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Action 
  

 

 
SUBJECT 

Utilities Non-Departmental Account (NDA) - FY23 Operating Budget 
 
EXPECTED ATTENDEES 
 None 
 
FY23 COUNTY EXECUTIVE RECOMMENDATION 

General Fund 
FY22 

Approved 
FY23 

CE Recommended  
Change from 

FY22 Approved 

Utilities NDA $23,716,495 $25,262,597 6.5 % 

Operating Costs $23,716,495 $25,262,597 6.5% 

Total Expenditures (All Funds) $23,716,495 
00.00 FTEs 

$25,262,597 
00.00 FTEs 

6.5% 
0.0% 

 
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 

• Approve 3-0 as recommended by Council staff; as well as: 

a. Reduce appropriation request by 10% from the CE’s recommended appropriation, or 
$2,526,260 

• Council staff concurs with the County Executive’s recommended operating budget 

SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES 
• None 

 
This report contains:          

Staff Report         Pages 1-2 
 
Alternative format requests for people with disabilities.  If you need assistance accessing this report 
you may submit alternative format requests to the ADA Compliance Manager. The ADA 
Compliance Manager can also be reached at 240-777-6197 (TTY 240-777-6196) or at 
adacompliance@montgomerycountymd.gov 

https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww2.montgomerycountymd.gov%2Fmcgportalapps%2FAccessibilityForm.aspx&data=02%7C01%7Csandra.marin%40montgomerycountymd.gov%7C79d44e803a8846df027008d6ad4e4d1b%7C6e01b1f9b1e54073ac97778069a0ad64%7C0%7C0%7C636886950086244453&sdata=AT2lwLz22SWBJ8c92gXfspY8lQVeGCrUbqSPzpYheB0%3D&reserved=0
mailto:adacompliance@montgomerycountymd.gov
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T&E ITEM #5 
April 25, 2022 
Worksession 

M E M OR A N DU M 

April 20, 2022 

TO: Transportation & Environment (T&E) Committee 

FROM: Naeem M. Mia, Legislative Analyst  

SUBJECT: FY23 Recommended Operating Budget – Utilities Non-Departmental 
Account (NDA) 

PURPOSE:     Vote on recommendations for the Council’s consideration 

Expected Attendees: 

• David Dise, Director, Department of General Services (DGS)
• Christopher Brown, Division Chief of Energy and Sustainability, DGS
• Anita Aryeetey, Lead Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Office of Management and Budget

(OMB)

A. Staff Recommendations

1) Approve the Executive’s Recommended FY23 Operating Budget request for the Utilities
NDA.

B. Fiscal Summary

General Fund 
FY22 

Approved 
FY23 

CE Recommended 
Change from 

FY22 Approved 

Utilities NDA $23,716,495 $25,262,597 6.5 % 

Operating Costs $23,716,495 $25,262,597 6.5% 

Total Expenditures (All Funds) $23,716,495 
00.00 FTEs 

$25,262,597 
00.00 FTEs 

6.5% 
0.0% 
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C. Budget Overview

FY23 Recommended Budget for the tax-supported Utilities NDA is $25,262,597 an increase of 
$1,546,102 or 6.5 percent from the FY22 Approved Budget of $23,716,495.  

$946,000 of the cost increase is attributable to costs related to the construction of the Brookeville 
bus depot microgrid.; the remaining $600,000 is due to: 

• increased commodities costs (see discussion below);
• a return to pre-pandemic levels of facility usage; and
• the addition of anticipated utility expenses for the re-opened Grey Courthouse, the newly

acquired Nebel Street Homeless Shelter and the PNC building in Rockville.

Actual FY21 costs (covering the first full fiscal year during the pandemic) were $22,600,087, or 
$2,662,510, less than the FY23 recommended level. 

For FY23, allocation of these utilities expenditures is approximately: electricity, 74.5 percent; 
natural gas, 10.4 percent; water and sewer, 9.6 percent. Renewable energy and other expenses total 
5.5 percent. 

The NDA includes County government utilities expenditures for both tax and non-tax supported 
operations. Tax-supported utilities expenditures related to the General Fund departments are 
budgeted in the Utilities NDA, while utilities expenditures related to special fund departments are 
budgeted in those funds. Some of these special funds, such as Recreation and portions of the 
Department of Transportation, are tax supported. Other special funds, such as Solid Waste, are 
supported through user fees or charges for services, instead of through taxes.  

Utilities expenditures are also found in the budgets of other County agencies: Montgomery County 
Public Schools (MCPS), Montgomery College, WSSC Water, and the Maryland-National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC). The total budget request for these outside agencies 
in FY23 is $70,918,478, which includes the entire bi-county area of WSSC Water. 

