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Oﬂ'ice' Of Ghe County Executive ;
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'MEMORANDUM
g oo Date  May 25, 1973
‘- 6o County Counei |
'f;ff_gton! Jambs,?;ﬂéiéason, County Executive

-tﬂ“f;ﬁqﬁiect;ﬁﬁpogygcmery County Municipal Revenue Program

' pver the past year, | have explored with the*Municipal Advisory
... Board possible inequities exlsting in the taxes paid by municipal
+ .. @nd non-municipal County residents. We have concluded after

"~ .careful analysis that municipal citizens pay twice for certaln
~services - to the County and to their local jurisdiction - while
= pecelving these services only from the municipality.

) am proposing, therefore, & new 'Montgomery County Munlicipal
. Revenue Program' to overcome this inequity. Under this program,

the County would return annually to each municipality an amount
_equal to the estimated duplicated taxes paid by its residents for
“eligible services. The approximate impact in FY 74 on municipalities
would vary from 3 minimum of $1,000 to a high of $190,000-$200,000
- depending on final calculations using FY 73 data. The total cost
“to thg&%&hnty in FY 74 is estimated at $260,000-$300,000.

__5T0”estabjish this new initiative in intergovernmental relations,

¥ new legtslation must be added to the Montgomery County Coce. My
proposed legislation, attached herewith, would establish the

X pro?ram; provide that the County, subject to budgetary constraints,
.. shall.reimburse muncipalities for duplicated taxes paid by their
“residents; and set forth criteria for determining eligible services.
- No law exists at present to enable the County to begin such 2

S program. - : e

while | am not proposing this as emergency legislation, 1| urge
the Councll to expedite deliberations on this bill in order that
once it becomes effective a supplemental appropriation, to be
funded from unappropriated surplus earmarked by the Counzil,
?antge %c$?d upon and payments can be made to the municipalities
in the fall.
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SUMMARY
MONTGOMERY COUNTY MUNICJPAL RiVENUi PROGRAM
’ May 29, 1973

'PROJECT BACKGROUND

@ Have attempted to identify services for which munlcipal “resi “ it~
~ may be paying twice;
@ -Have focused on street-related services;

e Proposal ready for Council action.

' PROPOSALY FOR FY™74: """
e Grant to municipalities, whichever is greater:
e $1,000, or i : ;

@ Two-thirds the amount the municipality must raise from its
own taxes to provide the eligible services.

@ In future y:z2ars, County will take over per formince of services
 upon municipality's request by October 1 of preceding FY;
Grant requires legislation and supplemental appropriation.

SCHEDULE

y: submission of legislation to County Council.

mfdgﬁgﬁ- Juiy:_‘Fguncll deliberations, enactment.

o Auéﬁgt « Sep?gﬁber; submission of FY 73 data by municipalities.
September: legislation effective,

_ September: submisslon of'subplemgntal‘approprlatlon request
=”5husCounty_Executive.,. *: e

‘ o‘10¢t6ber: passaée of supplemental appropriation and payments to
municipali;ies.

.'Q!:ﬂ:.;.;- ) " i




“ugy 24, 1973 With Representatives of th

* Feurb

.-« :

“"Slnce the FebruarY meeting, the COunty staff, wi
S

f?prepakéd‘to supply municipal representat v

FINAL REPORT ON THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY MUNICIPAL REVENUE PROGRAM

prepared for presentation at Meeting of
e_MunlcipalitIes Advisory goard

th the assistance of

‘municipal officials, has refined its analysis of Qossible tax duplica-
tions exlsting between the County and municipalities. The results of

“that effort are shown on the attached pages. This report has been
es with the findings to date

‘i and. to. serve as a final proposal, outlined below, for removing the

:htaxfjnequitieswfound;to exist.

[;Additqual analysis has supported the initial conclusion that tax
vadupijc§f1on'wasfllmL;gd_to::he cervice areas of street malintenance,
:andg?utter work ;' ‘sidewalk repair, snow removal, street lighting,
" and traffic control. Municipal net expenditures for these services In
’ Fyr72y¢fcqm'tocaigfunds and after theudeduction-of applicable shared
ﬂeveﬂues}{fGHQEdifmep§102itO $283,450,. for a. total of $379,900.
These_nEt'expendlturesﬁlh;manﬁ casas .include provision of a service
Ievei;cbmparablg.tp‘that@of.t e‘cOuﬂtv;rsuppiementary levels of
servica_desired by-munlclpal~nesidentsh.and/or diseconomies related to
_the_munlcipailgies' gmat]er-g}ze.,aConsequently. further adjustments as
described in Appendix B on Methodologys. beyond the deduction of shared
revgnqes}#mqst be made to'determine t e ‘extent of actual tax duplication..

