmental goals and greater efficiency.

Replace deteriorating trunk sewers and large water mains to enhance water and sewer system reliability and safety.
Increase replacement of small diameter water mains from 51 miles in-E¥14 to 60 miles i ¥F¥3+s5-

Continue to upgrade the Blue Plains, Seneca, and Damascus wastewater treatment plants.

Safe Streets and Secure Neighborhoods

Institute a new apparatus replacement program to replace 10 aerials, 60 EMS units, 21 engines, 4 all-wheel drive
brush/wildland pumpers, 4 rescue squads, and 2 tankers.

Complete construction of new or replacement fire and rescue stations in Kensington, Glenmont, Clarksburg, and White
Flint.

Provide funding for design and construction of a female facility for the Cabin John (Potomac) and Gaithersburg Fire
Stations.

Replace the existing 2nd District Station in Bethesda with a new station under a public-private partnership between the
County and a private developer.

Establish a new public safety computer aided dispatch and records management systems.

Build a Training Center at the Montgomery County Correctional Facility to provide practical training for correctional
officers.

Upgrade dietary facilities and make energy efficient improvements at the County’s Pre-Release Center.

Complete construction of the Judicial Center Annex with 10 new courtrooms.

A Strong and Vibrant Economy

Continue funding for the Smart Growth Initiative to move County facilities so that private, transit-oriented mixed use can
occur near the Shady Grove Metro Station.

Through a public-private partnership, provide funding to the Wheaton Redevelopment program for planning, design and
construction of a new Maryland National Capital Area Park and Planning Commission headquarters, other county
facilities, and a town center.

Continue streetscaping, fagade easements, and other redevelopment efforts in Burtonsville.

Provide transportation improvements and related public safety and parking facilities to support White Flint
Redevelopment.

Provide funds for arts facility grants to assist arts organizations in leveraging private funding for their facilities and
programs.
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Vital Living for All of Our Residents

Provide funds for planning, design and construction of the Wheaton Library and Community Recreation Center.

Fund construction for modernization of the Ross Boddy and Good Hope Neighborhood Recreation Centers.

Fund construction of the North Potomac Community Recreation Center project with planned completion in FY16.

Provide funding to renovate and modernize the Western Outdoor Pool and repair the exterior walls and other core systems

of the Kennedy Shriver Aquatic Center.

e Support the Revenue Authority’s modifications to the clubhouse food service areas, irrigation, and clubhouse seating
improvements to Falls Road, Little Bennett, Needwood, Northwest, and Poolesville golf courses.

e Fund a new project to construct restrooms and a grille/snack bar area near the ninth tee of the Hampshire Green Golf
Course.

e Continue to implement the Federal Aviation Administration’s capital improvement plan for the Montgomery County
Airpark. '

EXPLANATION OF THE CHART WHICH FOLLOWS

Expenditure Summary by Category and Sub-Category

This is a program expenditure summary report for the County Executive’s Recommended Amended FY15-20 CIP, as
recommended on January 15. That document contains project description forms for each amended capital project which
include a description, programmed expenditures, and funding sources.

All Agency Funding Summary

This is a summary report listing recommended funding support from all sources for the County Executive’s Recommended
Amended FY15-20 CIP, as recommended on January 15. That document contains project description forms for each capital
project which include a description, programmed expenditures, and funding sources.
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Debt Service

MISSION STATEMENT

This section provides budget data for the repayment of general obligation bond issues, and other long- and short-term financing for
public facilities, equipment, and infrastructure in the Debt Service Fund for all tax supported County agencies (MCG, M-NCPPC,
MCPS, and Montgomery College), as well as other associated costs. Non-tax supported debt repayment related to the MHI Property
Acquisition Fund and Water Quality Protection bonds are also included.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The total recommended FY16 Operating Budget for Debt Service is $367,558,865 an increase of $18,649,465 or 5.3 percent from
the FY15 approved budget of $348,909,400. This amount excludes $63,480 in debt service which is appropriated in non-tax
supported funds.

General Obligation Bonds

General obligation (G.0.) bonds are issued by the County to finance a major portion of the construction of long-lived additions or
improvements to the County's publicly-owned infrastructure. The County's budget and fiscal plan for these improvements is known
as the Capital Improvements Program (CIP) and is published separately from the Operating Budget and Public Services Program.
Currently, G.O. bonds are anticipated to fund approximately 44.8 percent of the County's capital expenditures (excluding WSSC) for
the six years of the Recommended FY15-20 Amended CIP program. The bonds are repaid to bondholders with a series of principal
and interest payments over a period of years, known as Debt Service. In this manner, the initial high cost of capital improvements is
absorbed over time and assigned to citizens benefiting from facilities in the future, as well as current taxpayers. Due to various
Federal, State, and local regulations, interest rates are lower than in the private sector.

"General obligation" refers to the fact that the bonds are backed by the "full faith and credit" of the County and its general revenue
stream. In addition, the Montgomery County Charter provides that the Director of Finance must make debt service payments even if
the Council fails to provide sufficient appropriation. County G.O. bonds are exempt from Federal taxes and also from State taxes for
citizens of Maryland. Finally, the County strives to maintain its total and projected outstanding debt and debt service within certain
financial parameters according to the County's fiscal policy. Thus, these financial instruments provide strong advantages in both
safety of repayment and investment return for certain categories of investors.

Section 305 of the County Charter requires the County Council to set Spending Affordability Guidelines (SAG) for the CIP. The
guidelines are related to how much the Council believes the County can afford, rather than how much might be needed. The
guidelines apply to County G.O. bonds and must specify the total G.O. debt issued by the County that may be planned for
expenditure in the first and second year and approved under the six-year CIP. On October 1, 2013, the County Council approved
SAG limits at $295.0 million for FY15, $295.0 million for FY 16 and $1,770.0 million for the FY15-20 period. On February 4, 2014,
the County Council amended the SAG limits to $324.5 million for FY15, $324.5 million for FY16 and $1,947.0 million for the
FY15-20 period. On February 3, 2015, the County Council amended the SAG limits to $299.5 million in FY15, $340.0 million in
FY16 and $1,999.5 million for the FY15-20 period. The debt service budget includes the Recommended FY15-20 Amended G.O.
bond CIP programmed levels.

Debt Service Program

The annual Debt Service obligation of all outstanding G.O. bond issues, long-term lease payments, long-term loans, short-term lease
payments, and projections of certain related expenditures constitute the total Debt Service budget for FY16. When a bond-funded
facility supports an activity funded by one of the County's Enterprise funds, the debt service is appropriated in that Enterprise fund
operation.

Montgomery County G.O. bonds are budgeted in specific categories for specific purposes: General County (Police, Corrections,
Human Services, Libraries, General Government, and other miscellaneous purposes); Roads and Storm Drains; Public Housing;
Parks (including land and development for M-NCPPC regional and Countywide use parks); Public Schools; Montgomery College;
Fire Tax District; Mass Transit Fund; Recreation Fund; Noise Abatement Districts; Parking Districts; and Solid Waste Disposal
Fund. A separate appropriation is made for the General Fund or a special fund (e.g., Fire Tax District, Mass Transit, Recreation,
Bradley Noise Abatement, and the Cabin John Noise Abatement Fund) as appropriate. These appropriations include debt service for
G.O. bond issues outstanding, long-term lease obligations and short-term financing obligations.

Certain other expenditures and revenues are included in Debt Service budget calculations. The total Debt Service budget consists of
principal and interest on the bonds and other long-term and short-term financing obligations. Bond anticipation notes
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(BANs)/commercial paper are short-term capital financing instruments issued with the expectation that the principal amount will be
refunded with long-term bonds. In the meantime, interest costs are incurred, usually at lower rates than with more permanent
financing. Cost of issuance includes the legal, administrative, and production cost of rating, issuing, and selling bonds,
BANs/commercial paper and short- and long-term lease obligations as well as financial advisory services.

Funding sources which offset the General Fund requirement for Debt Service include investment income on BAN s/commercial paper
and may include premium on bonds issued. The special funds will fund the Debt Service appropriation via a transfer from individual
special funds to the Debt Service Fund.

FY15 Estimated Debt Service

FY15 estimated general obligation Debt Service and lease expenditure requirements for tax-supported funds total $333.6 million
which is lower than the budget of $338.7 million due to prior years G.O. bond refundings and actual interest rates that were lower
than budget.

FY16 Recommended Debt Service Budget .

The FY16 Debt Service budget is predicated on a base of existing Debt Service requirements from past bond issues (through

November 2014) plus the following:

» A fall 2015 (FY16) issue of $324.5 million at an interest cost of 5.5 percent for 20 years with even principal payments (fall bond
issues are expected to continue through FY21).

* Interest expense based on an anticipated average BANs/commercial paper balance of $500.0 million during FY'16.

*  Other short- and long-term financing obligations displayed in a chart at the end of the section.

The Debt Service assumptions discussed above result in a total FY16 Debt Service requirement for tax supported funds of $357.3
million, which is a 5.5 percent increase from the FY15 budget of $338.7 million. The General Fund appropriation requirement is
$292.9 million, or 0.7 percent more than the budgeted FY15 amount of $290.8 million. A schedule detailing debt service principal
and interest by major fund is included at the end of the chapter.

Public Services Program

The six-year Public Services Program for Debt Service is predicated on the bond issue requirements in the Recommended CIP,
adjusted for inflation, and implementation of the capital program at a projected 86.5 percent for FY15 and 94.6 percent for
FY16-FY20. An estimated interest cost of 5.5 percent is budgeted for the fall 2015 (FY'16) issue. Projected interest rates for bond
issues for FY'16 through FY20 are based on market expectations for coupon rates, which drive actual debt service costs. Under these
projections and assumptions, tax-supported Debt Service will increase from $357.3 million in FY16 to $448.1 million by FY21 with
the General Fund revenue requirement growing from $292.9 million in FY16 to $388.5 million by FY21.

Capital Improvements Program
Impact On Operating Budget

Debt Service Requirements

Debt Service requirements are the single largest impact on the Operating Budget/Public Services Program by the Capital
Improvements Program. The Charter-required CIP contains a plan or schedule of project expenditures for schools, transportation, and
infrastructure modernization, with estimated project costs, sources of funding, and timing of work over a six-year period. Each bond
issue used to fund the CIP translates to a draw against the Operating Budget each year for 20 years. Debt requirements for past and
future bond issues are calculated each fiscal year, and provision for the payment of Debt Service is included as part of the annual
estimation of resources available for other Operating Budget requirements. Debt Service expenditures take up fiscal capacity that
could be diverted to improved services as well as tax bill containment. As Debt Service grows over the years, increased pressures are
placed on other PSP programs competing for scarce resources.

The County Council adopts Spending Affordability Guidelines for the capital budget based on criteria for debt affordability. These
criteria are described in the County's Fiscal Policy and provide a foundation for judgments about the County's capacity to issue debt
and its ability to retire the debt over time. Debt capacity evaluation also focuses on other factors which impact the County's ability
and willingness to pay current and future bond holders. Debt obligations, which include G.O. debt service plus other short- and
long-term commitments, are expected to stay manageable, representing about ten percent of General Fund revenues. Maintaining this
guideline ensures that taxpayer resources are not overextended during fiscal downturns, nor are services squeezed out over time due
to increased Debt Service burdens. The Debt Capacity chart is displayed at the end of this section. The chart displays the debt issues
for the six years which are the basis of the G.O. bond-funded portion of the Recommended FY15-20 Amended CIP.

Annual bond-funding requirements (on which future debt issue projections are based) are based on summations of projected
bond-funded expenditures identified by project, amount, and year. The total programmed bond-funded expenditures for each year
and for the CIP period are then adjusted to assist in estimating annual bond issue requirements. Adjustment factors include inflation,
project implementation rate, commitment of County current revenues (PAYGO) as an offset against bond requirements, and a
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set-aside for future unprogrammed projects. The resulting bond requirements are then compared to planned bond issue levels over
the six-year period. It is most critical that debt funding of the CIP be within projected bond issue requirements for the first and
second years and for the six years, and the County Executive's Recommended FY15-20 Amended Capital Improvements Program
meets that requirement. The General Obligation Bond Adjustment chart reflecting the Executive's proposals for the Recommended
FY15-20 Amended CIP is included at the end of this section.

Debt Limit :
The County's outstanding general obligation debt totals $2,370,500,000 as of June 30, 2014. The allocation of outstanding debt to
government programs and functions is displayed in a chart at the end of this section.

The Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 25A, Section 5(P), authorizes borrowing funds and issuance of bonds up to a maximum of
6 percent of the assessed valuation of all real property and 15 percent of the assessed value of all personal property within the
County. The legal debt limit as of June 30, 2014, is $10,149,911,046 based upon the assessed valuation $159,891,865,334 for all real
property and $3,709,327,508 for personal property. The County's outstanding general obligation debt of $2,370,500,000 plus
outstanding short-term commercial paper of $500,000,000 is 1.75 percent of assessed value, well within the legal debt limit and
safely within the County's financial capabilities. A comparison of outstanding debt to legal debt limit is displayed in a chart at the end
of this section.

Additional information regarding the County's outstanding general obligation debt and revenue bond debt can be found in the Debt
Service Program Direct Debt for Fiscal Year 2014 (Debt Service Booklet). Schedules which display the allocation of outstanding
debt to government programs and functions, debt service requirements for bond principal and interest, and payment schedules for
paying agents can also be found in the Debt Service Booklet.

Leases and Other Debt

Long-term leases are similar to debt service in that they are long-term commitments of County funds for the construction or purchase
of long-lived assets. They are displayed and appropriated within the Debt Service Fund. Short-term financing, where the payments
represent a substantial County commitment for the acquisition of assets which have a shorter life, but still result in a substantial asset,
are also displayed and appropriated within this Fund.

Loan payments to HUD are related to a HUD Section 108 program loan that was received by the County. The County re-loaned the
funds to Housing Opportunities Commission(HOC). Repayment of the loan will be made by HOC to the County through the MHI
fund. Transfers from the Montgomery Housing Initiative (MHI) fund support the repayment shown in the Debt Service Fund.

The FY16 appropriations for the long- and short-term financing are displayed in a chart at the end of this section.

Other Long-Term Debt

Other long-term debt includes the debt service costs, offset by a transfer from the MHI Fund, for the issuance of debt to create a .
property acquisition revolving fund which will significantly increase the County's capacity to acquire and renovate affordable
housing. Long-term debt payments to acquire the Silver Spring Music Venue and Site II land are also included.

Commencing in FY12, Water Quality Protection bonds financed stormwater management requirements resulting from the new
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS-4) permit requirements.
To pay for the debt service, a transfer of funds from the Water Quality Protection Fund to the Debt Service fund is required.

In FY'13 the County entered into a 20 year lease purchase agreement to finance energy systems modernization at the County's Health
and Human Services building. The lease purchase qualified as financing under the County's Qualified Energy Conservation Bond
(QECB) allocation, which provides a federal tax subsidy.

Certain other types of long-term debt are issued by the County government and State-chartered agencies of the County, such as the
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, Housing Opportunities
Commission, and the Revenue Authority. Examples are revenue bonds, backed by fees and charges to facility users; and agency
bonds, backed by separate taxes, charges, other revenues, and/or the faith and credit available directly to these agencies. In some
cases, the County government may make direct payments under contract to these or other agencies, such as the service payment to the
Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority for financing of the Resource Recovery Facility. Most of these other types of
non-general obligation debt are not included in expenditure listings of this section.

Rating Agency Reviews

Montgomery County continues to maintain its status as a top-rated issuer of municipal securities. The County has the highest credit
ratings possible for a local government, AAA from Moody's Investors Service, Inc. (since 1973), from Standard and Poor's (since
1976), and from Fitch (since 1993, the first year a rating was sought from Fitch). These high ratings are critical to ensure the lowest
possible cost of debt to citizens. High ratings translate into lower interest rates and considerable savings over the 20-year interest
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payments on the bonds. The rating agencies also place great emphasis on certain operating budget criteria, the quality of government
administration, legal or constitutional restrictions, and the overall condition of the local economy. All of these factors are considered
evidence of both the ability and willingness of local governments to support public debt.

Special Taxing Districts

Three development districts have been created in accordance with Chapter 14 of the Montgomery County Code, the Montgomery
County Development District Act enacted in 1994. The West Germantown District was created by Council Resolution 13-1135, the
Kingsview Village Center Development District was created by Resolution 13-1377, and the Clarksburg Town Center District was
created by Resolution 15-87. The creation of the development districts allows the County to provide financing, refinancing, or
reimbursement for the cost of infrastructure improvements necessary for the development of land in areas of the County of high
priority for new development or redevelopment. Special assessments and/or special taxes may be levied to fund the issuance of bonds
or other obligations created from the construction or purchase of infrastructure improvements.

The West Germantown Development District was created in an unincorporated area of Montgomery County, encompassing
approximately 671 acres. Various transportation, local park, and sewer infrastructure improvements were constructed by developers
and acquired by the County at completion for a total cost of $15.9 million. Special obligation bonds were issued in March 2002. In
August 2014 the County issued $12.02 million of bonds to refund all of the outstanding bonds.

The Kingsview Village Center Development District was created in an unincorporated area of Montgomery County, encompassing
approximately 29 acres. Various transportation improvements were constructed by developers and acquired by the County at
completion for a total cost of $2.4 million. Special obligation bonds were issued in December 1999. In August 2014 the County
issued $1.4 million of bonds to refund the outstanding 1999 Series bonds.

In October 2010, the County Council terminated the Clarksburg Town Center development district, therefore no bonds were issued
and no special taxes or assessments were levied.

The County issues special obligation bonds to fund the acquisition of the completed infrastructure assets. The debt service on the
special obligation debt is funded by an ad valorem tax and special benefit assessment levied on the properties located in the
development district. The County Council, by separate resolution, sets the ad valorem tax and special benefit assessment at rates
sufficient to pay the principal, interest, any redemption premium on the bonds, and administrative expenses.

Revenues resulting from the ad valorem tax and special benefit assessed, and expenditures for the debt service on the special
obligation bonds and administrative expenses, are accounted for in an agency fund, because the County has no obligation whatsoever
for the indebtedness. The County acts only as a financing conduit and agent for the property owners and bondholders. In accordance
with Section 20A-1 of the Montgomery County Code, the bonds or other obligations issued may not constitute a general obligation
debt of the County or a pledge of the County's full faith and credit or taxing power.

In March 2010, the County adopted a new sector plan for the White Flint area of north Bethesda. This smart-growth master plan
attempts to transform the area into a pedestrian-friendly, transit-oriented, urban setting that is expected to be a leading economic
engine for the County. To successfully implement the sector plan, the County adopted legislation (Bill 50-10, December 2010) to
create a new special taxing district in the White Flint area, along with an implementation strategy and a list of the infrastructure
necessary to successfully implement that strategy (Resolution No. 16-1570, December 2010). Bill 50-10 creates the White Flint
Special Taxing District (Chapter 68C of the County Code) in order to collect ad valorem tax revenues that will provide a stable,
reliable and consistent revenue stream to fund the transportation infrastructure improvements identified in the implementation and
strategy resolution, by paying for the bonds authorized by the legislation.

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Jacqueline Carter of the Department of Finance at 240.777.8979 or Christopher Mullin of the Office of Management and
Budget at 240.777.2772 for more information regarding this department's operating budget.

