
From: Criss, Jeremy
To: Margaret Chasson
Cc: Arnold, Jacqueline; Scheffel, Mike; Fisher, Kristin; Charles Schuster
Subject: RE: phone service
Date: Wednesday, March 31, 2021 9:15:00 AM
Attachments: FY22 Budget.msg

Hello Margaret,
I am following up on your message below.
My office phone number is 301 590-2830 and if you leave a message I also receive an email with the
phone number that I will respond to.
My cell phone is 301 943-9766 and you can call me anytime.
 
I am responding to your question “What I wanted to call about was your budget.  Are you happy with
the proposed funding for the Office of Agriculture?”
 
Initial response-The Office of Agriculture does not have sufficient resources to address the growing needs
of our farmers including the production of local food in the County.
The OAG has new responsibilities associated with review and approvals of Farm Alcohol Production
Facilities, Agritourism Venues and now Solar Fields governed by ZTA 20-01.
The administration did not allocate additional resources to the OAG in light of these additional
responsibilities and this will become problematic moving forward.
 
Background
The Office of Agriculture was instructed to achieve the Round I and Round II (one-time) savings plan for
FY21.
This meant that our FY 22 appropriation was not changed from the FY 21 because the savings plan was
only one time.
 
The OAG was then instructed to submit an FY22 Budget as a maintenance budget with no new programs
or enhancements from the FY21 appropriation.
This instruction helps to illustrate the administrations view of agriculture including the various financial
resources necessary to support the agricultural community and local food economy.
Keep in mind that our FY22 Budget Submission was due last November and many things have changed
on the national and local levels.
Examples-Growing Food Insecurity from the Pandemic, Expansion of the Farm to Food Bank Program,
Increased Demand for OAG programs and services to expand local food production, etc.
 
The biggest challenge for us in the Office of Agriculture is the limited amount of 3 staff and Operating
Expenses totaling $319 K annually that we use to support the agricultural community and local food
economy.
 
Given the small staff of 3, the OAG has achieved a high level of performance in carrying out its mission.
Limited staffing is restricting the County from seeing the full potential of the agricultural reserve.
The only way to achieve this is by increasing the staff by 2 as referenced in the Farm Alcohol Production
Report.
 
Please let us know if you have any questions.
Thanks J
 
 
 
 
Please take a moment to answer this quick satisfaction survey about our interaction today:

mailto:Jeremy.Criss@montgomerycountymd.gov
mailto:mchasson@aol.com
mailto:Jacqueline.Arnold@montgomerycountymd.gov
mailto:Mike.Scheffel@montgomerycountymd.gov
mailto:Kristin.Fisher@montgomerycountymd.gov
mailto:cfs@umd.edu

FY22 Budget

		From

		Arnold, Jacqueline

		To

		Criss, Jeremy

		Cc

		Arnold, Jacqueline

		Recipients

		Jeremy.Criss@montgomerycountymd.gov; Jacqueline.Arnold@montgomerycountymd.gov



Hi Jeremy,



I’m sorry it took me so long to get this to you. I had to get everyone packed up.



I don’t have 1 single document that has all of the budget information so I’ve attached all that I have.



 



Please let me know if you need anything else. If you have any questions, feel free to text/call me.



Thanks!



 



J. Arnold



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 



J A C Q U E L I N E    A R N O L D 



Office of Agriculture



Please consider taking a moment to answer a brief 5 question survey 



about the service I provided to you today: https://forms.gle/ptPx2DAuTzBoBqeGA



 



18410 Muncaster Road | Derwood, MD 20855



Ph: 301-590-2859 | Jacqueline.arnold@montgomerycountymd.gov



www.montgomerycountymd.gov/agservices



 



          



Montgomery County Ag Reserve (93,000 acres)



Over 70,000 acres preserved



 





 

For COVID-19 Information and resources, visit: www.montgomerycountymd.gov/COVID19
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FY22 Program Assignment
CE Recommended



Agriculture General Fund



Item_Descr



FY22



Amount FTE



Multi - Multi Program



M1 Increase Cost: Annualization of FY21 Personnel Costs -10,107  0.00**



M2 Increase Cost: Annualization of FY21 Operating Expenses  0  0.00**



M3 Increase Cost: Elimination of One-Time Items Approved in 
FY21



 0  0.00**



M4 Increase Cost: Annualization of FY21 Lapsed Positions  0  0.00**



M5 Increase Cost: Annualization of FY21 Compensation 
Increases



 0  0.00**



M6 Increase Cost: MLS Pay for Performance (Increase to Base 
Pay)



 0  0.00**



M99A Decrease Cost: Retirement Adjustment -7,168  0.00**



M99B Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment  1,273  0.00**



M99Q Increase Cost: FICA Adjustment  317  0.00**



M99E Increase Cost: Motor Pool Adjustment  759  0.00**



M99C Increase Cost: General Wage Adjustment  258  0.00**



M99D Increase Cost: Service Increment and Longevity 
Adjustment



 3,154  0.00**



M99R Increase Cost: FY21 Comp Adjustment  13,526  0.00**



Total:  2,012  0.00



Page 1 of 1Dept_OCProgramAssignment.rpt         Version: rec 03/05/2021  2:59 pm



* indicates that the Review Item is combined** indicates that the Review Item is approved
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FY22 EXECUTIVE RECOMMENDED BUDGET



1xAmtRev.Chg.FTEOMB$TitleRefID



Agriculture County General Fund



CE RECOMMENDED



FY21 Original Appropriation 
 991,853A1  4.15  0  0Increase Cost: FY21 Original Appropriation



Approved Maintenance Level Crosswalk 



Multi-Program Adjustments - Multi
-10,107M1  0.00  0  0Increase Cost: Annualization of FY21 Personnel Costs 



(Multi)
 0M2  0.00  0  0Increase Cost: Annualization of FY21 Operating Expenses 



(Multi)
 0M3  0.00  0  0Increase Cost: Elimination of One-Time Items Approved in 



FY21 (Multi)
 0M4  0.00  0  0Increase Cost: Annualization of FY21 Lapsed Positions 



(Multi)
 0M5  0.00  0  0Increase Cost: Annualization of FY21 Compensation 



Increases (Multi)
 0M6  0.00  0  0Increase Cost: MLS Pay for Performance (Increase to Base 



Pay) (Multi)
-7,168M99 A  0.00  0  0Decrease Cost: Retirement Adjustment (Multi)



 1,273M99 B  0.00  0  0Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment (Multi)



 258M99 C  0.00  0  0Increase Cost: General Wage Adjustment (Multi)



 3,154M99 D  0.00  0  0Increase Cost: Service Increment and Longevity 
Adjustment (Multi)



 317M99 Q  0.00  0  0Increase Cost: FICA Adjustment (Multi)



 13,526M99 R  0.00  0  0Increase Cost: FY21 Comp Adjustment (Multi)



Agricultural Services - P78P04
 759M99 E  0.00  0  0Increase Cost: Motor Pool Adjustment (P78P04)



 2,012  0.00  0  0Subtotal:



 993,865FY22 TOTAL RECOMMENDATION:



% Change from FY21:  0.20 %



 4.15  0  0



 0.00Change from FY21:  2,012
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FY21-FY22 CROSSWALK: CE RECOMMENDED



1xAmtRev.Chg.FTETotal$TitleRefID FT PTOEPC



OMB Recommend



Agriculture County General Fund



Comb.Code CO



Current Year Original Appropriation



 991,853Increase Cost: FY21 Original AppropriationA1  673,458  318,395  0  4.15  8  1  0  0



 991,853Subtotal:  673,458  318,395  0  4.15  8  1  0  0



Maintenance Level Crosswalk



Multi-Program Adjustments - Multi



-10,107Increase Cost: Annualization of FY21 Personnel 
Costs



M1 -10,107  0  0  0.00  0  0  0  0



 0Increase Cost: Annualization of FY21 Operating 
Expenses



M2  0  0  0  0.00  0  0  0  0



 0Increase Cost: Elimination of One-Time Items 
Approved in FY21



M3  0  0  0  0.00  0  0  0  0



 0Increase Cost: Annualization of FY21 Lapsed 
Positions



M4  0  0  0  0.00  0  0  0  0



 0Increase Cost: Annualization of FY21 
Compensation Increases



M5  0  0  0  0.00  0  0  0  0



 0Increase Cost: MLS Pay for Performance (Increase 
to Base Pay)