Se 'a};methods,of overcoming tax-inequities have been explored.
Ohegpf;these‘is the assumption by the County of service currently
performed by muqlcipalities;v'Anothenxis-a direct grant from the

LY. %mgg.g¢paiities-ln’an amount calculated to remove the inequity.
e latter cass, It should be pointed out that County legislation

be ‘required, in addition to a budget appropriation, sefore such

- whil@be
- grahtﬁwcgngbe;pgid._ & 5 .

As a ‘result of the County staff's analySis, the data presented in
Appendlxaa'lllustrate the methbdfof~ca¥culatlon and the impact on the
mqnicipaffttesgﬁ_rhe amounts in the.''ImpJ ot" columns assume 3 grant
{piegch;municipality of $1,000 or two-thirds of net expendi tures for
street-related services, the two-thirds factor being used to recognize
that any grant would be smaller than the net expenditures (except for
the §1,000 floor) because of munip[pal-supplementary service or

dlseconOmies.
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/The final proposal is as follows: s
17 The County will assume at the beginning of the FY (July 1)
. the performance of any or all of the street-related services
_considered in this study upon request of the municipality
provided the request is made in writing no later than the
- preceding October Ist; or 3
fﬁ@'County will provide a direct grant of

';pmoun;s.;whlchever is greater:
ey -.‘.Wg‘iw ‘WWM% = s . ;

a, .$1,000; or O .
 b. the estimated tax overlap defined &8s two-thirds the amount
which a municipality must ralse from its own taxes to
- provide the eligible services.

the following

e

:'Calculations'of'the'direCt grant for FY 74 will be made by the
" County based on Fy 73 .data supplied by the municipalities in
.8 form-and manner prescr!bed,by“the County.
;]ﬁ.orderffor rants to beipaid,“legls!ation will be proposed to the
.County Councii for enactment this summer. subsequent to passage
.of the legislation, 2 supplemental appropriation will be recommended
357 ;b¥ the County Executive. The amount and timing of this supplemental
e ilﬁdqgggd%“n part on timely receipt from the municipalities of
gag“adataﬁfor'year'ending June 30, 1973. Assuming passage of the

: ayments would be made to the municipalities.
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Appendix B
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‘ General Fund -

. 2. Only municipal services which correspond to County
e f!ngnced segvices were eligible ideration since residents

for cons
of Incorpora-ed areas neit er receive services from, nor pay
taxes to? sp eclal districts such as the guburban District or In
certaln cases, the Recreation Districtes . L
only municipal services which correspond o tax-supported County
serzlces wege eligible since munic pal‘resldents‘ taxes are not
used to finance sel f-supporting Count iacglvitles such as
protective Inspections, animal.contro > and_refuse collection,

o Only levels of municipal service comparable to that provlded by
\E the County outside incorporated areas would be eligible. _
. ‘. Expenditures for supplementary_!evels or for diseconomies relatec
B to the municipalities’ smaller slze were cons!dered the respon-=
S .. sibility of municipal residents. An example 1S the police service
o tww  provided by several municipalities which was considered
"SR  supplementary to that supplied by the County both inside and

outé1de*1ocal boundarjes.’

o vr!