7-4 Debt Service FY16 Operating Budget and Public Services Program FY16-21



BUDGET SUMMARY

Actual Budget Estimated - Recommended % Chg
FY14 FY15 FY15 FY16 Bud/Rec
DEBT SERVICE
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Debt Service Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 —
Debt Service G.O. Bonds 278,027,403 311,115,210 309,198,700 325,379,080 4.6%
Debt Service Other 21,479,124 27,578,980 24,422,450 31,963,425 15.9%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Debt Service Expenditures 299,506,527 338,694,190 333,621,150 357,342,505 5.5%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —
REVENUES
Federal Grants 5,808,511 5,928,730 5,928,730 5,853,000 -1.3%
Investment Income 95,589 0 0 0 —
Miscellaneous Revenues 334,924 0 2,341,570 0 —
Premium on General Obligation Bonds 3,088,117 0 5,236,781 11,488,440 —
Debt Service Revenues 9,327,141 5,928,730 13,507,081 17,341,440 192.5%
DEBT SERVICE - NON-TAX SUPPORTED
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Debt Service - Non-Tax Supported Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 —
Debt Service Other 7,965,964 10,215,210 10,215,210 10,216,360 0.0%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Debt Service - Non-Tax Supported Expenditures 7,965,964 10,215,210 10,215,210 10,216,360 0.0%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —_
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —
DEPARTMENT TOTALS
Total Expenditures 307,472,491 348,909,400 343,836,360 367,558,865 5.3%
Total Full-Time Positions 0 0 0 0 —
Total Part-Time Positions 0 0 0 0 —
Total FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —
Total Revenues 9,327,141 5,928,730 13,507,081 17,341,440 192.5%
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DEBT SERVICE - GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS, LONG & SHORT TERM LEASES AND OTHER DEBT

Actual Actual Budget Estimated Recommended % Chg Rec %
GO BOND DEBT SERVICE EXPENDITURES FY13 FY14 FY15 FY15 FY16 Bud/Rec GO Bonds|
General County 31,544,095 42,875,231 47,398,490 46,988,590 53,355,890 16.6%
Roads & Storm Drains 60,350,215 59,990,819 68,437,830 67,503,620 64,069,230 20.0%|
Public Housing - 13,562 65,640 65,630 258,810 0.1%
Parks 9,192,758 9,119,493 9,906,220 9,717,030 8,584,080 2.7%
Public Schools 121,987,885 122,363,519 133,221,530 133,368,500 140,243,070 43.7%]
Montgomery College 14,902,744 15,391,009 17,841,820 18,058,120 22,146,830 6.9%)
Bond Anticipation Notes/Commercial Paper 753,371 428,377 1,000,000 500,000 1,200,000
Bond Anticipation Notes/Liquidity & Remarketing 2,719,343 2,574,642 3,000,000 2,600,000 2,500,000
Cost of Issuance Costs 623,713 661,347 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,023 000
Total General Fund 242,074,124 253,417,999 281,871,530 279,801,490 293380910 4.1% 90.0%)|
Fire Tax District Fund 6,886,445 7,078,100 8,438,020 8,212,910 7,392,700 2.3%
Mass Transit Fund 6,235,302 8,637,569 11,046,940 11,837,290 17,283,400 5.4%
Recreafion Fund 9,270,330 8,893,735 9,758,720 9,347,010 7322,070 2.3%
Bradley Noise Abatement Fund 23,549 - - - - 0.0%)
Cabin John Noise Abatement Fund 7,000 - - - - 0.09_4
|_Total Tax Supported Other Funds 22,422,626 24,609,404 29,243,680 29,397,210 31998170 9.4% 10.0%)
TOTAL TAX SUPPORTED 264,496,750 278,027,403 311,115,210 309,198,700 325,379,080 4.6% 100.0%
TOTAL GO BOND DEBT SERVICE EXPENDITURES 264,496,750 278,027,403 311,115,210 309,198,700 325,379,080 4.6% 100.0%
LONG-TERM LEASE EXPENDITURES -ﬂ
Revenue Authority - Conference Center 309,649 645,334 981,140 981,140 985,040
Revenue Authority - HHS Piccard Drive 636,870 638,689 638,580 391,100 394,400
Silver Spring Garages 5,070,347 - - - -
Revenue Authority - Recreation Pools 2,323,016 1,834,050 1,834,300 1,522,160 1,525,040
Fire and Rescue Equipment 4418126 3,780,600 3,741,600 3,741,600 3,723200
TOTAL LONG-TERM LEASE EXPENDITURES 12,758,008 6,898,673 7,195,620 6,636,000 6,627 680 -7.9%
ISHORT-TERM LEASE EXPENDITURES / HNANQNG
Technology Modemization Project 5,659,962 5,659,962 6,780,200 5,660,200 7310200
Libraries System Modemization - - 98,000 - 128,500
Ride On Buses 3,801,617 3,802,000 6,675,950 6,628,000 8,396,640
Public Safety System Modemization 4,373,540 4,373,540 5,223,600 4,373,600 6,990,600
Fire and Rescue Apparatus - - - - 1,010,200
Fuel Management System - - 480,000 - 480,000
TOTAL SHORT-TERM LEASE EXPENDITURES 13,835,119 13,835,502 19,257,750 16,661,800 24,316,140 26.3%
OTHER LONG-TERM DEBT
Silver Spring Music Venue - Tax supported 293,155 293,955 295,610 294,650 295,105
Site Il Acquisition - Tax supported 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000
Qualified Energy Conservation Bond - Tax supported - 50,994 430,000 430,000 324,500
MHI-HUD Loan - Non-Tax supported 69,769 67,729 65,630 65,640 63,480
Water Quality Protection Charge Bonds - Non-Tax supported 2,122,601 3,016,160 3,019,200 3,019,200 3,020,250
MHI - Property Acquisition Fund - Non-Tax supported 4,406,574 4,949,804 7,196,010 7,196,010 7,196,110
TOTAL OTHER LONG-TERM DEBT 7,292,099 8,778,642 11,406,450 11,405,500 11,299,445 -0.9%
|DEBT SERVICE EXPENDITURES
Tax Supported 291,783,032 299,506,527 338,694,190 333,621,150 357,342,505
Non-Tax Supported - Other long-term Debt 6,598,944 8,033,693 10,280,840 10,280,850 10279,840
TOTAL DEBT SERVICE EXPENDITURES 298,381,976 307,540,220 348,975,030 343,902,000 367,622,345 5.3%
GO BOND DEBT SERVICE FUNDING SOURCES
General Funds 235,481,958 244,144,296 276,092,800 268,785,979 276,185470
Other Inferest: Installment Notes, Interest & Penalties 1,284,836 334,924 - - -
BAN/C ial Paper In I 114 95,589 - - -
Federal Subsidy on General Obligation Bonds 6,111,775 5,808,511 5,778,730 5,778,730 5,707 000
Premium on General Obligation Bonds - 3,088,117 - 5,236,781 11,488 440
Total General Fund Sources 242,878,683 253,471,437 281,871,530 279,801,490 293,380910
Fire Tax District Funds 6,799,377 7,781,477 8,438,020 8,212,910 7,392,700
Mass Transit Fund 5,805,704 8,175,611 11,046,940 11,837,290 17,283,400
Recreation Fund 8,982,438 8,598,881 9,758,720 9,347,010 7322070
Bradley Noise Abatement Fund 23,549 - - - -
Cabin John Noise Abatement Fund 7,000 - - - -
Total Other Funding Sources 21,618,068 - 24,555,969 29,243,680 29,397,210 31,998,170
TOTAL GO BOND FUNDING SOURCES 264,496,751 278,027,406 311,115,210 309,198,700 325,379,080
INON GO BOND FUNDING SOURCES
General Funds 16,743,522 12,062,471 14,697,130 12,380,690 16,682,345
MHI Fund - HUD Loan 69,769 67,729 65,630 65,640 63,480
Water Quality Protection Fund 2,122,601 3,016,160 3,019,200 3,019,200 3,020,250
MHI - Property Acquisition Fund 4,406,574 4,949,804 7,196,010 7,196,010 7,196,110
Federal Subsidy - Qualified Energy Conservation Bond - - 150,000 150,000 46,000
Mass Transit Fund 3,801,617 3,802,000 ' 6,675,950 6,628,000 8,396,640
Recreafion Fund 2,323,016 1,834,050 1,834,300 1,522,160 1,525,040
Fire Tax District Fund 4,418,126 3,780,600 4,221,600 1,400,030 5,213,400
Fire 2007 Certificates of Participation Closeout - - - 2,341,570 -
TOTAL NON GO BOND FUNDING SOURCES 33,885,225 29,512,814 37,859,820 34,703,300 42243265
TOTAL FUNDING SOURCES 298,381,976 307,540,220 348,975,030 343,902,000 367 622,345
TOTAL GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND SALES
Actual and Estimated Bond Sales 320,000,000 295,000,000 324,500,000 500,000,000 324,500,000
Council SAG Approved Bond Funded Expenditures 325,000,000 295,000,000 324,500,000 299,500,000 340,000,000
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DEBT SERVICE - GEN

L OBLIGATION BONDS,LONG & SHORT TERM SES AND OTHER DEBT

Recommended Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected
GO BOND DEBT SERVICE EXPENDITURES 16 Y17 w8 Y19 Fr20 21
General County 53,355,890 59,602,490 60,639,090 63,186,840 64,182,450 64,708,820
Roads & Storm Drains 64,069,230 69,785,800 73,665,980 77,393,970 85,398,030 94,268,560
Public Housing 258,810 761,430 741,130 720,830 700530 680,240
Parks 8,584,080 9,293,610 10,423,180 11,149,850 11,793320 12,295,430
Public Schools 140,243,070 154,146,710 159,814,420 166,721,400 171372110 174,398,990
Montgomery College 22,146,830 23,803,460 25,974,370 26,972,470 27,731,820 29,365,680
Bond Anticipation Notes/Commercial Paper 1,200,000 2,550,000 3,400,000 4,350,000 5,300,000 6,200,000
Bond Anticipation Notes/Liquidity & Remarketing 2,500,000 2,500,000 2,500,000 2,500,000 2,500,000 2,500,000
Cost of Issuance 1,023,000 1,053,100 1,080,200 1,111,300 1,146,400 1,184,500
Total General Fund 293,380,910 323,496,600 338,238,370 354,106,660 370,124 660 385,602,220
Fire Tax Disrict Fund 7,392,700 8,255,520 9,282,370 10,845,120 13,153,570 14,410,670
Mass Transit Fund 17,283,400 18,906,470 20,614,280 22,537,670 22,916,790 23,385,630
Recreation Fund 7,322,070 7,546,280 7,748,070 7,636,330 7,340,690 7,296,740
Total Tax Supported Other Funds 31,998,170 34,708,270 37,644,720 41,019,120 43,411,050 45,093,040
TOTAL TAX SUPPORTED 325,379,080 358,204,870 375,883,090 395,125,780 413535,710 430,695,260
TOTAL GO BOND DEBT SERVICE EXPENDITURES 325,379,080 358,204,870 375,883,090 395,125,780 413535,710 430,695,260
LONG-TERM LEASE EXPENDITURES
1 Revenue Authority - Conference Center 985,040 988,540 986,640 989,440 991850 987,710
Revenue Authority - HHS Piccard Drive 394,400 395,800 - - - -
R Authority - R ation Pools 1,525,040 1,524,500 1,526,360 1,525,700 - -
Fire and Rescue Equipment 3,723,200 3,715,800 3,717,900 - - -
TOTAL LONG-TERM LEASE EXPENDITURES 6,627,680 6,624,640 6,230,900 2,515,140 991,850 987,710
SHORT-TERM LEASE EXPENDITURES / FINANCING
Technology Modernization Project 7,310,200 9,110,200 5,479,000 4,464,500 3,450,000 3,100,000
Libraries System Modemization 128,500 128,500 128,500 128,500 128,500 -
Ride On Buses 8,396,640 9,138,890 5,337,690 5,337,690 5337690 5,337,690
Public Safety System Modemization 6,990,600 6,302,800 4,330,000 4,330,000 4330,000 2,563,000
Fire and Rescue Apparatus 1,010,200 1,667,500 2,361,200 2,994,100 3,505,000 3,930,000
Fuel Management System 480,000 960,000 960,000 960,000 960,000 480,000
TOTAL SHORT-TERM LEASE EXPENDITURES 24,316,140 27,307,890 18,596,390 18,214,790 17,711,190 15,410,690
OTHER LONG-TERM DEBT
Silver Spring Music Venue - Tax supported 295,105 290,500 290,800 291,000 291,000 294,100
Site Il Acquisition - Tax supported 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000
Qualified Energy Conservation Bond - Tax supported 324,500 325,500 326,500 327,000 321,500 321,800
MHI-HUD Loan - Non-Tax supported 63,480 61,280 59,020 56,750 54,400 52,050
Water Quality Protection Charge Bonds - Non-Tax supported 3,020,250 7,432,400 7,430,100 12,646,200 12,839,650 12,844,000
MHI - Property Acquisifion Fund - Non-Tax supported 7,196,110 7,200,310 7,208,010 7,201,510 7 205,600 7,200,460
TOTAL OTHER LONG-TERM DEBT 11,299,445 15,709,990 15,714,430 20,922,460 21,112,150 21,112,410
DEBT SERVICE EXPENDITURES
F Tax Supported 357,342,505 393,153,400 401,727,680 416,873,710 433,251,250 448,109,560
Non-Tax Supported - Other Long-term Debt 10,279,830 14,693,990 14,697,130 19,904 460 20,099,650 20,096,510
TOTAL DEBT SERVICE EXPENDITURES 367,622,345 407,847,390 416,424,810 436,778,170 453,350,900 468,206,070
GO BOND DEBT SERVICE RUNDING SOURCES
General Funds 276,185,470 318,046,600 332,888,370 349,036,660 365,254,660 380,932,220
Federal Subsidy on General Obligafion Bonds 5,707,000 5,450,000 5,350,000 5,070,000 4.870,000 4,670,000
Premium on General Obligation Bonds 11,488,440 - - - - -
Total General Fund Sources 293,380,910 323,496,600 338,238,370 354,106,660 370,124,660 385,602,220
Fire Tax District Fund 7,392,700 8,255,520 9,282,370 10,845,120 13,153,570 14,410,670
Mass Transit Fund 17,283,400 18,906,470 20,614,280 22,537,670 22,916,790 23,385,630
Recreafion Fund 7,322,070 7,546,280 7,748,070 7,636,330 7,340,690 7,296,740
Total Other Funding Sources 31,998,170 34,708,270 37,644,720 41,019,120 43,411,050 45,093,040
TOTAL GO BOND FUNDING SOURCES 325,379,080 358,204,870 375,883,090 395,125,780 413535,710 430,695,260
|NON GO BOND FUNDING SOURGES
General Funds 16,682,345 17,800,840 11,805,440 10,798,840 9,787 350 7,544,610
MHI Fund - HUD Loan 63,480 61,280 59,020 56,750 54,400 52,050
Water Quality Protection Fund 3,020,250 7,432,400 7,430,100 12,646,200 12839650 12,844,000
MHI - Property Acquisifion Fund 7,196,110 7,200,310 7,208,010 7,201,510 7205600 7,200,460
Federal Subsidy - Qualified Energy Conservation Bond 146,000 141,000 136,000 131,600 125500 122,000
Mass Transit Fund 8,396,640 9,138,890 5,337,690 5,337,690 5337690 5,337,690
Recreation Fund 1,525,040 1,524,500 1,526,360 1,525,700 - -
Fire Tax Digrict Fund 5,213,400 6,343,300 7,039,100 3,954,100 4465000 4,410,000
TOTAL NON GO BOND FUNDING SOURCES 42,243,265 49,642,520 40,541,720 41,652,390 39815190 37,510,810
TOTAL FUNDING SOURCES 367,622,335 407,847,390 416,424,810 436,778,170 453,350,900 468,206,070
TOTAL GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND SALES
Estimated Bond Sales 324,500,000 327,000,000 332,000,000 332,000,000 332,000,000 332,000,000
Council SAG Approved Bond Funded Expenditures 340,000,000 340,000,000 340,000,000 340,000,000 340,000,000 340,000,000
ESTIMATED INTEREST RATE 5.50% 5.50% 5.50% 5.50% 5.50% 550-"7:.'

Debt Service Debt Service 7-7



Projected Debt Obligations

Schedule of Principal & Interest
FY16 Recommended Budget

FUN Principal Interest Total

Debt Service Fund 228,839,522 138,719,343 367,558,865
Liquor Control (Section 65) 5,884,100 5,118,500 11,002,600
Montgomery Housing Initiative 43,000 20,480 63,480
Bethesda Parking Lot District (Section 46) 3,245,000 1,715,920 4,960,920
Total B 238,011,622 145,574,243 383,585,865
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General Obligation Bonds Outstanding by Bond Category
$000s)
Total $2,370 500 as of June 30, 2014

Hass Transit
126,856
5%

Fire

Wontgomcery Gofiege 61.855

150,706

General County
441,427
17%

Roads & Siorm Draing:
507.691
22%

Public Schools

4484

Debt Service
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Ovutstanding Debt and Legal Debt Limit
($000s)

14,000,000

12,000,000

10,000,000 A

8,000,000 -

B Outstanding Debt
BLegal Debt Limit

6,000,000

4,000,000

2,000,000 -

g

FY13 FY14 FY15 FYié6 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20

B
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GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND ADJUSTMENT CHA

FY15-20 Amended Capital Improvements Program
CE RECOMMENDED
March 16, 2015
(S mittions) 6 YEARS FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20
NNED 1SSUI 1,947.000 299.500 324.500 327.000 332.000 332.000 332.000
Plus PAYGO Funded | 194.700 29.950 32.450 32.700 33.200 33200 33.200
Adjust for Implementation ** 136.077 46.903 18487 18.188 18.003 17.512 16.983
Adijust for Future Inflation ** (82.247) - - (7.743)  (15998)  (24.615) (33.891)
SUBTOTAL FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR
DEBT ELIGIBLE PROJECTS {after adj ) 2,195.530 376.353 375437 370.145 367.205 358.097 348.292
Less Set Aside: Future Projects 110.257 0.928 14.648 18.324 19.098 18.280 37.957
5.02%
TOTAL FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR PROGRAMMING 2,085.272 375.424 360.788 351.821 348.106 338.807 310.325
MCPS (772.762)]  {119.158) (138.761) (136.484)  (153.119)  (124.107) (101.133),
MONTGOMERY COLLEGE (153.700) (37.570) (20.427) (30.663)  (25817)  (12.452) (26.771)
M-NCPPC PARKS (67.788) (9.789) (11.103) (13.1835) {12.677) {11.222) (9.852)
TRANSPORTATION (608.312)]  (105.073) (78.496) (78212)  (96.334) (122.492) (127.705)
MCG - OTHER (558.151)  (161.048) (122.849) (98.256)  (62.476)  (68.658) (44.854)
Programming Adjustment - Unspent Prior Years® 75.441 57.214 10.847 4929 2317 0.134 -
SUBTOTAL PROGRAMMED EXPENDITURES (2,085.272) (375.424) {360.789) (351.821)  (348.106)  (338.807) (310.325)
AVAILABLE OR {GAP) - - - - - - -
NOTES:
* See additional information on the GO Bond Programming
Adjustment for Unspent Prior Year Detall Chart
*= Adjustments Include:
Inflation = 2.03% 1.98% 2.20% 2.33% 2.53% 2.80%
Implementation Rate = 86.46% 94.61% 94.61% 94.61% 984.61% 94.61%
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Workforce/Compensation

SUMMARY OF FY16 RECOMMENDATIONS

A. SUMMARY OF AGENCY REQUESTS

Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS): The MCPS workforce for FY16, as recommended by the Board of
Education (BOE), is 21,850.6 FTEs, or 269.6 FTEs greater than the approved FY 15 workforce of 21,581.0 FTEs. In FY 15, the
BOE completed labor negotiations with the public schools’ bargaining units through FY17, the Service Employees
International Union (SEIU), the Montgomery County Education Association (MCEA), the Montgomery County Association
of Administrators and Personnel (MCAAP), and the Montgomery County Business and Operations Administrators (MCBOA).
MCPS’ budget request contains $59.5 million, net of other savings in employee benefits, for a cost of living increase of 2.0
percent effective October 2015 and step increases for eligible employees in FY 16. For more information on compensation and
workforce changes, please see the Board of Education FY 16 recommended budget document.

Montgomery College (MC): There is an increase of 24.0 FTEs in the size of the Montgomery College complement for
FY16, as requested by the College and its Board of Trustees. This is accompanied by an increase in personnel costs of about
$8.8 million. The primary factors for these cost increases are compensation enhancements, including service increments and
general wage adjustments, reclassifications, promotions, and benefit changes. For more information on compensation and
workforce changes, please consult the Adopted FY16 Montgomery College Operating Budget Request, available on the
College’s website.

Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission (M-NCPPC): The net impact on the M-NCPPC
workforce for FY16, as recommended by the Planning Board, is an increase of 37.0 FTEs. The Commission’s requested
budget includes an increase in personnel costs of $4.6 million. The increase also includes retirement and group insurance
adjustments and a compensation place holder (to address collectively bargained compensation increases and pass through
costs). For more information on compensation and workforce changes, please see the M-NCPPC FY16 requested budget
document.

Montgomery County Government (MCG): The net impact on the County government workforce for FY16, as
recommended by the Executive, is an increase of 103 positions.

The recommended budget contains an increase in total personnel costs of $12.3 million, or 1.2 percent. The primary factors in
these changes are:

Millions
¢ General Wage Adjustment $16.2
e Decrease in group insurance and retirement -$9.9
®  Service increments and longevity $7.6
* Net decrease in positions and other changes in person- -$1.7
nel costs, including annualization of positions, turnover,
and lapse

The recommendations in the remainder of this section are for the County government and are based upon the bargained
agreements with the United Food and Commercial Workers, Local 1994 (Municipal and County Government Employees
Organization — MCGEO), the International Association of Fire Fighters (IAFF), Local 1664, the Fraternal Order of Police
(FOP), Lodge 35, and Montgomery County Volunteer Fire and Rescue Association (MCVFRA). Certain provisions of the
agreements have been extended to unrepresented employees, as noted below.
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B. COUNTY GOVERNMENT SALARY AND WAGES

GENERAL WAGE ADJUSTMENT: The Executive recommends the following general wage adjustments (GWA) in FY16:
2 percent for all employees in the Office, Professional, and Technical (OPT) and Service, Labor, and Trades (SLT) units, all
employees in the Police bargaining unit and Police uniformed managers, all employees in the Fire and Rescue bargaining unit
and Fire and Rescue uniformed managers, and all non-represented employees, including Management Leadership Service
(MLS) employees, effective the first full pay period after July 1, 2015.

FY 16 salary schedules can be found on the County’s website at
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/ohr/classification/classcomp.html.

SERVICE INCREMENTS: The Executive recommends service increments of 3.5 percent for all eligible employees.

LONGEVITY INCREMENTS: The Executive recommends longevity increments in FY 16 for all eligible employees.

PERFORMANCE-BASED PAY: The Executive recommends $1,611,171 in the Compensation Adjustment and Employee
Benefits NDA to fund performance-based pay increases for MLS employees.

C. COUNTY GOVERNMENT: EMPLOYEE BENEFITS

The following employee benefits are funded in the Executive's recommended budget through a combination of lump sum or
payroll-based contributions.

FICA (Social Security & Medicare)
Workers' Compensation

Group Insurance

Employees’ Retirement System
Retirement Savings Plan

e o o o o

Social Security and Medicare: Contributions are collected from County departments and agencies each payday based on actual
payroll. Since contribution rates and salary maximums change at the start of the calendar year, figures used in the recommended
fiscal year budget represent an average of the rates set for 2015 and projected changes for 2016. The employer rates are 6.2
percent for social security and 1.45 percent for Medicare and are not expected to change. ’

Workers’ Compensation: This is handled through the County’s Risk Management program under the Department of Finance.
Departments with significant non-tax revenues make annual contributions to the Liability and Property Coverage Self-Insurance
Fund. A lump sum contribution to the Fund for insurance for the remaining County departments is made annually through the
Risk Management (General Fund portion) Non-Departmental Account. Participating County agencies also make annual lump
sum contributions. Contributions for all members are set each year based on an actuarial valuation of exposures, past and
projected claims experience along with administrative expenses.

Group Insurance Benefits: The contributions for health insurance are based on an actuarially determined countywide average
fixed rate of $11,026 per position, and the contribution for life insurance is based on fixed rates per coverage amounts based on
an employee’s salary.

It is projected for the long term that the annual cost of group insurance for the County, including active employees and retirees,
could increase an average of approximately nine percent annually between FY16 and FY20. Contribution rates during this
period will be set based on various factors, including the fund balance in the Health Insurance Fund and claims cost experience.

Retirement Benefits: Montgomery County Government maintains a system of retirement pay and benefits for its employees
which are intended to provide income during their retirement years. The Employees’ Retirement System, which currently
provides benefits to approximately 6,242 retirees and survivors, is administered by Montgomery County Employee Retirement
Plans (MCERP). MCERP oversees all facets of the retirement plans including investments, administration, and accounting.
Retirement plan design changes occurring through the collective bargaining process and by other means are coordinated with
MCERP in consultation with the Office of Human Resources, the County's actuaries, the Finance Department, and the Office of
Management and Budget.