M6  0  0  0  0.00  0  0  0  0



-7,168Decrease Cost: Retirement AdjustmentM99 A -7,168  0  0  0.00  0  0  0  0



 1,273Increase Cost: Group Insurance AdjustmentM99 B  1,273  0  0  0.00  0  0  0  0



 258Increase Cost: General Wage AdjustmentM99 C  258  0  0  0.00  0  0  0  0



 3,154Increase Cost: Service Increment and Longevity 
Adjustment



M99 D  3,154  0  0  0.00  0  0  0  0



 759Increase Cost: Motor Pool AdjustmentM99 E  0  759  0  0.00  0  0  0  0



 317Increase Cost: FICA AdjustmentM99 Q  317  0  0  0.00  0  0  0  0



 13,526Increase Cost: FY21 Comp AdjustmentM99 R  13,526  0  0  0.00  0  0  0  0



 2,012Subtotal:  1,253  759  0  0.00  0  0  0  0



 993,865FY22 TOTAL CE RECOMMENDATION:  674,711  0 319,154  0 0 1 8 4.15



Printed: 3/5/2021  2:58:28PMOC_A2_RecommendedCrosswalk.rpt
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FY22 PERFORMANCE MEASURES



Agriculture



Agricultural Services



Measure Actual 
FY19



Actual 
FY20



Projected 
FY21



Proj/Target 
FY22



Proj/Target 
FY23



Technical assistance contacts with farmers 655 700 700 700 700



Acres of land under easements inspected by Agricultural 
Services



6,017 3,927.07 3,927.07 3,927.07 3,927.07



Percent of easement acres under most restrictive 
easement disallowing development



31.7% 24.4% 24.4% 24.4% 24.4%



Percent of participants who learned or benefitted from 
Agricultural Services event, training, or farm tour



N/A 100% 100% 100% 100%



FootNote: Data for this measure not collected prior to FY20



Soil Conservation



Measure Actual 
FY19



Actual 
FY20



Projected 
FY21



Proj/Target 
FY22



Proj/Target 
FY23



Soil conservation contacts with farmers and landowners 
to provide technical assistance



293 349 349 349 349



Water quality plans completed 37 46 46 46 46



Percent of interagency site visits coordinated within one 
business day of agricultural complaint



90% 90% 90% 90% 90%



Tons of carbon dioxide reduced through conservation 
and best management practices



12,226 5,505 12,226 12,226 12,226



Pounds of nitrogen reduced through conservation and 
best management practices



26,155 20,144 487 487 487



University of Maryland-Extension (UMD-Extention)



Measure Actual 
FY19



Actual 
FY20



Projected 
FY21



Proj/Target 
FY22



Proj/Target 
FY23



Nutrient management plans completed 108 109 109 109 109



4-H youth development program participants 7,477 5,293 5,293 5,293 5,293



Average pre- to post-test score increase of Close 
Encounters with Agriculture participants on agriculture, 
nutrition, and the environment



N/A 49% 49% 49% 49%



FootNote: Data for this measure not collected prior to FY20



Percent of Food Supplement Nutrition Education youth 
participants who try new healthy food



42% 42% 42% 42% 42%



Percent of participants who purchase produce they learn 
about from Food Supplement Nutrition Education 
farmers market programming



92% 92% 92% 92% 92%



03/05/2021  3:02:00PM Page 1 of 1OC_Perf_Measure.rpt
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Agriculture General Fund



FY22 FUNDING PARAMETER RECORDS FOR DEPARTMENT REVIEW



Priority/Title
FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26



PUBLISHED FFI ITEMS



Expenditure



Approved/Recommended



FY21 Approved



 4.15  4.15  4.15  4.15  4.15  4.15FTE



 8  8.00 8  8.00  8.00  8.00FT



 1  1.00 1  1.00  1.00  1.00PT



 673,458  673,458.00 673,458  673,458.00  673,458.00  673,458.00PC



 318,395  318,395.00 318,395  318,395.00  318,395.00  318,395.00OE



 991,853 991,853  991,853  991,853  991,853  991,853Total:



No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections.Published Comments:



Total Expenditure:  991,853 991,853  991,853  991,853  991,853  991,853



NOT PUBLISHED FFI ITEMS



Expenditure



Other Funding Items



Elimination of One-Time Items Approved in FY21



 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00FTE



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00FT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PC



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00OE



 0 0  0  0  0  0Total:



Items recommended for one-time funding in FY21, including (fill in major item names based on your 
Competition List), will be eliminated from the base in the outyears.



Published Comments:



Annualization of Positions Approved in FY21



 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00FTE



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00FT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PC



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00OE



 0 0  0  0  0  0Total:
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Agriculture General Fund



FY22 FUNDING PARAMETER RECORDS FOR DEPARTMENT REVIEW



Priority/Title
FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26



New positions in the FY21 budget are generally assumed to be filled at least two months after the fiscal 
year begins.  Therefore, the above amounts reflect annualization of these positions in the outyears.



Published Comments:



Migration of personnel cost



 0.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00FTE



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00FT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PT



 104,777  104,777.00 0  104,777.00  104,777.00  104,777.00PC



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00OE



 104,777 0  104,777  104,777  104,777  104,777Total:



Published Comments:



Dept Comments: Migration of position #017804 ADMINISTRATIVE SPEC II (Cathy Yingling) from CIP to GF personnel.  This 
position is not related to any CIP functions. This position is not related to the CIP and is depleting the CIP resources that should 
be dedicated to Ag Preservation. Funding this position from the CIP is in violation of County Council Resolution 15-744 adopted 
September 2004.
The amount listed in the FY22 PC field above is from the FY21 CC Approved Employee Allocation Detail Report from Hyperion.



UM Extension MOU Partnership



 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00FTE



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00FT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PC



 77,137  77,137.00 0  77,137.00  77,137.00  77,137.00OE



 77,137 0  77,137  77,137  77,137  77,137Total:



Published Comments:



Dept Comments: Per MOU between the County and the University of Maryland Cooperative Extension Services (2017),  the 
County will provide UM-Extension a base budget amount. The FY21 UME base budget obligation is $233,858. Prior to the 
recession, the base budget obligation was paid from the general fund.  Due to general fund reductions, the FY21 CC approved 
line item for the state payment consists of only $156,721 from the general fund. The remaining balance ($77,137) will have to 
be paid from the CIP. This is another expense not related to the CIP that will continue to deplete the CIP resources because 
adequate funding has not been approved in the Operating Budget.



Montgomery Weed Control Contract



 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00FTE



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00FT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PC



 15,000  15,000.00 0  15,000.00  15,000.00  15,000.00OE



 15,000 0  15,000  15,000  15,000  15,000Total:



Published Comments:



Dept Comments: The State of Maryland noxious weed control law mandates all property owners public and private to comply 
with Title 9, Subtitle 4 of the Agriculture Article in the Maryland Annotated Code. Prior to the recession, this weed control 
program was funded from the general fund. This is another expense not related to the CIP that will continue to deplete the CIP 
resources because adequate funding has not been approved in the Operating Budget.
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Agriculture General Fund



FY22 FUNDING PARAMETER RECORDS FOR DEPARTMENT REVIEW



Priority/Title
FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26



Deer Donation Program Contract



 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00FTE



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00FT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PC



 25,000  25,000.00 0  25,000.00  25,000.00  25,000.00OE



 25,000 0  25,000  25,000  25,000  25,000Total:



Published Comments:



Dept Comments: The deer donation program is a contracted service provided as an incentive to private property owners to 
harvest deer and donate the meat to County non-profit organizations like MANNA for distribution to people in need in our 
County.  Prior to the recession, this deer donation program was funded from the general fund. This is another expense not 
related to the CIP that will continue to deplete the CIP resources because adequate funding has not been approved in the 
Operating Budget.