. ;These criteria were applied in the review of both municipal and
T ices In the search for possible tax overlaps. [t should
' "be noted here that the existence of-s;mi]arly-named func
.’ both - the Count and a,municipalrty.does;not necessarily mean that
. duplication exists or thathmmnicgpaLﬁrd;tdentsLneQEIve'po benefit
‘from the County service. -Many‘CountyvserVIces; such.as enviranmental

~ ‘protection, regardless of the locationof specific projects, affect
-and . have uspill-over" benefits

.the general condition of the CountY
Y,.they chould be supported in part

“to Incorporated areas. Consequent
by County tax revenue from municipa residents. .

exist in the service

.Based on this analysls, tax dupiicat!on appeared to
areas of street maintenance, curb and,gutter work, sidewalk maintenance
which are included in the Roadways

“"and snow removal. - all of
““{tatagof?ﬂfﬂﬁAppendix A of. this report. - In addition, traffic contro)
;aﬁdgggrqgt-lighting“were involved. - ! .
L A s s BE
Estimated Tax puplication or Overlap
.
1ncal funds that

“ munlcipalities must ralse from their own resources to provide the
County level of service within their poundaries. To reach this figure,
total municipal expenditures for the services listed above were
complled. “Certain deductions were_then_mada. These deductions

in existence, and perform

are based on the fact that because they are
certain services, munic!palItiesfarefentitled by law to recelive
certain shared revenues which otherwise would go to the County.

calculation®of

;%é;lﬂupllcatlon wi.s defined to meaﬁ fhat amount of
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shar;dzjasolfna‘tax and motor vehicle

o includ e
These revenues include Stat e ed racing revenue, both of which

* reglistration revenue and State-
' are ear-marked for use on street-related services. in addition,
+ a portion of County-shared income taxes, - traders permlt fees,
.. admission/amusement taxes, and payments in-1ieu-of bank shares
taxes, all of which may be used as municipalities choose, are
- distributed to municipalities instead of to the County. The sharing
of these revenues with municipalities reduces the.funds that must be
. palsed from local sources for street-related services, and In effect
. represents a return to municipalities of all or a portion of the
County taxes their residents pay for the County level of those
i’ same services. Therefore, to derive the net expenditures for the
.. pervices In question, applicable portions of ear-marked and other
shared ravenues were subtracted from total expendl tures for those
services. (In several casess, at least In FY 72, negative amourits
- pesulted indicating that shared revenues more than covered municipal
expenditures with no local funds required).

. . One-other calculation must be made at this point to determine
.1 ' what portlon of the net. expenditures 1s dues to diseconomies resulting
W o v from_ the municipalities' smaller size or to the provision of
supplementary levels of service. Thls can he found by comparing
the total expenditures of a municipallity for the services In
~.question with the estimated cost to the Count of providing the
, County level of service within that municipality, finding the
* . percentage that the difference represents of the munlclpalltr's
“"total street expenditures, and mul tiplying that percentagé times
.- the net expenditures.’ This will determine that portion of the net
. ...expenditures attributable to diseconomies or supplementary service.
. The balance is the amount of overlap resulting from the provision
"Dy the municipality of the County's level of service within Its
Y “Zowngboundaries. It is this latter amount which represents the
degree of tax_inequity existing. (Note: If a8 municipality spends
.. less than the estimatea cost to the COUﬂt¥ of providing the service,
. % the difference would result from the provision of a lower level of
©  service or the same leve! more efficiently.)

e
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' The ‘above calculations assume the availabillty of accurate,

~ comparable data from the County and thesswnlic palities. Experience
has Indicated that such Information would be very difficult to
_come by. Therefore, a factor of two-thirds was applled against
net expenditures to estimate the*municipality’s expenditures to
provide the County level of service. The remaining one-third is
assumed to represent that portion of net expenditures related to
diseconomies of scale or supplemental levels of service. These

~calculations notwi thstanding, a8 minimum grant of $1,000 is proposed.
This "floor" recognizes the efforts made by municipalities and the
' possibility that the fiscal data available, no matter how accurate,
Lwﬂjﬂxnﬁght not fu ly describe those efforts.
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Development of Alternatives for Overcoming Existing Inequities

Several means were explored of reducing or eliminating tax
duplications found to exist. One method would be the assumption
s by the County of services currently provided by municipalities.
i "Tlis would be beneficial to residents of incorporated areas in
those cases where the County, due to economies of scale, could
provide the service at lower cost. On the other hand, If
» - municipal residents want a higher level of service than ' n&.County
* normally. provides, they might want to continue supplying che
service themselves. In addition), many of the same men and pleces
b . of equipment are used by municipalities to provide services which
“ the County provides via the Suburban District Fund, 2.9., street
.cleaning and tree care. For municipallities to request these
services from the County, they would need to pay the Suburban
District tax (B¢ in FY 73). i

An alternative to County assumption of municipal services is

L the payment of direct grants to municipalities in an amount

% ' calculated to overcome the tax lnequities. The calculation of

! the Inequities is discussed above; the amount of the grants would
be the same urless adjusted by provision of a minimum or maximum

‘1 1imit.