Consolidated Retiree Health Benefits Trust: Beginning in FY08, the County implemented a plan to set aside funds for
retiree health benefits, similar to the County’s 50 year-old practice of prefunding for retiree pension benefits, The reasons for
doing this are simple: Due to exponential growth in expected retiree health costs, the cost of funding these benefits, which
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were being paid out as the bills came due, would soon become unaffordable. Setting aside money now and investing it in a
Trust Fund, which is invested in a similar manner as the pension fund, not only is a prudent and responsible approach, but will
result in significant savings over the long term.

Proposed FY16 Consolidated Retiree One approach used to address retiree health benefits funding
Health Benefits Trust Contributions is to determine an amount which, if set aside on an annual

basis and actively invested through a trust vehicle, will

Montgomery County Government (MCG) FY16 | build up over time and provide sufficient funds to pay future
General Fund: retiree health benefits and any accrued interest on unfunded
Retiree Health Benefits Trust NDA $43520,060 | liability. This amount, known as an Annual OPEB Cost or

“AOC,” consists -of two pieces — the annual amount the
Proprictary Funds: County would usually pay out for health benefits for current
Bethesda Parking District $152,630 :

retirees (the pay as you go amount), plus the additional

“./heawn ?arkmg pumg . 15,790 amount estimated as needed to fund retirees’ future health
Silver Spring Parking District 105,260 X . .

Solid Waste Collection 21050 | benefits (the pre-funding portion). The pay as you go
Solid Waste Disposal 399990 | amount can be reasonably projected based on known facts
Liquor Control 2157840 | about current retirees, and the pre-funding portion is
Permitting Services 1,063,130 estimated on an actuarial basis.

Community Use of Public Facilities 142,100

Motor Pool ) 1057870 | The County committed to an approach of “ramping up” to
Risk Management ' 52630 | the AOC amount over several years, with the amount set
Central Duplicating 163150 | aside each year increasing steadily until the full AOC is
Participating Agency Contributions $1.534.500 reached. A total of $31.9 million for all tax supported

agencies was budgeted for this purpose in FY08. In May
Total MCG Trust Contributions $50,386,000 2008, the County Council passed resolution No. 16-555

Consolidated Trust: Montgomery County Public Schools $61,733,000 which confirmed an eight-year phase-in approach to the

Consolidated Trust: Montgomery College $1,428,000 AOC. Consistent with this appl‘oach and based on the
Park and Planning Commission Trust Fund* $1,860,322 | County’s economic situation, the County contributed $14.0
million to the Trust in FY08, $19.7 million in FY09, $3.3
Total Contributions/Assets Held in Trust $115,407,322 | million in FY10, and $7.3 million in FY11. Due to fiscal
constraints, the County did not budget a contribution for the
* MNCPPC's contribution from tax supported funds is $1,789,414. General Fund in FY10 and FY1 l, but did resume

contributions in FY12. For FY12, the County contributed
$26.1 million from the General Fund to the Retiree Health Benefits Trust. In addition, on June 26, 2011, the County Council
enacted Bill 17-11 which established the Consolidated Retiree Health Benefits Trust. The bill amended existing law and
provided a funding mechanism to pay for other post employment benefits for employees of Montgomery County Public
Schools and Montgomery County College. In FY12, the County appropriated $20 million and $1 million for contributions on
behalf of MCPS and the College, respectively. In FY 13, these contributions were $41.4 million (County General Fund), $58.9
million (MCPS Consolidated Trust), and $1.8 million (Montgomery College Consolidated Trust). In FY 14, these contributions
were $48.9 million (County General Fund), $83.7 million (MCPS Consolidated Trust), and $2.4 million (Montgomery College
Consolidated Trust). In FY15, these contributions were $38.6 million (County General Fund), $85.5 million (MCPS
Consolidated Trust), and $2.0 million (Montgomery College Consolidated Trust). These contributions allowed the County to
achieve full pre-funding in FY15, A detailed breakdown of FY16 recommended contributions to the Consolidated Retiree
Health Benefit Trust for County Government tax supported agencies, participating agencies, Montgomery County Public
Schools, and Montgomery College is displayed in the table above. In FY15, the County and all other agencies implemented
the Medicare Part D Employer Group Waiver Program for Medicare eligible retirees/survivors effective January 1, 2015. This
will reduce retiree drug insurance costs and the County’s OPEB liability. The Executive is recommending that the Retiree
Health Benefits Trust provide $27.2 million to Montgomery County Public Schools for the payment of retiree health insurance
claims in FY16.

Retirement Plans: Montgomery County government maintains three retirement plans for its employees: a defined benefit
pension plan, a defined contribution plan, and a deferred compensation plan for its employees and participating agencies.

1) The Employees’ Retirement System (ERS), a defined benefit pension plan, was established through legislation in 1965 and is
described in the Montgomery County Code, Section 33. As of June 30, 2014, there were 6,242 retirees and survivors and 5,535
active members, including 1,263 in the Guaranteed Retirement Income Plan (GRIP). Retirement plan design changes occurring
through the collective bargaining process and by other means are coordinated by the MCERP staff, in consultation with the
County's actuaries, the Office of Human Resources, the Finance Department, and the Office of Management and Budget.
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The ERS consists of four plans including a Mandatory Integrated Retirement Plan, an Optional Non-Integrated Retirement Plan,
an Optional Integrated Plan, and a Guaranteed Retirement Income Plan. The GRIP is a Cash Balance Plan that began in FY10
as a result of negotiations between Montgomery County and UFCW Local 1994 MCGEDO. Eligibility to participate has been
passed through to non-represented employees and participants of participating agencies. All full and part-time non-public
safety employees hired before January 1, 2009 enrolled in the RSP were eligible to make a one-time irrevocable election to
transfer to the GRIP by June 1, 2009. Eligible employees hired after January 1, 2009, have the option to participate in either
the RSP or the GRIP. As with the RSP, the County and employee each make contributions at a set percentage of pay. The
salient feature of the GRIP is that the plan provides guaranteed annual earnings of 7.25%, credited monthly.

2) The Retirement Savings Plan (RSP), a defined contribution plan, was established for all new OPT/SLT (non-public safety)
and non-represented employees hired on or after October 1, 1994. Eligible employees hired after January 1, 2009, have the
option to participate in either the RSP or the GRIP. Eligible employees in the ERS are allowed to transfer to the Retirement
Savings Plan. Both regular full-time and part-time employees can participate. Under this plan, the County and employee each
make contributions at a set percentage of pay. These monies are deposited into employee accounts and invested based on
each employee’s selection of an investment vehicle(s) established by the Board of Investment Trustees.

3) The Montgomery County Deferred Compensation Plan (DCP) was established by the County to make a deferred
compensation plan available pursuant to Section 457 of the Internal Revenue Code. Employee contributions are made on a
voluntary basis with the monies deposited into employee accounts and invested based on each employee’s selection of an
investment vehicle(s) established by the Board of Investment Trustees. In FY 20035, the County established the Montgomery
County Union Employees Deferred Compensation Plan for employees covered by a collective bargaining agreement. This
Plan is administered by the three unions representing Montgomery County employees.

The Board of Investment Trustees manages the assets of the ERS through its investment managers in accordance with the
Board’s asset allocation strategy. The Board also administers the investment program for the Retirement Savings Plan and the
Montgomery County Deferred Compensation Plan. The Montgomery County Union Employees Deferred Compensation Plan
is administered by the three unions representing Montgomery County employees. The Board currently consists of 13 trustees
including: the Directors of Human Resources, Finance, and Management and Budget; the Council Administrator; one
member recommended by each employee organization; one active employee not represented by an employee organization;
one retired employee; two members of the public recommended by the County Council; and two members of the general
public.

Change in Retirement System Membership: The number of active non-public safety in the ERS declined by 134 and the
number of public safety employees increased by 173, for a combined total active enrollment of 4,272, GRIP membership
increased by 61 employees, to 1,263 in FY14. The RSP had 115 more active employees enrolled in FY 15 than in FY 14, for a
total FY'15 enrollment of 3,585.

Funds for the County’s contribution to the ERS for each member employee are included in the appropriate County
government departmental budget or agency budget. The County uses multiple contribution rates designating the percentage
of payroll for the various employee groups to determine the retirement contribution.

County contributions are determined using actuarially sound assumptions to assure the financial health of the Fund. Factors
that affect the County’s contributions include the impact of compensation adjustments, changes in the size of the workforce,
investment returns, and collectively bargained benefit changes. The ERS contribution rates reflect projections of revenues
and expenses to the fund. Revenues include County and member contributions which are set at fixed percentages of salaries
and investment income which is driven by both earnings in the various financial markets and the size of the Fund balance
invested.

Expenses of the Fund include pension payments which are affected by mandated cost-of-living increases and changes in the
number of retirees and survivors; administrative and operational expenses of the Fund managers and financial consultants;
and charges for services provided by the MCERP staff, as well as staff from Finance and Human Resources.
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COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

Fire and Rescue Bargaining Unit:

The current agreement became effective on July 1, 2013, and expires on June 30, 2016. The agreement’s salient economic
terms for FY 16 include:

*,
o

*e
o

°,
o

.
°

K3
o

Reopener for the third year (FY16) of the contract. Negotiations covered the following topics: wages, service
increments, longevity, special duty differentials, casual leave, and Workers’ Compensation and disability leave.
Assignment pay differentials. An additional differential of $2,037 was added for Meter Technician and Air
Compressor Technician.

Longevity step increases. A longevity step increase will be paid to eligible employees.

General Wage Adjustment. A 2 percent GWA will be paid the first full pay period following July 1, 2015.

Service Increments. A service increment of 3.5 percent will be paid in FY16 for eligible unit members.

MCGEQO Bargaining Unit:

The current agreement expires on June 30, 2016. The agreement’s salient economic terms for FY 16 include:

®,
°Q

.
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Q
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A reopener for the third year (FY16) of the contract. Negotiations covered the following topics: wages, service
increments, longevity, any Workers” Compensation and disability leave issues not resolved within the Labor
Management Wellness Committee, and the inclusion of a DROP program in the Public Safety Retirement Plan.
General Wage Adjustment. A 2 percent GWA will be paid the first full pay period following July 1, 2015.

Longevity step increases. A longevity step increase will be paid to eligible employees.

Service Increments. A service increment of 3.5 percent will be paid in FY16 for eligible unit members.

DROP. The creation of a DROP program in the Public Safety Retirement Plan (Group E) for sworn deputy sheriffs
and uniformed correctional officers. '

Retirement plans. The default retirement selection for new MCGEO members hired after July 1, 2015 will be the
GRIP. RSP participants will have the option to purchase an annuity from the ERS.

Police Bargaining Unit:

The current agreement expires on June 30, 2015. The negotiated agreement becomes effective July 1, 2015, and expires on
June 30, 2016. The agreement’s salient economic terms include:

.
o
2
°ot

.
o

*,
o

®,
EX4

Service Increments. A service increment of 3.5 percent will be paid in FY16 for eligible unit members.

Longevity step increases. A longevity step increase will be paid to eligible employees.

General Wage Adjustment. A 2 percent GWA will be paid the first full pay period following July 1, 2015.
Prescription Drug Plan. Beginning January 1, 2016, the Prescription Drug Plan will include additional Pharmacy
Benefit Management programs.

Line of Duty Death Benefits. The benefit provided in the event of a line-of-duty death of a bargaining unit member
will be no less than a Police Officer III pay grade P4, Step 5.

Volunteer Fire and Rescue Bargaining Unit:

The current agreement became effective on July 1, 2014, and expires on June 30, 2017. The agreement’s salient economic
terms include: )

®,
°

3
°o

.
o

A reopener from June 1, 2015 to July 31, 2015. Negotiations will be over length of service modifications.

Nominal fee. A nominal fee increase will be paid in FY16 and FY17. The nominal fee for eligible volunteers
increases in July 2015 by $50 to $350 and by $100 to $600, depending on level of service.

Association funding. Funding for the Association will increase by 1.5 percent on July 1, 2015 and on July 1, 2016.
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WORKFORCE ANALYSIS

Basis: Workforce analysis has been performed on changes to tax supported and non-tax supported full-time equivalent (FTE)
positions in the Executive's Recommended FY 16 Operating Budget for the County government.

Overall changes are calculated in comparison to the Approved Personnel Complement for FY15, which began on July 1, 2014,
Changes shown reflect such factors as the addition of grant-funded positions; abolishments and creations to implement approved
job sharing agreements; and other miscellaneous changes. Changes recommended by the Executive for FY16 are in three
categories: current year position changes due to supplemental appropriations or other actions; new fiscal year position changes
scheduled to take effect July 1, 2015; and technical changes.

Summary: The recommended budget includes funding for 9,139 full-time positions, a net increase of 104 from the approved
FY15 Personnel Complement of 9,035 full-time positions. Funding for 962 part-time positions is also included, a net decrease of
1 position from the approved FY15 Personnel Complement of 963 positions. FTEs increased by 171.8 to 9,850.7.

Detailed below are the significant net changes in the number of positions in the FY16 Recommended Budget.

Position
Workforce Changes Change
* Liquor Control — Change is due to additional positions approved during FY 15 to 44
improve operations and the addition of three new retail stores in FY16.
*  Fire and Rescue Services — Increase is due to upstaffing in Sandy Spring to improve 25
Advanced Life Support response time and to add a second shift at the apparatus
maintenance facility to improve vehicle availability.
* Police - Change is due to year one of a three year plan to consolidate and civilianize the 24
Emergency Communications Center and positions added to manage the body camera
program.
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ONTGOMERY COUNTY GOVERNNMENT - MEDICAL PLAN ENROLLIVENT,
2014 2015 CHANGE
%OF %OF :
HEALTH PLAN EMP EMP+1 FAM TOTAL INSURED | EWP EMP+1 FAM TOTAL INSURED | EMP EMP+1 FAM TOTAL  %Dif
Carefirst POS 1421 1041 2032 4494  1000% | 1428 1,002 2014 4444  100.0% 7 (3 (18 (50) 0.0%
CarefirstPOSStd | 228 140 193 561 125% | 256 144 205 605 13.6% 28 4 2 4 1%
Kaiser 604 318 48 1410 314% | 675 333 504 1512 34.0% 71 15 16 102 26%
Unted Healthcare | 562 401 843 1,806 402% | 615 404 857 1876 422% 53 3 1“4 70 20%
Grand Total 8271 8,437 166

MONTGOMERY COUNTY GOVERNMENT WORKFORCE CHANGE SUMMARY

COUNTY EXECUTIVE RECOMMENDED: FY16

POSITIONS FULL-TIME EQUIVALENTS
Full Time Part Time Tax Supported Non-Tax Supp. TOTAL
[FY15 APPROVED COMPLEMENT 9,035 963 7,989.7 1,689.2 9,678.8
FY16 RECOMMENDED COMPLEMENT 9,139 962 8,076.1 1,774.5 9,850.7
CHANGE IN WORKFORCE (GROSS) 104 (1) 86.5 85.4 171.8
Percentage Change 1.2% (0.1%) 1.1% 51% 18%

Workforce/Compensation
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RETIREMENT FUNDS: ENROLLMENT:& COUNTY CONTRIBUTION RATES

Fiscd 2015 Fisca 2016
Employee Retirement Number  Contribution Number Contribution Number Contribution
System Plans Employees Rate Employees Rate Employees Rate
(ThN13) % (71114) % (7113v.7114)  (7NM3v.7T14)
Public Safety
Optional, Nonintegrated ' 1 1712.49% 1 983.25% - -729.24%
Optional, Integrated 1 0.00% 1 0.00% - 0.00%
Mandatory Integrated 2,771 44.65% 2,944 37.28% 173 -1.37%
Subtotal Public Safety 2,773 4517% 2,946 37.73% 173
Non-Public Safety
Optional, Nonintegrated 20 137.47% 16 191.37% (4 53.90%
Optional, Integrated 37 157.58% 31 223.16% (6) 65.58%
Mandatory Integrated 1,403 36.89% 1,279 34.95% (124) -1.94%
Subtotal Non-Public Safety 1,460 41.04% 1,326 40.02% (134)
Guaranteed Retirement ‘
Income Plan 1,202 6.72% 1,263 6.61% 61 -0.11%
Totd ERS System Plans 54% 5,535 00
Retirement Savings Plan 3‘,470 8.00% 3,685 8.00% ; 115 0.00%

8-8 Workforce/Compensation FY16 Operating Budget and Public Services Program FY16-21



PROPOSED OPERATING BUDGET DEFERRED COMPENSATION MANAGEMENT

ITEM FY14 APPR FY14ACT FY15 APPR FY15 EST FY16 REC $ Change % Change
EXPENSES
Salaries and Benefits 125,700 112,448 102,390 156,000 190,000 87,610 85.6%
Professional Services 5,000 21,218 3,085 12,400 7,200 4,115 133.4%
Due Diligence/Education 2,000 1,237 2,000 3,100 3,600 1,600 80.0%
Office Management 6,700 5,175 6,650 8,500 9,000 2,350 35.3%
Investment Management 9,000 4,800 9,000 5,500 6,000 (3,000) (33.3%)
TOTAL EXPENSES $148,400 $144,878 $123,125 $185,500 $215,800 92,675 | 741%
Amounts shown above are not charged to the Deferred Compensation Plan Trust but are instead appropriated and
charged to the General Fund Compensation and Employee Benefits Adjustments Non-Departmental Account.
PROPOSED OPERATING BUDGET RETIREE HEALTH BENEFIT TRUST
ITEM FY14 APPR FY14 ACT FY15 APPR FY15 EST FY16 REC $ Change % Change
|EXPENSES
Salaries and Benefits 211,110 243,066 269,920 239,920 341690 71,770 26.6%
Professional Services 75,000 746 162,500 152,460 80,000 (72,500) (47.5%)
Due Diligence/Education 48,000 17,204 48,000 40,000 48,000 0 0.0%
Office Management 9,400 10,864 15,000 20,000 20,000 5,000 33.3%
Investment Management 1,500,000 1,104,977 2,710,000 2,200,000 3,100,000 390,000 14.4%
TOTAL EXPENSES $1,843,510 $1,376,857 $3,195,420 $2,652,380 $3,589,690 $394,270 12.3%
PROPOSED OPERATING BUDGET EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYSTEM
FY16 vs. FY15 Appr.
ITEM FY14 APPR FY14 ACT FY15 APPR FY15 EST FY16 REC $ Change % Change
REVENUE
Contributions 146,400,000 171,172,514 143,900,000 164,000,000 136,200,000 | (7,700,000) (5.4%)
Investment Income 241,000,000 553,599,474 | 261,000,000 90,000,000 279,000,000 | 18,000,000 6.9%
Miscellaneous Income 950,000 1,156,078 950,000 1,100,000 1,300,000 350,000 36.8%
TOTAL REVENUE $ 388,350,000 | $ 725,928,066 | $ 405,850,000 | $ 255,100,000 | $ 416,500,000 10,650,000 2.6%
EXPENSES
OPERATING EXPENSES
Retirement Benefits 245,000,000 233,994,554 254,500,000 245,000,000 265,000,000 | 10,500,000 4.1%
Investment Management 23,000,000 20,357,819 25,000,000 23,000,000 25,000,000 0 0.0%
SUBTOTAL| 268,000,000 254,352,373 279,500,000 268,000,000 290,000,000 | 10,500,000 3.8%
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
Salaries and Benefits 1,582,700 1,343,377 1,785,000 1,585,000 1,972,000 187,000 10.5%
Professional Services 895,900 1,441,471 942,400 1,052,000 1,208,500 266,100 28.2%
Benefit Processing 130,000 114,016 140,000 130,000 140,000 0 0.0%
Due Diligence/Education 64,700 34,253 63,700 54,300 © 62,500 (1,200) (1.9%)
Office Management 99,300 91,283 103,000 439,500 443,500 340,500 330.6%
SUBTOTAL 2,772,600 3,024,400 3,034,100 3,260,800 3,826,500 792,400 26.1%
TOTAL EXPENSES $270,772,600 | $257,376,773 | $282,534,100 | $271,260,800 | $293,826,500 | 11,292,400 4.0%
NET REVENUE $117,577,400 | $468,551,293 | $123,315,900 | ($16,160,800)| $122,673,500 (642,400) (0.5%)
PROPOSED OPERATING BUDGET RETIREMENT SAVINGS PLAN
FY16 vs. FY15 Appr.
ITEM FY14 APPR FY14 ACT FY15 APPR FY15 EST FY16 REC $ Change % Change
REVENUE
Investment Income 600 1,600 600 - 1,000 1,200 600 100.0%
Miscellaneous Income 90,000 396,592 235,000 300,000 250,000 15,000 6.4%
TOTAL REVENUE 90,600 398,192 235,600 301,000 251,200 15,600 6.6%
EXPENSES
OPERATING EXPENSES
Investment Management 9,000 4,800 9,000 5,500 6,000 (3,000) 33.3%)
SUBTOTAL 9,000 4,800 9,000 5,500 6,000 (3,000) 33.3%)
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
Salaries and Benefits 157,400 139,885 200,000 200,000 237,000 37,000 18.5%
Professional Services 89,200 51,123 79,700 65,400 60,700 (19,000) (23.8%)
Due Diligence/Education 2,000 1,237 2,000 3,100 3,600 1,600 80.0%
Office Management 6,700 5,208 6,650 8,500 9,000 2,350 35.3%
SUBTOTAL 255,300 197,453 288,350 277,000 310,300 21,950 7.6%
TOTAL EXPENSES $264,300 $202,253 $297,350 $282,500 $316,300 18,950 6.4%

Source: Montgomery County Employee Retirement Plans

Workforce/Compensation
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Fraternal Order of Police County Lodge 35, Inc.