MLS Pay for Performance (Increase to Base Pay) 0.00



 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00FTE



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00FT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PC



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00OE



 0 0  0  0  0  0Total:



Published Comments:



Dept Comments: FY21 MARC adjustment necessary to account for the MLS pay for performance awards in FY19



Labor Contracts - Other 0.00



 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00FTE



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00FT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PC



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00OE



 0 0  0  0  0  0Total:



These figures represent other negotiated items included in the labor agreements.Published Comments:



Labor Contracts 0.00



 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00FTE



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00FT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PT



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00PC



 0  0.00 0  0.00  0.00  0.00OE
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Agriculture General Fund



FY22 FUNDING PARAMETER RECORDS FOR DEPARTMENT REVIEW



Priority/Title
FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26



 0 0  0  0  0  0Total:



These figures represent the estimated annualized cost of general wage adjustments, service 
increments, and associated benefits.



Published Comments:



Total Expenditure:  221,914 0  221,914  221,914  221,914  221,914



FFIRecords_Dept_New.rpt        version: DEVELOPF  10/22/2020  1:08:33PM   Page 4 of 4










MARC.pdf




FY22 Department Planning (Funding) Parameter
(CONFIDENTIAL)



Agriculture General Fund



Title PC OE FY22 Total FT PT FTE



Funding Parameter Items



FY21 Approved  673,458  318,395  991,853  8  1  4.15



* Annualization of Positions Approved in FY21  0  0  0  0  0  0.00



* Elimination of One-Time Items Approved in 
FY21



 0  0  0  0  0  0.00



Labor Contracts - Other  0  0  0  0  0  0.00



Labor Contracts  0  0  0  0  0  0.00



* MLS Pay for Performance (Increase to Base 
Pay)



 0  0  0  0  0  0.00



 991,853Total: 



 991,853Funding Parameter:  8  1  4.15



FINAL FUNDING PARAMETER:  991,853



*These approved Funding Parameter Items have been preloaded by OMB as review items in the Multi-Program 
Adjustments Program.  Load the rest of the approved Funding Parameter Items as review items in your department’s 
respective program crosswalk(s).



0



Total Number of Enhancement Program Proposal Requests 
Above the Funding Parameter Allowed for your 



Department/Non-Departmental Account:



FP_to_departments_Withbreakdown.rpt                Version: marc  10/22/2020  1:10:39PM   Page 1 of 1
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FY2022 PROGRAM PROPOSAL PACKET
Agricultural Services Program Proposal
Agriculture



 



Overview



✺ Program Description:



The Office of Agriculture (OAG) serves in a variety of capacities to provide the following services:
implement agricultural policies and programs; provide technical assistance to farmers; manage
agricultural education programs; provide financial and staff support to our partner agencies; serve
as a liaison between the Executive Branch and the agricultural community via the Agricultural
Advisory, Agricultural Preservation, and Montgomery County Farm Bureau Boards; oversee the
various land preservation programs; co-sponsor farmers' markets, an annual farm tour, and other
activities that promote agricultural businesses and products; and provide mentoring and
specialized business training programs. Additionally, the OAG is responsible for the coordination of



programs offered by its partner agencies, which are all co-located at the Agricultural History Farm Park
in Derwood. These Federal, State, and local partners include University of Maryland-Extension, the
Montgomery Soil Conservation District, the Natural Resource Conservation Service, and the Farm
Service Agency.



✺ What issue will this program address?



This program addresses the need to grow and diversify Montgomery County's economy. Agricultural
enterprises and food/beverage-production businesses are crucial to Montgomery County's sustainable
growth because they provide: diverse economic opportunities; environmental stewardship; a healthy,
accessible local food supply; and the types of enterprises important to millennial residents and workers.



✺ Partners:



Alcohol Beverage Services, County Attorney, County Council, County Executive, Economic Development
Fund, Finance, General Services, Health and Human Services, Housing and Community Affairs,
Intergovernmental Relations, Permitting Services, Public Information, Transit Services, Urban Districts,
Zoning and Administrative Hearings



✺ Other Partners:



Montgomery County Economic Development Corp; Montgomery County Food Council; Maryland and
Montgomery County Farm Bureau; Montgomery Soil Conservation; University of MD Extension; Visit
Montgomery; Revenue Authority;



FY2022 Program Proposal Packet | 11/05/2020 11:36:43 AM   |  Montgomery County, MD page 1111 of 6666











Priority Outcome



 



✺ Primary Priority Outcome:



A Growing Economy



✺ How does this program contribute to the County Executive's Priority Outcome?



Agricultural services works to support the expansion of existing farm and food enterprises and it
promotes Montgomery County as a home for agricultural startups and entrepreneurs. The recently
submitted Farm Alcohol Production Report demonstrates that the new Farm Alcohol Production
businesses established generated $4.5M of revenue and created 160 part time and 49 full time jobs.
The agricultural services program also contributes to other Executive priorities including: * A Greener
County through its work with the farm community in promoting best practices that reduce greenhouse
gas emissions; through its work with MNCPPC on land use policies such as the Ag Reserve; through its
work on committees and in the farm community to promote on farm composting as a method to
achieving a zero-waste goal. * A More Affordable and Welcoming County - Food Insecurity by conducting
trainings for the County's 25 farmers markets for accepting Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP), Women Infants & Children (WIC) and Senior vouchers; through its partnership with the
University of Maryland Extension Food Supplement Nutrition Education (FSNE) program whose
educators provide free nutrition programming to children in schools with at least 50% Free and Reduce
Meals benefits; and through its partnership with the Moco. Food Council, MANNA and the farm
community in expanding the Farm to Foodbank program to address the increased need resulting from
the pandemic. *Thriving Youth and Families through its partnership with the University of MD Extension
office whose 4H programming organizes STEM related camps/clubs that expose the County's youth to
these important subjects in fun and engaging ways.



✺ Key Indicators:



Number of net new businesses, Number of family sustaining jobs



✺ How does this program contribute to the selected Key Indicator(s)?



Within the agricultural and food/beverage production industries, this program helps to increase the
number of net new businesses. Additionally, this program supports an increase in family sustaining
jobs. Montgomery County's agricultural industry is unique because younger generations are returning
home to continue the family run farming operations. This bucks the national trend which shows a
decline in multigenerational farming. Four new Farm Alcohol Production businesses have been
established.



✺ Secondary Priority Outcome:



A Greener County



✺ Key Indicators:



Greenhouse Gas emissions, Recycling rate, Resident satisfaction with code enforcement, Not
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Applicable



Performance Measures



 
✺ How much did we do?



 



Measure
Actual
FY18



Actual
FY19



Actual
FY20



Projected
FY21



Projected
FY22



Projected
FY23



Technical assistance contacts with farmers 731 655 700 700 700 700



Acres of land under easements inspected by Agricultural
Services



3,650 6,017 3,927.07 3,927.07 3,927.07 3,927.07



 
✺ How well did we do it?



 



Measure
Actual
FY18



Actual
FY19



Actual
FY20



Projected
FY21



Target
FY22



Target
FY23



Percent of easement acres under most restrictive easement disallowing
development



31.7% 31.7% 24.4% 24.4% 24.4% 24.4%



 
✺ Is anyone better off?



 



Measure
Actual
FY18



Actual
FY19



Actual
FY20



Projected
FY21



Target
FY22



Target
FY23



Percent of participants who learned or benefitted from Agricultural
Services event, training, or farm tour



N/A N/A 100% 100% 100% 100%



 
✺ Explain the contributing and restricting factors that impacted your actual performance from FY18
through FY20:



Given the small staff of 3, the OAG has achieved a high level of performance in carrying out its mission.
Limited staffing is restricting the County from seeing the full potential of the agricultural reserve. The only
way to achieve this is by increasing the staff by 2 as referenced in the Farm Alcohol Production Report



✺ How would funding this program at the requested level result in the performance that is forecasted
from FY21 through FY23? Be as clear and specific as possible when describing the connections between
funding, strategies, and desired outcomes.



The FAP report clearly illustrates that MC is grossly behind Loudoun County VA in revenue generation
from Agritourism including their craft beverage industry. Providing adequate funding and staff would
result in increased economic development opportunities and job creation in the agricultural reserve.



Strategies / Implementation
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✺ What are evidence based/best practices to address this issue and support your proposal?



