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April 23, 2019 

The Executive recommends $439,224,240 for Debt Service, an increase of$10,150,l30 or 2.4% from FYI 9. Compared to the FYI 9 approved budget, the FY20 recommended budget: 
• Increases expenditures related to the County's General Obligation (G.O.) bonds by $8,351,490; 
• Increases expenditures related to long- and short-term leases by $1,960; 
• Increases expenditures related to other long-term debt by $1,794,330; and 
• Decreases revenue by $10,128,460. 

Council Staff Recommendation 
Approve the Executive's FY20 recommended operating budget of$439,224,240 for Debt Service. 

I. Budget Overview 

See the Executive's recommended budget for Debt Service on © 1-11. The tax supported portion of this budget is 8.5% of the total FY20 recommended tax supported budget, a decrease of0.3% from FYI 9. There are several important factors to consider about the Debt Service budget. First, the recommended appropriation for the next fiscal year reflects the past spending decisions of the County. Second, the fiscal plan estimates the impact of future spending decisions based on the current Spending 



Affordability Guidelines (SAG) set by the Council.1 Finally, the County's debt service costs are based 
on its credit rating. The County has the highest credit ratings possible for a local government, AAA from 
Moody's Investors Service, Inc., from Standard and Poor's, and from Fitch Ratings, Inc. By maintaining 
high credit ratings, the County enjoys lower costs to service debt over the life of every G.O. bond. 

Most of the FY20 recommended appropriation funds existing debt service from past 
spending decisions. The table below compares FYI 9 approved expenditures to FY20 recommended 
expenditures by category for this budget. 

an e FY19 d FY20 D bt S erv1ce E xoen 1 res IV a e!!orv d'tu b C t 

Category FY19 FY20 FY19-20 FY19-20 
Expenditures Expenditures Chan!!e % Chan!!e 

G.O. Bonds Debt Service $389,165,690 $397,517,180 $8,351,490 2.1% 
Lon!!-term Lease $3,015,140 $3,200,100 $184,960 6.1% 
Short-term Lease $ I 8,322,000 $18,139,000 ($183,000) - 1.0% 
Other long-term debt t $18,571,280 $20,367,960 $1,796,680 9.7% 

Total $429,074,110 $439,224,240 $10,150,130 2.4% 
Source: 0MB, Recommended FY20 Operating Budget Book 
t Excludes $56,750 in FY19 and $54,400 in FY20 for expenditures appropriated in a different fund. 

A. Expenditure Overview 

The Executive's FY20 recommendation increases the Debt Service budget by $10,150,130 or 
2.4% from FY!9. The County's General Fund supports 76.3% of the FY20 expenditures, with the 
remaining expenditures supported from other revenues or other tax supported funds ( e.g., the Fire Tax 
District Fund). The FY20 expenditures include the annual debt service of all outstanding G.O. bonds, 
long- and short-term lease payments, and other long-term debt obligations. Expenditures related to the 
debt service for the County's G.O. bonds, both principal and interest payments, accounts for 
90.5% of all FY20 recommended expenditures. See ©8 for a breakdown ofFY20 principal and interest 
payments by fund. In addition to the existing debt service requirements, the FY20 recommended 
expenditures include the following assumptions: 

• A fall 2019 G.O. bond issue of$320,000,000 at an interest cost ofS.5% for 20 years, with even 
payments; 

• Interest expense based on an anticipated average bond anticipation note (BAN)/commercial 
paper balance of$375,000,000;2 and 

• Other short- and long-term financing obligations. 

B. Revenue Overview 

The FY20 budget recommends a decrease in revenue by $10,128,460 or 31.9% compared to 
FYI 9. Though the revenue generated in the Debt Service budget is modest when compared to the total 

1 The current SAG were set in Resolution I 8-1019. 
http://www.montgornerycountyrnd.gov/COUNCIL/Resources/Files/res/2018/20 J 80206 18-1019.odf 2 This represents the average anticipated amount; the beginning and ending fiscal year balances for BAN/commercial paper will be $500 million. 
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recommended appropriation, the estimated revenue does reduce the amount of appropriation required 
from the General Fund. Most of the decrease in FY20 is due to lower anticipated G.O. bond 
premium. 3 The ability to generate bond premium decreases as interest rates rise. 

II. Budget Discussion 

A. Total Debt Outstanding 

The County's total debt outstanding is estimated to be $3,478,995,000 in FY20, a decrease of 
$213,315,000 from what was estimated March 2018. Each G.O. bond that is issued becomes a twenty­
year expenditure for the operating budget. See the table of the County's current obligations for G.O. 
debt from Finance's January 2019 Annual Information Statement on ©12. Even if the County did not 
issue any debt for the foreseeable future, it would still be required to pay off its current obligations. 
Total debt outstanding is projected to increase to $3,589,700,000 by FY24, an increase of$ I 06, 145,000 
or 3.0% from the FY18 total debt outstanding (see the Debt Capacity Analysis on ©JO). 

The primary factor driving the increase in total debt outstanding is the expectation that the County 
will issue more debt than it will retire during the next six fiscal years. However, the overall trajectory 
for the County's total debt outstanding continues to improve. The FY18 recommended budget 
estimated that total debt outstanding in FY22 would be $3,902,580,000. In FY20, two years later, the 
total debt outstanding estimated for FY22 is now $3,553,415,000, a reduction of349,165,000 or 8.9%. 
This change in trajectory is due to the Council's decision to reduce the spending affordability 
guidelines for the capital budget. Accordingly, the various debt capacity indicators all show modest 
improvement during the next six fiscal years (see ©13-16). 