Fiscal Impact Summary*

Annual Cost

Article Item Description FY16 Beyond FY16

24 Insurance  Inclusion of Pharmacy Benefit Management -$117,089 -$234,179

Coverage  Programs

28 Service Service Increment of 3.5 Percent for Eligible $1,541,890 $2,471,441
Increments Employees

28 Longevity  Longevity Step Increase of 3.5 Percent for Eligible $74,348 $99,625
Employees

36 Wages 2 Percent General Wage Adjustment in July 2015 $2,595,501 $2,595,501

Total  $4,094,651 $4,932,388

Police Uniformed Management Pass-Through Estimates**

Annual Cost
FY16 Beyond FY16

Item Description

Wages 2 Percent General Wage Adjustment in July 2015 $183,875 $183,875
Longevity  Longevity Step Increase of 3.5 Percent for Eligible $9,549 $11,740
Employees
Insurance  Inclusion of Pharmacy Benefit Management -$5,003 -$10,006

Coverage Programs
Total $188,421 $185,610

* Estimates reflect the impact to all funds. Increases apply in the first full pay period during the month noted.
**No Police Uniformed Management is currently eligible to receive a service increment in FY16.
Note: Line of duty death benefit is not anticipated to have a fiscal impact.
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Montgomery County Career Fire Fighters Association, Inc

International Association of Fire Fighters, Local 1664
Fiscal Impact Summary*

Annual Cost

Article Item  Description FY16 Beyond FY16
6.16 Leave Slots  Leave Slots for the Fire & Explosives Investigation -$13,100 -$13,100
Section
17.1 Special Duty Assignment Pay Differentials for Meter Technicians $12,096 $12,096
Differentials and Air Compressor Technicians at $2,037**

19.1 Wages 2 Percent General Wage Adjustment in July 2015 $2,387,598 $2,387,598

19 Longevity  Longevity Step Increases of 3.5 Percent for Eligible $97,007 $157,821
Employees .

55 Service Service Increment 0f3.5 Percent for Eligible $982,053 $1,909,740

Increments Employees
Total  $3,465,654 $4,454,156

Fire and Rescue Uniformed Management Pass-Through

Estimates***
v Annual Cost
Item Description FY16 Beyond FY16
Wages 2 Percent General Wage Adjustment in FY 15 $151,895 $151,895
Longevity  Longevity Step Increases of 3.5 Percent for Eligible $16,186 $38,360
Employees
Total $168,081 $190,255

* Estimates reflect the impact to all funds. Increases apply in the first full pay period during the month noted.
** Fora complete list of special duty differential increases, please refer to the Collective Bargaining - Fire and

Rescue Bargaining Unit section of the chapter.
*** No Fire and Rescue Uniformed Management is currently eligible to receive a service increment in FY16.
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Municipal and County Government Employees Organization

United Food and Commercial Workers, Local 1994
Fiscal Impact Summary*

Annual Cost

Article Item Description FY16 Beyond FY16
5 Wages 2 Percent General Wage Adjustment-in July 2015 $6,751,208 $6,751,208
5.1 Longevity ~ Longevity Step Increase of 3 Percent for Eligible $88,981 $229,595
Employees
6 Service Service Increment of 3.5 Percent for Eligible Employees $3,628,623 . $7,173,198
Increments
41.11 DROP DROP Program for Sworn Deputy Sheriffs and $0 $85,825t0 $230,505
Uniformed Correctional Officersin Group E Retirement
Plan

Total $10,468,812 $14,239,826 to $14,384,506

Non-Represented Pass-Through Estimates

Annual Cost
Item Deseription FYl6 Beyond FY16
Wages 2 Percent General Wage Adjustment in July 2015 $4,141,812 $4,141,812
Longevity ~ Longevity Step Increase of 2 Percent for Eligible $42,631 $76,176
Employees
Service Service Increment of 3.5 Percent for Eligible Employees $1,161,942 $2,233,397
Increments
DROP DROP Program for Sworn Deputy Sheriff Management $0 -$1,150 to $23,174
and Uniformed Correctional Officer Management in
Group E Retire ment Plan
Total  $5,346,385 $6,450,235 to $6,474,559

* Estimates reflect the impact to all funds. Increases apply in the first full pay period during the month noted
Notes: Both the RSP annuity and GRIP default are expected to be cost neutral.

One time estimated cost of $40,000 to accommodate system changes necessary for GRIP and DROP. Fidelity will
charge a one time $30,000 fee for DROP implementation.

Range shown is due to varying assumptions related to age at entry into DROP and at retirement.
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Montgomery County Volunteer Fire and Rescue Association

Fiscal Impact Summary*

Annual Cost
Article Item Description FY15 FY16 FY17 Bevond FY17
5 Printed 75 printed contracts in FY 15 $300 $0 $0 $0
Contracts
11 Uniforms & Include leather boots and jacket as new gear, $93,100 $69,000 $69,000 $0
Equipment provide gear bags in FY15
12 Nominal Fee Nominal fee 0f$300/$500 in FY15, $350/$600 in $114,544 $201,740  $249,241 $0
FY16, and $425/$625 inFY17**
16 Training  Provide $10,000 funding for training and $5,000 for $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $0
Pro-Board certification
22 Volunteer Basic Training fee not to exceed $18,000 each year of the $2,000 $2,000 $2,000 $0
Orientation  agreement
Course
Side Letter ~ Association Association funding effective July 1 each year of $11,750 $15,275 $18,853 $0
Operating  the agreement
Funds
Total $236,694 $303,015  $354,094 $0
* Estimates reflect the impact to all funds.
** Nominal fee paid to eligible volunteers on July 1 of the fiscal year.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY PRODUCTION REPORT
FY16 CE OMB Recommended
TOTAL COUNTY COST OF EMPLOYEE BENEFITS

SOCIAL GROUP
SECURITY INSURANCE _ RETIREMENT TOTAL

General Fund

General Government
Board of Appeals (02D) 30,034 44,104 64,054 138,191
Board of Elections (24D) 218,236 305,315 174,774 698,325
Circuit Court (10D) 481,566 978,484 921,967 2,382,017
Community Engagement Cluster (16D) 154,288 233,258 241,803 629,349
County Attomey (30D) 259,828 394,777 748,759 1,403,363
County Council (01D) 562,513 930,446 1,137,026 2,629,985
County Executive (15D) 229,874 342,725 486,100 1,058,698
Ethics Commission (19D) 21,066 33,078 19,617 73,761
Finance (32D) 637,048 1,026,310 1,065,140 2,728,498
General Services (36D) 856,398 1,657,105 1,974,000 4,487,503
Human Resources (33D) 303,836 477,025 514,434 1,295,294
Human Rights (46D) . 56,949 88,208 79,980 225137
Inspector General (06D) 41,486 44,104 38,838 124,427
Intergovernmental Relations (20D) 42,074 58,438 65,634 166,146
Legislative Oversight (03D) 75,030 115,540 175,593 366,163
Management and Budget (31D) 207,230 295,840 376,466 879,535
Merit System Protection Board (04D) 8,512 22,052 4,261 34,825
Public Information (23D) 219,965 457,209 383,135 1,060,309
State's Attorney (11D) 832,935 1,497,657 1,284,516 3,615,108
Technology Services (34D) 1,160,620 1,633,301 2,177,629 4,871,550
Zoning and Administrative Hearings (05D) 29,685 44,104 29,950 103,739
Total General Government 6,429,171 10,579,078 11,963,673 28,971,922

Public Safety
Consumer Protection (39D) 113,735 180,903 451,433 746,071
Correction and Rehabilitation (420D) 3,270,463 5,675,957 11,435,948 20,382,368
Emergency Management and Homeland Security (49D) 61,894 99,234 119,960 281,088
Police (47D) 11,519,152 21,434,084 40,391,107 73,344,343
Sheriff (48D) 1,046,804 1,892,842 3,992,954 6,932,600
Total Public Safety 16,012,047 29,283,020 56,391,402 101,686,470

Transportation
Transportation (50D) 1,088,278 2,461,216 2,782,404 6,331,899

Health and Human Services
Health and Human Services (60D) 6,435,033 12,853,374 12,836,938 32,125,345

Libraries, Culture, and Recreation

Public Libraries (71D} 1,690,925 4,471,345 4,012,899 10,175,170
Community Development and Housing

Economic Development (78D) 227,043 337,947 410,510 975,500

Housing and Community Affairs (76D) 254,687 438,212 602,763 1,295,661

Total Community Development and Housing 481,730 776,159 1,013,272 2,271,161
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY PRODUCTION REPORT
FY16 CE OMB Recommended
TOTAL COUNTY COST OF EMPLOYEE BENEFITS

SOCIAL GROUP
SECURITY INSURANCE _ RETIREMENT TOTAL
Environment
Environmental Protection (80D) 84,395 132,787 191,370 408,552

Other County Government Functions
NDA - Compensation and Employee Benefit Adjustments

(99V05) 9,166 14,339 9,904 33,410
NDA - Conference Center (99V19) 7,097 11,026 7,422 25,544
NDA - Legislative Branch Communications Outreach (99V44) 11,112 22,052 10,467 43,632
NDA - State Positions Supplement (99V03) 4,318 0 0 4,318
Total Other County Government Functions 31,693 47,417 27,793 106,904
Total General Fund 32,253,272 60,604,398 89,219,752 182,077,421

Special Funds - Tax Supported

Fire (C01) 9,076,269 13,726,836 37,557,742 60,360,847
Recreation (C02) 1,204,297 1,197,599 1,592,604 3,994,499
Bethesda Urban District (C03) 6,598 11,026 33,764 51,387
Silver Spring Urban District (C04) 122,460 399,492 202,933 724,885
Wheaton Urban District (C05) 74,382 241,315 86,355 402,053
Mass Transit (CO6) 3,886,918 8,974,279 5,696,416 18,557,612
Economic Development Fund (C09) 7.815 11,026 8,172 27,013
Total Special Funds - Tax Supported 14,378,738 24,561,574 45177985 84,118,297
Total Tax Supported Funds 46,632,010 85,165,971 134,397,738 266,195,718

Special Funds - NonTax Supported .
Montgomery Housing Initiative (C10) 97,355 166,465 212,045 475,865

Cable TV (C11) 210,783 336,293 482,124 1,029,200
Water Quality Protection (C12) 469,789 837,865 788,182 2,095,836
Grant Fund (C90) 2,889,045 6,269,482 5,036,474 14,195,000
Total Special Funds - NonTax Supported 3,666,972 7,610,105 6,518,825 17,795,902

Enterprise Funds

Liquor (C30) 1,740,940 4,822,325 2,445,839 9,009,104
Solid Waste Disposal (C31) 545,019 990,200 1,121,573 2,656,792
Solid Waste Collection (C32) 74,594 127,225 136,341 338,160
Leaf Vacuuming (C33) 176,545 345,136 239,503 761,185
Community Use of Public Facilities (C34) 156,321 305,702 315,696 777,719
Bethesda Parking (C35) 121,929 227,759 260,678 610,366
Silver Spring Parking (C36) 133,773 255,544 287,564 676,881
Montgomery Hills Parking (C37) . 2,720 5,388 4,849 12,957
Wheaton Parking (C38) 20,277 38,162 48,291 106,730
Permitting (C39) 1,357,258 2,175,292 3,446,488 6,979,039
Total Enterprise Funds 4,329,376 9,292,734 8,306,823 21,928,933
Total Non-Tax Supported 7,996,348 16,902,839 14,825,648 39,724,835
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY PRODUCTION REPORT
FY16 CE OMB Recommended
TOTAL COUNTY COST OF EMPLOYEE BENEFITS

SOCIAL GROUP
SECURITY INSURANCE _ RETIREMENT TOTAL

Internal Service Funds

Motor Pool (C50) 1,163,663 2,194,748 1,595,497 4,953,908
Central Duplicating (C51) 129,150 317,812 277,304 724,266
Risk Management (C52) 228,354 336,563 456,328 1,021,245
Employee Health Self Insurance (C53) 134,707 249,167 142,104 525,978
Total Internal Service Funds 1,655,874 3,098,290 2,471,233 7,225,396
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County Government

MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the Montgomery County Government is to provide for the peace, good government, health, safety, and welfare of the
County in accordance with, and under authority of, the Constitution and laws of Maryland, and the Montgomery County Charter. To
accomplish this mission, the Montgomery County Government provides: public laws and oversight through the County Council and
the offices and boards of the Legislative Branch; the administration of judicial offices; and public programs, services, and
infrastructure through the County Executive and departments, offices, boards, and commissions within the Executive Branch.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The total recommended FY16 Operating Budget for the County Governmment is $1,948,483,859 an increase of $10,641,916 or 0.5
percent from the FY15 approved budget of $1,937,841,943 (excludes debt service). The total recommended FY16 tax supported
operating budget for the County Government is $1,512,395,333, a decrease of $3,648,223 or 0.2 percent from the FY15 approved tax
supported budget of $1,516,043,556.

The County Government is the agency responsible for providing general services to residents. To do this, the agency is organized
functionally into departments, offices, boards, and commissions which undertake all activities and operations of the government.
County Government accounting information is organized by fund; this includes both tax supported and non-tax supported special
funds, which either encompass an entire department or portions thereof. Detailed budget presentations on each of these
organizational units and funds are displayed, organized by function, in the following sections of this document.

Spending Affordability Guidelines

In February 2015, the Council approved FY16 Spending Affordability Guidelines (SAG) of $1,567.3 million for Montgomery
County Government tax supported funds, a 3.4 percent increase from the original $1,516.0 million FY15 budget. For FY16, the
Executive recommends $1,512.4 million in tax supported funds.

Government Functions

The County Government functions organize departments, offices, boards, and commissions by related activity. The functions of the
Montgomery County Government are:

*  General Government

Public Safety

Transportation

Health and Human Services

Libraries, Culture and Recreation
Community Development and Housing
Environment

Other County Functions:

Government Funds

County government funds are typically categorized by tax supported and non-tax suppoﬂed funds. Tax supported funds are financed
through Countywide taxes or special tax rates assessed on a geographic area encompassing the users of the respective services. In
addition to taxes, these funds are also supported by inter-governmental aid, user fees, and other resources. Non-tax supported funds
include enterprise funds and grants. Enterprise funds are operations that are financed and operated in a manner similar to private
enterprise. The cost of providing these functions is primarily recovered through user charges.

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Alex Espinosa of the Office of Management and Budget at 240.777.2767 for more information regarding this agency's
operating budget.
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Montgomery County Public Schools

MISSION STATEMENT

The Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) operates a countywide system of public schools for students from pre-kindergarten
through high school. For the 2014-15 school year (FY15), 153,852 students in pre-kindergarten classes through grade 12 attend 202
separate public educational facilities. For the 2015-16 school year (FY'16), enrollment is estimated at 156,514 students.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The County Executive's role in the MCPS budget process is to present to the County Council a recommended total budget. The total
recommended FY16 Operating Budget is $2,308.7 million, an increase of $31.9 million or 1.4 percent over the original FY15
approved budget of $2,276.8 million and meets the State’s Maintenance of Effort law.

The County Executive also recommends providing additional resources of $27.2 million by distributing funds from the County’s
Consolidated Retiree Health Benefits Trust to MCPS for the purpose of paying retiree health insurance claims in FY16. This action
allows for a reduction of Category 12 (Fixed Charges) appropriation, which can be reallocated to other categories for educational

purposes.

The Board of Education's (BOE) Operating Budget request for FY16 totaled $2,393.5 million. The County Executive's
recommendation would fund 96.5 percent of the Board of Education's (BOE) request. With the additional resources provided through
the Consolidated Retiree Health Benefits Trust, the County Executive's recommendation would fund 97.6 percent of the BOE's
request. .

The County also supports the operations of the school system through the expenditures of other departments. For example, school
health services, childhood wellness, and Linkages to Learning programs are provided by the Department of Health and Human
Services; research and internet resources are made available in the Montgomery County Public Libraries; crossing guards are
provided by the Department of Police; sports academies for youth are sponsored by the Department of Recreation; reimbursements
for classrooms and school sports fields rented by residents are made by Community Use of Public Facilities; and the
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission provides maintenance of MCPS ballfields. In addition to the total
recommended Operating Budget for the public schools, this agency's Capital Improvements Program (CIP) requires County funding.
Approximately $18.8 million in FY16 current revenue and $24.2 million in recordation taxes are recommended in the amended
FY15-20 CIP. The debt service requirement for the MCPS capital program is estimated at $140.2 million in FY16.

The County Executive has recommended $728,900 for full funding of a Network Operations Center for the FiberNet network in
FY16. Costs will be shared according to proportional bandwidth usage; resulting in an allocation of 52% for Montgomery County
Government (or $379,028) and 48% for Montgomery County Public Schools (or $349,872).

The table below summarizes the contributions to MCPS programs that are appropriated in other departments or agencies.

Additional County Support for MCPS FY16
MCPS Budget (in millions) ' $2,168.8
Additional County funding (not included in MCPS budget)

» Debt service on school construction bonds $140.2
+ Pre-funding retiree health benefits $61.7
« Support services $62.5
» Technology modernization $23.5
Total additional County funding $287.9
Total expenditures for MCPS $2,456.7

Sources: Recommended FY16 Operating and Capital Budgets
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The recommended budget includes the County's contribution of $1,463.3 million plus $33.2 million in carryover funds and $44.4
million for State retirement (66.7 percent of all recommended funding), State aid and grants of $624.3 million (27.0 percent), Federal
grants and aid of $70.0 million (3.0 percent), and tuition, fees, and private grants of $10.8 million (0.5 percent). The recommended
appropriation for the fee supported enterprise funds is $61.1 million (2.6 percent) and for the special revenue fund is $1.7 million
(0.1 percent).

Tax Supported Funding for the Public Schools

For FY16, the total tax supported portion of the Executive's recommendation (excluding grants and enterprise funds) is $2,168.8
million, an increase of $30.7 million or 1.4 percent over the original FY15 approved Operating Budget.

The tax supported portion of the recommendation includes a FY16 local contribution of $1,463.3 million, plus carryover of $33.2

million and $44.4 million for State retirement for a total local contribution of $1,540.8 million. The Executive's recommendation for
local funding fulfills the State Maintenance of Effort (MOE) requirement.

Fiscal Summary
The Executive's total budget recommendation from all funding sources is $2,308.7 million and funds 96.5 percent of the BOE's

request. The Executive relies on the BOE to determine the most appropriate manner to deliver educational services within its
recommended budget allocation.

Spending Affordability

In February 2015, the Montgomery County Council approved FY16 Spending Affordability Guidelines (SAG) of $2,130.7 million
for the tax supported funds of MCPS. The BOE requested $2,253.5 million in tax supported funds.

Additional Budget Details

The Executive affirms the authority of the BOE to establish educational policy and to determine the allocation of appropriated funds
in support of the mission of the public school system. Complete information regarding the MCPS budget request is available in the
FY16 Operating Budget adopted by the BOE on February 10, 2015. Copies of that budget are available at Montgomery County
libraries, on the MCPS website and, upon request, from the school system.

LINKAGE TO COUNTY RESULT AREAS
While this program area supports all eight of the County Result Areas, the following are emphasized:
& Children Prepared to Live and Learn

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES

& Support MCPS programs through expenditures in other County departments, such as Health and Human Services,
Public Libraries, Recreation, Community Use of Public Facilities, and Police.

2
°o

Make a County contribution fo MCPS of $1,540.8 million, including $33.2 million in carryover and $44.4 million of
local contribution for State retirement.

Provide additional resources of $27.2 million from the County's Consolidated Retiree Health Benefits Trust to MCPS
to pay for FY16 retiree health insurance claims, allowing for reduction of Category 12 (Fixed Charges)
appropriation. These funds may be reallocated to other categories for educational programs. With the additional
resources provided through the Consolidated Retiree Health Benefits Trust, the County Executive's recommendation
would fund 97.6 percent of the BOE's request.

2
£

< Provide resources to accommodate enroliment of 156,514 students.

& Eight MCPS high schools rank in the top 200 of The Washington Post’s 2014 High School Challenge and all 25 MCPS
high schools appear on this list, which only includes the top nine percent of high schools in the country.

% Eleven MCPS high schools made the U.S. News & World Report 2014 list of Best High Schools. MCPS had the top
four high schools in the state of Maryland.
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< Seventeen high schools made the annual list of America’s Best High Schools, published by Newsweek/The Daily
Beast. Two MCPS high schools made the top 100 nationally, and the district had the fop six schools in the state of

Maryland.

& Across the district, 15 students were semifinalists in the 2014 Intel Science Talent Search. Nine semifinalists were
from Montgomery Blair High School, among the most of any high school in the nation.

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Thomas Klausing of the Montgomery County Public Schools at 301.279.3547 or Jedediah Millard of the Office of
Management and Budget at 240.777.2769 for more information regarding this agency's operating budget.

BUDGET SUMMARY

CURRENT FUND MCPS
EXPENDITURES

Salaries and Wages

FY14

FY15

- Estimated

FY15

Recommended

FY16

% Chg
Bud/Rec

Employee Benefits

Current Fund MCPS Personnel Costs

Q|O|O

Q(oj|o

Q|Oo|Oo

Q|O|O

Operating Expenses 2,110,158,231 2,138,069,401 2,106,089,401 2,168,760,952 1.4%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Current Fund MCPS Expenditures 2,110,158,231 2,138,069,401 2,106,089,401 2,168,760,952 1.4%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —_
FTEs 20,032.00 20,391.94 20,391.94 20,602.50 1.0%
REVENUES
Basic State Aid 305,782,989 310,456,913 310,456,913 317,819,187 2.4%
Federal Revenues 193,173 400,000 400,000 200,000 -50.0%
Foster Care/Miscellaneous 232,670 400,000 400,000 400,000 —
GCEIl - Geographic Cost of Education Index 33,636,554 34,394,095 34,394,095 17,504,312 -49.1%
Students With Disabilities 52,252,933 51,202,771 51,202,771 53,806,005 5.1%
Thornton Legislation 179,615,574 184,221,187 184,221,187 194,344,891 5.5%
Transportation 36,985,683 38,090,967 38,090,967 39,786,572 4.5%
Tuition-Other Sources 3,992,554 3,875,708 3,875,708 4,105,755 5.9%
Current Fund MCPS Revenues 612,692,130 623,041,641 623,041,641 627,966,722 0.8%
GRANT FUND MCPS
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Grant Fund MCPS Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 74,809,399 77,903,934 77,903,934 77,170,491 -0.9%
Capital Outlay 0 0 . 0 0 —
Grant Fund MCPS Expenditures 74,809,399 77,903,934 77,903,934 77,170,491 -0.9%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 590.30 564.90 564.90 624.05 10.5%
REVENUES
Federal Grants 73,795,010 69,455,580 69,455,580 69,795,287 0.5%
Private Grants 1,014,389 8,448,354 8,448,354 6,731,204 -20.3%
State Grants 0 0 0 644,000 —
Grant Fund MCPS Revenues 74,809,399 77,903,934 77,903,934 77,170,491 -0.9%
FOOD SERVICE FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Food Service Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 52,926,067 51,222,406 51,222,406 53,166,879 3.8%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Food Service Fund Expenditures 52,926,067 51,222,406 51,222,406 53,166,879 3.8%

Montgomery County Public Schools

County Agencies 10-3



- Estimatéd: -

Recommended’

% Chg

L .FY15 .- FY16 Bud/Rec
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 582.95 585.45 585.45 585.45 —
REVENUES
Child Care Food Service 0 1,334,335 1,334,335 0 —
Federal Food 31,640,881 28,821,508 28,821,508 29,207,955 1.3%
Sale of Meals 19,343,941 18,829,956 18,829,956 21,699,064 15.2%
State Food 1,614,566 2,236,607 2,236,607 2,259,860 1.0%
Food Service Fund Revenues 52,599,388 51,222,406 51,222,406 53,166,879 3.8%
REAL ESTATE FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0] —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Real Estate Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 2,845,571 3,166,047 3,166,047 3,257,703 2.9%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Real Estate Fund Expenditures 2,845,571 3,166,047 3,166,047 3,257,703 2.9%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 —
REVENUES
Real Estate Fund 2,744,862 3,166,047 3,166,047 3,257,703 2.9%
Real Estate Fund Revenues 2,744,862 3,166,047 3,166,047 3,257,703 2.9%
FIELD TRIP FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Field Trip Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 1,803,944 1,895,960 1,895,960 1,991,533 5.0%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Field Trip Fund Expenditures 1,803,944 1,895,960 1,895,960 1,991,533 5.0%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 —
REVENUES
Field Trip Fees 1,786,478 1,895,960 1,895,960 1,991,533 5.0%
Field Trip Fund Revenues 1,786,478 1,895,960 1,895,960 1,991,533 5.0%
ENTREPRENEURIAL ACTIVITIES FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Entrepreneurial Activities Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 2,356,182 2,910,612 2,910,612 2,700,509 -7.2%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Entrepreneurial Activities Fund Expenditures 2,356,182 2,910,612 2,910,612 2,700,509 -7.2%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 12.60 12.60 12.60 13.60 7.9%
REVENUES
Entrepreneurial Activities Fee 1,974,638 2,910,612 2,910,612 2,700,509 -7.2%

Entrepreneurial Activities Fund Revenues 1,974,638 2,910,612 2,910,612 2,700,509 ~7.2%
INSTRUCTIONAL TELEVISION FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Instructional Television Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 1,538,549 1,595,624 1,595,624 1,654,209 3.7%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Instructional Television Fund Expenditures 1,538,549 1,595,624 1,595,624 1,654,209 3.7%
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‘%'Recommended % Chg .