. . y

Fiscal Impact of Grants

!+ . The fiscal impact on municipalities, both the dollar amount and
the local tax rate equivalent, 1s shown on Appendix A for an
fllustrative proposal that would provide a $1,000 floor payment

e or two-thirds the net expenditures made for streets. . -

: ¢ iThe total Impact on the County of the illustrative proposal

— B would.be approximately $267,000.




Attachment L
Resolution No. 8-2222

Introduced: October 17, 1978
Adopted: October 17, 1978
COUNTY COUNCIL
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
By County Council

SUBJECT: Report of the Task Force on County-Municipality Financial
Relationships and Revisions to the Municipal Revenue Program

WHEREAS, Chapter 30A of the Montgomery County Code 1972, as amended, provides
for a Municipal Revenue Program to reimburse the municipalities and special taxing
areas within the County for those public services provided by the mmicipalities
and special taxing areas which would otherwise be provided by the County
government; and

WHEREAS, the County Code details the conditions under which mmicipal public
services qualify for reimbursement; and

WHEREAS, The Task Force, through work sessions withmunicipality and County
staffs, has determined that the reimbursement procedure currently used by the
County requires clarification and simplification;

NOW, THEREFORE, Bt 1T RESOLVED, by the County Council for Montgomery County,
Maryland that commencing in Fiscal Year 1979 reimbursement for street related
expenditures shall be based on:

1. Submission to the County by each municipality and special taxing
area now participating in the Municipal Revenue Program, a copy of
the annual certified road mileage used by the State for calculating the
sharing of gasoline and motor vehicle taxes.

2. Calculation by the County of the County's budgeted funding per
mile for the operation and debt service of non-mmicipal County
roads.

3. The County funding per mile budgeted for the operation and debt
service of County roads multiplied by the road mileage of each
municipality participating in the Municipal Revenue Program.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that commencing in Fiscal Year 1980 the debt c
service costs for County recreation projects shall be funded by the County [ ;
Recreation District tax consistent with County Charter provisions then in

effect;

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this is regarded as a basic fiscal commit-
ment of the County to provide greater tax equity for County taxpayers inside and
outside the municipalities, but severe fiscal restraints might prevent 109‘7:. funding. i

AND BEIT FURTIER RESOLVED that the County Council iptgnds that the funds
provided by this program be used to provide relief in mmicipal tax rates and

expects such relief to take place;

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the municipalities.and_special taxing areas
shall provide an annual report to the County Council indicating the effect of
the use of these funds; :

AND BE IT FURTHFR RCSOLVED that the current Municipal Revenue Program
submission forms and calculation formula are hereby superseded.

A True Copy
ATTEST:

¢

ﬂ;EZ;ﬂL// _
Ann® P. Spates, Sgfretary
of the Coumtv Council for ;




MEMORANDUM 2

September 28, 1978
T0: County Council

FROM: Task Force on County-Hunicipa]i_:“Financia1 Relationships

R, TR

SUBJECT: Report and Recommendations

At the conclusion of ocur 1ast;meéf3ﬁd§ba'ﬁugust 24, 1978 we had reached
conclusive agreement on several areas and that additional staff work needed
to be done on one other area. Specifi§a11y3 the following was agreed:

A. What is reimbursable to the mﬁnipipaligiesmgnd tax districts?

1. Street related operatingand debt ‘service expenditures
incurred by municipalities should be reimbursed by the
County on some uniform basis. However, the current
formula used by the County,is. cumbersome, not easily
understood, and some of the'data is subject to
arbitrariness. It is recommended that a new formula

be devised.