The table below details the total debt outstanding by bond category as of June 30, 2018. The 
General County Government, Public Schools, and Roads & Storm Drains categories account for 81.6% 
of the total outstanding debt. 

ota e t T ID b 0 utstan m2 •Y on d" b B dC ate2orv as o fJ une 30 2018 ' Bond Cate2ory Total Debt Outstandin2 % of Total 
General County $704,274,000 22.8% 
Fire $65,656,000 2.1% 
Mass Transit $207,327,000 6.7% 
Mont_gomerv Colle_ge $227,140,000 7.3% 
Parks $70,376,000 2.3% 
Public Schools $1,214,852,000 39.2% 
Roads & Storm Drains $605,605,000 19.6% 

Source: 0MB, Recommended FY20 Operating Budget Book 

3 A premium is generated when investors pay more than the face value of the bond because the stated interest rate exceeds the market interest rate. The IRS has strict requirements on use of premiums to fund interest payments over a three-year period. 
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B. Future Debt Service 

See ©7 for the projection ofG.O. debt service from FY20-FY25. G.O. debt service expenditures are projected to increase by $57,120,560 or 14.4% from the FY20 to FY25. This projection assumes that the County will issue G.0. bonds based on the current SAG. The table below details how each category for the G.O. bond debt service expenditures will change from FY20 to FY25. 

to . . e t FY20 FY25 GO D b S erv1ce E d" xpen Itures b C ate2orv 
Category FY20 % of Total FY25 % of Total FY20-25 

Expenditures FY20 Exnenditures FY25 Change 
General County $71,907,760 18.6% $82,163,120 18.6% $10,255,360 
Fire $8,005,050 2.1% $12,372,780 2.8% $4,367,730 
Mass Transit $22,400,120 5.8% $24,041,170 5.5% $1,641,050 
Montgomery College $27,855,450 7.2% $33,44 I ,600 7.6% $5,586,150 
Parks $9,754,070 2.5% $12,912,270 2.9% $3,158,200 
Public Housing $58,330 <0.1% $18,100 <0.1% ($40,230) 
Public Schools $154,898,510 40.2% $176,944,730 40.1% $22,046,220 
Recreation $ I 1,530,970 3.0% $14,999,780 3.4% $3,468,810 
Roads & Storm Drains $79,373,220 20.6% $84,072,490 19.1% $4,699,270 Source: 0MB, Recommended FY20 Operatmg Budget Book 

C. Interest Costs 

The County issued $330,000,000 in G.O. bonds in FY19. See the G.O. bond issuance summary on ©I 7. The target value was $361,774,710 with a true interest cost of 3.28%. Previous true interest costs from G.O. bond issuances are detailed in the table below. The FY20 Debt Service budget assumes a 5.5% interest rate for future G.O. bond issuances. Interest rates have increased in recent years which impacts the County's budget in two ways: I) the cost to borrow increases for G.O. bonds and for BANs; and 2) premium revenue decreases. 

True Interest Costs for Recent Fixed Rate Series 
Fiscal Year True Interest Cost 

FYl3 2.26% 
FY14 3.13% 
FYI5 2.74% 
FY16 2.80% 
FY17 3.28% 
FY18 3.28% 

Source: Finance, Bond Summary Statistics 2012-2018. 

D. Other Expenditure Items 

The Debt Service budget also funds short- and long-term leases and other long-term debt. These items account for less than 10% of the total expenditures in the Debt Service budget, but at $41,761,460, the total dollars are equivalent to the recommended FY20 Public Libraries budget. 
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1. Long-term Lease Expenditures 

Long-term lease expenditures increase modestly from FYI 9 to FY20. From FY20 through FY25, 
Finance estimates that long-term lease expenditures will increase by $3,048,150. The estimated lease 
expenditures for fire and rescue equipment accounts for all the estimated increase during this period. 

2. Short-term Lease Expenditures 

Short-term lease expenditures are not projected to change significantly from the FY19 to the 
recommended FY20 budget. Finance estimates that short-term lease expenditures will decrease by 
$8,453,800 from FY20 through FY25. The decrease is the result of the County repaying the short-term 
leases for certain projects ( e.g., technology and public safety system modernization). 

3. Other Long-term Debt Expenditures 

The Executive recommends an increase of $1,794,330 for other long-term debt expenditures 
from FYI 9 to FY20. This increase is due to the repayment schedule for the Site II acquisition and for 
the Montgomery Housing Initiative (a non-tax supported expenditure), as well as the addition of debt for 
the County's incubators. 

Other long-term debt expenditures are estimated to increase more than any other category 
of the Debt Service budget during the next six years. Finance estimates that other long-term debt 
expenditures will increase by $10,097,130 or 49.4% from FY20-FY25. The increase in expenditures is 
due to the issuing oflong-term debt for certain projects in the County, including the County's incubators, 
the Rockville Core, and the Wheaton Redevelopment Project. These three projects include estimated 
expenditures to repay more than $70 million in debt. 

Council staff recommends approval of the Executive's recommended operating budget of $439,224,240 for the Debt Service budget. 

This packet contains: 
Executive FY20 recommendation 
Table ofG.O. debt from Finance Annual Information Statement 
Historical graphs for debt indicators 
FY!9 G.O. bond issuance 

F:\Smith\Budget\FY20\GOI.Debt Service\GO ~ Debt Service.docx 
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Debt Service 

RECOMMENDED FY20 BUDGET 
$439,224,240 

MISSION STATEMENT 

FULL TIME EQUIVALENTS 

0.00 

This section provides budget data for the repayment of general obligation bond issues, and other long- and short-term financing for public facilities, equipmen~ and infrastructure in the Debt Service Flllld for all tax supported Couoty agencies (Montgom"1Y County Govemmen~ Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, Mo.ntgom"l)' Collllty Public Schools, and Montgomery College), as well as other associated costs. Non-tax supported debt repayment related to the Montgom"l)' Housing Initiative Property Acquisition F=d and Water Quality Protection bonds are also included 

BUDGET OVERVIEW 

The total recommended FY20 Operating Budget for Debt Service is $439,224,240 an increase of$10,150,130 or 2.4 percent from the FYI 9 approved budget of $429,074,110. This amount excludes $54,400 in debt service which is appropriated in non-tax supported funds. 

General Obligaiion Bonds 

( ). General obligation (G.O.) bonds are issued by the County to finance a major portion of the construction ofloog-lived additions or ~- _ improvements to the Couoty's publicly-owned infrastructure. The Couoty'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 43.1 percent of the Couoty's capital expenditures ( excluding WSSC) for the six years of the Recommended Amended FY19-24 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 Montgom"l)' Couoty Charter provides that the Director of Finance must make debt service payments even if the Council fails to provide sufficient appropriation. Cmmty G.O. bonds are exempt from Federal taxes and also from State taxes for citizens of Maryland. Finally, the Collllty 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 ofrepayment and investment returo for certain categories of investors. 