FY16 Bud/Rec
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 12.50 13.50 13.50 13.50 —
DEPARTMENT TOTALS .
Total Expenditures 2,246,437,943 2,276,763,984 2,244,783,984 2,308,702,276 1.4%
Total Full-Time Positions 0 0 0 0 —
Total Part-Time Positions ) 0 0 0 0 —
Total FTEs 21,241.85 21,579.89 21,579.89 21,850.60 1.3%
Total Revenues 746,606,895 760,140,600 760,140,600 766,253,837 0.8%
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MCPS EXPENDITURES FY80-FY16
County Fiscal Year Total Expenditures En;c;l*:xlent Per Pupil County Funding As P:;:;“ of
80 $283,964,983 102,519 $2,770 $217,458,068 76.6%
81 $310,301,970 98,843 $3,139 $243,994,370 78.6%
82 $331,546,219 95,587 $3,469 $267,891,955 80.8%
83 $351,939,986 92,517 $3,804 $286,965,658 81.5%
84 $371,322,717 91,030 $4,079 $303,726,901 81.8%
85 $399,916,181 91,704 $4,361 $330,035,065 82.5%
86 $436,875,791 92,871 $4,704 $361,788,973 82.8%
87 $475,866,930 94,460 $5,038 $398,053,264 83.6%
88 $519,622,140 96,271 $5,397 $434,582,576 83.6%
89 $577,957,669 98,519 $5,866 $488,062,505 84.4%
90 $642,553,932 100,259 $6,409 $545,768,528 84.9%
91 $702,260,084 103,732 $6,770 $601,407,797 85.6%
92 $712,896,646 107,140 $6,654 $603,939,300 84.7%
93 $738,767,864 110,037 $6,714 $622,732,456 84.3%
94 $793,907,907 113,429 $6,999 $666,557,884 84.0%
95 $830,010,147 117,082 $7,089 $695,512,609 83.8%
96 $878,160,420 120,291 $7,300 $718,938,647 81.9%
97 $915,141,097 122,505 $7,470 $740,984,871 81.0%
98 $958,416,196 125,035 $7,665 $765,835,476 79.9%
99 $1,034,768,530 127,852 $8,093 $820,833,423 79.3%
00 $1,105,644,145 130,689 '$8,460 $870,940,869 78.8%
01 $1,216,096,599 134,180 $9,063 $959,754,838 78.9%
02 $1,323,625,477 136,832 $9,673 $1,029,703,651 77.8%
03 $1,412,161,822 138,891 $10,167 $1,079,188,698 76.4%
04 $1,501,381,116 139,203 $10,786 $1,136,392,169 75.7%
05 $1,609,382,533 139,337 $11,550 $1,217,214,553 75.6%
06 $1,713,736,154 139,387 $12,295 $1,296,325,112 75.6%
07 $1,851,496,287 137,798 $13,436 $1,384,725,787 74.8%
08 $1,985,017,619 137,745 $14,411 $1,456,912,582 73.4%
09 $2,066,683,294 137,763 $15,002 $1,531,482,602 74.1%
10 $2,200,577,000 140,500 $15,662 $1,573,754,447 © 71.5%
11 $2,104,188,040 143,309 $14,683 $1,425,385,344 67.7%
12 $2,086,786,613 146,497 $14,245 $1,387,101,480 66.5%
13 $2,160,029,595 149,018 $14,495 $1,436,513,701 66.5%
14 $2,225,421,052 151,289 $14,710 $1,475,223,045 66.3%
~_15 $2,276,763,984 153,852 $14,798 $1,515,027,760 66.5%
16 CE Rec $2,308,702,276 156,514 $14,751 $1,540,794,230 66.7%

Sources: Approved Operating Budgets

Notes:
* State legislative adtion shifted responsibility for feacher Social Security payments to local jurisdictions in FY94.

Per pupil spending represents all sources of funds

In addition to MCPS oppropriations, the following County departments also support MCPS programs:
-School Health Nurses and Health Room Technicians (Health and Human Services)
-Childhood Wellness {Health and Human Services)

-Linkages to Leorning (Health and Human Services)

-Research and Internet Resources {Public Libraries)

-Sports Academies (Recreation)

-Crossing Guards {Police)

-Reimbursements for Rented Classrooms and Sports Fields {Community Use of Public Facilities)
~Stormwater Facility Maintenance (Environmental Protection)

-Capital Improvements Program (CIP} Current Revenue

-Debt Service on School Facilities
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Monigomery College

MISSION STATEMENT

Montgomery Community College provides postsecondary educational programs from campuses located in Takoma Park/Silver
Spring, Rockville, and Germantown. It serves four broad groups of students:

Those who want the first two years of a university education, either for an associate’s degree or preparatory to another program;
Those who want to prepare for a career not requiring.a bachelor’s degree;

Highly capable high school juniors and seniors who participate in special programs; and

Adults who want to continue their education, either to improve job skills or for personal enrichment.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The total recommended FY16 Operating Budget for Montgomery College is $306.2 million, an increase of $9.1 million or 3.1
percent from the FY'15 approved budget of $297.1 million. The County Executive recommendation funds 98 percent of the College's
request and provides an affordable and sustainable level of support.

The County Executive recommends a total County contribution of $120.4 million, which represents an increase of $3 million, or 2.6
percent, over the FY'15 approved budget.

Related Current Fund revenues (excluding the County contribution) are $118.6 million, which represents a decrease of $0.9 million,
or 0.8 percent, compared to the approved FY15 budget.

In addition to the total recommended Operating Budget for the College, the agency's Capital Improvement Program (CIP) requires
current revenue funding. Approximately $10.9 million in FY 16 current revenues is assumed in the amended FY15-20 CIP.

Montgomery College's budget request is not detailed in this document. The College budget request may be obtained by contacting the
Office of Budget and Management Studies, Montgomery College, 900 Hungerford Drive, Room 345, Rockville, Maryland 20850,
phone 240.567.7290, or may be found on the College's web site at www.montgomerycollege.edu/Departments/budget.

State law requires the Board of Trustees and the President to prepare and submit operating and capital budgets to the County Council.
The operating budget request is normally submitted to the Council and County Executive in January each year. After final action by
the Council in May, the Board adopts the approved budget in June. The College's approved budget is included in the Council
Approved FY 16 Operating and Capital Budgets and is prepared by the Office of Management and Budget in July.

The College prepared an FY16 budget requesting additional local funding of $15.1 million, an increase of 12.8 percent from the
approved FY15 budget. The College's request assumes a $3/$6/$9 per semester hour (in-county, in-state, out-of-state) tuition increase
for students.

The Executive relies on the Board of Trustees to determine the most appropriate manner and use to deliver educational services
within its recommended budget appropriations.

Spending Affordability Guidelines

In February 2015, the Council approved FY16 Spending Affordability Guidelines (SAG) of $160.9 million (net of tuition) for the
tax-supported funds of Montgomery College. The Board of Trustees requested $174.7 million (net of tuition and fees), which is
$13.8 million, or 8.6 percent, above the guideline. '

Enroliment

Enrollment is projected by the College to decrease in FY'16 and is estimated by the College for FY16 at 16,244 full-time equivalent
(FTE) students in credit programs. An FTE student for one year is calculated as the total number of credit hours divided by 30. The
College projects a 0.5 percent decrease in FY16 in FTE student enrollment compared to its FY15 estimate. The College projects
enrollment to continue to decline further between FY16 and FY18. The College's projections assume approval of the proposed
renovation and construction schedule in the Capital Improvements Program.
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Tuition

For FY16, the College request is based on an increase to tuition fees of $3 per semester hour, from $115 to $118, for County
residents; a $6 per semester hour increase for State residents to $241; and a $9 per semester hour increase for out-of-state residents to
$332.

The County Executive's recommended budget assumes an increase to tuition fees of $6 per semester hour, from $115 to $121 for
County residents; a $12 per semester hour increase for State residents to $247; and a $18 per semester hour increase for out-of-state
residents to $341.

The consolidated fee for all students would remain at 20 percent of tuition. The Board of Trustees will make tuition decisions in
April 2015.

Tuition and other student fees represent approximately 34.8 percent of the revenue proposed by the College to fund the FY16 budget,
compared to 38.1 percent of revenues assumed in the FY15 approved budget. The County Executive's recommended budget assumes
tuition and other student fees at aproximately 38.1 percent, which is equivelent to the percentage assumed in the FY15 approved
budget.

State Funding

The total amount of State funding assumed in the Executive's Recommended FY16 budget is estimated to be $39.6 million. It is
comprised of $33.7 million allocated to the Current Fund and $5.9 million to the Workforce and Development Fund. The College
allocates formula funds to the Current Fund and Continuing Education Fund based on the proportionate share of FTE students for
most University System of Maryland institutions.

Tax-Supported Funds

The County Executive recommends a total appropriation of $248.5 million in the three tax-supported funds (Current, Emergency
Plant Maintenance and Repair, and Tax-Supported Grants). This amount is an increase of $4.0 million or 1.6 percent more than the
$244.5 million approved in FY15.

Current Fund

In the Current Fund, the County Executive is recommending an appropriation of $247.8 million, an increase of $4.0 million or 1.7
percent over the $243.8 million approved in FY15. This recommendation is based on the College's estimated tuition and fees, which
includes the increases in tuition rates recommended above. The Executive's recommendation increases local funding to the College
by $3.0 million, or 2.6 percent, in the Current Fund. In addition, the County Executive recommends a tuition increase of $3/$6/$9
above the College requested increase, and assumes additional use of fund balance of $4.0 million.

Emergency Plant Maintenance and Repair Fund

The Emergency Plant Maintenance and Repair Fund provides for unanticipated expenditures to make emergency repairs not funded
elsewhere in the budget. The County Executive recommends the Board's request, an appropriation of $350,000, the same level as the
FY15 approved budget.

Tax-Supported Grant Fund
The Tax-Supported Grant Fund provides for community needs not met elsewhere. The County Executive recommends the Board's
request, an appropriation of $400,000, to support the College's adult literacy programs.

Other Funds

Cable Television

The College requests and the County Executive recommends an appropriation of $1.6 million for the Cable Television Fund, which
provides for production and operation of the College's higher education channel on the County's cable system. The requested amount
would provide instructional programs and public service offerings by the College to the community. Additional detail on the
College's Cable budget can be found in the Cable Communications Plan in section 64-1.

Special Funds

The College's Workforce Development and Continuing Education Fund is supported by a combination of student tuition and fees and
State reimbursements, which are based on the FTE student enrollment in the academic year that occurred two years prior to the
current year. The County Executive recognizes the importance of higher education to the economic development of Montgomery
County and recommends the Board's request, an appropriation of $18.7 million for this Fund, nearly $500,000 more than the amount
approved in FY'15. :
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The Auxiliary Enterprises Fund includes the Bookstore, the Child Care Center, and Food Services, and is supported by revenue
earned from these activities. The College requests and the County Executive recommends an appropriation of $5.4 million for this
fund.

The Grants and Contracts Fund includes grants and contracts received by the College from all sources. The College requests and the
County Executive recommends an appropriation of $19.8 million for this fund.

LINKAGE TO COUNTY RESULT AREAS

While this program area supports all eight of the County Result Areas, the following are emphasized:
o+ Children Prepared to Live and Learn

« Strong and Vibrant Economy

% Vital Living for All of Our Residents

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Linda Hickey of the Montgomery College at 240.567.7292 or Jennifer Bryant of the Office of Management and Budget at
240.777.2761 for more information regarding this agency's operating budget.
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BUDGET SUMMARY

Actual Budget Estimated Recommended % Chg
FY14 FY15 FY15 FY16 Bud/Rec
CURRENT FUND MC
EXPENDITURES i
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Current Fund MC Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 220,800,930 243,770,455 235,648,014 247,795,651 1.7%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Current Fund MC Expenditures 220,800,930 243,770,455 235,648,014 247,795,651 1.7%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 1,715.10 1,785.10 1,785.10 1,809.10 1.3%
REVENUES
Current Fund: Interest 61,917 55,000 54,640 55,000 —
Current Fund: Other Revenue 1,198,422 1,135,000 1,127,562 1,135,000 —
Current Fund: Performing Aris Center 55,661 135,000 55,000 135,000 —
Fed. State & Priv. Gifts & Grants 367,933 325,000 322,870 325,000 —
Other Student Fees: Current Fund 1,489,985 1,438,157 1,402,203 1,395,656 -3.0%
State Aid 31,688,491 34,238,669 32,974,239 33,708,582 -1.5%
Tuition and Fees: Current Fund 80,132,943 82,221,884 80,166,337 81,892,029 -0.4%
Current Fund MC Revenues 114,995,352 119,548,710 116,102,851 118,646,267 -0.8%
EMERGENCY REPAIR FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —|
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Emergency Repair Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 349,997 350,000 275,000 350,000 —
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Emergency Repair Fund Expenditures 349,997 350,000 275,000 350,000 —
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —
REVENUES
EPMRF: Investment Income Non-Pooled 1,236 0 0 0 —
Emergency Repair Fund Revenues 1,236 0 0 0 —
GRANT FUND MC
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Grant Fund MC Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 10,658,183 19,773,000 10,658,183 19,773,000 —
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Grant Fund MC Expenditures 10,658,183 19,773,000 10,658,183 19,773,000 —
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0. 0 —
FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —
REVENUES
Federal/State/Private Grants 10,658,183 19,773,000 10,658,183 19,773,000 —
Grant Fund MC Revenues 10,658,183 19,773,000 10,658,183 19,773,000 —
AUXILIARY FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Auxiliary Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 4,513,089 5,838,157 4,796,341 5,414,054 -7.3%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Auxiliary Fund Expenditures 4,513,089 5,838,157 4,796,341 5,414,054 -7.3%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
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Actual

Estimated

Recommended

% Chg

FY14 FY15 FY16 Bud/Rec
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 —
REVENUES
Auxiliary Fund: Interest Income 4,792 12,000 9,344 4,000 -66.7%
Other Revenues: Miscellaneous 1,200,572 1,849,000 1,459,212 1,608,000 -13.0%
Sales 3,103,715 3,612,400 2,901,079 3,162,200 -12.5%
Avuxiliary Fund Revenues 4,309,079 5,473,400 4,369,635 4,774,200 -12.8%
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT & CONTINUING ED
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Workforce Development & Confinuing Ed Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 13,744,210 18,200,205 14,111,040 18,675,686 2.6%
Capital Outlay : 0 0 0 0 . —
Workforce Development & Continuing Ed Expenditures 13,744,210 18,200,205 14,111,040 18,675,686 2.6%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time ) 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 85.00 93.50 93.50 93.50 : —
REVENUES
Other Revenues: Interest 6,347 30,000 12,073 8,000 -73.3%
Other Revenues; Miscellaneous 5,358 380,000 152,927 380,000 —
State Aid 6,147,053 6,541,288 6,370,003 5,971,322 -8.7%
Tuition and Fees: Continuing Education 7,032,778 9,650,000 7,100,000 9,843,000 2.0%

Workforce Development & Continuing Ed Revenues 13,191,536 16,601,288 13,635,003 16,202,322 -2.4%
CABLE TELEVISION FUND

EXPENDITURES !
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Cable Television Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 1,361,743 1,505,000 1,475,000 1,634,073 8.6%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Cable Television Fund Expenditures 1,361,743 1,505,000 1,475,000 1,634,073 8.6%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 11.00 11.00 11.00 11.00 —
REVENUES
Cable: Other Revenue 470 0 425 0 —
Cable Television Fund Revenues 470 0 425 0 —
ENDOWMENT FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Endowment Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 65,000 263,000 0 263,000 —
Capital Outlay 0 .0 0 0 —
Endowment Fund Expenditures 65,000 263,000 0 263,000 —
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —
REVENUES
Interest 885 1,000 900 1,000 —
Endowment Fund Revenues 885 1,000 900 1,000 —
MAJOR FACILITIES RESERVE FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 3 0 0 0 0 —
Major Facilities Reserve Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 2,351,957 3,500,000 2,352,956 7,500,000 114.3%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Major Facilities Reserve Fund Expenditures 2,351,957 3,500,000 2,352,956 7,500,000 114.3%
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Actual Estimated Recommended % Chg
FY14 FY15 FY16 Bud/Rec
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —|
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —
REVENUES
Interest Income 14,422 20,000 15,000 14,000 -30.0%
Student Fees 3,069,654 3,075,000 2,879,125 2,900,000 -5.7%
Major Facilities Reserve Fund Revenues 3,084,076 3,095,000 2,894,125 2,914,000 -5.8%
MC GRANTS TAX SUPPORTED FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
MC Grants Tax Supported Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 [ 0 —|
Operating Expenses 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 —
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
MC Grants Tax Supported Fund Expenditures 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 —
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —
TRANSPORTATION FUND : _
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Transportation Fund Personnel Costs [ [ 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 2,788,189 3,500,000 3,212,319 4,400,000 25.7%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Transportation Fund Expenditures 2,788,189 3,500,000 3,212,319 4,400,000 25.7%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 —
REVENUES
Miscellaneous Other 219,247 . 21,000 480,319 270,000 1185.7%
Student Fees 2,389,153 2,975,000 2,682,000 3,875,000 30.3%
Transportation Fund Revenues 2,608,400 2,996,000 3,162,319 4,145,000 38.4%
DEPARTMENT TOTALS .
Total Expenditures 257,033,298 297,099,817 272,928,853 306,205,464 3.1%
Total Full-Time Positions 0 0 0 0 —
Total Part-Time Positions 0 0 [ 0 —
Total FTEs 1,862.10 1,940.60 1,940.60 1,964.60 1.2%
Total Revenues 148,849,217 167,488,398 150,823,441 166,455,789 -0.6%
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR MONTGOMERY COLLEGE

The Maryland Higher Education Commission (MHEC) requires an annual report ("Performance Accountability Report” [PAR]) from
the state's community colleges that updates institutional progress on several broad goals that are part of the State Plan for
Postsecondary Education. Those goals are accompanied by 35 Indicators on which community colleges set targets
("benchmarks") for the end of the five-year cycle, which will be the report issued in July, 2016 and will reflect data through FY
2015 or Fall 2015, as appropriate. A selection of some of those Indicators is provided here as Performance Measures for

Montgomery College.