1. Recent Trends in Commodity Pricing

According to DGS, there is an increasing trend in energy commodity costs that preceded the 
current inflationary period we are seeing in the broader economy. The increases in electricity 
commodity costs impacted energy prices in the second half of FY22 with a 15% higher supply 
cost than prior year contracted rates.  

While there is a probability of a cost increase in FY23, it is not anticipated to be as significant as 
the increases in FY22. The gas commodities are currently experiencing volatility that may impact 
FY23 pricing at the end of its contract term in September 2022. 
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2. Status Update on the Brookeville Bus Depot Microgrid

The Council approved approximately $382,000 in the FY22 Utilities NDA budget to begin the 
design and construction of a microgrid at the Brookeville bus depot to support the transition to 
electric buses. Per DGS, the current status of the work is as follows: 

“Construction of the major microgrid components; solar panels, grid storage battery, 
generators, controllers and bus chargers began in November 2021 and is expected to be 
construction complete in June 2022. 

The microgrid is expected to be operating with conditional approval from the utility 
pending final interconnection and system upgrades which Pepco is responsible to complete 
by September 2022.” 

Estimated lease payments to support the operation of the microgrid of $1.1 million is set to begin 
in FY24, eventually increasing to $2.4 million by FY26. A portion of these lease payments will be 
eventually charged to the Transit budget. 

Council staff recommendation: Approve as submitted by the County Executive. 

This packet contains:  Circle Page # 
1. NDA Page from FY23 Recommended Operating Budget Book 1-6



UtilitiesUtilities

RECOMMENDED FY23 BUDGETRECOMMENDED FY23 BUDGET

$25,262,597$25,262,597
FULL TIME EQUIVALENTSFULL TIME EQUIVALENTS

0.000.00

✺ DAVID DISE,  DIRECTOR

MISSION STATEMENT
The goals of the County Government relating to utility consumption are to:

achieve energy savings by the elimination of wasteful or inefficient operation of building systems;

continue improvements in energy efficiency in all County operations; and

obtain required energy fuels at the most favorable cost to the County.

The Department of General Services manages the payment for over 1,500 separately metered utility accounts for these County

facilities, streetlights, and traffic control signalized intersections.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The FY23 Recommended Budget for the tax-supported Utilities NDA is $25,262,597 an increase of $1,546,102 or 6.5 percent from

the FY22 Approved Budget of $23,716,495. Allocation of these utilities expenditures is approximately: electricity, 74.5 percent;

natural gas, 10.4 percent; water and sewer, 9.6 percent. Renewable energy and other expenses total 5.5 percent.

The FY23 Recommended Budget includes County government utilities expenditures for both tax and non-tax supported operations.

Tax-supported utilities expenditures related to the General Fund departments are budgeted in the Utilities NDA, while utilities

expenditures related to special fund departments are budgeted in those funds. Some of these special funds, such as Recreation and

portions of the Department of Transportation, are tax supported. Other special funds, such as Solid Waste, are supported through user

fees or charges for services, instead of through taxes.

Utilities expenditures are also found in the budgets of other County agencies: Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS),

Montgomery College, WSSC Water, and the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC). The total

budget request for these outside agencies is $70,918,478, which includes the entire bi-county area of WSSC Water.

The FY23 Recommended tax supported budget for Utilities Management, including both the General Fund NDA ($25,262,597) and

the other tax supported funds ($4,604,165), is $29,866,762, an increase of $2,549,495 or approximately 9.3 percent above the FY22

Approved utilities budget. The FY23 Recommended Budget for non-tax supported utilities expenditures is $4,406,111, an increase of

$4,491 above the FY22 Approved Budget.

Utilities Other County Government Functions 73-1
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Increased utilities expenditures result primarily from greater consumption due to new facilities or services, facilities reopening after

COVID closures, increased rates, and in some cases a more precise alignment of budgeted costs with actual prior year expenditures by

utility type. Energy conservation and cost-saving measures (e.g., new building design, lighting technology, energy, and HVAC

management systems) help offset increased utility consumption and higher unit costs. Reductions in energy consumption at County

facilities due to telework also contribute to reduced utility expenditures. Renewable energy includes the purchase of credits to offset

fossil fuel purchases.

Unleaded gasoline, diesel, and compressed natural gas fuels are purchased from various providers, and are budgeted in the Department

of General Services, Division of Fleet Management Services and not the General Fund Utilities NDA. The General Fund Utilities NDA

also includes expenses (under the "Other" category) for consultant support and energy accounting software.

The following is a description of utility service requirements for departments which receive tax or non-tax supported appropriations

for utilities expenditures. The utilities expenditures for the non-tax supported operations are appropriated within their respective

operating funds but are described in the combined utilities presentation for reader convenience.

TAX SUPPORTED

Department of General Services

The Department of General Services is responsible for managing all utilities for general County operations including all County office

buildings, police stations, libraries, health and human services facilities, correctional facilities, maintenance buildings, and warehouses.