Section 305 of the Couoty Charter requires the Couoty Couocil to set Spending Affordability Guidelines (SAG) for the CIP. The guidelines are related to how much the Couocil believes the Couoty 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 Couoty that may be planned for expenditure in the first and second year and approved uoder the six-year CIP. On October 3, 2017 the Couoty Couocil approved SAG limits at $330.0 million for FY19, $320.0 million for FY20 and $1,860.0 million for the FYI9-24 period. On February 5, 2019, the County Couocil confinned the guidelines set on October 3, 2017. 

Debt Service Program 

~e armual debt service obligation of all outstanding G.O. bond issues, long- and short-term lease payments, other long-term debt, and projections of certain related expenditures constitute the total Debt Service budget for FY20. 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. 

Debt Service 
Debt Service 



Montgomery County G.O. bonds are budgeted in specific categories for specific purposes: General County (Police, Corrections, Hwnan 
Services, Libraries, General Government, and other miscellaneous pwposes ); Roads and Stonn 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; Parking Districts; and Solid Waste Disposal Fund. A separat&appropriation is made for the General Fund or a special 
fimd (e.g., Fire Tax District, Mass Transit, and Recreation) as appropriate. These appropriations include debt service for G.O. bond issues 
outstanding and other long-term and short-term financing. 

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 (BANs)/commercial paper are 
short-term capital financing instruments issued with the expectation that the principal amount will be refimded with long-term bonds. In the 
meantime, interest costs are incurred, usually at lower rates than with more long-term financing. Cost of issuance includes the legal, 
administrative, aod production cost of rating, issuing, and selling bonds, BAN sf commercial paper aod short- and long-term lease obligations as 
well as financial advisory services. Funding sources which offset the General Fund requirement for Debt Service may include prerniwn on 
bonds issued The special fimds will fimd the debt service appropriation via a transfer from individual special fimds to the Debt Service Fund. 

The County issued Series 2017D Bonds to "crossover-refimd" the outstanding Series 2009 Build America Bonds. Prior to the crossover date 
of November I, 2019, fimds will be held by a trustee to pay debt service on the refimding bonds. 

FY19 Estimated Debt Service 

FYI9 estimated general obligation debt service, lease and other long-term debt expenditure requirements for tax-supported fimds total $409.9 
million which is lower thao the budget of $413.4 million primarily due to deferrals in some lease financing, and actual interest rates that were 
lower than budget. 

FY20 Recommended Debt Service Budget 

The FY20 Debt Service budget is predicated on a base of existing debt service requirements from past bond issues (through November 2018) 
plus the following: 

• A fall 2019 (FY20) issue of $320.0 million at an interest cost of 5.5 percent for 20 years with even principal payments (fall bond issues are 
expected to continue through FY24). 

• Interest expense based on an anticipated average BANs/commercial paper balance of$375.0 million during FY20. 

• 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 FY20 Debt Service requirement for tax supported fimds of $423.2 million, 
which is a 2.4 percent increase from the FY 19 budget of $413 .4 million. The General Fund appropriation requirement is $346.8 million, or 
4. 7 percent more than the budgeted FYI 9 amount of $331.3 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. Ao estimated interest cost of 5.5 percent is budgeted for the fall 20 I 9 (FY20) issue. Projected interest rates for bond issues for 
FY20 through FY25 are based on market expectations for coupon rates, which drive actual debt service costs. Under these projections and 
assumptions, tax-supported debt servjce will increase from $423.3 million in FY20 to $477.3 million by FY25 with the General Fund 
revenue requirement growing from $346.8 million in FY20 to $408. 7 million by FY25. 

Capital Improvements Program On Operating Budget 

Debt Service Requirements 

Debt service requirements are the single largest impact on the Operating Budget/Public Services Program by the CIP. The Charter-required 
CIP contains a plan or schedule of project expenditures for schools, transportation, and infrastructure modernization, with estimated project 
costs, sources of fimding, 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 
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seivice expenditures take up fiscal capacity that could be diverted to improved services as well as tax bill containment. As Debt Seivice 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-tenn commitments, are expected to stay manageable. 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 Amended FYl9-24 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, commitment of County current revenues (PA YOO) as an offset against bond requirements, and a set-aside for future unprograrnmed 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 Reconunended Amended FYI 9-24 Capital hnprovements Program meets that requirement. The General Obligation Bond Adjustment chart reflecting the Executive's January 15, 2019 proposals for the Recommended Amended FYl9-24 CIP is included at the end of this section. 

Debt limit 

The County's outstanding general obligation debt totals $3,095,230,000 as of June 30, 2018. 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 ofbonds up to a maximum of6 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, 2018, is $11,667,917,030 based upon the assessed valuation $183,993,870,661 for all real property and $4,188,565,266 for personal property. The County's outstanding general obligation debt of$3,095,230,000 plus outstanding short-term , commercial paper of $500,000,000 is 1.91 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 2018 (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 at the following link: http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/Finance/financial.html 

Leases and Other Debt 

Long-tenn leases are similar to debt seivice in that they are long-tenn 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 shgrter 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 the Housing Opportunities Commission (HOC). Repayment of the loan will be made by HOC to the County through the Montgomery Housing Initiative (MID) Fund. Transfers from the MHI Fund support the repayment shown in the Debt Service Fund. 

The FY20 appropriations for the long- and short-term financing are displayed in a chart at the end of this section. 

Other Long-Tenn Debt 

Other long-tenn debt (MHI - Property Acquisition Fund) 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 oaffonJable housing. Long-term debt payments to acquire the Silver Spring Music Venue and Site IT land are also included. 

Commencing in FYl2, 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@ 

Debt Service 
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service, a transfer of funds from the Water Quality Protection Fund to the Debt Service Fund is required. The County has entered into lease­
purchase agreements to finance energy systems modemiz.ation at various County buildings for which the debt service is covered by energy 
savings. Three of the leases qualified for Qualified Energy Conversation Bonds which provided a Federal Tax Subsidy. Debt service costs 
include financing for the County's Rockville Innovation Center and National Cybersecurity Center of Excellence incubator projects. Debt 
service estimates for financing the Wheaton Redevelopment Program are partially funded by transfers from Pennitting Services and Water 
Quality Protection funds. 