The potential for new revenue generation in the ag reserve (Agritourism, Farm Alcohol Production), in the
down county urban areas, and within the emerging food/beverage industry is vast. During the past
decade, local industry leaders, government officials, and volunteers have invested significant resources
to understand agricultural industry trends, challenges, and opportunities. Recent studies and initiatives
include: the Farming at Metros Edge FAME Report; the creation of the new farmer project; the creation of
the Montgomery County Food Council; the EDF agreement with BeGreen Hub; a kitchen incubator study;
a food hub study; a custom crush facility study; Farm Alcohol production legislation; Agritourism study; a
co-packer study; and various reports highlighting what our region grows. Ag Services prioritizes
elements of these report recommendations to implement within its very limited budget. Additionally, the
significant economic impact achieved from agritourism in our neighboring jurisdictions like Loudoun
County, VA should be compelling enough to realize the potential for revenue generation in the ag reserve.
However, the County would need to make conscious decisions and modifications to its existing policies
and procedures to accomplish similar results for agritourism and Farm Alcohol Production.



✺ What strategies will the program use to achieve the desired outcomes?



The OAG establishes strong working partnerships with internal and external organizations such as the
Montgomery County Food Council, MC Department of Environmental Protection, the Compost Crew,
Institute for Local Self Reliance, US Compost Council and others to promote sustainable economic
development by providing: increased access to the marketplace for ag enterprises; technical assistance
to farmers; entrepreneurial training and mentoring for entrepreneurs; land preservation and legislative
advocacy to promote the growth of the agricultural industry.



✺ (For New proposals)
What are the startup costs and implementation timeline?



This is an existing program.



Racial Equity



 
✺ Does your department use quantitative and qualitative data to track program access and/or services
outcomes for different population groups?



The OAG utilizes the USDA Agricultural Census data to determine agricultural trends and status of
agriculture in Montgomery County. Agricultural programs and services are available to all populations
groups. The largest barrier that exist for all population groups in agriculture is land.



✺ Which community residents will potentially benefit the most from your program proposal and be
burdened by your program proposal?



The agricultural community will benefit as they are the direct clients. All residents who purchase fresh
local food from farmers markets, produce stands, and local farms benefit. The residents who are
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experiencing food insecurity benefit from the Farm to Foodbank program which is expanding
opportunities for growing more local food in Montgomery County. The Rustic Roads program is not
conducive to the needs of the agricultural community. One of the main goals of the ag programming is to
expand food production and agricultural businesses which relies on transportation infrastructure in the
ag reserve. Since the administration of the Rustic Roads program is in direct conflict with the
Executiveâ€™s priority of a Growing Economy, farmers/clients of the agricultural programs are
burdened.



✺ How does the program promote racial equity?



According to the 2017 Ag Census Data, Montgomery County has had an increase in the number of
women farming. The OAG works with its nonprofit partners to promote education and farming
opportunities to the County's diverse population. Due to Montgomery County's high land costs, the OAG
through it's new farmer program, works to connect women and people of color with opportunities to
access land. Land is one of the largest barriers to racial equity in agriculture. This program is limited in
its ability to change this. The County government, however, is in a position to level the field for people of
color by designating some of its land to be used for a farm incubator providing the opportunity for anyone
to become an agricultural entrepreneur. Land is one of the largest barriers to racial equity in agriculture.
The OAG is limited in its ability to change this environment. The County government, however, is in a
position to level the field for people of color by designating some of its land to be used for a farm
incubator providing the opportunity for anyone to become an agricultural entrepreneur.



Climate Change



 
✺ Does your program promote climate change initiatives? (Provide a brief explanation)



Reduce greenhouse gas emissions (e.g., energy efficiency, use of renewable energy, reduce consumption of resources,
increase tree cover, etc.)
Sequester carbon
Other



The OAG supports the farm community it its utilization of renewable energy through accessory solar and
regenerative agricultural practices such as no till farming, crop rotation and others. The OAG along with
the Soil Conservation District promote Best Management Practices (BMP) such as cover crop to help
sequester carbon.



✺ Include the name of your department's Climate Change ambassador(s). These individuals attended the
training programs offered by the Association of Climate Change Officers.



Cathy Yingling



Budget
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Program Proposal
2021
Approved
Exp



2021
Approved
FTE



2022
Proposed
Exp



2022
Proposed
FTE



Agricultural Services (P78P04) $585,308 2.25 $585,308 2.25



 
✺ Does FY22 Proposed Program Exp/FTE contain Service Impact changes from FY21 Approved? If yes,
Explain:



Since this is a maintenance budget the services will remain unchanged.



✺ Are other sources of funding/resources for service delivery being leveraged(e.g., Grant Fund, Outside
Sources, etc.)



Maryland Agricultural & Resourced Based Industry Development Corporation (MARBIDCO) cost share
funding and marketing resources from other partners like the Montgomery County Food Council, Visit
Montgomery, and the Montgomery County Economic Development Corporation.



✺ How are the sources being leveraged?



Partners like the Food Council, Visit Montgomery, and MCEDC help to support marketing and business
to consumer connections. MARBIDCO provides cost share grants of up to $3,000 for the County to
support development and expansion projects for agricultural businesses.



✺ Will the County be required to provide matching funds?



The County is required to provide a matching grant of up to $3,000 per project to MARBIDCO.



✺ Does the program leverage other non-grant revenues (e.g Fees, Fines, Licenses)? If yes, what % of
program expenditure?



No



Review Items



 



FY2022 Program Proposal Packet | 11/05/2020 11:36:43 AM   |  Montgomery County, MD page 6666 of 6666










SCD_FY22 Program Proposal Packet.pdf




FY2022 PROGRAM PROPOSAL PACKET
Soil Conservation Program Proposal
Agriculture



 



Overview



✺ Program Description:



This Program is comprised of staff and other resources from Federal, State and local Agricultural
agencies. It provides technical and outreach educational assistance to farmers/rural landowners for
implementing best management and conservation practices. The Montgomery Soil Conservation
District (MSCD) assists the County which is required to achieve the nationally mandated, state
assigned, Rural MS4 Permit - Chesapeake Bay Nutrient Diet - Watershed Implementation Program
(WIP-III) Goals. The three funding partners (Federal - National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS),
State - Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA), and County - MSCD) have not allocated sufficient
resources including staff to meet these new goals. Failure to achieve the WIP-III Goals will likely result in
the Federal - Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) instituting the backstop measure which will
negatively impact the County and the Agricultural community by denying all permits moving forward and
harming our County's rural economy/infrastructure.



✺ What issue will this program address?



The primary issue addressed by the work of the Soil Conservation District is the Clean Up of the
Chesapeake Bay. This entails working to conserve and ensure the sustainability of Montgomery
County's natural resources which directly impacts the environment and enhances the quality of life for all
County residents. Federal and State legislation require that Montgomery County take very specific
measures, known as the Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP), in both its urban and rural areas to
address the issue of water quality and conservation of natural resources including reduction of nutrient
loads. The MSCD program works with farmers and landowners to address water quality issues in the
County's rural areas. The MSCD focus on the Agricultural Reserve (93,000 acres/1/3 of the County's land
mass), allows its partner, the County's Dept. of Environmental Protection (DEP) to address water quality
issues in the urban areas as required by the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4).
Addressing water quality and natural resource conservation successfully in both areas will be needed
for the County to achieve its total goal under the WIP. Potential implications for the County if it fails to
meet its goals include greater regulatory requirements, Consent Decree or the Backstop Measure that
would negatively impact our rural economy/infrastructure.



✺ Partners:



Environmental Protection, Permitting Services



✺ Other Partners:
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USDA-NRCS, USDA-FSA, MDA, UME-Montgomery County, OAG, WSSC



Priority Outcome



 



✺ Primary Priority Outcome:



A Greener County



✺ How does this program contribute to the County Executive's Priority Outcome?



The work of the Soil Conservation District contributes to the County Executive's priority, "A Greener
County", because it directly contributes to the sequestration of carbon in the soil and suppression of
greenhouse gasses which helps to mitigate the impacts of global warming as well as provide cleaner
air to breathe. MSCD efforts increase the conservation of natural resources, encourage local food
production and enhance the protection of County waterbodies - all of which supports healthier
communities.



✺ Key Indicators:



Greenhouse Gas emissions



✺ How does this program contribute to the selected Key Indicator(s)?