Department of Transportation

The Department of Transportation manages all County streetlights, traffic signals, traffic count stations, and flashing school signs. The

utilities expenditures for these devices are budgeted here as this Department designs, installs, controls, and maintains them. In addition,

minimal utility costs for the Operations Center and Highway Maintenance Depots are budgeted in the Traffic Engineering component

of the General Fund NDA.

Division of Transit Services - Mass Transit

The Department of Transportation Mass Transit Facilities Fund supports all utilities associated with the Ride On transit centers and

Park and Ride Lots.

Department of Recreation

The Department of Recreation funds all utility costs for its recreational facilities located throughout the County, such as swimming

pools, community recreation centers, and senior centers.

NON-TAX SUPPORTED

Fleet Management Services

The Department of General Services - Fleet Management Services utility expenditures are displayed in the Special Fund Agencies -

Non-Tax Supported section, to reflect that Fleet Management Services expenditures are appropriated in the budgets of other

departments, and are not appropriated in Fleet Services.

73-2 Other County Government Functions FY23 Operating Budget and Public Services Program FY23-28
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The Department of General Services - Fleet Management Services Motor Pool Internal Service Fund supports all utilities associated

with the vehicle maintenance garages in Rockville, Silver Spring, and Gaithersburg. Fuel for the County's fleet is also budgeted in that

special fund, but these costs are not included in the utilities expenditures displayed in this section.

Parking Districts

The Parking Districts fund utility expenditures associated with the operation of all County-owned parking garages and parking lots.

Alcohol Beverage Services

Alcohol Beverage Services funds utility expenditures associated with the operation of the liquor warehouse, administrative offices, and

the County operated retail liquor stores.

Department of Environmental Protection, Recycling and Resource Management

Recycling and Resource Management funds utility expenditures associated with the operation of the County's Solid Waste

Management System. Utilities expenditures associated with the operation of the Oaks Sanitary Landfill maintenance building, the

County's Recycling Center, the Resource Recovery Facility, and most of the Solid Waste Transfer Station are currently the

responsibility of the operators. Only the site office and maintenance depot costs continue to be budgeted as an identifiable utilities

expenditure in the Solid Waste Disposal Fund.

COUNTY PRIORITY OUTCOMES
While this program area supports all seven of the County Executive's Priority Outcomes, the following are emphasized:

❖ Easier Commutes

❖ A Greener County

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Contact Angela Dizelos of the Department of General Services/Utilities Management at 240.777.6028 or Anita Aryeetey of the Office

of Management and Budget at 2407772784 for more information regarding this department's operating budget.

BUDGET SUMMARY
ActualActual
FY21FY21

BudgetBudget
FY22FY22

EstimateEstimate
FY22FY22

RecommendedRecommended
FY23FY23

%Chg%Chg
Bud/RecBud/Rec

COUNTY GENERAL FUND
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 0 0 0 0 ----

Employee Benefits 0 0 0 0 ----

County General Fund Personnel Costs 0 0 0 0 ----

Operating Expenses 22,600,087 23,716,495 23,716,495 25,262,597 6.5 %

County General Fund Expenditures 22,600,087 23,716,495 23,716,495 25,262,597 6.5 %

PERSONNEL
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BUDGET SUMMARY
ActualActual
FY21FY21

BudgetBudget
FY22FY22

EstimateEstimate
FY22FY22

RecommendedRecommended
FY23FY23

%Chg%Chg
Bud/RecBud/Rec

Full-Time 0 0 0 0 ----

Part-Time 0 0 0 0 ----

FTEs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ----

FY23 RECOMMENDED CHANGES
ExpendituresExpenditures FTEsFTEs

COUNTY GENERAL FUND

FY22 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 23,716,495 0.00

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts)

Increase Cost: Annualization of FY22 Operating Expenses 1,546,102 0.00

FY23 RECOMMENDED 25,262,597 0.00

FUNDING PARAMETER ITEMS
CE RECOMMENDED ($000S)

TitleTitle FY23FY23 FY24FY24 FY25FY25 FY26FY26 FY27FY27 FY28FY28

COUNTY GENERAL FUND

EXPENDITURES

FY23 Recommended 25,263 25,263 25,263 25,263 25,263 25,263

No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections.

Brookville Microgrid Payments 0 1,155 2,136 2,371 2,371 2,371

These payments fund the solar microgrid installation at the Brookville Bus Depot in Silver Spring. In the future, a portion of these costs will
be charged to the Transit budget where there will also be offsetting fuel cost savings. The exact cost allocations will vary based on the
pace and scope of bus fleet electrification.

Subtotal Expenditures 25,263 26,418 27,399 27,634 27,634 27,634
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