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 sepamte taxes, charges, other revenues, and/or the faith and credit available directly to these agencies. In some cases, the County 
govermnent may make direct payments under contract to these or other agencies. 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 govermnent, AAA from Moody's Investors Service, Inc. (since 1973), from Standard and Poor's (since 1976), and from 
Fitch Ratings Inc. (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 payments on the bonds. 
The rating agencies also place great emphasis on certain operating budget criteria, the quality of govermnent 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 govenunents 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 K.ingsview 
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 K.ingsview 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 20 I 0, the County adopted a new sector plan for the White Flint area of north Bethesda. This smart-growth master plan attempts 
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to transfonn the area into a pedestrian-friendly, traosit-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-l 0, 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 fr)68C of the County Code) in order to collect ad valorern 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 infonnation regarding this department's operating budget. 

DEBT SERVICE 
EXPENDITURES 
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llebt S..rviCl'., _Nc>n, TIIJC. S,uppo_!led P~onn.,1c,.,..1s 
Debt Service Other 
Dll!JI S_ervi"" :_Non:Tax Supported Expenditures 

PERSONNEL 
Full-Time 
Part-nme 
FTEs 

REVENUES 

DEPARTMENT TOTALS 
T<>tal .. ~rid~itures .. 
Total Full-Time Positions . " . - -· - ., - ,. 

0 
Total Part-Time Positions 
TotalFTEs -·· '. -·. 
Total Revenues 

Debt Service 

BUDGET SUMMARY 
Actual Budget Estm1ate Recommended ¾Chg 

FY18 FY19 FY19 FY20 Bud/Rec 

0 
0 

0 
364.263.579 
20,382.798 

~}84,646,~17 

0 
0 

0.00 

5,656,650 
1,272.3!8 

59,194 
17,973.~69 

24,961,991 

0 
0 

0 
13.306,065 

. 13,31)6,065 

0 
0 

0.00 

3!17,9~~.442 
0 
0 

-- o,oo 
24,961,991 

0 
0 

0 
389, 1El!i,690 
24,258,310 

413,424,000 

0 
0 

0.00 

5.359.380 
0 

5,637.100 
. 20,724,940 
31,721,420 

0 
0 

0 
15.650,no 

15,650,110 

0 
0 

0.00 

429,074,110 
0 
0 

0.00 
31,721,420 

0 
0 

0 
386,330,027 -----·--- ·---
23.547,680 

~1)9,877,7'07 

0 
0 

0.00 

5,464,240 
0 

5,450,290 
20.400.240 --- --~- --~-------

31,314,770 

0 
0 

0 
14,837.130 ----~---· 

!4,1137,130 

0 
0 

0.00 

4~4,714,831 
0 
0 

O,llO 
31,314,770 

0 
0 

0 
397,517.180 
25,721,460 

4~3,238,640 

0 
0 

0.00 

3,864,760 
0 

3,446,260 
14281,670 

21,592,690 

0 
0 

0 
15,985.600 

15,985,600 . 

0 
0 

0.00 

~39,224,240 
0 
0 

.. 0.01)_ 
21,592,690 

Debt Service 

2.2% 
6.0% 

2,4% 

-27.9% 

-38.9% 

-31.1 % 

-31.9 % 

2.1 % 

2.1 % 

2.4% 

-· 
-31.9 % 

5 



GO BONO DEBT SERVICE EXPENDfTURES 
General"""">' 
Roods & storm Drains 
Pl.t!ic HousinJ;I ,_. 
N>kS<l<m """"'°""' calege Bond Anti~~ Paper 
Bond Anticprtion Noteefljqldy & Remmtemg 

"""'"-Total General Fund 
Fire Tax District Food 
Mass Transit Fmd 

Hrd 

Tecmtiogy llkde,1 izaliki1 PRJject 
l..Jtlraries 5)9err, l&:lde111izatiu1 
Con'ectim'ls SecuttyS)9fem 
RideOn&ees 
Plbic Safety Sy:sten', Modatizalk:HI 
Fire Brestt.ng ~ 

""' OTAL SHORT-TERM I.EASE EXPENnnlRES 

Silver Spring JAaic verue. Tu: supported 
NOAlncLtlalof-Tax:~ 

s 

Sile U Acquaition - Tu SUtJPOrted 
EnergyP1!1to.11•celeaaes QECBs • Tax supported 
EreRlv Pedormancel.ease Other- Tax MlPl)Olted 
IWil-HUD l.oal. Non-Tax~ 
Waler Quaity Prnlection CIBQe Bonds.- Non-Tax supported 

I- . . F 

7-6 Debt Service 

FY17 
58.302,269 
70 310,726 

£2,475 
8227,409 

146 735 322 
ZU87,154 

2,148,D47 
2 103,596 

711478 
314068 476 

7,263,040 
18,924,844 
8 1 ,00 

34400184 
348,488,660 

860 

988,534 
395,743 

1,524,496 
3.715,600 

6,624,572 

5.667,891 
48,478 

8.364,053 
3 157,691 

631 522 
17,969,634 

290,455 

400,000 
325.,332 
112,659 
61,274 

6,148,160 
7 " 

297,850,103 

76,713 
5 624,4..t,(J 

11421 71 
34 

,124,641 
18,517,146 
7 826 616 

33-470404 
348 741 

11,315,267 
61,274 

6_148,160 
7,199,246 

8,364,053 
1,524,496 
4 347,322 

65,4!H 
51,940 

39,077,251 
500.000,000 
::!99 f00,000 

Ff18 
61,573..861 
74,52B,705 

60.055 
8,984,983 

150,300,822 
24,610,342 

3,672,85-2 
2,2@,555 

""'996 
32704011!3 

7,52.4,£61 
20,378,554 

9320281 
372234 

986,634 

1,~.249 
3,717,900 

6,230,782 

5,675,821 
96,,955 

5,276,084 
~121) 