2. park ard Recreation Debt Service for County projects should be
paid by the Recreation.District;taxiynCurrently=this
is budgeted in the General Fund and.contains a duplication
for municipalities that provide their own recreation facilities.
If the charter amendment known as question E is approved,
it is understood that a voteﬁof:6%Cdﬂnct1members“wou1d
be required to 1mp1ement.th1$;recommendation. This category

of Debt Service includes about half for Recreation Projects
and half for Non-Local Park “acquisition and development.

e g L

3. Code enforcement is performed to varying degrees of
comprehensiveness and intensity by the County and the
municipalities. Municipality: and County staff should
reach as detailed an agreement as possible on County-
Municipality responsibilities and eligible ‘reimbursements
for municipalities uheretthereﬂate.djsplacements of
County funded services. . = . AT ;




County Council R
September 28, 1978 Rt
Page 2 RS S0

4. Rockville operates social service programs at the Lincoln
Park Center which prabably. should be a County responsibility
and should be compensated tor this.service provision. It does
not appear clear that this should be a reimbursable item;
this program may be supplemental at the City's choice.

5. The subject of rebates tothe tyofTakoma park for Police,

school crossing guard, and 1ibrary ‘services will be re-examined

for determining & more” | PPt

6. Administrative overheid'ﬁﬁfgfmt bean ‘area for discussion
of duplication since it is unlikely that agreement could be
reached before discnssi-oq u@}__d service diminishing returns.

B. How will reimbursements be determined?

1. Beginning in FY 79 street rgla'i;éd operating and debt service costs, munici-
palities will submit to the County annually road mileages

of streets within their bdun;laries_-certified to the State.

It is understood that these mileage figures are prepared by

jurisdictions in December and County payment should be made

in January.  The formula will use the budgeted County rost

per mile for ojerating and debt service and this payme.t will

be for the same cost per mile for the number of miles certified

in each municipality. T A R

2. As noted above, beginning with the' FY 80 Executive Recommended
Budget, debt service for projects administered by the County

+  Department of Recreation will ‘be budgeted in that department
and funded by the Recreation, District TaXs . . .. ... -

i

3. Ip the case of special pruograms ‘operated in lien of or supple-
menting County programs such as Youth Services, Senior Services,
and Human Rights, arrangements for a contractual service, con-
tribution or reimbursement will be made between the municipality
and .the County agency concerned. A negotiating wnd review com-
mittee will include represt tatives Trom the municipalities,
County agency, a County Louncil, person and a volunteer citizen.
The funds for providing the service will be budgeted in the
Municipal Revénue Program appropriation and not in the County
agency providing or administering the service. -

4. Municipal and County :fepﬁseptqti\rgs have’ a‘l_ﬁcﬁ'sseﬁ’“bilt' not
resolved the issue of ‘municipality-County responsibilities in
the areas of code enforcement. ;. Current, thinking of the
ctaff is to devise a formula using five code enforcement
areas of housing, animal control, construction standards,



w_-',.". 4 ‘»‘*":W}E’"' gt
County Council

September 28, 1978
Page 3
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public facility licensing and-inspection;and.air and water
pollution and a) determining-areas of responsibilities and
whether ordinance changes are ‘required and recommended b}.
total cost of the County. to.perform: this service where it

is doing so and calculating a‘unit cost compared to a common
easily counted demominator such:.as dwelling units or property
tax accounts, and c) factor this unit cost if the municipality
is performing the function times'the number cf units, dwelling
or tax accounts, to calculate the reimbursement similar. to
the street related expenditure formula, . County staff will
coordinate with municipal staff a recommendation to Courcil

to be included with the FY ‘80"budget. = .7 -

Enclosed is a draft resolution tofiﬁp1ement,rEEBﬁhe;Hations.for your
consideration- o ot

JWS:eb

g ] ke

Attachments: Memorandum to John Short froﬁ;Rdﬁért-Burns, re Road Maintenance
Cost Comparisons, dated April, 28, 1978.

Memorandum to John Short’ff&ﬁjRﬁBEEt"Burns; re Analysis of

Road and Stomm Dra1n‘Debt-5gﬁv'gg*;yated-ﬁpril 20, 1978.