Accessibility and Affordability

Annual unduplicated headcount
Credit Students
Non-credit Students

MC Share of Montgomery County
Residents in MD Colleges

Enrollment in online courses

MC Tuition & Fees as pct. of MD
public four-year colleges

Quality and Effectiveness
Graduate satisfaction with
educational goal achievement
Graduate satisfaction with

preparation for transfer

Non-returning students' goal
attainment

Diversity
Minority student enrollment
MC minority percent

Minority pct. of county adults
Minority percent of FT faculty

Minority percent of admin/prof.staff

FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013
35,604 37,510 37,391 38,197 38,014
25,636 24,881 23,624 25,050 24,395
Fall 2009 Fall 2010 Fall 2011 Fall 2012 Fall 2013
49.4% 49.2% 451% 46.0% 43.1%
FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013
9,989 14,417 15,790 17,315 18,829
FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014
58.7% 56.7% 56.0% 55.1% 53.8%
Grads of Grads of Grads of Grads of Grads of
2000 2002 2005 2008 2011
99.0% 97.0% 93.0% 98.0% 97.0%
79.0% 88.0% 91.0% 77.4% 78.1%

Spring 2003 Spring 2005 Spring 2007 Spring 2009 Spring 2011

79.0%

Fall 2009

60.3%
45.6%

28.2%

37.2%

82.0% 74.0% 81.0% 79.0%
Eall 2010 Fall 2011 Eall 2012 Eall 2013
64.2% 68.0% 70.1% 713%
48.3% 48.6% 49.3% 50.3%
29.5% 294% 31.9% 32.8%
38.4% 40.1% 42.5% 42.8%

Target
FY 2015

41,636
25,435

Target -
Eall 2015

52.0%
Target

EY 2015
15,234

Target
FY 2015

57.0%

Grads of
2014

92.0%

90.0%

Spring 2015

82.0%

Eall 2015

68.0%

32.0%

42.0%

Montgomery College
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR MONTGOMERY COLLEGE

Economic Growth and Workforce Development
Grads of Grads of Grads of Grads of Grads of Grads of

2000 2002 2005 2008 2011 2014
Graduate satisfaction with job
preparation 76.0% 79.0% 89.0% 83.0% 69.0% 85.0%
FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2015
Licensure exam pass rates
Radiologic Technology  95.0% 94.0% 94.0% 100.0% 100.0% 90.0%
Nursing 91.3% 95.2% 84.8% 93.0% 89.7% 90.0%
Physical Therapy Asst.  64.0% 83.0% 93.0% 94.0% 93.0% 80.0%
Contract Training Courses
Annual unduplicated headcount 2,392 1,864 2,681 3,133 2,889 3,500
Annual enroliment in courses 4,993 4,202 3,861 6,544 6,563 6,000
Community Outreach and Impact
FY 2009 EY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 EY 2015
Noncredit community service and
lifelong leaming
Annual unduplicated headcount 11,113 9,508 11,903 9,409 8,572 12,000
~ Annual enroliment in courses 16,287 18,889 17,756 13,800 12,443 19,000
Noncredit basic skills and literacy
Annual unduplicated headcount 6,449 6,252 6,619 6,634 7,655 6,400
Annual enrollment in courses 11,251 11,022 11,910 12,521 13,933 11,000

Effective Use of Public Funding

FY 2009 FY2010  FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2015
Expenditures on Instruction as a
percent of total expenditures 41.2% 40.9% 414% 41.4% 34.7% 41.0%
Expenditures on Instruction + Academic
Support as percent of total 54.4% 53.3% 53.7% 52.3% 50.1% 54.0%
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Maryland-National Capital Park ane

Planning Commission

MISSION STATEMENT

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) in Montgomery County manages physical growth and
plans communities, protects and stewards natural, cultural and historical resources, and provides leisure and recreational experiences.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The M-NCPPC was established by the General Assembly of Maryland in 1927. As a bi-county agency, the Commission is a
corporate body of, and an agency created by, the State of Maryland. The Commission operates in each county through a Planning
Board and, in Montgomery County, a Park Commission. Five board members, appointed by the County Council, serve as the
Montgomery County members of the Commission. The Planning Board exercises policy oversight to the Commissioners' Office, the
Department of Parks, the Planning Department, and Central Administrative Services.

On January 15 each year, M-NCPPC submits to the County Council and the County Executive the M-NCPPC proposed budget for
the upcoming fiscal year. That document is a statement of mission and goals, justification of resources requested, description of work
items accomplished in the prior fiscal year, and a source of important statistical and historical data. The M-NCPPC proposed budget
can be obtained by contacting the M-NCPPC Budget Office at 301.454.1731 or visiting the Commission's website at
www.mncppc.org. Summary data only are included in this presentation.

Tax Supported Funds

The M-NCPPC tax supported Operating Budget consists of the Administration Fund, the Park Fund, and the Advance Land
Acquisition (ALA) Debt Service Fund. The Administration Fund supports the Commissioners' Office, the Montgomery
County-funded portion of the Central Administrative Services (CAS) offices, and the Planning Department. The Administration
Fund is supported by the Regional District Tax, which includes Montgomery County, less the municipalities of Barnesville,
Brookeville, Gaithersburg, Laytonsville, Poolesville, Rockville, and Washington Grove.

The Park Fund supports the activities of the Department of Parks and Park Debt Service. The Park Fund is supported by the
Metropolitan District Tax, whose taxing area is identical to the Regional District.

The Advance Land Acquisition (ALA) Debt Service Fund supports the payment of debt service on bonds issued to purchase land for
a variety of public purposes. The Advance Land Acquisition Debt Service Fund has a countywide taxing area.

Non-Tax Supported Funds

There are three non-tax supported funds within the M-NCPPC that are financed and operated in a manner similar to private
enterprise. These self-supporting operations are the Enterprise Fund, the Property Management Fund, and the Special Revenue Fund.

Grants are extracted from the tax supported portion of the fund displays and displayed in the Grant Fund. The Grant Fund, as
displayed, consists of grants from the Park and Administration Funds.

Special Revenue Funds are used to account for the proceeds from specific revenue sources that are legally restricted to expenditures
for specific purposes. The budgets are associated with Planning and Parks operations throughout the Commission.

Spending Affordability Guidelines

In February 2015, the Council approved FY16 Spending Affordability Guidelines (SAG) of $116,400,000 for the tax-supported
funds of the M-NCPPC, which is a 4.0 percent increase from the $111,947,772 approved FY15 budget. For FY16, the Commission
has requested $118,704,547 excluding debt service and retiree health insurance prefunding, $2,304,547 above the total SAG amount
of $116,400,000.

The total requested budgets for the Enterprise Fund, Property Management Fund, Special Revenue Funds, ALA Debt Service Fund,
and Grant Fund, are $16,131,049, a 0.7 percent decrease from the $16,243,346 total FY15 approved budget.
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Commissioners' Office

The Commissioners' Office supports the five Planning Board members and enhances communication among the Planning Board,
County Council, County residents, other governmental agencies, and other Commission departments.

Planning Department

The Planning Department provides information, analysis, recommendations and other staffing services to the Montgomery County
Planning Board, the County Council, the County Executive, other governmental agencies, and the general public. The Department
prepares master and sector plans for Planning Board review and approval by the County Council. The Department reviews
development applications for conformance with existing laws, regulations, master plans and policies, and presents its
recommendations to the Planning Board for action. The Department gathers, analyzes, and reports various data (such as housing,
employment, population growth and other topics of interest) to the County Council, County government, other agencies, the business
community, and the public.

Central Administrative Services

The mission of Central Administrative Services (CAS) is to provide quality corporate services in the areas of corporate governance,
human resources, finance and budget, legal counsel, information technology, and internal audit. CAS strives to deliver these services
with integrity, innovation, responsiveness, and excellent customer service to the Commission, its employees, elected and appointed
officials and the communities served in the bi-county region. The level of services and therefore funding allocation by county is
tailored to the agency and the individual department needs. Certain functions are allocated based on labor distribution or a cost driver
such as number of employees paid. Some functions, such as the Merit System Board, are funded evenly by both counties.

Department of Parks

The Department of Parks provides recommendations, information, analysis, and services to the Montgomery County Planning Board
(who also serve as the Park Commission), the County Council, the County Executive, other government agencies, and the general
public. The Department also oversees the acquisition, development, and management of a nationally recognized, award winning park
system providing County residents with open space for recreational opportunities and natural resources stewardship. The Department
oversees a comprehensive park system of over 36,400 acres in 416 parks of different sizes, types, and functions that feature Stream
Valley and Conservation Parks, Regional and Special Parks, Recreational Parks, and Local and Community Parks. The Department
serves County residents as the primary provider of open space for recreational opportunities and maintains and provides security for
the park system. ‘

Debt Service - Park Fund

Park Debt Service pays principal and interest on the Commission's acquisition and development bonds. The proceeds of these bonds
are used to fund the Local Parks portion of the M-NCPPC Capital Improvements Program.

Debt Service - Advance Land Acquisition Debt Service Fund and Revolving Fund

The Advance Land Acquisition Debt Service Fund pays principal and interest on the Commission's Advance Land Acquisition
bonds. The proceeds of the Advance Land Acquisition bonds support the Advanced Land Acquisition Revolving Fund (ALARF).

ALARF activities include the acquisition of land needed for State highways, streets, roads, school sites, and other public uses. The
Commission may only purchase land through the ALARF at the request of another government agency, with the approval of the
Montgomery County Council.

Enterprise Fund

The Enterprise Fund accounts for various park facilities and services which are entirely supported by user fees. Recreational
activities include: ice rinks, indoor tennis, event centers, boating, camping, trains, carousel, mini-golf, driving range, and splash and
skate parks. Operating profits are reinvested in new or existing public revenue-producing facilities through the operating budget and
Capital Improvements Program. '
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Property Management Fund

The Property Management Fund manages leased facilities located on parkland throughout the County, including single family
houses, apartment units, businesses, farmland, and facilities which house County programs.

COUNTY EXECUTIVE RECOMMENDATIONS

The County Executive recommends an FY16 tax supported appropriation for M-NCPPC of $115,694,360, 1.7 percent above the
FY15 approved budget for tax supported funds, exclusive of debt service. ’

Park Fund
The County Executive recommends funding of $86,240,763, excluding debt service. This proposed funding represents a $1,213,562

or 1.4 percent increase from the FY15 approved budget and a reduction of $4,053,001 from the Commission's request. Park Fund
debt service decreased by $83,653 from $5,142,738 in FY15 to $5,059,085 in FY16.

Administration Fund

The County Executive recommends funding of $29,453,597. This represents a $743,612 or 2.6 percent increase from the FY15 |
approved budget and a reduction of $746,600 from the Commission's request.

ALA Debt Service

The County Executive concurs with the M-NCPPC request for funding of $166,160. This represents a decrease of $116,700 or 41.3
percent from the FY15 approved budget. '

Enterprise Fund

The County Executive concurs with the M-NCPPC request for funding of $8,631,262. This represents a $8,655 or 0.1 percent
decrease from the FY15 approved budget of $8,639,917. .

Property Management Fund

The County Executive concurs with the M-NCPPC request for funding of $1,126,800. This represents a $100,480 or 9.8 percent
increase from the FY 15 approved budget of $1,026,320.

Special Revenue Fund

The County Executive concurs with the M-NCPPC request for funding of $5,656,827. This represents an $87,422 or 1.5 percent
decrease from the FY15 approved budget. The Executive recommends a transfer of $811,500 from the General Fund to cover costs
associated with the maintenance of MCPS Ballfields.

In addition, this agency's Capital Improvement Program (CIP) requires Current Revenue funding.

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact John Kroll of the M-NCPPC at 301.454.1731 or Jedediah Millard of the Office of Management and Budget at 240.777.2769
for more information regarding this agency's operating budget.
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BUDGET SUMMARY

Actual . - Estimated:” - Recommended % Chg

FY14 . FY15 " FY16 Bud/Rec

ADMINISTRATION FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 ~—
Administration Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —]|
Operating Expenses 25,750,755 28,709,985 28,701,000 29,453,597 2.6%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 .0 —
Administration Fund Expenditures 25,750,755 28,709,985 28,701,000 29,453,597 2.6%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 - 0 0 0 —
Part-Time - 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 174.28 179.35 179.35 182.24 1.6%
REVENUES
Intergovernmental 409,595 400,400 400,400 ) 400,400 —
Investment Income 35,915 20,500 20,500 35,000 70.7%
Property Tax 26,360,981 25,395,989 25,289,793 27,795,118 9.4%
User Fees 180,366 240,580 240,580 144,000 -40.1%
Administration Fund Revenues 26,986,857 26,057,469 25,951,273 28,374,518 8.9%
PARK FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits Y 0 0 0 —
Park Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —|
Operating Expenses 79,883,156 85,027,201 85,027,201 86,240,763 1.4%
Debt Service Other 3,881,641 5,142,738 5,142,738 5,059,085 -1.6%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Park Fund Expenditures 83,764,797 90,169,939 90,169,939 91,299,848 1.3%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs ] 635.10 657.10 657.10 691.00 5.2%
REVENUES
Facility User Fees 2,420,570 2,356,200 2,356,200 2,424,443 2.9%
Intergovernmental . 2,034,400 2,468,155 2,468,155 2,739,782 11.0%
Investment Income 6,370 5,000 5,000 - 5,000 —
Investment Income: CIP -36,872 0 0 0 —
Miscellaneous 167,261 122,000 122,000 126,300 3.5%
Property Tax 77,558,047 83,657,376 83,307,553 84,943,728 1.5%
Park Fund Revenues 82,149,776 88,608,731 88,258,908 90,239,253 1.8%
ALA DEBT SERVICE FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
ALA Debt Service Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —|
Operating Expenses 0 0 0 0 —
Debt Service Other 296,160 282,860 282,860 166,160 -41.3%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 : 0 —
ALA Debt Service Fund Expenditures 296,160 282,860 282,860 166,160  -41.3%
PERSONNEL '
Full-Time 0 -0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —
REVENUES _
Property Tax 1,704,476 1,723,014 1,718,387 1,783,340 3.5%
ALA Debt Service Fund Revenues 1,704,476 1,723,014 1,718,387 1,783,340 3.5%
GRANT FUND MNCPPC
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Grant Fund MNCPPC Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 53,086 550,000 550,000 550,000 —
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Capital Outlay 0 —
Grant Fund MNCPPC Expenditures 550,000 550,000 550,000 —
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —|
REVENUES ‘
Administration Fund Grants 0 150,000 150,000 150,000 —
Park Fund Grants 53,086 400,000 400,000 400,000 —
Grant Fund MNCPPC Revenues 53,086 550,000 550,000 550,000 —
ENTERPRISE FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Enterprise Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 8,009,815 8,639,917 8,894,621 8,631,262 -0.1%
Debt Service Other 226,052 0 0 0 —
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Enterprise Fund Expenditures 8,235,867 8,639,917 8,894,621 8,631,262 -0.1%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 116.00 110.30 110.30 110.00 -0.3%
REVENUES
Fees and Charges 6,241,021 6,055,910 5,897,450 6,257,493 3.3%
Intergovernmental 66,687 0 0 0 —
Merchandise Sales 618,549 627,350 584,000 584,300 -6.9%
Non-Operating Revenues/Interest 18,197 8,000 7,800 20,000 150.0%
Rentals 3,152,468 3,036,245 3,122,610 3,454,248 13.8%
Enterprise Fund Revenues 10,096,922 9,727,505 9,611,860 10,316,041 6.1%
PROP MGMT MNCPPC
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Prop Mgmt MNCPPC Personnel Cosis 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 872,655 1,026,320 1,026,320 1,126,800 9.8%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Prop Mgmt MNCPPC Expenditures 872,655 1,026,320 1,026,320 1,126,800 9.8%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 6.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 —
REVENUES
Investment Income 3,110 1,820 1,820 3,000 64.8%
Miscellaneous 5,631 0 0 0 —
Rental Income 1,014,976 1,024,500 1,024,500 1,123,800 9.7%
Prop Mgmi MNCPPC Revenues 1,023,717 1,026,320 1,026,320 1,126,800 9.8%
SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 —
Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 —
Special Revenue Funds Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 —
Operating Expenses 4,529,732 5,744,249 5,463,685 5,656,827 -1.5%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
Special Revenue Funds Expenditures 4,529,732 5,744,249 5,463,685 5,656,827 -1.5%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —_
FTEs 27.17 24.85 24.85 24.85 —
REVENUES
Intergovernmental 81,423 55,000 55,000 55,000 —
Investment Income 16,957 8,300 7,300 6,300 -24.1%
Miscellaneous 172,828 0 0 0 —

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
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2,634,700 2,666,600 2,705,498 2.7%

B Service Charges ” . .
Sgecial Revenue Funds Revenues 2,471,793 2,698,000 2,728,900 2,766,798 2.5%

DEPARTMENT TOTALS
Total Expenditures 123,503,052 135,123,270 135,088,425 136,884,494 1.3%
Total Full-Time Positions 0 0 0 0 —
Total Part-Time Positions 0 : 0 0 0 —
Total FTEs 958.55 978.60 978.60 1,015.09 3.7%
Total Revenues 124,486,627 130,391,039 129,845,648 135,156,750 3.7%
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Housing Opportunities Commission

MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the Housing Opportunities Commission is to provide affordable housing and supportive housing services that
enhance the lives of low-and moderate income families and individuals throughout Montgomery County, Maryland, so that:

The mission of the Housing Opportunities Commission is to provide affordable housing and supportive housing services that
enhance the lives of low-and moderate income families and individuals throughout Montgomery County, Maryland, so that:

e No one in Montgomery County is living in substandard housing;
*  We strengthen families and communities as good neighbors;
+  We establish an efficient and productive environment that fosters trust, open communication and mutual respect.

»  'We work with advocates, providers and community members to maintain support for all the work of the Commission.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

Complete information regarding the budget of the HOC is available by contacting the Public Affairs Office of the Commission at
240.627.9400. Copies of the budget are available online at www.hocmc.org.

The FY16 Recommended appropriation in the Non-Departmental Account for services to be provided by the HOC is $6,401,480.
The Department of Finance reflects the amount as a transfer in the County’s financial statements. This amount represents an increase
of $24,928 from the FY'15 approved budget of $6,376,480.

In addition, this department's Capital Improvements Program (CIP) requires Current Revenue funding.

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contabt Terri Fowler of the Housing Opportunities Commission at 240.627.9507 or Jennifer Bryant of the Office of Management
and Budget at 240:777.2761 for more information regarding this agency's operating budget.
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Revenue Avuthority

MISSION STATEMENT

The purpose of the Montgomery County Revenue Authority is to own and operate self-sustaining projects to support the County’s
education, economic development, human services, recreation, and transportation needs through enterprises conducted within its
authority as a public corporation. To accomplish its goals, the Authority engages in activities to:

*  Construct, improve, equip, furnish, and maintain projects devoted wholly or partially for the public good, use, or general
welfare;

+ Initiate public projects designed to stimulate employment or economic growth;

*  Develop and operate recreational facilities in the County; and

»  Assist in financing County government projects through the issuance of Revenue Authority bonds or other debt.

AGENCY DESCRIPTION

The Revenue Authority is an instrumentality of Montgomery County and a public corporation created in accordance with State law in
1957 to construct and operate a variety of self-supporting projects. In 1992, State legislation authorized Montgomery County to
establish the Revenue Authority in local law. In December 1992, the County Council enacted legislation that recreated the Revenue
Authority in local law (Montgomery County Code Chapter 42), and the operations of the existing Authority were assumed. The
Revenue Authority Board consists of six members, five of whom serve five-year staggered terms, and are appointed by the County
Executive, subject to confirmation by the County Council. In 1998, the County Council amended County Code Chapter 42 to add the
Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) to the Board as a non-voting member. The Revenue Authority is authorized to issue its own
revenue bonds which are repaid solely from funds of, and revenues received by, the Authority. General tax receipts are not used for
either the retirement of debt for projects developed and operated by the Authority or for the operating costs of the Agency. Authority
projects and debt are tax exempt under State law unless declared taxable by the Authority. The Revenue Authority publishes an
annual report and is required to publish its annual budget by May 1 of each fiscal year.

BUDGETARY REQUIREMENTS

The six-year Capital Improvements Program (CIP) of the Revenue Authority and the Capital Budget are subject to Executive review
and Council approval, with further Executive approval required prior to the start of any specific project. Operating costs of
maintaining, preparing, and operating Authority projects, including payment of principal and interest on bonds issued, are funded
from rates, tolls, rents, and charges to users of its projects, such as golf course fees. The Revenue Authority Board of Directors
reviews Operating Budget recommendations of its staff during April, publishes its budget by May 1, and adopts an Operating Budget
for the forthcoming fiscal year by July 1.

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Keith Miller, Executive Director of the Revenue Authority at 301.762.9080 or Jennifer Bryant of the Office of Management
and Budget at 240.777.2761 for more information regarding this agency's operating budget.

Revenue Authority County Agencies 14-1
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Washington Suburban Sanitary
Commiission

MISSION STATEMENT

The Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC) is a bi-county governmental agency established in 1918 by an act of the
Maryland General Assembly. It is charged with the responsibility of providing water and sanitary sewer service within the
Washington Suburban Sanitary District, which includes most of Montgomery and Prince George's counties. In Montgomery County,
the Town of Poolesville and portions of the City of Rockville are outside of the District.

WSSC'S PROPOSED BUDGET

WSSC's proposed budget is not detailed in this document. The Commission's budget can be obtained from WSSC’s Budget Group at
the WSSC Headquarters Building, 14501 Sweitzer Lane, Laurel, Maryland 20707 (phone 301.206.8110) or from their website at
http://www.wsscwater.com.

Prior to January 15 of each year, the Commission prepares preliminary proposed capital and operating budgets for the next fiscal
year. On or before February 15, the Commission conducts public hearings in both counties. WSSC then prepares and submits the
proposed capital and operating budgets to the County Executives of Montgomery and Prince George's counties by March 1.

By March 15 of each year, the County Executives of Montgomery and Prince George's counties are required by law to transmit the
proposed budgets, recommendations on the proposed budgets, and the record of the public hearings held by WSSC to their respective
County Councils. :

Each County Council may hold public hearings on WSSC's proposed operating and capital budgets, but no earlier than 21 days after
receipt from the County Executive. Each County Council may add to, delete from, increase, or decrease any item in either budget.
Additionally, each Council is required by law to transmit by May 15 any proposed changes to the other County Council for review
and concurrence. The failure of both Councils to concur on changes constitutes approval of the item as originally proposed by
WSSC. Should the Councils fail to approve the budgets on or before June 1 of each year, WSSC's proposed budgets are adopted.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES

& Operating and maintaining a system of three reservoirs impounding 14 billion gallons of water, two water
filtration plants, six wastewater treatment plants, 5,600 miles of water main, and 5,550 miles of sewer main 24
hours a day, seven days a week.

&
0.0

Continve funding a large valve assessment, repair, and replacement program (begun in FY15) for valves 16” or
greater with the goal of repairing 85 valves per year and replacing five valves of the 775 valves of this kind in the
WSSC system.

&
0.0

Continue to renew WSSC's underground infrastructure through the Water and Sewer Reconstruction Programs. In
FY16, the Commission will reconstruct 57 miles (the approximate length of the Capital Beltway) of small water
mains and rehabilitate 56 miles of sewers mains and Ilateral lines.

<& Continue to inspect, repair, and install acoustic fiber optic cable (an early warning system) for six miles of large
diameter pre-stressed concrete cylinder pipe (PCCP) water mains. Also during FY16, WSSC will continue inspecting
PCCP water mains at 36 inches or smaller, inspecting a total of 20 miles of PCCP pipe.

& To maintain the current ratings of WSSC-issued debt, the commission will continue to increase the operating reserve
to maintain a reserve equal to 10 percent of water and sewer rate revenues.

< Expanding personnel support for WSSC infrastructure repair programs in an effort to maintain the growth in this
program area. In FY16, WSSC will be adding five workyears to the Large Valve program and six workyears fo the
PCCP pipe repair program.
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Spending Control Limits

The spending control limits process requires that the two counties set annual ceilings on WSSC's water and sewer rate increase and
on debt (bonded indebtedness as well as debt service) and then adopt corresponding limits on the size of the capital and operating
budgets. The two councils must not approve capital and operating budgets in excess of the approved spending control limits unless a
majority of each council votes to approve them. If the two councils cannot agree on expenditures above the spending control limits,
they must approve budgets within these limits.