631522 
12,6'66,502 

290,""5 

302,826,842 

1,272,378 
5,372,848 

17 9 789 
327 837 

· 7,524,661 
19,739,21?! 
e 1453 

361 "'4 
363624301 

9,527.3:'5 
59,021 

6,100,007 
7,1D6,058 

5,::!76,084 
1,526,2.fft 
4,,}49,4::!2 ~: 

340,0llJ, 
340,0llJ,000 

FY19 
70,037,CC0 
77,869,410 

58,330 
9,417,240 

154,958,720 
26,017,730 
7,650,000 
2,000,000 
1 047100 

855550 
7,873,730 

21,8911,010 
9542400 

39 10140 
389165,690 

1656911 

989,440 

1,525,700 
500,000 

3,015,140 

291 000 

1,236,900 
728,000 
663.190 

56,750 
6,146,600 
9 510 

3!8,864J40 
5,179_ 100 

5,007,370 
20 724 940 

855 
7,873,730 

21,894,010 
9542400 

39 310 140 
165600 

12,387,400 
56,750 

6,146,600 
9,501,510 

6,718,600 
1,525,700 
2,6'96,000 

272010 
6,000 

FY19 
68,467_542 
n,508499 

58.335 
9,333582 

154,402,936 
26,342.614 

7,650 000 
2,502000 

000 000 
347165 508 

7,625. 
21,483,125 

9 307 
1 519 

386,330,027 

3'11 

989,440 

1,525.700 
618250 

3,133.300 

291J100 

1,238 000 
641,360 
890.530 
56,750 

6,148600 

316,399,238 
5,179.100 

5,186590 
400240 ,. ..... 

7,825, 67 
21,483,125 
9856307 

164 19 

11,908,630 
56-750 

6,148.600 
8,688.530 

6,644.300 
1,525,700 
2,920550 

m.350 
130600 
140,590 

38-441,600 
330,tm.000 
330,000.000 

FY20 
71,.'l<l? Jf.f1 

,;,,;~:~~ 
9,754,071) 

154,898,510 
27,855-450 

~.:,:,-.:: ~,rf_, 

""'·""' 
2,018,2f:O 

1 []Cl) 

3)00,100 

3,647,100 
97,000 

162,DCll 
8,364.300 
J.566,3Cll 
1,.4n,100 

611) 

291,000 
928,000 

1,238,900 
659,970 

1,264,490 
54,400 

6,361,900 

335, 107.29'.l 
2,589.550 

3,002,570 
14 1670 

355 rn,o 
8.005, 

22,.400,120 
11 97D 
41 140 

Y/1517100 

11,n7,71D 
54.400 

6,361,900 
9,623,700 

190.000 
8,364,300 

4,320,550 
'62.190 

47,300 
359,410 
450000 

41,761.460 
20,000,0CO 

LU,OOJ OCXJ 

" -G0-18.6% 
20.6% 
0.0% 
2.5% 

40.2% 
12% 

1.6% .1% 
,1 
5.8% 
3.o,1, 

6.7% 0.9"' 
21% 100.0% 

21 1 ·°"' 

.1.1,,. 

2.4% 

FY20 Operating Budget and Public Services Program FY20-2 



Dl:RT SfRV!fF GfNERAL OBl IGATION BONDS, LONG & ',HORT TERM L[ASES AND OPIFR DFRT 
Rew,1,1.a,ded - - - - -GO BOND DEBT SERYtCE EXf'ENDfTURES FY20 FYZ1 FY22 Pm F'f24 ,,,,,, "'"""eo.,,,y 71.007.7ffll 74.000,830 73,"92,.070 74,006.800 81,170,970 82.163,120 Roads & Sbrm Drains 79,373.220 80.749.◄DO 84,D30.230 84,805.620 84,07t!.960 84.072.400 f-) 

' 

Pubtic Housing 
06,330 5721() 58,320 56.330 51,180 18,100 

..... , 
Q,754.070 Q.921,620 10.71!5.6IIO 11,265.310 12,◄23.07D 12.Q12,270 Public Schools 154:.89e.510 157.BW,650 161,616.530 1M.~.750 11U,307.72D 170.944.730 

........,..,,ea..., 
27.855,450 28,023,.200 '8,332,230 lQ,822,400 31,736.fil40 33,441.600 Bond~ ~al Paper 8,002.500 9-250,000 8,~:?5.000 8,6f!2,5(0 >1,112,!0C 'J,882,500 Bond~ Noles4.iqli,dity & ~ering 2.f!00,000 20C(J,000 2.e::J0.00'.J 2,600.000 2Jlll0.000 2.600.000 Cost of b;swinoe, 

1,071,200 L007,500 1 :24,400 1,151,950 1, I0O,200 1.2W.200 Toal~Fund 355.581,040 362.ffi,580 370.803,470 m.4:ie.eoo 389,5.540 403,224,010 Fire Tillt Dis;trict Fu,d 8,005,000 a.500.no 0,324. !70 10.Gi'D,260 12.:528.00D 12,372,780 Mass Transit Ftmd 22.400. 1:20 23JJ26,420 .2f;,473,310 V.288.440 25,078,-4(1Q 24,041.170 -- 11,530.970 13,21◄.720 15,2W.Cfl0 Ui,070.630 15,835,WO 1-4.M,7BO T~T• °""'' ..... 4UJ6,1-t0 4O37,Q1D 50.0i5 140 53,629,llll 53,442,400 51,◄ f3.730 OTALTAXSUIPCRTED 397,517.180 407,527,400 G.sw.e10 433,055,aKI 443,102.000 ◄54,e37 ,740 T AL GO BDNO uEBT E 397.517,180 407.527 ,«10 ,898,610 "133,055,QQD ... , 000 .... .740 LONG-TERM LEASE ~ 
ReverweAulhority- Confen!ooe.Center 001.SOO 987}10 99t,OOO w,.IY.Xi Fire al'ld Rescure: Equipnl!!m 2.018,250 3.6213,?.',0 4,618,250 4.Q68,Z!:-O 5.-3-43.250 5.1368.250 
Aeet,e_,...___. 