The MSCD work impacts greenhouse gas emissions, the first key indicator under the greener county
priority. Assistance provided to the ag community is instrumental in reducing greenhouse gases in the
following ways. Growing living crops/forests play a vital role in the sequestration of carbon that leads to
impacts associated with climate change. Minimizing environmental degradation by promoting best
management practices such as forest buffers, grassed waterways help to sequester carbons and
increase infiltration. Supporting conservation tillage to reduce the soil turnover and release of carbons
along with precision agriculture to minimize trips across the fields reduce the vehicle emissions further
aiding the reduction of greenhouse gas. The MSCD provides technical assistance and
recommendations to improve soil health, another factor in the reduction of greenhouse gas because
healthy soil traps more carbon.



✺ Secondary Priority Outcome:



A Growing Economy



✺ Key Indicators:



Number of net new businesses, Number of family sustaining jobs, Employment gap, Not Applicable



✺ Comments:



A Secondary priority outcome would be A Growing Economy. The District's work plays an important role
in maintaining the ag reserve as a working landscape promoting the sustainability of agricultural
operations. The County's agricultural reserve is nationally recognized as model for balancing the
preservation/conservation of land with economic growth.
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Performance Measures



 
✺ How much did we do?



 



Measure
Actual
FY18



Actual
FY19



Actual
FY20



Projected
FY21



Projected
FY22



Projected
FY23



Soil conservation contacts with farmers and landowners to
provide technical assistance



191 293 349 349 349 349



Water quality plans completed 32 37 46 46 46 46



 
✺ How well did we do it?



 



Measure
Actual
FY18



Actual
FY19



Actual
FY20



Projected
FY21



Target
FY22



Target
FY23



Percent of interagency site visits coordinated within one business day of
agricultural complaint



90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 90%



 
✺ Is anyone better off?



 



Measure
Actual
FY18



Actual
FY19



Actual
FY20



Projected
FY21



Target
FY22



Target
FY23



Pounds of nitrogen reduced through conservation and best
management practices



26,818 26,155 -64 487 487 487



 
✺ Explain the contributing and restricting factors that impacted your actual performance from FY18
through FY20:



The District is a unique organization. It receives funding from the County, State and to a more limited
extent, the Federal Government. As such, the District annual plan of work includes setting goals that
incorporate program and workload items for these three separate entities. While for a greater part, the
workload is complimentary, there are distinct differences that can impact annual performance as
priorities shift or change due to mandates or changes in State or Federal Law. COVID -19 is also
another intangible factor and it created challenges due to differences in County, State and Federal
policies impacting operations. Not to mention, a real potential of reduced funding as result of the COVID
19 pandemic. With regard to program measures involving carbon dioxide reductions and nitrogen
reduced through Best Management Practice implementation, reported numbers reflect changes and
refinements made to State modeling data that can impact how progress is interpreted on an annual
basis. This information is generated by State Bay Watershed modelers and has proven not easily
comparable from year to year when refinements are made to the Bay Model that changes how the data
is interpreted. It is important to understand that the District is only responsible for reporting progress to
the Bay Program, and not the generation of modeling data.
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✺ How would funding this program at the requested level result in the performance that is forecasted
from FY21 through FY23? Be as clear and specific as possible when describing the connections between
funding, strategies, and desired outcomes.



Our budget has been assembled under the premise of maintaining programs and service at current
level of funding. As such, the forecasted performance is based upon establishing goals that are realistic
given staffing capacity of the District to provide services to the communities the District serves.
Reductions in program funding, particularly in light of COVID 19 impacts may create challenges in
achieving forecasted performance if staffing capacity is lost or reduced.



Strategies / Implementation



 
✺ What are evidence based/best practices to address this issue and support your proposal?



The outcomes achieved from the assistance the MSCD provides to farmers/rural residents are
measured using The Chesapeake Bay Model, the State platform. The State produced a listing of all best
management practices along with the expected nutrient/sediment reduction efficiencies that would be
credited for each implemented BMP. These nationally recognized BMPs provide the District benchmarks
to evaluate how each implemented practice will address the issue of meeting the goals of the Phase III
WIP Plan.



✺ What strategies will the program use to achieve the desired outcomes?



The federally mandated WIPIII plan is the detailed strategy that MSCD will follow to achieve the desired
outcomes. The plan is written in such a way that it is meant to be utilized as an implementation
roadmap for meeting the goals. The MSCD works directly with farmers/rural landowners to address the
conservation measures needed to address resource concerns through the development of Soil
Conservation and Water Quality Plans for each property. A Soil Conservation and Water Quality Plan
(SCWQP) is a comprehensive plan that addresses natural resource management on agricultural lands
and utilizes best management practices (BMPs) that control erosion and sediment loss and manage
runoff. SCWQPs includes management practices such as crop rotations and structural practices such
as sediment basins and grade stabilization structures. At the request of a farmer, the Soil Conservation
District works with the farmer to determine the group or system of practices needed to address specific
erosion and runoff concerns on the farm. The practices are designed to control erosion within
acceptable levels and to be compatible with management and cropping systems. A SCWQP can be
used for up to ten years without revision if substantial changes in management do not occur. Nutrient
reduction is only one of many benefits derived from SCWQPs. Also included in a SCWQP are
recommendations concerning forestry management, wildlife habitat and plantings, pond construction
and management, and other natural resource management recommendations. The MSCD assists
farmers/rural landowners in obtaining access to Federal/State/County cost share assistance for the
implementation of certain agricultural best management practices to help achieve nutrient and
sediment reductions, whereby these reductions are subsequently accounted for and receives credit in
the State's Chesapeake Bay Model. These practices include: cover crops, waste storage management,
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field and riparian buffers, stream fencing, grassed waterways and diversions etc. The MSCD employs
direct and indirect conservation educational outreach to farmers/rural landowners as well as all County
residents through workshops, seminars, tours, programs, and targeted information through quarterly
newsletter and weekly social media posts. As a non-regulatory agency, the District relies on farmers and
landowners to contact them to discuss their needs and request technical assistance to address their
resource concerns. These initial contacts are the cornerstone to the assistance the District provides to
farmers/rural landowners. Once the initial contact is made, the District then works with the
farmer/landowner to develop and/or revise their Soil Conservation and Water Quality Plan (SCWQP).
Under the Phase III WIP, the District has stated goals for assisting farmers/rural landowners in
developing these Plans. The District is contacted by the County Department of Permitting Services
(DPS) when complaints involving land disturbances are filed. The District collaborates with DPS to
determine if the landowner subject to the complaint is in compliance with the erosion and sediment
control law. If the landowner is not in compliance, the DPS and District will determine the agricultural
nature of the complaint and if applicable, the District will be asked to help bring the landowner into
compliance with the law. Given these land disturbances create negative water quality impacts, an
expeditious response is needed to help mitigate these impacts. Every resident of the County is the
beneficiary of the outcomes derived through the assistance provided by the District to farmers and rural
landowners which include: the suppression of greenhouse gases and measurable results in
reductions of nutrients and sediments that aid in the clean-up of County waterways and ultimately the
Chesapeake Bay.



✺ (For New proposals)
What are the startup costs and implementation timeline?



This is not a new proposal. It is an existing program with an enhancement to request additional capacity
to reach the County's mandated goals.



Racial Equity



 
✺ Does your department use quantitative and qualitative data to track program access and/or services
outcomes for different population groups?



Each year, the District coordinates with our local Federal Partners to identify underserved communities
for inclusion in a locally led conservation workgroup. This workgroup identifies annual program needs
and prioritizes funding, which in turn can increase access to funding and programs to this targeted
group.



✺ Which community residents will potentially benefit the most from your program proposal and be
burdened by your program proposal?



The District provides financial and other technical assistance based upon need to address resource
concerns on privately owned lands. These services are provided to all county residents regardless of
the communities they represent. The only barrier to providing assistance is a function of staff capacity
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whereby workload demands exceed current staffing capacity.



✺ How does the program promote racial equity?



The MSCD promotes equity by targeting historically underserved communities with information about
access to Federal. State and County cost share assistance programs as required by Federal Law.