The following table shows the FY16 spending control limits adopted by the Montgomery and Prince George's County councils,
compared to the spending control results projected under WSSC's Proposed FY16 Budget and under the County Executive's
Recommended Budget for WSSC. The Commission's Proposed Budget complies with all of the spending control limits approved by
the two county councils.

Approved Spending Control Limits Projected Levels Under
SPENDING CONTROL LIMITS Montgomery Prince George's WSSC's County Exeastive
County County Proposed Budget | Recommended Budget
Maximum Average Water/Sewer Rate Increase 2.1% 2.1% 1.0% 6.0%*
New Debt ($millions) $4425 $442.5 $445.6 $445.6
[Water and Sewer Debt Service ($millions) $235.5 $235.5 $235.5 $235.5
[Total Water and Sewer Operating Expenses ($millions) $701.8 $701.8 $693.6 $693.6

FY16 COUNTY EXECUTIVE RECOMMENDATIONS

Operating Budget
The County Executive recommends that WSSC's proposed FY 16 operating budget be approved with the following changes:

+  *The County Executive does not recommend the changes to the Ready to Serve Charge
proposed by WSSC in FY 16, which includes a recalibration of the Account Maintenance Fee (AMF)
and the addition of an Infrastructure Investment Fee. As a result, the County Executive is
recommending a 6.0% rate increase for FY16, which WSSC indicated in the Commission’s
proposed budget would be the needed rate increase to provide for operations in FY16 without
changing the fee structure. The County Executive believes that the proposed changes in the fee
structure will disproportionately impact the lowest consumers who are often those with the lowest
income. Additionally, the changes in the fee structure are contrary to the Commission's water
conservation goals.

+  The County Executive recommends that the Commission provide a salary enhancement no greater
than what has been recommended for Montgomery County general government employees in
FY16 as part of the County Executive’s FY16 Recommended Operating Budget and Public Services
Program. This will ensure that the compensation enhancements to be provided to WSSC
employees in FY16 are consistent with those to be provided to Montgomery County general
government employees under the County's Proposed FY 16 Operating Budget and Public Services
Program.

«  The County Executive directs WSSC to adjust the Commission's proposed budget expenditures in
FY16-21 to ensure gaps in revenue or negative fund balances do not occur.

Capital Budget

The County Executive recommended the WSSC FY16-21 Capital Improvements Program (CIP) budget, including the updates
" provided by DC Water for the Blue Plains projects, as submitted with the exception of the Anaerobic Digestion/Combined Heat and
Power project. As a result, the WSSC Operating Budget request has been reduced by the debt service associated with the six-year
period expenditures for this project as noted in the fiscal projections table below.

FY16 fiscal projections for all funds and budgets are shown below. Six-year projections for the Water and Sewer Operating Budget
are shown on page 15-4.

15-2 County Agencies FY16 Operating Budget and Public Services Program FY16-21



Expenditures by Category - FY16 WSSC Proposed and Executive Recommended

($000s)
wssC WssC CE CE CE % Change
Total Total Capital O perating Total (CE Rec.

Approved | Proposed | Recommended | Recommended | Recommended | vs. WSSC

Expenditure Categories FY15 FY16 FY16 FY16 FY16 Proposed)
Salaries and Wages 132,389 140,235 26,856 113,379 140,235 0.0%
IHeaf, Light, & Power 22,906 23,353 -- 23,353 23,353 0.0%
Regional Sewage Disposal 55,176 54,895 - 54,895 54,895 0.0%)
Contract Work 348,052 421992 421,992 -- 421992 0.0%
Consulting Engineers 63,753 60,359 60,359 -- 60,359 0.0%
All Other 433,586 415376 171,711 243,665 415376 0.0%
PAYGO 19,96 18,271 -- 18,271 18,271 0.0%
Reserve Confribution 2,300 6,300 -- 6,300 6,300 0.0%
Debt Service 254,413 255,219 0 245,789 245,789 -3.7%
Total Budget 1,332,571] 1,396,000 680,918 705,652 1,386,570 -0.7%,

l{Noie: Total expenditures include the water and sewer operating funds, the general bond debtservice fund, and the three capital

unds.

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Letitia Carolina-Powell of the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission at 301.206.8379 or Matt Schaeffer of the Office

of Management and Budget at 240.777.2751 for more information regarding this agency's capital and operating budgets.

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission
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AR FORECAST FOR WATER AND SEWER OPERATING FUNDS

WSSC PROPOSED BUDGE

FY15 FY16 FY16 m7z FY18 Y19 FY20 FY21
FISCAL PROJECTIONS ESTIMATED PROPOSED CEREC PROJECTION | PROJECTION | PROJECTION | PROJECTION | PROJECTION
SPENDING AFFORDABIUTY RESULTS
New Water and Sewer Debt ($millions) $384.6 $445.5) $445.5 $416.4] $4223 $332.5 $284.2] $224.6]
Total Water and Sewer Operating Expenses ($millions) $678.1 $693.6 S693.Z| $7259 $780.1 $825.5] $870.6 $909.9]
Debt Service ($millions) $227.0) $235.5 $235. $2562 $280.5 $297.5] $313.9, $324.5)
Average Water and Sewer Rate Increase 5.50%] 1.00%] 6.00%) 7.90%] 8.50% 6.60%] 6.10%) 5.30%]
|BEGINNING FUND BALANCE ($000) 132,932 105,039 105,039 64,830 12,455 -47,781 -98,883 -149,734
|revenuES ($000)
Water and Sewer Rate Revenue 586,255 583,375 577,576 612,029 660,278 716,389 763,367 810,095
Interest Income 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Account Maintenance Fee . 22,900 32,374 23,138 23,461 23,584 23,707 23,831 23,954
Infrastructure Investment Fee 0 19,418 (o) o] (0] 0 o) 0
Miscellaneous 26574 26,693 26,693 27,084 27,163 27357 27,513 27,732
Total Revenues 636,729 662,860 628,407 663,574 712,025 768,453 815,711 862,781
SDC Debt Service Offset 1167 728 728 207 0 0 0 )
Reconstruction Debt Service Offset (REDO) 10,000 8,500 8,500 6,375 4,250 2,125 0 o
Use of Prior Year Net Revenue 30,193 21,486 21,486 7,525 7,725 7925 8,125 4200
TOTAL FUNDS AVAILABLE 678,089 693,574 659,121 677,681 724,000 778,503 823,836 866,981
|EXPENDITURES ($000)
Salaries and Wages 107,087 112,715 12,15 119,010 124,961 131,209 136,673 144,656
Heat, Light, and Power 22,906 23,353 23,353 25,473 26,513 27,951 28,726 29916
Regional Sewage Disposal 55176 54,895 54,895 56,926 59,032 61216 . 63,481 65,830
Debt Service 227,042 ' 227,042 217,612 256,185 251,157 297,462 313,938 324521
PAYGO 19,996 18,271 18,271 23,222 32,255 38,735 44,407 49,143
Al Other ' 243,582 250,998 250,998 241,715 282,593 265,107 279,339 291,656
Reserve Contribufion 2,300 6,300 6,300 3,400 3,600 3,800 4,000 4200
TOTAL USE OF RESOURCES 678,089 693,574 684,144 725,931 780,111 825,480 870,564 909,922
REVEN UE/EXPENDITURE SURPLUS/(GAP) ) j 0 (25,023) (48,250 (56,111)| (46,977 (46,728) (42,941)
[YEAR END FUND BALANCE w/o addifional reserve contribution 102,739 83,553 58,530 9,055 (51,381)| (102,683)J (153,736) (196,877)
Additional Reserve Contribution 2,300 6,300 6,300 3,400 3,600 3,800 4,000 4,200
TOTAL YEAR END FUND BALANCE 105,039 89,853 64,830 12,455 (47,781) (98,883) (149,736) (192,677)
Debt Service as a Percentage of Water and Sewer Operafing Budget 33.5%| 32.7%) 31.8% 35.3% 32 2% 36.0%]| 36.1%| 35.7%
Estimated Water Production (MGD) 1640 166.0 166.0 166.0 166.0 1660 166.0 1660
Total End of Fiscal Year Operating Reserve 53,300 59,600 59,600 63,000 66,600 70,400 74,400 78,600
Total Operafing Reserve as a Percentage of Water and Sewer Rate Revenue 9.1%) 10.2%) 10.3%) 10.3%) 10.1%) 9.8%) 9.7% 9.7%
Total Workyears (all funds) 1,545 1,747 1,747 - - -~ - -
Assumptions:
1. The County ive's operating budget dation is for FY16 only and incorporates the Executive’ revenue and expenditure assumptions for that budget.
[2. The FY17-21 projections refled WSSC's multi-year forecastand assumptiors, which are not adjusted fo conform fo the County Executive's Recommended budget for WSSC. The projected expenditures, revenues, and fund balances
for these years may be based on changes o rates, fees, usage, inflation, future labor agreements, and other factors not assumed in the County Executive's Recommended FY16 water and sewer operafing budget for WSSC.
3. The FY15 estimated sperding affordability results are the values for the four spending affordability parameters implied by the FY15 budget jointly approved by Montgomery and Prirce George's counties. The FY16 Proposed
spending affordability results are the values of the dil ffordabili iated with WSS C's proposed FY16 budget. The FY16 ded ding affordability results are the spending affordability
parameters associated with the County Executive's recommended WSSC budget for FY16. The FY17-21 di fordability figures d fo the values of the various spending affordability parameters based on the revenue
and experditure forecasts shown for the given yeor and are provided by WSSC.
4. The total FY15 estimated workyears shown pond to the actual work as of December, 2014.
5. Estimates of revenwe in FY17-21 assume the rate increases projected by WSSC in the Average Water and Sewer Rate Inarease line.
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County Council

MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the County Council is to legislate for the peace, good government, health, safety, and welfare of Montgomery County
and establish policies under which a system of public administration and finance provides services effectively, efficiently, and
equitably.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The total recommended FY16 Operating Budget for the County Council is $10,826,866, an increase of $444,866 or 4.3 percent from
the FY15 Approved Budget of $10,382,000. Personnel Costs comprise 94.5 percent of the budget for 87 full-time positions and five
part-time positions, and a total of 82.20 FTEs. Total FTEs may include seasonal or temporary positions and may also reflect
workforce charged to or from other departments or funds. Operating Expenses account for the remaining 5.5 percent of the FY16
budget.

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Mary Jane Berry of the County Council at 240.777.7930 or Crystal B. Sallee of the Office of Management and Budget at
240.777.2778 for more information regarding this department's operating budget.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

Councilmember Offices

The nine elected County Councilmembers enact all local laws, oversee zoning and planning, appropriate funding for the budgets of
public agencies, establish spending affordability guidelines, set property tax rates, and meet as the County Board of Health. The
Council holds regular weekly sessions and conducts public hearings and worksessions throughout the year. Each Councilmember
serves on two of the following six Council Committees: Education; Health and Human Services; Government Operations and Fiscal
Policy; Planning, Housing, and Economic Development; Public Safety; and Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy and Environment.
Five Councilmembers are elected by district, and four are elected countywide.

Councilmembers have staffs which are responsible for carrying out their work programs. The County Charter provides for a
Confidential Aide for each Councilmember. Staff may consist of interns, analysts, legislative services coordinators, legislative senior
aides, and other administrative personnel.

FY16 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs
FY15 Approved 4,975,345 46.45
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 156,876 1.15
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs.
FY16 CE Recommended 5,132,221 47.60

Council Staff Operations
Council Staff Operations is responsible for four activities in support of the Council: Legislative Program, Planning, and Budget;
Legislative Information Services; Office of the Clerk of the Council; and Administration.

Legislative Program, Planning, and Budget staff perform research and analysis on issues before the Council and prepare written
reports and recommendations for all agenda items at Council sessions and Committee meetings. Staff also respond to requests from
individual Councilmembers for research, legal advice, and data relevant to their work program. Staff draft legislation and resolutions
for Council action; analyze reports, bills, plans, and budgets forwarded to the Council by the County Executive and County agencies;
and advise Councilmembers on issues related to the Council work program. Personnel in this unit provide staffing for the Charter
Review Commission and other groups created by the Council and represent the Council at meetings held on issues before the
Council.

Legislative Information Services performs the public relations function of the Council. In order to facilitate two-way communication
between the Council and County residents, staff prepare informational materials, serve as first-line telephone contact with the public,
provide information about the legislative process, update the Council's website, and produce programs for the County's cable
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channel. Staff inform Councilmembers of the views of citizens through a correspondence control system, telephone tabulation
system, and documentation of petitions. Legislative Information Services arranges for and provides notice of public hearings and
assembles packets of background material for Councilmembers, the press, and the public.

The Office of the Clerk of the Council prepares and maintains all official records of the Council; attends meetings of the Council;
writes minutes; processes resolutions and legislation; prepares Council and Committee agendas; arranges for both regular and special
meetings; and tracks sunset, expiration, and deadline dates of legislation and regulations.

Administration performs the Council’s personnel, procurement, payroll, and budgetary functions; provides supervision; manages the
automation system for the legislative branch; monitors inventory and office space; coordinates program issues; and serves as liaison
between Councilmembers and program staff. The staff in this unit contribute to the Legislative Program, Planning, and Budget work
program. The administrative staff also provide staff orientation, training for the automation and telephone systems, backup support
for all programs, volunteer coordination, and receptionist coverage for Councilmember offices.

FY16 Recommended Changes . Expenditures FTEs
FY15 Approved 5,406,655 32.60
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 287,990 2.00
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs.
FY16 CE Recommended 5,694,645 34.60
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BUDGET SUMMARY

Actual Budget Estimated Recommended % Chg
FY14 FY15 FY15 24K Bud/Rec
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 6,687,848 7,110,721 7,102,282 7,602,725 6.9%
Employee Benefits 2,354,375 2,424,084 2,482,135 2,629,985 8.5%
County General Fund Personnel Costs 9,042,223 9,534,805 9,584,417 10,232,710 7.3%
Operating Expenses 694,899 847,195 829,134 594,156 -29.9%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
County General Fund Expenditures 9,737,122 10,382,000 10,413,551 10,826,866 4.3%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 79 81 81 87 7.4%
Part-Time 6 6 6 5 -16.7%
FTEs 77.05 79.05 79.05 82.20 4.0%
FY16 RECOMMENDED CHANGES
Expenditures FTEs
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
FY15 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 10,382,000 79.05
Other Adjustments (with no service impacts
Increase Cost: FY15 Mid-Year Changes - Personnel 446,899 3.50
Increase Cost: FY16 Compensation Adjustment 256,748 0.00
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment 49,502 0.00
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 22,901 0.00
Decrease Cost: Printing and Mail -8,039 0.00
Decrease Cost: Annualization of FY15 Personnel Costs -78,145 -0.35
Decrease Cost: Decrease in Operating Expenses -245,000 0.00
FY16 RECOMMENDED: 10,826,866 82.20

FY15 Approved FY16 Recommended
Program Name Expenditures FTEs Expenditures FTEs
Councilmember Offices 4,975,345  46.45 5,132,221  47.60
Council Staff Operations 5,406,655 32.60 5,694,645 34.60
Total 10,382,000 79.05 10,826,866 82.20

CHARGES TO OTHER DEPARTMENTS

Char

FY15

FY16

Total$

FTEs

Charged Department

COUNTY GENERAL FUND

ged Fund

Total$

Cable Television Cable Television 179,358 485,476 4.30
NDA - Legislative Branch Communications Outreach County General Fund 169,813 2.00 188,892 2.00
Total 349,171 3.30 674,368 6.30

County Council
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FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS

($000's)
FY19

Title FY20 FY21

This table is intended to present significant future fiscal impacts of the department's programs.
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
Expenditures
FY16 Recommended 10,827 10,827 10,827 10,827 10,827 10,827
No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections.
Labor Contracts 0 30 30 30 30 30
These figures represent the estimated annualized cost of general wage adjustments, service increments, and associated benefits.
Subtotal Expenditures 10,827 10,856 10,856 10,856 10,856 10,856
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Board of Appeals

MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the Board of Appeals is to implement the flexibility prov1ded in the Zoning Ordinance as approved by the County
Council and to assist County residents in understanding and participating in the special exception, variance, and administrative
appeal process.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The total recommended FY16 Operating Budget for the Board of Appeals is $589,425, an increase of $22,829 or 4.0 percent from
the FY15 Approved Budget of $566,596. Personnel Costs comprise 91.2 percent of the budget for three full-time positions, and a
total of 3.50 FTEs. Total FTEs may include seasonal or temporary positions and may also reflect workforce charged to or from other
departments or funds. Operating Expenses account for the remaining 8.8 percent of the FY 16 budget.

LINKAGE TO COUNTY RESULT AREAS
While this program area supports all eight of the County Result Areas, the following are emphasized:
%+ A Responsive, Accountable County Government

DEPARTMENT PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Performance measures for this department are included below. The FY15 estimates reflect funding based on the FY15 approved
budget The FY16 and FY17 ﬁgures are performance targets based on the FY16 recommended budget and funding for comparable
service levels in FY'17.

Actual Actual Estimated Target Target

FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17

Number of Admlnlsirahve Appeals (AAs) filed o . 5 5 s 5
Number of Administrative Appeals heard 12 8 8 8 8
Number of Administrative Appeals decided 9 10 10 10 10
Average days to Administrative Appeals hearing notice! 11 9 TBD TBD TBD
Average days to issue written Administrative Appeals decisions? 45 26 TBD TBD TBD
Average days to Administrative Appeals hearing3 74 69 70 70 70
Number of Variances filed 13 16 16 16 16
Number of Variances heard 10 19 16 16 16
Number of Variances decided 16 19 16 16 16
Average days to Variance hearing notice 11 14 TBD TBD TBD
Average days to issue Variance decisions4 18 25 TBD TBD TBD
Average days to Variances hearing 64 52 50 50 50
Number of Special Exceptions filed5 21 4 0 0 0
Number of Special Exceptions heard 32 6 0 0 0
Number of Special Exceptions decided 34 3 0 0 0
Average days to Special Exceptions hearing notice® 19 10 0 0 0
Average days to Special Exceptions written decision? 15 19 0 0 0
Average days to Special Exception hearing 149 112 0 0 0
Number of Worksessions held 24 22 22 22 22
Number of Administrative Actions taken 259 154 150 150 150
Average days to Worksession Resolutions N/A 27 30 30 30
Number of Walk-in Clients assisted 206 288

Number of Telephone Inquiries Answered 500 679

1 County Code requires mailing of written notices of hearings within 7 days after the filing of any application for udmlnlsfrahve appeal, variance
or special exception. .

2Board of Appeals Rule 9.1 requires issuance of administrative appeal opinions within 45 days of close of record.

3 County Code requires that the hearing on an administrative appeal be held not fewer than 30 days after issuance of written notice of the
hearing.

4Board of Appeals Rule 9.1 requires issuance of variance opinions within 30 days of close of record.

5 October 30, 2014 changes to Zoning Ordinance remove new special exception (conditional use) apphcohons from BOA jurisdiction.

6 County Code requires that the hearings for special exceptions be held not fewer than 60 days following iisuance of written notice of the hearing,
and that the hearing on any matter within the Board's jurisdiction be held in not fewer than 30 days.

7 Board of Appeadls Rule 9.1 requires issuance of special exception opinions within 30 days of close of record.
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ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES

% Productivity Inprovements

- Website is updated to provide more elecironic information. Paper is recycled for scraich pads. Volunteer
assistance is used to help meet statutory deadlines.

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Katherine Freeman of the Board of Appeals at 240.777.6600 or Crystal B. Sallee of the Office of Management and Budget
at 240.777.2778 for more information regarding this department's operating budget.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

Zoning Related Hearings and Administrative Appeals

The Board of Appeals hears requests for special exceptions and variances as provided in the Zoning Ordinance. The Zoning
Ordinance requires that requests for certain uses (special exceptions) be considered for approval by the Board. Development
standards for each zone are also set by the Zoning Ordinance. Variances from these standards require approval by the Board. The
Board of Appeals also holds hearings and rules on appeals from administrative actions of certain governmental departments and
agencies, as provided in the County Code.
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BUDGET SUMMARY

Actual Budget Estimated "Recommended % Chg
FY14 FY15 FY15 FY16 Bud/Rec
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 367,161 382,027 408,347 399,425 4.6%
Employee Benefits 124,906 127,462 138,000 138,191 8.4%
County General Fund Personnel Costs 492,067 509,489 546,347 537,616 5.5%
Operating Expenses. 67,563 57,107 41,469 51,809 -9.3%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
County General Fund Expenditures 559,630 566,596 587,816 589,425 4.0%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 3 3 3 . 3 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 —
REVENUES :
Board of Appeals Fees 156,979 306,334 306,334 306,334 —
Other Charges/Fees -27,161 0 0 0 —
County General Fund Revenues 129,818 306,334 306,334 306,334 —
FY16 RECOMMENDED CHANGES
Expenditures FTEs -
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
FY15 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 566,596 3.50
Other Adjustments (with no service impacts)
Increase Cost: FY16 Compensation Adjustment . 12,067 0.00
Increase Cost: Annualization of FY15 Personnel Costs 11,164 0.00
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment i 2,711 0.00
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 1,164 0.00
Increase Cost: FY16 Stipend Increase for Board Members 646 0.00
Increase Cost: Annualization of FY15 Stipend Increase for Board Members 375 0.00
Decrease Cost: Printing and Mail -298 0.00
Decrease Cost: Decrease Operating Funds -5,000 0.00
FY16 RECOMMENDED: 589,425 3.50

FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS

000
0 S Y ¢

This table is intended to present significant future fiscal impacts of the department's programs.

COUNTY GENERAL FUND

Expenditures

FY16 Recommended 589 589 589 589 589 589
No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections.

Labor Contracts 0 2 2 2 2 2
These figures represent the estimated annualized cost of general wage adjustments, service increments, and associated benefits.

Subtotal Expenditures 589 591 591 591 591 591
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Inspector General

MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the Office of Inspector General (OIG) is to promote the effectiveness and efficiency of programs and operations of
County government and independent County agencies; prevent and detect fraud, waste, and abuse in government activities; and
propose ways to increase the legal, fiscal, and ethical accountability of County government and County-funded agencies.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The total recommended FY16 Operating Budget for the Office of Inspector General is $784,041, an increase of $26,995 or 3.6
percent from the FY15 Approved Budget of $757,046. Personnel Costs comprise 94.3 percent of the budget for four full-time
positions, and a total of five FTEs. Total FTEs may include seasonal or temporary positions and may also reflect workforce charged
to or from other departments or funds. Operating Expenses account for the remaining 5.7 percent of the FY'16 budget.