100 000 ""000 380000 380 000 ,_,., 
380 000 OTAL LCIIIG-TBIII I.EASE~lRES 3,200,100 4_ggJ.QeD 5,ijSQ,251) 6,33Q,850 5,723,2!,0 e,248,250 ----- ,. __ 

TechnPlcgy IModemilatiorl Pn:ijed 3.647.100 3,647.100 3,647.100 J.M1.•oo 1,823.tOO UbrarieS-~ '-bdemiiJil:ia, 87,000 iY,:JDO 48,500 Cona:ionsSca,rf(y~ 162,000 1!}2,00J 162,000 1e2,ooo 162,000 16:2,000 
Digital &.l»nQ! Dab. Staage 162,5!Y.l ifl.2,500 11!2,:WJ 162,500 162,500 .... "" ...... 8.M-4.300 11.~.300 8.◄M,100 7.432.300 6,7HI.OOO 4,640JXXl ~~Syliell 1.Q00,000 1.-99D,000 1,Q&l,000 1.l.l60,000 1.900.000 ~ic Salet)-SymmModemizal'Di 3.566,300 2612.-500 3.685,300 3,0fl8, !JD 1,000,000 1,090.000 Fire lnalhing ~ 1,472.700 J-472,700 1,-4n.100 1,472.700 ,.m.700 1,472.700 
,.., 

829,600 513,800 198,000 1ri8,000 lO<HIOO 198,000 TOTAL SHOR'f.JERIILEASE 18 139 000 2t 911 QOO 111794200 18 70D 13587700 .,., _,._L 
Sihrel'Spring:Music\tenue • T.-~ 291,000 29of, 100 292,000 294,100 291,000 292,000 ~ tr Aeq,uisrlai • Tu:: 5UJIPl)flN 1.238,000 t 238,00J 1,238,0CIO 1,238,000 1,238,QOO 1.238.900 NOA lncubatar• Tu~ "8D00 931,-500 QJIJ,720 4..2-44,500 Rodi~ CCil'e' • T• SuppiriN1 

3. □ocl,000 3.000,000 3,000,000 3 000,000 3,000,000 Ene!v)t Pe.ro.11111.ce leases QEC8s • Ta~ ~.Q70 6&1.270 
_ .. , 

660.820 7D1 ,140 ""'·"" Energy Peb:tmr:a! leases Olhef- • T.-supporW 1,264.4QO U-56,820 1,320,150 1,38:2:,210 1,3Q.1,470 1,!52/J,200 WhNlon ~-Non-Taa;SYpp,omed" 2s300,000 2,300,000 2,300JXlO .2,:.00,000 2,300.000 MH-HLIDL.oan•Non-Tu~ 54,400 "·""" ""·"' 47,230 54,510 Water Cuality~ Clwge Bonds· Non-TB s,uppot1ed fl,361.ll(JO 7,376,550 8, 188,&'XI 8,887,400 g,541,250 Q,-547,1il50 
MHf.- • 'sitics,Fund-Non-Tu ... ......-.. 0623,700 1Ul21,700 1 l,lif18,-400 11 {HB,500 11,PZZ.,QOCI H,Q!6.800 OTAL OTHER LQNG.: ,42:Z.360 29,131 29,903,160 33.9153,e«l 30.443,170 30,5111'.490 () 

DEBT~ECPefDITURES r-- ..,.,,., ... 4U,9Ul,!MO ...,.,.,,,. 8,199,070 .e&l,037,460 '77,325,930 -.ra _.,._ ......... 111Wt800 ..... 15313D 1"18'11.IN 

~ 
OTALDEBT 

a 
Gen«al Funds 335.107,250 3t!0,374,750 368.571',770 377,330,700 387.-!563,:590 401.12&.0!iO 
BA8s eras--.,- Fund5 wi1h&:,owAgent .2~.!550 f«wlll Sr.midy an Geneni~ Sond5 3,602.-570 2.22!l,700 2,22i,,700 2.°"5,96D 2,005,960 2Jl95.Q60 Pntniumon GenffiaS ..-...ic..- 8oncl5 14.281,670 88,130 Tobi Gffleral Fund 5oun:es 355~1,D40 ""·"" 370,803,470 m.42e,eao 3811.5,540 403.224.010 
i-11-e Tu Oimd Fund aooo.- S-,598,rrv Q,324.170 10.1570,260 12,-528..- 12,372,780 Mass Transit Fund 22, «JO. l 2D 23.026,420 25,473.310 ~~·~ 2!!,078,400 24.041, 170 
a.. ...___F 

11 alO."""' 13.214,720 151Ji>7eeCI 15.835WD 14QQ9780 
Talillott.. F - 41.1~3e.140· 44,837,910 !50.DQ5, 140 53,8,330 53,442,◄t\1 51,413.730 AL GO BOMJ FUMllfG SOURCES 397,517.180 -407..527.400 420,8ll8.e,o 4-33,055,9QO 443.102.000 454,"37,740 -·- 11.727]10 14.#7,470 15.451,lCIO 18,748)570 g,Hi0,111D 7,50ll.250 
MHI Fund • HUD loan 54.«JO 52,1)51] 49.MO 47,230 54,510 D 
Wale!'Ca.lality~ Fund fl,361,QQO 7.376,550 8,186.800 8,IJB7,'400 Q.541,250 i,5-47,Q&l MHI - Prapefty Acquisrtion FIMld g,'!)23,700 1 t.921,700 1t,918,◄00 11,918.~ 11jjZ2,goo 1um1.-1100 
~-fwKh-w~ ~ 0 2.300,000 2.300,000 2.300,00C 2.300,000 2,300.000 Maia-POii Fund 100.000 3'0.000 380.DO<J 380,000 380.000 380.000 
Mass Tra'l:St R.rM' B,364,300 13.244.300 10,418.100 g.392,300 8,ffl,000 6.fl00.000 
Are Tax District Fund 4.320,550 i5J,-12,7&1 6,288,"50 6.538.~D 7,013,Q&I 7,-538,Q!50 Fede-al~- QEC& 262,190 2:52,ol30 24.3,350 233,2'50 212,'320 200.{JQ(J 
Capraiiad lnll!lll51:• Enfffm, Paru,,,,a....,. ~ 47_300 -~ Pe,fon•IOE LNses. PEPCO and Utility Rebate 3!:fl410 --p ~s;.,,.u 450.000 450.000 450,000 450,0JO 4f-0000 450000 111.IOJNGO FUNIJING!IOURCES 41-76"1,◄60 56Jl37,750 55,9.610 58,lil96.210 49,754,120 .... ... ..,,._ .,.,,. ,,. ,.._..., TOTAL GENERAL. OBUGI\.TION BOND-SALES 
&timmecf Bood Sales 320,000.000 310.00J.OOD 300,000,000 300,JC(;,000 300.000,00J aoo.ocnooo Council SAG Appvwd Bond Fi.n:led Ei!pendi~ 320,000,000 3HJ.OOO.OO-J 300,000,000 300.000,000 300000,000 300.000,000 • , . 