Climate Change



 
✺ Does your program promote climate change initiatives? (Provide a brief explanation)



Reduce greenhouse gas emissions (e.g., energy efficiency, use of renewable energy, reduce consumption of resources,
increase tree cover, etc.)
Increase the resiliency of County infrastructure to withstand the future impacts of climate change (e.g., severe storms,
flooding, heat, and damaging winds)
Sequester carbon



The District works with local farmers in promoting conservation practices that help to reduce
greenhouse gases such as conservation tillage. Conservation tillage practices reduce trips across
fields by equipment that produces greenhouse gases. As little as one trip across a field for planting is
needed as compared to conventional tillage practices that require two or more passes across the fields.
Conservation tillage creates positive impacts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Other benefits of
this practice include improving soil tilth. Conservation tillage increases soil particle aggregation. By
making small soil clumps it is easier for plants to establish roots, improving soil tilth that minimizes soil
compaction. Of course, compaction is also reduced by reducing the number of trips across the field. The
Districtâ€™s programs are designed under Federally approved standards and specifications to
address ways to conserve soil and water resources. These programs include practices to increase the
infiltration of stormwater during storm events, reduce to intensity of flow to create less erosive
conditions, promote forest and vegetative buffers to protect streams from negative impacts from storm
events and to recommend land management strategies to not only address resource concerns but
improve efficiency of an operation. The District also promotes programs and practices that are designed
to help sequester carbon in the soil. Conservation Tillage, Conservation Cover, Pasture Management,
Annual Cover Crops provide avenues to increase organic matter in the soil. Research shows the more
soil is tilled, the more carbon is released to the air and the less carbon is available to build organic
matter for future crops. Conservation cover, Pasture Management and annual cover crops protect the
soil from erosion while increasing the organic matter in the soil. All of these practices promoted by the
District and implemented by farmers help to sequester carbon in the soil.



Budget
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Program Proposal
2021
Approved
Exp



2021
Approved
FTE



2022
Proposed
Exp



2022
Proposed
FTE



Soil Conservation (P78P07) $249,324 1.90 $249,324 1.90



 
✺ Are other sources of funding/resources for service delivery being leveraged(e.g., Grant Fund, Outside
Sources, etc.)



The SCD operates under partnership agreements with other agencies through which the District
receives funding and other resources that are mutually shared. Funding sources include: USDA-Natural
Resource Conservation, Maryland Chesapeake Bay Trust Fund, Maryland Department of Agriculture.



✺ How are the sources being leveraged?



The MSCD collaborates with MDA, USDA-NRCS, OAG by sharing resources such as office space, staff,
equipment, vehicles and software applications as well as cost share assistance programs designed to
meet our mutual natural resource protection goals.



✺ What percentage of the program is leveraged by other funding sources?



The MSCD Program is supported with funding from the following agencies: Federal funding: $147,318
in personnel costs for the USDA/NRCS employees assigned to the MSCD and $24,000 in indirect
Operating. State funding: $97,755 in personnel costs for the MDA employees assigned to the MSCD and
$12,010 in Operating.



✺ Will the County be required to provide matching funds?



No



✺ Does the program leverage other non-grant revenues (e.g Fees, Fines, Licenses)? If yes, what % of
program expenditure?



The Countyâ€™s Dept. of Environmental Protection (DEP) provides funding from its Water Quality
Protection Fund (WQPF) for 2.1 FTE personnel ($223,562) and $120,000 including $70,000 for BMP
incentives and $50,000 for operating to the MSCD.



Review Items
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FY2022 PROGRAM PROPOSAL PACKET
University of Maryland-Extension (UMD-Extention)
Program Proposal
Agriculture



 



Overview



✺ Program Description:



The Montgomery County Extension Office serves as the agricultural outreach and education component
of the University of Maryland. This agency is funded cooperatively through local, State, and Federal
governments. Farmers, families, and youth are the primary audiences of the Extension Office.
Educational programs for farmers include raising crops and livestock, protecting the environment, farm
and business management, marketing commodities, and pest management. Programs for families
and youth include: home horticulture, family budgeting, and consumer education, with a focus on
promoting positive parenting, nutrition education and healthy lifestyles, leadership development, and
traditional 4-H youth development programs. The Extension Office's professional staff has an extensive
network of volunteers to assist them in program delivery. Extension Office staff manage a diverse group
of over 3,000 volunteers to respond to over 100,000 information requests each year. Outreach education
programs are delivered informally through one-on-one contacts, telephone assistance, the Internet,
classes and workshops, field days, radio, television, and print media.



✺ What issue will this program address?



The program addresses various components vital to a healthy and equitable community including youth
development, STEM education for elementary and middle school children, nutrition education for
elementary students and adult residents of Montgomery County.



✺ Partners:



Health and Human Services, Public Libraries, Recreation



✺ Other Partners:



Maryland Departments of Agriculture, Environment, Education, Aging, Labor; Maryland Agriculture
Education Foundation; Chesapeake Bay Trust; MCPS; Faith Based organizations; Judy Centers; NIH,
Leidos, MC Food Banks, MC College



Priority Outcome
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✺ Primary Priority Outcome:



Thriving Youth and Families



✺ How does this program contribute to the County Executive's Priority Outcome?



UME brings University of Maryland learning from the campus to our community, family and life. The
faculty educate youth and adults through the development of life skills, environmental stewardship and
healthy lifestyles. The purpose is to provide solutions in the community through timely, research-based
educational programs and materials in areas including: agriculture and life sciences, agricultural
sciences (i.e. nutrient management, Master Gardeners, pesticide certification), 4-H youth development,
nutritional sciences, and consumer sciences (i.e. food safety, financial and insurance literacy). Clients
include youth, parents, schools, businesses and producers, community agencies and community
leaders. These services are provided to clients through classes, seminars, trainings, field
demonstrations, print and electronic resources, consultations, and other technology-based education
tools.



✺ Key Indicators:



Life expectancy gap



✺ How does this program contribute to the selected Key Indicator(s)?



Thriving Youth and Families: These programs contribute directly to the health and wellbeing of our
citizens to better care for themselves, their environment, their nutritional needs, their financial and health
insurance literacy, and their safety contributing to their life expectancy.



✺ Secondary Priority Outcome:



A Growing Economy



✺ Key Indicators:



Number of net new businesses, Number of family sustaining jobs, Employment gap, Not Applicable



Performance Measures



 
✺ How much did we do?



 



Measure
Actual
FY18



Actual
FY19



Actual
FY20



Projected
FY21



Projected
FY22



Projected
FY23



Nutrient management plans completed 94 108 109 109 109 109



4-H youth development program participants 7,326 7,477 5,293 5,293 5,293 5,293



 
✺ How well did we do it?
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Measure
Actual
FY18



Actual
FY19



Actual
FY20



Projected
FY21



Target
FY22



Target
FY23



Average pre- to post-test score increase of Close Encounters with
Agriculture participants on agriculture, nutrition, and the environment



N/A N/A 49% 49% 49% 49%



 
✺ Is anyone better off?



 



Measure
Actual
FY18



Actual
FY19



Actual
FY20



Projected
FY21



Target
FY22



Target
FY23



Percent of Food Supplement Nutrition Education youth participants
who try new healthy food



42% 42% 42% 42% 42% 42%



Percent of participants who purchase produce they learn about from
Food Supplement Nutrition Education farmers market programming



92% 92% 92% 92% 92% 92%



 



Strategies / Implementation



 
✺ What are evidence based/best practices to address this issue and support your proposal?



Food Supplement Nutrition Education (FSNE) educators and collaborating partners reach low-income
Montgomery County residents through face-to-face nutrition education lessons; teacher-driven wellness
policy changes; cafeteria interventions; and parent engagement strategies, such as text messages,
grocery store tours, newsletters, parent nights, and garden involvement. FSNE's multi-level interventions
positively influence individual health behaviors, while also contributing to changes in the environment of
collaborating sites that support participants' healthy choices.



✺ What strategies will the program use to achieve the desired outcomes?



All Food Supplement Nutrition Education (FSNE) programming utilizes University-approved curricula
and programming is evaluated annually to determine program effectiveness. FSNE programming is
conducted at locations which allow for the greatest long-term, continuous access to its target audience
of SNAP-eligible individuals, including PreK and HeadStart sites, elementary schools with Free And
Reduced Meals (FARMS) rates of 50% or higher, and farmers markets that accept and match
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) and other food assistance benefits.