Draft Resolution - Sbﬁjéﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁgS%rt

:_-of?iﬁé'Tiék'Fofbenbn County
Municipality Financial Relationships and Revisions to the
Municipal Revenue Program', " ot : 'S

CC: Muntcipalities .:in-wr
Task Force Members
County Executive

e A R ——




o: John W. Short
FROM: Robert B. Burns

SUBJECT: Road Maintenance Tost 'Conmardéons 2

1) Less charges to:
Suburban District
Capital Projects
Mass Transit Fund
Parking Lot Districts

Subtotal Net Budget

2) Less Activities tonsidered by County to S
e A
jce Director . own
0ffige o Atministnating Services {one-half

Division of Transportation o
of Transportation Planming. i

- -

Dffioe -
Division of Traffic
expense of street :

Subtotal -Gross Dupld cu:ﬁm

3) Less Other Sour:x‘es' of Funds
a) ¥Vehicle, fuel and +road

appl¥ed to maintenance

WEWORAND N

el

® :
» i

taxes receipts :

b) Less one-half storm drain tex -
appited to maintenance ot

Less vese track meceipts Vi '
Less State sigrel medmienance relmbursements

c
d
? Less subdivizton Fess

Less Transportation 'Pmu“gﬁ'& s

Net tax duplication

Total Road Miles
Cost per mile

Times 202 miles of municip
Note of 9/28/78

The above figures include recommend

will be adjusted to reflect the cos

i

e A g [ 3l

al s

ed figur”‘e; shown An the

t of 14ving increase and -

R v EP A v s gt el B S o
treets ‘(current estimate)

April 28, 1978

Vi, at e
. %B,559,420

.znmag
60,470

3,750

1

" $14,919,100

- 205,280
47 ;950
B29,735
191,480

k| 1556 420

.{ _..4—-—-'—-——

312.,094 . 235

3.,454,500

' 269,800
+410,000
128,750
225,000

8,950

.. $7,598,035

1,631
4,658

__.‘ﬂ-*gan.:ms

‘budget document &nd
ny ‘other changes.

-
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- April 20, 1978

TO: John W. Short, Director, Budget & Rggearch
FROM: Robert Burns, Budget Analyst

SUBJECT: Analysis of road and storm drain_déﬂt'ﬁérviée

Gross Debt kg s $6,306,792
Less Special Assessmenfs\;qh.’¥uﬂ:f; ; 425,000
Less fuel and road tax allocation, 3,895,500
portion not used in General Fund '

for Highway Maintenance « - =

Less 1/2¢ storm drain tax fﬁ‘fiff‘“= | . 269,000
Net Debt Sﬁpport from Gene;;{lgand. $1,?i7.292
Cost per 1,631 miles of County streets 1,052
Cost per 202 miles of Hunicipa] streets 212,504

(current estimate)

RBB:eb

i .‘}—‘ Ay
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COUNTY COUKCIT: - .

F-5 -‘..'
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY , MARYLAND,

;:_ly County Council

Sub ject -

WHEREAS, Chupter J0A of the Mtgﬂrfﬁti"é&”“ﬂ. ns amended, provides
for o Mumicipal Revemue Program o reimburen the mmtcipalities within the County
for those public servicep provided by t‘hl'-nilélpiltttu'mlch‘ would otherwise be
provided by the County government; and J ‘ v e

\EaTAS, the Couscy Code further deteils

hich
public services guellfy for reimbureement; amd Vind oA

ﬁml:;ipti

WMEREAS, for flacal years 1976 theough 1977 4he County hos ceisbursed the
municipalitics a totel of $1,570,000; has appropriated $425,000 for fiscal
yoar 1978; and earmarked §200,000 in the n WSWM surplus; and

WWEREAS, the County Counell, Coumty Executive, xad the-Hontgossty County
Chapter of the Msryland Municipal League have discussed the Municipal Revenue
Progrea end have agroed thet the current program should Be studied in detail to
insure thst the program i equitable and achisving its objectives;

ROW, THEWEFORE, BE IT RESOLVED thet -

The Task Porce on County-Municipality financial Realtionshins i3 hereby
cstablished. This will be a task force of eight ‘members sppointed by the County
Couneil for a tewm of mot more than gix months or until the finsl report of the
Task Porcs ie completed. The Tesk Forca will be composad of four elected officials
dontgmated by the Montgomety County Chapter of the Marylomd Hunicipsl League;

theee embers of the Mostgumary County Couwmeil, nd_-ra:jhg_cwaty Executive or his
designated represencatite. TV S

AND BE IT PURTHER | ESOLVED that s

The Tash Forece shall exsaine in dotail ond
the following: ik

pake Tecomsendations concerning

£
5

1. 1dentify the public sevvices nwl.ul- M.miel.ﬁa!-.uimau by both
County municipulivies and the ew_lr.’ w;. G R i .