' ,. 5 ,. ,. 

0 

Debt Service 
Debt Service 



FUND 
Debt Service Fund 
Liquor Control (Section 65) 
Montgomery Housing Initiative 

Projected Debt Obligations 
Schedule of Principal & Interest 

FY20 Recommended Budget 

Bethesda Parking Lot District (Section 46) 

Principal 
275,859,980 

5,170,590 
43,000 

3,591 ,000 

Total 284,664,570 

Interest 
163,364,260 

4,094,210 
11,400 

1,049,400 

168,519,270 

General Obligation Bonds Outstanding by Bond Category 
($000s) 

Montgomery College 
227.140 

Parks 
70,376 

2% 

7% 

General County 
704,274 

23% 

7-8 Debt Service 

Total $3,095,230 as of June 30, 2018 

Mass Transit 
207,327 

7% 

Roads & Storm Drains 
605,605 

20% 

Fire 
65,656 

2% 

Public Schools 
1.214,852 

39% 

Total 
439,224,240 

9,264,800 
54,400 

4,640,400 

453, 183,840 



n 
16,000,000 

14,000,000 

12,000,000 

10,000,000 

8,000,000 

(_) 

6,000,000 

4,000,000 

2,000,000 

0 

Outstanding Debt and Legal Debt Limit 
($000s) 

FY19 FY20 FY2l FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 

; D Outstonding Debt 

L ■L~gol Debt Limit 

_____________ @ 
Debt Service Debt Service 
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1 GO Bond Guidelines ($000) 
2 GO Debi/Assessed Value 
3 Debt Service + LTL + Short-Term Leases/Revenues (GF) 
4 $ Deb~aptta 
5 $ Real Debi/Capita (FY18=100%) 
6 Capita Debi/Capita lncane 
7 Payout Ratio 
8 Total Debt Outstanding ($000s) 

9 Real Debt Outstanding (FY18=100%) 

10 Note: OPIPSP Growth Assumption (2) 

Notes: 

FY19-24 Amended Capital Improvements Program 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE RECOMMENDED 

March 1$, 2019 
GO BOND 6 YR TOTAL • 1,860.0 MILLION 
GO BOND FY19 TOTAL• 330.0.0 MILLION 
GO BOND FY20 TOTAL= 320.0 MILLION 

FY18 FY19 FY20 
340,000 330,000 320,000 

1.84% 1.74% 1.72% 
11.31•/4 11.65% 11.46% 
3,279 3,210 3,195 
3,279 3,148 3,063 
3.82% 3.62% 3.40% 

68.70% 69.56% 70.19% 
3,483,555 3,413,440 3,478,995 

3,483.555 3,348,151 3,335,078 

1.9% 2.6% 

FY21 

310,000 
1.69% 

11.73% 

3.208 
2,999 

3.32% 
71.10% 

3,525,420 

3,296,189 

2.0% 

FY22 

300,000 
1.65% 

11.70% 
3,232 
2,943 
3.21% 

71.94% 
3,553,415 

3,235,019 

2.6% 

FY23 

300,000 
1.61% 

11.69% 
3,193 
2,831 

3.10% 
72.71% 

3,575,350 

3,169,414 

2.9% 

{1) This analysis is used to determine the capacity of Montgomery County t> pay debt service on long-term GO Bond debt. long-term leases, and substantial 
short-term financing. 

(2) OPIPSP Growth Assumption equals change in revenues from FY19 approved budget t> FY20 budget for FY20 and budget to budget for FY21-24. 

FY24 

300,000 
1.57% 

11.33% 
3,176 
2.742 

2.99% 
73.42% 

3,589,700 

3,096.476 

3.2% 

® 



FY19-24 Amended Capital Improvements Program 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE RECOMMENDED 

I 
, 

\ Janua,y 15, 2019 
\. l $ millions 6YEARS FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 BONDS PLANNED FOR ISSUE 1,860.000 330.000 320()00 310.000 300 000 300.000 300.000 Plus PA YGO Funded 186.000 33.000 32.000 31.000 30.000 30000 30.000 Adjust for lmpJementation..,. 

A ·ust for Future Inflation ° (85 738) (8.512) 17.153 (25822) (34.251 SUBTOTAL FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR 
DEBT ELIGIBLE PROJECTS (after acfustments) 1,960.262 363.000 352.000 332488 312.847 304.178 295]49 
Less Set Aside: FuttKe Pmjects 135.226 5.973 12.583 15.020 2,.nJ 33.224 ,U.653 

690% 
TOT AL FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR PROGRAMMtNG 1,825.036 357.027 339.417 317.468 288.074 270.954 252.096 

MCPS (744.484) (98.104) (143.837) (130.837) (109.555) (139.257) (122.894) MONTGOMERY GOU.EGE (121.622) (20.926) (13.921) (22.169) (24.776) (15.774) (24.056) M-NCPPC PARKS (66.628) (12139) (10.687) (10 152) (10818) (11 431) (11.401) 
TRANSPORTATION (460091) (105.447) (124.606) (73 734) (73885) (40.871) (41548) MCG-OTHER (489219) (120411) (103375) (80576) (69040) (63.620) (52.197) Programming Adjustment - Ovtnpent Prior Years" 57.008 57.009 (0001) 

SUBTOTAL PROGRAMMED EXPENDITURES 1,825.036 357.027 339.417 317.468 252.096 
AVAILABLE OR GAP 

NOTES . See additional information oo the GO Bond Progranming 
AdjLtStment for Unspent Prior Year Detail Chart 

,.. Adjustments Include· 
Inflation = 1.95% 2.27% 2.56% 2Al5% 2.85% 2.85% 

() 
.. ._ .. • 

0 
G0 ------------------------------------------------' Debt Service 

Debt Service 



The County's general obligation indebtedness by issue is presented in Table 7. Table 8 sets forth the amount of general 
obligation bonds authorized to be issued by the County as of June 30, 2018. Also see Subsequent Events, Note 5 on 
page 29. 