✺ (For New proposals)
What are the startup costs and implementation timeline?



This is an existing program.



Racial Equity
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✺ How does the program promote racial equity?



Through FSNE's School Community and Healthy Tots Initiatives, educators provide University-approved,
evidence-based nutrition education curricula and programming in accordance with FSNE's USDA grant
parameters. Schools must have a Free and Reduced Meals Rate of 50% or higher and early childhood
sites, such as Head Start programs or Judy Centers, must use income status for qualifying purposes.



Climate Change



 



Budget



 



Program Proposal
2021
Approved
Exp



2021
Approved
FTE



2022
Proposed
Exp



2022
Proposed
FTE



University of Maryland-Extension (UMD-Extention) (P78P08) $157,221 0.00 $157,221 0.00



 



Review Items
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Budget Expenditures Summary
FY22 Budget



FY19
Actuals



FY20
Actuals



FY21
CC Appr



FY22 
Input



FY22 
Dept Subm



FY22 
Benefit/Comp Adj



FY22 
CE Rec



FY22
CC Appr



Agriculture (77D)    General Fund (C00)



Full Time Salaries  392,467.14  417,276.80  451,611.00  493,894.00  445,542.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050010



Part Time Salaries  10,315.18  12,444.94  17,517.00  0.00  12,088.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050012



Personal Leave Days  4,226.96  5,572.02  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050016



Board/Commission 
Stipends/Employee 
Supplements



 0.00  0.00  55,149.00  55,149.00  55,149.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050030



Budget Adjustment (Salary)  0.00  0.00  1,678.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050099



Annual Leave Pay  25,210.08  18,032.15  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050110



Sick Leave Pay  10,266.22  4,887.71  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050112



Paid Time Off - Management 
Leadership Service & 
Retirement Savings Plan



 9,420.84  11,672.48  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050114



Compensatory Leave Pay  44.07  242.39  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050116



Administrative Leave Pay  3,620.84  975.94  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050120



Negotiated Emergency 
Differential Pay



 0.00  893.14  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050265



Negotiated Emergency 
Differential OT Pay



 0.00  18.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050266



Other Compensation 
Adjustment - OMB Use only



 0.00  0.00 -9,220.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050311



Merit / Performance Award  10,198.91  2,500.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050318



Salaries and Wages (5A001)  465,770.24  474,515.57  516,735.00  549,043.00  512,779.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



Social Security- FICA  31,909.75  32,842.91  27,153.00  28,783.00  26,535.00  0.00  0.00  0.0051002



Social Security- FICA 
Medicaid



 0.00  0.00  6,802.00  7,161.00  6,636.00  0.00  0.00  0.0051004



Other Non-Workforce FICA  0.00  0.00  4,219.00  4,219.00  4,219.00  0.00  0.00  0.0051020



Social Security (5A002)  31,909.75  32,842.91  38,174.00  40,163.00  37,390.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



Group Insurance  54,590.68  58,597.70  57,226.00  63,729.00  57,226.00  0.00  0.00  0.0052002



Group Insurance (5A003)  54,590.68  58,597.70  57,226.00  63,729.00  57,226.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



RSP (Retirement Savings 
Plan)



 14,187.01  14,921.28  17,200.00  16,922.00  15,472.00  0.00  0.00  0.0053016



ERS (Employee Retirement 
Plan)



 57,536.81  58,717.40  39,049.00  35,460.00  35,460.00  0.00  0.00  0.0053018



GRIP (Guaranteed 
Retirement Income Plan)



 4,972.25  5,350.58  5,074.00  5,024.00  5,024.00  0.00  0.00  0.0053020
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Budget Expenditures Summary
FY22 Budget



FY19
Actuals



FY20
Actuals



FY21
CC Appr



FY22 
Input



FY22 
Dept Subm



FY22 
Benefit/Comp Adj



FY22 
CE Rec



FY22
CC Appr



Agriculture (77D)    General Fund (C00)



Retirement (5A004)  76,696.07  78,989.26  61,323.00  57,406.00  55,956.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



 628,966.74  644,945.44  673,458.00  710,341.00  663,351.00  0.00  0.00  0.00Personnel Costs (EXP01)



Consultant Services  90,149.00  70,128.00  84,000.00  84,000.00  84,000.00  0.00  0.00  0.0060158



Maintenance - Alarms  0.00  183.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0060300



Software 
Licensure/Maintenance 
Agreements



 0.00  193.02  3,000.00  3,000.00  3,000.00  0.00  0.00  0.0060446



State Payment - 
Developmental Disability Day 
Services



 146,721.00  165,872.50  156,721.00  156,721.00  156,721.00  0.00  0.00  0.0060502



Contract and Services (6A001)  236,870.00  236,376.52  243,721.00  243,721.00  243,721.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



Other Equipment 
Repair/Maintenance



 0.00  574.60  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0061022



Maintenance (6A002)  0.00  574.60  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



Other Rentals / Leases  0.00  105.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0061932



Rental Leases (6A003)  0.00  105.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



General Office Supplies  576.82  328.13  2,000.00  2,000.00  2,000.00  0.00  0.00  0.0062010



Computer Supplies  0.00  0.00  1,500.00  1,500.00  1,500.00  0.00  0.00  0.0062016



Paper & Supplies For Copiers  5.50  0.00  2,500.00  2,500.00  2,500.00  0.00  0.00  0.0062022



Other Supplies & Equipment  631.64  144.00  500.00  500.00  500.00  0.00  0.00  0.0062028



Office Supplies/Equipment-Not 
Capitalized (6A004)



 1,213.96  472.13  6,500.00  6,500.00  6,500.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



Imaging  1,199.77  1,190.72  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0063016



Office Machines/Copier 
Leases



 12,080.40  8,345.40  13,000.00  13,000.00  13,000.00  0.00  0.00  0.0063020



Other Central Duplicating 
Services - Printing



 1,001.58  59.00  1,676.00  1,676.00  1,676.00  0.00  0.00  0.0063022



Printing - Cental Duplicating 
Services (6A013)



 14,281.75  9,595.12  14,676.00  14,676.00  14,676.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



Central Duplicating - Postage 
- Bulk



 1,035.12  2,838.17  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0063200



Inter-Office Mail  744.00  744.00  557.00  557.00  557.00  0.00  0.00  0.0063206
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Budget Expenditures Summary
FY22 Budget



FY19
Actuals



FY20
Actuals



FY21
CC Appr



FY22 
Input



FY22 
Dept Subm



FY22 
Benefit/Comp Adj



FY22 
CE Rec



FY22
CC Appr



Agriculture (77D)    General Fund (C00)



Mail - Central Duplicating Services 
(6A015)



 1,779.12  3,582.17  557.00  557.00  557.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



Assigned Motor Pool Vehicles  2,845.48  2,549.88  2,649.00  2,649.00  2,649.00  0.00  0.00  0.0063500



Daily Rental Motor Pool  0.00  46.20  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0063504



Other Motor Pool Charges  8.15  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0063506



Motor Pool - EZPASS 
Charges



 0.00  7.14  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0063508



Motor Pool (6A017)  2,853.63  2,603.22  2,649.00  2,649.00  2,649.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



Cellular Phone Line Charges  453.77  0.00  800.00  800.00  800.00  0.00  0.00  0.0063604



Other Communication 
Services



 0.00  15,000.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0063634



Phones/Telecommunication 
Services (6A018)



 453.77  15,000.00  800.00  800.00  800.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



Metropolitan Area Travel  2,181.90  917.54  4,000.00  4,000.00  4,000.00  0.00  0.00  0.0064010



Non-Metropolitan Area Travel  11.00  188.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0064012



Travel (6A021)  2,192.90  1,105.54  4,000.00  4,000.00  4,000.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



Other Dues  728.34  513.33  1,000.00  1,000.00  1,000.00  0.00  0.00  0.0064208



Memberships and Dues (6A023)  728.34  513.33  1,000.00  1,000.00  1,000.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



Advertising - Marketing/Sales  37,375.03  7,461.75  25,084.00  25,084.00  25,084.00  0.00  0.00  0.0064304



Advertising (6A024)  37,375.03  7,461.75  25,084.00  25,084.00  25,084.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