{t5 eunicipal sud Coonty
oand ths bene-
A

2. TFor each progrem tdmmeitied DoVo,
cest, the level of service provided
ficlaries of the gervice; M

3. Por these services gurveatly ated, ‘Goteviine shather the County
or the mmicipality should be tha primary provider or how tha responsi-
biiteies wight be divided, weking into actount where ftace lsw assigne
a responsibility ta the Couaty. . it ) \

6. ldeutify the techafcal eervices and expervine that the County could:
sshs eveilsbla to the munictpalicten when & mmicipality regqueste such
5. Bveluste the pressnt Muaicipel P

the c&ntnt of the above




. . 3§561ution No. '8-1649

~ssintyoduced: . Novembex éz » 1977
‘Adopted: . November 22, 1977

By County Council . .

ubject:

i 0 e

< \ﬁ*ii’w L e
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the County Council for Montgomery County,
Maryland that the following persons are hereby appointed to serve as members of

:he Task Force on County-Municipality Financial Rga}ticn’ship'sr

Walter Behr Norman L. Christeller
Mayor of Somerset ; }léfntgo!hery' County Councilman
Miner Buell pickran Y. Hovsepian .
Councilman * Montgomery County Councilman
Oskmont Special Taxing District by e
NedliPoteer -
Phyllis Fordham tHnmtgbn#:y¢C§unty Councilman
Counc i lwoman e bt |
city of Rockville Joha W. short = e
 gounty Executive's Representat ive
John Roth IS e

Mayor of Takoma Park

A True Copy.

ATTEST:

Anna P. Spates, Segf@tary
of the County Council for :
Montgomery County, Maryland ot




AWD BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that =
The Task Porce complate ite work dnd sutmit ite npurt md u:u-uél:lona
not later tham April 15, 1978,

A True Copy

of the County Uouneil
for Montgomery County, )hrylnd

. e

& .-\‘) ,‘
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23 10/17/78

Counci.lman Menke stated that he calculatea that approximately 9% of |

the rental unita covered by the guideline system will nol: T

during this year. .= = ) ; ; "’f. ﬁ" : 3‘

ka0 TET e *.‘
;;g_ g ', o 1‘

(T‘ha Council recessed at 1:40 P. M., and recom'enad at 2: 40 P ‘H b
- 4

|.,

f o ]
"Resolution No. 8-2222 Re: Report of the Task Force on Count?-

Municipality Financial Relationships
and Revisions to the Municipal Revenus

Program

The Council had before it for consideration a drsft resolution by the Tésk

Force on Co'mty-l-iunicipali ty Financial Relationships and Revisions to the Hmicipal 2

P
-Revenue Pro ;ram regarding implementation of rcimbursement to muntcipalities and npecil

af ;
taxing areu withtn the County for those publle sewices provided these ju s !
gt whi.ch wcu'!.d ethlr\tlu ba provided by County government. %3.

".. Y m 4 '

Councllun Potter descrlbcd the 1ntcnt of the rssolution as an interim /

. o e
st:ep in thl !weto;ment of a program for a mora e%ﬁ.table distribution of tha tax

gl o v E A B A
burden. 'rhn nnlfer of funds to municlpantien and special I:a.xing areu would avoid
3 R AR =~ S PERT T
double p.lymln by taxpayers in some catcgortcs, princlpuny road mintenance. Mr, Po

LYy VR N P ) af'

rcferrcd to & question having been raised 28 to whet‘her the fomuh being applied*

ORI S LT e Yo i

would be mror the future and stated thar. there is no 1¢gal basis for caompclli.hg
i'.he'Ccav.mu:'.!.lI to lppropriste funds for dlstrtbution in I:h.‘.l u;::;r. lh scatcd thlt '
‘Iin hi;_ view; hers is a moral obligation for rclmbursmenmthe resolution vu "

cafted ¢ dicata thias is proper poucy and thl? £t wtllﬁﬁ:compltshﬁhu

' Intcrfares wil:h r.he lvatlabtl . und.l

e

a Colman propoaed amendtng the reso iution eforc “the Councii with

* AW
would ba unulu and unfa!.r -} nta‘b‘l. 8 thi.s progrn n l rn
-
° F‘Z‘I.QBO lud beyo-nd whe l\l Gmm _
i S i,
afieit !.n I:ha vant 0 Sy