Table 7 
General Obligation Debt of the County 
As of June 30, 2017 and June 30, 2018 

And Including 2018 General Obligation Bonds 

Original Principal Principal 
Original Coupon Outstanding Outstanding 

Jssue Dated Date Jssue Size Rates TIC m Maturity June 30 2017 June 30,2018(51 
GO Refunding Bonds 06/01/2005 $120,355,000 5.00 3.7817 2011-21 $12,585,000 
GOVRDO<2> 06/07/2006 100,000,000 Variable Variable 2017-26 90,000,000 
GO Bonds 07/15/2008 250,000,000 3.00-5.00 4.1809 2009-28 36,100,000 10,650,000 
GO Bonds(3J 11/03/2009 232,000,000 3.75-5.00 3.1774 2015-29 201,070,000 185,605,000 
GO Refunding Bonds 11/03/2009 161,755,000 2.00-5.00 2.6487 2011-20 82,445,000 59,360,000 
GO Bonds 07/08/2010 195,000,000 2.00-5.00 2.2596 2011-22 97,500,000 48,750,000 
GO Bonds<4l 07/08/2010 130,000,000 4.75-5.40 5.0708 2023-30 130,000,000 130,000,000 
GO Bonds 08/11/2011 320,000,000 2.00-5.00 3.2268 2012-31 144,000,000 32,000,000 
GO Refunding Bonds 08/11/2011 237,655,000 2.00-5.00 1.9896 2012-22 156,015,000 134,245,000 
GO Bonds 10/24/2012 295,000,000 2.50-5.00 2.2599 2013-32 236.000,000 118,000,000 
GO Bonds 11/26/2013 295,000,000 3.00-5.00 3.1270 2014-33 250,750,000 206,500,000 
GO Refunding Bonds 11/26/2013 24,915,000 5.00 2.7745 2023-24 24,915,000 24,915,000 
GO Bonds 11/19/2014 500,000,000 4.00-5.00 2.7745 2015-32 450,000,000 375,000,000 
GO Refunding Bonds 11/19/2014 297,990,000 5.00 2.3437 2016-28 284,365,000 270,590,000 
GO Refunding Bonds 03/26/2015 58,520,000 5.00 1.2264 2018-21 58,520,000 58,520,000 
GO Bonds 12/01/2015 300,000,000 3.00-5.00 2.8036 2016-35 285,000,000 270,000,000 
GO Bonds 12/13/2016 340,000,000 3.00-5.00 3.2816 2017-37 340,000,000 323,000,000 
GO Bonds 11/15/2017 170,000,000 5.00 1.7265 2018-27 170,000,000 
GO Refunding Bonds 11/15/2017 78,270,000 5.00 1.6316 2018-26 69,640,000 
GO Refunding Bonds 11/15/2017 294,625,000 3.00-5.00 2.0707 2019-31 294,625,000 
GO Refunding Bonds 11/15/2017 143,830,000 3.00-4.00 2.1002 2020-29 143,830,000 
GOVRDO'" 11/22/2017 170,000,000 Variable Variable 2028-37 170,000,000 
GO Bonds 11/08/2018 330,000,000 3.00-5.00 3.2796 2019-38 330,000,000 
Total $2,879,265,000 $3,425,230,000 

True Interest Cost 
Variable Rate Demand Obligations 
Federally Taxable - Build America Bonds- Direct Pay ("BABs") 
Includes Federally Taxable - Build America Bonds $106.3 million -Direct Pay 

(I) 

(2) 

(3) 

('l 

(SJ Principal Outstanding as of June 30, 2018 includes the Series 2018 Bonds issued and delivered by the County on 
November 8, 2018. The balance excluding the November 2018 issuance is $3,095,230,000. 
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DAVENPORT & UJMPANY BOND SUMMARY STATISTICS 

Montgomery County, MD 
Consolidated Public 1-<>vcment Bonds of 2018, Series A 

Final Numbers 

Dated Date 
Delivery Date 
Last Maturity 

Arbitrage Yield 
True Interest Cost (TIC) 
Net Interest Cost (NICJ 
All-In TIC 
Average Coupon 

Average Life (years) 
Duration of Issue (years) 

Par Amount 
Bond Proceeds 
Total Interest 
Net Interest 
Total Debt Service 
Maximum Annual Debt Service 
Average Annual Debt Service 

Underwri1er's Fees (per $1000) 
Average Takedown 
Other Fee 

Total Underwriter's Discount 

Bid Price 

Par 
Bond Component Value 

Bond Component 

Par Value 
+ Accrued Interest 
+ Premium (Discount) 
- Underwriter's Discount 
- Cost of Issuance Expense 
- Other Amounts 

Target Value 

Target Date 
Yield 

330,000,000.00 

330,000,000.00 

TIC 

330,000,000.00 

31,774,710.00 
-623,700.00 

361,151,010.00 

11/08/2018 
3.279684% 

11/08/2018 
11/08/2018 
11/01/2038 

3.117207% 
3.279684% 
3.466739% 
3.279684% 
4.367426% 

J0.481 
8.301 

330,000,000.00 
361,774,710.00 
151,051,083.33 
I 19,900,073.33 
481,051,083.33 
31,267,500.00 
24,075,961.35 

1.890000 

1.890000 

109.439700 

Average 
Price Coupon 

109.629 4.367% 

All-In 
TIC 

330,000,000.00 

31,774,710.00 
-623, 700.00 

361.151,010.00 

11/08/2018 
3.279684% 

Average 
Life 

J0.481 

10.481 
. --

Arbitrage 
Yie1d 

330,000,000.00 

31,774,710.00 

361,774,710.00 

11/08/2018 
3.117207% 
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