LINKAGE TO COUNTY RESULT AREAS

While this program area supports all eight of the County Result Areas, the following are emphasized:
« A Responsive, Accountable County Government

+» Strong and Vibrant Economy

« Vital Living for All of Our Residents

DEPARTMENT PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Performance measures for this department are included below. The FY15 estimates reflect funding based on the FY15 approved
budget. The FY16 and FY17 figures are performance targets based on the FY16 recommended budget and funding for comparable
service levels in FY17.

Actual Actual Estimated Target Target

Measure FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17
Program Measures . : : R i . il S
Percent of recommendations accepted 100% 86% 90% 90% 90%
Percent of complaints reviewed and action initiated within 5 business days 96% 100% 98% 98% 98%
Percent of initial inquiries (with no reports or memo) completed within 60 72% 85% 85% 85% 85%
days

Percent of Preliminary Inquiry Memorandums issued to management N/A N/A 20% 50% 50%
within 90 days

Percent of audit/inspection/investigation reports completed within 180 50% 43% 25% 50% 50%
days

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES

& The OIG will continue fo use contracted Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) to assist in the conduct of specific audits and
investigations. The OIG will only use SMEs in those areas where the technical issues are beyond the expertise of
OIG staff. The specific subject matter expertise required and the related costs will depend on external
circumstances that the OIG can neither predict nor control.

The OIG will use data analytics to the fullest extent possible to identify management/internal control weaknesses
or deficiencies of organizations and technology systems; to allow auditors to review 100 percent of available data
rather than just a smaller statistical sample; and to detect "needles in a haystack" instances of fraud.

&,
0’0

In addition to addressing issves arising from complaints, the OIG will in FY 2016-2017 focus on
acquisitions/procurements and ultimate accountability of the County government, Independent County agencies,
and others receiving County funds.

(D
L
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PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Ed Blansitt of the Office of Inspector General at 240.777.8241 or Crystal B. Sallee of the Office of Management and Budget
at 240.777.2778 for more information regarding this department's operating budget.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

Inspector General

The Inspector General conducts independent audits, reviews, and investigations; receives and investigates credible complaints;
reports possible violations of the law to law enforcement or another appropriate organization; notifies the County Council and
Executive of serious problems in programs; reviews legislation and regulations to strengthen controls and increase accountability;
and submits reports with recommendations to appropriate officials. The Inspector General periodically conducts projects jointly with
other government agencies and contractors.

Actual Budget Estimated Recommended % Chg
FY14 FY15 FY15 241) Bud/Rec
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 544,608 569,225 584,091 614,713 8.0%
Employee Benefits 113,162 119,519 111,102 124,427 4.1%
County General Fund Personnel Costs 657,770 688,744 695,193 739,140 7.3%
Operating Expenses 132,252 68,302 69,678 44,901 -34.3%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
County General Fund Expenditures 790,022 757,046 764,871 784,041 3.6%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 5 4 4 4 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 —
FY16 RECOMMENDED CHANGES
Expenditures FTEs
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
FY15 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION ' ' 757,046 5.00
Other Adjustments (with no service impacts)
Increase Cost: FY16 Compensation Adjustment 28,974 0.00
Increase Cost: Annualization of FY15 Personnel Costs . 10,078 0.00
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 1,164 0.00
Decrease Cost: Printing and Mail -397 0.00
Decrease Cost: Retirement Adjustment -521 0.00
Decrease Cost: Operating Expenses -12,303 0.00
FY16 RECOMMENDED: 784,041 5.00
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FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS

($000's)
FY19 FY20
This table is intended to present significant future fiscal impacts of the department's programs.
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
Expenditures
FY16 Recommended 784 784 784 784 784 784
No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections. : )
Labor Contracts (V] 5 5 5 5 5
These figures represent the estimated annualized cost of general wage adjustments, service increments, and associated benefits.
Subtotal Expenditures 784 789 789 789 789 789
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Legislative Oversight

MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the Office of Legislative Oversight (OLO) is to determine the effectiveness of legislation enacted by the County
Council, and to make findings and recommendations concerning the performance, management, and operation of programs and
functions for which funds are appropriated or approved by the Council.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The total recommended FY 16 Operating Budget for the Office of Legislative Oversight is $1,479,274, an increase of $43,771 or 3.0
percent from the FY15 Approved Budget of $1,435,503. Personnel Costs comprise 98.3 percent of the budget for 11 full-time
positions, and a total of 11.00 FTEs. Total FTEs may include seasonal or temporary positions and may also reflect workforce charged
to or from other departments or funds. Operating Expenses account for the remaining 1.7 percent of the FY16 budget.

LINKAGE TO COUNTY RESULT AREAS

While this program area supports all eight of the County Result Areas, the following are emphasized:

+ A Responsive, Accountable County Government

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES

& OLO’s youth and work report provided an inventory of all Monigomery County Government and Montgomery

College workforce development programs serving disconnected (unemployed and out of school) youth in the
County.

% OLO’s report, Performance of Montgomery County Public Schools' High Schools, described changes in student
demographics and student achievement among high-poverlty and low-poverty high schools and provided an
update on the school sysiems progress in narrowing the achievement gap over the past four years.

& OLO developed the Interactive Fiscal Plan, an online tool that allows users to better understand the relationship
among budget elements and to explore alternative approaches to balancing the budget.

& OLO’s report on streamlining the development process presented data about approval completion times by phase
and cycle for preliminary plans, site plans and record plats; a summary of past and current streamlining efforts and
a review of the metrics and approaches surrounding jurisdictions use to manage their approval processes.

«* Productivity Improvements

- As a result of an OLO report’s recommendations on how fo improve coordination between the County
Department of Transportation and local utilities, the County Government and the Washington Suburban Sanitary
Commission developed a new system to track and coordinate construction work in County rights-of-way.

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Chris Cihlar of the Office of Legislative Oversight at 240.777.7987 or Crystal B. Sallee of the Office of Management and
Budget at 240.777.2778 for more information regarding this department's operating budget.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

Legislative Oversight

The Office of Legislative Oversight (OLO) conducts program evaluations, base budget reviews, audits, and other special studies in
accordance with a Council-approved work program. OLO studies the effectiveness of legislation enacted by the Council and makes
findings and recommendations concerning the performance, management, and operation of programs and functions for which funds
are approved or appropriated by the Council. OLO is also the designated administrator for the Council's audit contracts, as required
under Section 315 of the County Charter.
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BUDGET SUMMARY

Actual Budget - Estimated Recommended % Chg:
FY14 FY15 FY15 FY16 Bud/Rec’
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 948,399 1,073,102 1,079,125 1,088,001 1.4%
Employee Benefits 330,293 336,199 353,884 366,163 8.9%
County General Fund Personnel Costs 1,278,692 1,409,301 1,433,009 1,454,164 3.2%
Operating Expenses 19,767 26,202 26,081 25,110 -4.2%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
County General Fund Expenditures 1,298,459 1,435,503 1,459,090 1,479,274 3.0%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 11 11 11 11 —
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 —
FTEs . 11.00 11.00 11.00 11.00 —

FY16 RECOMMENDED CHANGES

COUNTY GENERAL FUND

FY15 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION . 1,435,503 11.00

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts)
Increase Cost: FY16 Compensation Adjustment : 46,692 0.00
Technical Adj: Mid-Year Change - Position reclassification 20,244 0.00
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment ) 9,122 0.00
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 3,201 0.00
Decrease Cost: Printing and Mail -1,092 0.00
Decrease Cost: Annualization of FY15 Personnel Costs -34,396 0.00

FY16 RECOMMENDED: 1,479,274 11.00

FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS

(5000's)

FY18 FY19 FY20

This table is intended to present significant future fiscal impacts of the department's programs.
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
Expenditures
FY16 Recommended 1,479 1,479 1,479 1,479 1,479 1,479
No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections.
Labor Contracts 0 9 9 9 9 9
These figures represent the estimated annualized cost of general wage adjustments, service increments, and associated benefits.
Subtotal Expenditures 1,479 1,488 1,488 1,488 1,488 1,488
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Merit System Protection Board

MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the Merit System Protection Board is to oversee the merit system and protect employee and job applicant rights
guaranteed under the merit system law.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The total recommended FY16 Operating Budget for the Merit System Protection Board is $161,605, an increase of $3,308 or 2.1
percent from the FY15 Approved Budget of $158,297. Personnel Costs comprise 90.4 percent of the budget for no full-time
positions and two part-time positions, and a total of one FTE. Total FTEs may include seasonal or temporary positions and may also
reflect workforce charged to or from other departments or funds. Operating Expenses account for the remaining 9.6 percent of the
FY16 budget.

LINKAGE TO COUNTY RESULT AREAS

While this program area supports all eight of the County Result Areas, the following are emphasized:

+ A Responsive, Accountable County Government

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Natasha Harris of the Merit System Protection Board at 240.777.6620 or Crystal B. Sallee of the Office of Management and
Budget at 240.777.2778 for more information regarding this department's operating budget.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS
Merit System Oversight

The Merit System Protection Board oversees the merit system and protects employee and job applicant rights guaranteed under the
merit system; conducts or authorizes periodic audits of the classification system; comments on any proposed changes in the merit
system law or regulations; reviews the need to amend laws or regulations; and adjudicates appeals from grievances, removals,
demotions, and suspensions upon request of the employee. Personnel Management Oversight includes investigations, audits, or
special studies of all aspects of the merit system. The Board publishes an annual report and convenes an annual public forum on
personnel management issues.
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BUDGET SUMMARY

Actual Estimated Recommended % Chg
FY14 ) FY15 FY16 Bud/Rec
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 112,806 108,776 88,212 111,272 2.3%
Employee Benefits 29,014 34,013 24,406 34,825 2.4%
County General Fund Personnel Costs 141,820 142,789 112,618 146,097 2.3%
Operating Expenses 14,412 15,508 42,136 15,508 —
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
County General Fund Expenditures 156,232 158,297 154,754 161,605 2.1%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 0 0 0 0 —
Part-Time 2 2 2 2 —
FTEs 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 —

FY16 RECOMMENDED CHANGES

) Expenditures FTEs

COUNTY GENERAL FUND

FY15 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 158,297 1.00

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts)
Increase Cost: FY16 Compensation Adjustment 2,990 0.00
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 582 0.00
Increase Cost: FY16 Stipend Increase for Board Members 200 0.00
Increase Cost: Annudlization of FY15 Stipend Increase for Board Members 116 0.00
Decrease Cost: Retirement Adjustment -218 0.00
Decrease Cost: Annualization of FY15 Personnel Costs -362 0.00

FY16 RECOMMENDED: 161,605 1.00

FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS

($000's)

FY19 FY20

This table is intended to present significant future fiscal impacts of the department's programs.
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
Expenditures
FY16 Recommended 162 162 162 162 162 162
No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections.
Labor Contracts 0 1 1 1 1 1
These figures represent the estimated annualized cost of general wage adjustments, service increments, and associated benefits.
Subtotal Expenditures 162 162 162 162 162 162
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Zoning and Administrative Hearings

MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the Office of Zoning and Administrative Hearings is to conduct due process hearings in land use and other
administrative matters in a manner that protects the rights of the participants, provides a complete record in each case, results in a
thorough and balanced report or decision and serves the public interest.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The total recommended FY16 Operating Budget for the Office of Zoning and Administrative Hearings is $624,000, an increase of
$36,585 or 6.2 percent from the FY15 Approved Budget of $587,415. Personnel Costs comprise 87.8 percent of the budget for three
full-time positions and one part-time position, and a total of 3.75 FTEs. Total FTEs may include seasonal or temporary positions and
may also reflect workforce charged to or from other departments or funds. Operating Expenses account for the remaining 12.2
percent of the FY'16 budget.

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

DEPARTMENT PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Performance measures for this department are included below. The FY15 estimates reflect funding based on the FY15 approved
budget. The FY16 and FY17 figures are performance targets based on the FY16 recommended budget and funding for comparable
service levels in FY17.

Actual
1 4

Actual
1 ]

Estimated Target Target
FY15 FY16 FY17

Program Measures = . o G0 e
Average time from filing a case until the first hearing date is scheduled
(months)!

4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.0

Number of Hearing Examiner decisions overturned on appeal 0 0 0 0 0
Percentage of all legal deadlines and requirements met 100 100 100 100 100
Percentage of Hearing Examiner recommendations accepted by County 100 100 100 100 100

Council, the Human Rights Commission and the CCOC, and the

percentage of Hearing Examiner decisions upheld by the Board of Appeals?

Total cases completedd 52 28 28 28 28

TOne oullier case was excluded from the average because its hearing was long delayed by the applicant’s request. The timing of hearings in
rezoning and conditional use cases will continue to be dictated by applicanis’ confinuance requests and by the fime needed by M-NCPPC
Technical Staff and the Planning Board to complete their reviews.

2The District Council accepted the hearing examiners’ recommendations in the four cases in which hearing examiner reports and
recommendations were submitted in FY 2014. The Board of Appeals accepted the hearing examiners’ recommendations in all of the special
exceptions it decided in FY 2014.

3The decline in the number of cases completed in FY14 does not accurately reflect OZAH's FY14 workload. OZAH processed some very
time-consuming matters in FY14, including DPA 13-02, which required 8 days of hearings, and $-2863, in which 37 days of hearings were held.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES

& OZAH actively participated in the project to re-write the County’s Zoning Ordinance and the project to sireamline
the process for handling zoning and permitting applications. Since the new Zoning Ordinance was adopted,
effective October 30, 2014, OZAH has begun to accept all new conditional use applications, in addition to its
continuing function to accept all other land use applications. To ensure full compliance with practices modified by
the new Zoning Ordinance, OZAH completely rewrote its Rules of Procedure, and those new Rules were adopted by
the Council in Resolution Nos. 17-1210 and 17-1249. OZAH also produced a new fee schedule for rezonings,
development plan amendments, floating zone plan amendments and conditional use applications, which was
approved by the Council in Resolution No.17-1168. To assist the public in applying the new Zoning Ordinance,
OZAH published checklists and new forms on its website applicable to filing of rezonings, development plan
amendments, floating zone plan amendments and conditional use applications.
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PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Martin Grossman of the Office of Zoning and Administrative Hearings at 240.777.6667 or Crystal B. Sallee of the Office of
Management and Budget at 240.777.2778 for more information regarding this department's operating budget.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

Zoning and Administrative Hearings

The Hearing Examiner receives applications for certain zoning matters decided by the County Council; schedules and conducts
public hearings; prepares and issues reports and recommendations for County Council action; receives applications, hears and
decides special exception and conditional use cases; schedules and conducts referral hearings from other departments, such as the
Commission on Human Rights and the Commission on Common Ownership Communities; adjudicates objections from findings of
the Department of Housing and Community Affairs regarding accessory apartment applications; maintains administrative records for
public inspection; collects zoning application fees; responds to public inquiries on zoning, special exception and conditional use
cases; and works with other County agencies in the preparation, revision, and review of procedural rules, fee schedules, and zoning
text amendments.

BUDGET SUMMARY
Actual Estimated Recommended % Chg
FY14 FY15 241 Bud/Rec
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages ) 389,628 411,359 415,787 444,146 8.0%
Employee Benefits 94,766 99,642 94,439 103,738 4.1%
. County General Fund Personnel Costs 484,394 511,001 510,226 547,884 7.2%
Operating Expenses 59,490 76,414 76,415 76,116 -0.4%
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 —
County General Fund Expenditures 543,884 587,415 586,641 624,000 6.2%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 3 3 3 3 —
Part-Time 1 1 1 1 —
FTEs 3.75 3.75 3.75 3.75 —
REVENUES : )
Zoning Fees 54,032 65,000 65,000 65,000 —
Other Charges/Fees -2,750 0 0 0 —
County General Fund Revenues 51,282 65,000 65,000 65,000 —

FY16 RECOMMENDED CHANGES

Expenditures

COUNTY GENERAL FUND

FY15 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 587,415 3.75

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts)
Increase Cost: FY16 Compensation Adjustment 21,797 0.00
Increase Cost: Hearing Examiners' Salary Increase 21,036 0.00
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment ) 1,164 0.00
Decrease Cost: Printing and Mail -298 0.00
Decrease Cost: Retirement Adjustment -673 0.00
Decrease Cost: Annualization of FY15 Personnel Costs -6,441 0.00

FY16 RECOMMENDED: ' 624,000 3.75
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FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS

(S000's)

" FY19 FY20

This table is intended to present significant future fiscal impacts of the department's programs.
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
Expenditures
FY16 Recommended 624 624 624 624 624 624
No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections.
Labor Contracts 0 5 5 5 5 5
These figures represent the estimated annualized cost of general wage adjustments, service increments, and associated benefits.
Subtotal Expenditures 624 629 629 629 629 629
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Circuit Court

MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the Circuit Court is to serve Sixth Judicial Circuit residents in the determination of litigation in serious criminal
matters, substantive civil cases, domestic and child support cases in accordance with the Constitution while administering justice in
an honest, fair, and efficient manner.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The total recommended FY16 Operating Budget for the Circuit Court is $14,020,516, an increase of $41,424 or 0.3 percent from the
FY15 Approved Budget of $13,979,092. Personnel Costs comprise 80.1 percent of the budget for 112 full-time positions and four
part-time positions, and a total of 114.00 FTEs. Total FTEs may include seasonal or temporary positions and may also reflect
workforce charged to or from other departments or funds. Operating Expenses account for the remaining 19.9 percent of the FY16
budget.

LINKAGE TO COUNTY RESULT AREAS

While this program area supports all eight of the County Result Areas, the following are emphasized:
<+ A Responsive, Accountable County Government

+* Healthy and Sustainable Neighborhoods

«+ Vital Living for All of Our Residents

DEPARTMENT PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Performance measures for this department are included below, with multi-program measures displayed at the front of this section and
program-specific measures shown with the relevant program. The FY15 estimates reflect funding based on the FY15 approved
budget The FY16 and FY17 figures are performance targets based on the FY16 recommended budget and funding for comparable
service levels in FY'17.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES

+* In FY14, Montgomery County Circuit Court processed 36,041 filings and 36,301 terminations, 646 more terminations
than in FY13, resulting in a clearance rate of 101%.
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The Court met or exceeded case processing performance standards set by the Maryland Judiciary in FY14 for
Family-Limited Divorce cases and Termination of Parental Rights cases.
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In FY14, the Court improved its case processing performance in Civil cases (95% to 97%), Child in Need of
Assistance Shelter cases (72% to 81%), and Child in Need of Assistance Non-Shelter cases (66% to 89%).

++» The Court opened the South Tower on April 28, 2014, adding 10 courtrooms, 8 hearings rooms, and office space for
the Family Division, the Family Law Self-Help Center, and the Juvenile Division.

9,
%

For the first six months of FY15, the Court processed 15,796 filings and 16,258 terminations, respectively. The
annual filings and terminations for FY15 (compared to FY14) are estimated fo increase by 8% reaching 39,062
filings and 39,348 terminations.

2
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The Court annually updates its web-based performance dashboard that displays 10 nationally-recognized ftrial
court performance measures (CourTools) developed by the National Center for State Courts. In FY15, the Court
presented data in support of the court employee satisfaction measure, which highlights results from the Court¥’s first
annual survey of court employees. More information can be found af:
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/circuitcourt/court/publications/publications.html.

+» The Adult Drug Court commemorated its 10th Anniversary on November 12, 2014. Since the program’s inception,
148 participants have graduated.
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During the first half of FY15, the Court opened a newly-renovated Jury Lounge, now located on the second floor of
the North Tower. Other projects currently underway include construction of the Child Waiting Area in the South
Tower and, in the North Tower, renovations to the Clerk of the Court’s office and the office space for the refired
judges. These projects are expected to be completed before the end of the fiscal year.

The Court will be performing more detailed analyses of its Juvenile Delinquency cases and reviewing select cases
where an extiraordinary cause postponement was granted to determine if efficiencies are to be gained in case
processing.

The U.S. Census estimates that by 2040 one in five of the county’s residents will be 65 years or older (compared to
one in ten in 2000). To meet the anticipated needs of this segment of the county’s population, the Court anticipates
the continuation of its Adult Guardianship Grant program. This program is designed to help guardians successfully
fulfill their responsibilities.

The Adult Drug Court will continue to support the mission of eliminating drug abuse, crime, the consequences of
crime, thereby increasing public safety by leveraging new initiatives in the areas of education and life skills. The
GED program will be improved to include supportive services and partnerships will be forged with the local
business community to provide career-based employment opportunities for qualified participants.

The Maryland Elecironic Courts (MDEC) case management and electronic filing system was deployed in Fall 2014.
The Court will continue to analyze the technical challenges associated with integrating this eventual statewide case
management system with the functionality of its own case management system as well as its differentiated case
management policies.

Based on the information obtained from its first employee safisfaction survey, the Court will define and implement
several administrative initiatives related to employee development and the management of court operations. The
initiatives will further develop the skills of court personnel in an effort to improve upon the quality service currently
delivered to internal and external customers. Gains in operational efficiency are anticipated to occur without
hindering the Court’s ability to administer justice in an honest and fair manner.

Productivity Inprovements

- Updated policies and practices related to the Family Differentiated Case Management (DCM) plan. The existing
Family DCM plan will be modified to allow for specified cases to be assigned to an individual Circuit Court Judge
and Family Division Support Team for the totality of the litigation process, in essence One Family, One Judge.
The approach was recognized by the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges as one of the key
elements to provide expedited and coordinated resolutions for cases involving children, youth and families. It is
anticipated that any stress created when families are shuttled between different departments and courtrooms fo
resolve a variety of issues will be reduced with this approach. In addition, case progression is anticipated fo be
more efficient since the assigned judge will already be familiar with the family’s general situation.

- The Court’s Jury Office will transition from a two-step to a one-step process in jury selection; join a statewide
jury management system; install kiosks fo streamline the juror check-in process; and convert to cash payment for
jury service.

- The Court is undertaking several initiatives aimed at improving services to self-represented litigants who visit
the Court for assistance. One initiative focuses on examining the front and back-office processe<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>