Professional Meetings Hosted  368.64  654.98  1,545.00  1,545.00  1,545.00  0.00  0.00  0.0064402



Meetings: 
Meals/Snacks/Refreshments



 0.00  409.38  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0064408



Special County Functions (6A025)  368.64  1,064.36  1,545.00  1,545.00  1,545.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



Other Miscellaneous 
Operating Expenses



 5,391.13  51,787.40  17,863.00  17,863.00  17,863.00  0.00  0.00  0.0069999



Miscellaneous Operating Expenses 
(6A099)



 5,391.13  51,787.40  17,863.00  17,863.00  17,863.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



 303,508.27  330,241.14  318,395.00  318,395.00  318,395.00  0.00  0.00  0.00Operating Expenses (EXP02)
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Budget Expenditures Summary
FY22 Budget



FY19
Actuals



FY20
Actuals



FY21
CC Appr



FY22 
Input



FY22 
Dept Subm



FY22 
Benefit/Comp Adj



FY22 
CE Rec



FY22
CC Appr



Agriculture (77D)    General Fund (C00)



TOTAL EXPENSE  932,475.01  975,186.58  991,853.00  1,028,736.00  981,746.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



 0.00  0.00  4.15  4.90  4.15  0.00  0.00  0.00FTE (Workforce)



FTE  0.00  0.00  4.15  4.90  4.15  0.00  0.00  0.00



Agriculture (77D)    Capital Fund (C95)



Full Time Salaries  115,028.53  0.00  151,519.00  146,320.00  146,320.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050010



Part Time Salaries  10,028.18  0.00  17,517.00  0.00  12,088.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050012



Personal Leave Days  880.84  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050016



Annual Leave Pay  9,650.87  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050110



Sick Leave Pay  3,927.07  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050112



Compensatory Leave Pay  44.08  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050116



Administrative Leave Pay  1,676.59  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0050120



Salaries and Wages (5A001)  141,236.16  0.00  169,036.00  146,320.00  158,408.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



Social Security- FICA  10,129.28  0.00  10,480.00  9,072.00  9,821.00  0.00  0.00  0.0051002



Social Security- FICA 
Medicaid



 0.00  0.00  2,451.00  2,122.00  2,297.00  0.00  0.00  0.0051004



Social Security (5A002)  10,129.28  0.00  12,931.00  11,194.00  12,118.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



Group Insurance  28,869.06  0.00  32,515.00  26,012.00  32,515.00  0.00  0.00  0.0052002



Group Insurance (5A003)  28,869.06  0.00  32,515.00  26,012.00  32,515.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



RSP (Retirement Savings 
Plan)



 5,614.78  0.00  7,080.00  6,092.00  6,576.00  0.00  0.00  0.0053016



ERS (Employee Retirement 
Plan)



 6,237.00  0.00  3,588.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0053018



GRIP (Guaranteed 
Retirement Income Plan)



 1,254.60  0.00  4,034.00  3,880.00  3,880.00  0.00  0.00  0.0053020



Retirement (5A004)  13,106.38  0.00  14,702.00  9,972.00  10,456.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



 193,340.88  0.00  229,184.00  193,498.00  213,497.00  0.00  0.00  0.00Personnel Costs (EXP01)



Consultant Services  13,529.19  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0060158
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Budget Expenditures Summary
FY22 Budget



FY19
Actuals



FY20
Actuals



FY21
CC Appr



FY22 
Input



FY22 
Dept Subm



FY22 
Benefit/Comp Adj



FY22 
CE Rec



FY22
CC Appr



Agriculture (77D)    Capital Fund (C95)



State Payment - 
Developmental Disability Day 
Services



 67,747.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0060502



Other Professional Services  27,228.73  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0060530



Contract and Services (6A001)  108,504.92  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



County-Easements  3,510.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0070402



Land (7A005)  3,510.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



 112,014.92  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00Operating Expenses (EXP02)



TOTAL EXPENSE  305,355.80  0.00  229,184.00  193,498.00  213,497.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



 0.00  0.00  2.25  2.00  2.25  0.00  0.00  0.00FTE (Workforce)



FTE  0.00  0.00  2.25  2.00  2.25  0.00  0.00  0.00



Agriculture (77D)    Non-Appropriated Funds (C99)



Agricultural Tax Payment To 
State



 629,154.24  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.0067204



Property/Donation Disbursements 
(6A036)



 629,154.24  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



 629,154.24  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00Operating Expenses (EXP02)



TOTAL EXPENSE  629,154.24  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



 1,866,985.05  1,195,243.00 975,186.58  1,221,037.00  1,222,234.00  0.00  0.00  0.00



 0.00  0.00  6.40  6.90  6.40  0.00  0.00  0.00



Dept Total:



Dept Total FTE:
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DeptSub_DueDiligence.pdf




FY22 PSP SUBMISSION DUE DILIGENCE CHECKS
BASIS Program Proposal Module



Agriculture



General Fund



Ia.     Dept. Submission  vs. CE Funding Parameter



Ib.     Dept. Submission  vs. CE Funding Parameter - FTE



Department Submission (within Funding Parameter)



CE Funding Parameter (with reduction if applicable)



Department Submission (within Funding Parameter)



CY Council Approved



Ic.     Dept. Submission  vs. CE Funding Parameter - Headcount



Department Submission (within Funding Parameter)



CY Council Approved



FT:



Total $ (Exp. Only)



-10,107 PASSED



 0.00 PASSED



PT: Total:



 9



 9



 0  0  0 PASSED



CE Funding Parameter (with reduction if applicable)



CE Funding Parameter (with reduction if applicable)  9



 981,746



 991,853



 4.15



 4.15



 8  1



 8  1



 8  1



II.     Maintenance Level Items Dept$



M1 - -10,107Annualization of FY21 Personnel Costs



Dept$III.     Technical Adjustment Verb
           List of Technical Adjustment items where the net expenditure change is not 0$:



None.



IV.     Expenditures vs. BASIS Funding Parameter Load



Variance*
BASIS Proposal 



Module
Hyperion & 



BASIS Planning



PC:



OE:



FTE:



Total $:



 0



 0



PASSED



PASSED



 0.00 PASSED
* allowable variance at dept. submission level: 
    $10 or 0.05 FTE



 981,746  981,746  0



 663,351



 318,395



 663,351



 318,395



 4.15  4.15
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FY22 PSP SUBMISSION DUE DILIGENCE CHECKS
BASIS Program Proposal Module



Agriculture



General Fund



V.     Revenue Review



FY21 Approved FY21 Estimated FY22 Estimated



PASSED 97,000  63,064  63,064



* Variance: If no changes in revenue from FY21 Approved
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https://forms.gle/yXhnxpQLtHgFPtBX6
 
Jeremy V. Criss
Office of Agricultural Services, Director
18410 Muncaster Road
Derwood, Maryland  20855
301-590-2830 (Office)
301-943-9766 (Cell)
 
jeremy.criss@montgomerycountymd.gov
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/agservices
CONNECT WITH The Office of Agriculture

        
Montgomery County Ag Reserve
93,000 acres

 

From: Margaret Chasson <mchasson@aol.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 4:33 PM
To: Criss, Jeremy <Jeremy.Criss@montgomerycountymd.gov>
Subject: phone service
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Jeremy - I have tried to call you on both my land line and via cell phone at 240-590-2830.  What happens
is the phone rings once and a voice comes on saying  "to continue your call, press 1".  When you press 1,
someone comes on with questions about are you over 50 and if so press 1 and then a pitch about a
medical service device.
Are other callers having this problem?
Have you been getting calls today?
 
What I wanted to call about was your budget.  Are you happy with the proposed funding for the Office of
Agriculture?
 
Margaret
 

https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fforms.gle%2FyXhnxpQLtHgFPtBX6&data=02%7C01%7CJeremy.Criss%40montgomerycountymd.gov%7C9c23d9478c8444c4cc3708d8272e3f52%7C6e01b1f9b1e54073ac97778069a0ad64%7C0%7C0%7C637302427013988718&sdata=WqOFLvEJW0cV4x7LWRo1Kuqh7QonWPpfH5gwXg0HGk8%3D&reserved=0
mailto:jeremy.criss@montgomerycountymd.gov
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/agservices
http://montgomerycountymd.gov/agservices/