L

e
cnnctmen of TF IH. as Eollwa:

4214 l e Resolved" clause = fina wording "NCN T}L'BR!!FOB! BE I
®SOLVED, by the County Council for Montgomery County. Hn'yhnd, that
reimbursement for ntreel; rclar.cd xpenditures u FY1979 ol

based oni. Ry

44714 w0 'It 'Furt'her Iuolva _'4!@_,1 delet rmend {ng 40 -;'.og'
ubstituting for FY73s b \
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Councilman Colman supaested that an amendment be developed to modify future
commitment to 100% mileage refund. He expressed the opinion that this 18 necessary
{n the interest of equity regarding conflicting and competing priorities which the

succeeding Council will be faced with.

Councilman Potter recommended agalnst Councilman Colman's suggested amend-

ments (1) and (2) above becauste the wirding of the clauses relates to a “pransfer'
¢+ -1 '» only and is not of vital Impartance Lo the averape tLaxpayer; however, 1t
Wk side substantial rellel Lot o Lclpal taxpayers because it will eliminate

wt of that General Fumd duoit sed :.e. Councilman Colman withdrew his proposed

amendments.

Councilman Colman stresscd ‘he need, in his opinionm, for all programs to
compete equally for budget funding, lL.e., social services, rent supplements, police .
services, etc.

Councilman Potter referred to being hopeful that the County can avoid a
fiscal situation necessitating funding of less than 100% reimbursement to municipalities
and ;pecial taxing districts (nasmuch as the funds at issue are not actually expendi-
tures but a transfer of funds rto ecasc the burden resulting from double tax payments
L renadents of these ju[lﬁ.chiJnn Contould be glven high polority, except for

serivus emergencies.

. president Scull potnted out that the subject funds really b:long to the

1 i

r municipalities and ppeciul taxing distrlcts. 3

E

¥ Councilman Menke moved, duly suconded, that the Council consider insertion

of un additional "Be It Further Resolved" clause, as follows: "Every effo:: shall
be made by the County governmunt to fund fully computed revenue sharing; however,
fiscal constraimts may prevent thig."

Councilvoman Celman {ndicated that she would not favor municipalities being

enabled to have ticher programs than the balance of the County as an outgrowth of the

revenue sharing formula.
Vice President fotter in the Chalr.

Stating that the County has a responsibility to reimburse municipalities
i for services vendered, President Scull moved to make payments to municipalities binding,
1 placing municipality revenue sharing in the same category as Metro and debt service.

There was no second to President Scull's motion.
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Councilman Potter commented
the =0 ject reimbursement s &t cov of piving !
amcuint  the County has saved fnosovisen displaces
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suUges -t - wacndment , 88 fuse. ol

affirmative, Councilwoma

absent,
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100% funding.
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Attachment M

Resolution No. 9-1752

Introduced: April 13, 1982
Adopted: April 27, 1982

COUNTY COUNCIL
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By County Council

SUBJECT: Report of the Task Force on County-Municipality Financial
elationships and Revisionsto the County's Municipal

evenue Program

WHEREAS, Chapter 30A of the Montgomery County Code, 1972, as
amended, (1977 Replacement Volume), provides for a Municipal Revenue
Program which reimburses the municipalities and special taxing districts
for those public services which they provide and which would otherwise
be provided by the County Government; and

WHEREAS, by Resolution 8-2222, dated October 17, 1978, the Montgomery
County Council established a procedure for reimbursing each municifslity
and special taxing district for street-related expenditures, as follows:
using its budgeted funding per mile for the operation and debt service
of non-municipal County roads, the County reimburses each municipality
and special taxing district for that road mileage certified by the State '
as being maintained by the municipality or spec%al taxing district; and

WHEREAS, the formula was begun in fiscal 1979, and has received
annual County appropriations for its implementation; and

WHEREAS, since this formula was adopted, there have been changes in
the funding for the County's road Erogrnm--(l} the new Transportation
Revenue Sharing Account was enacted by the State; (2) the County's road
debt service includes many METRO access roads and the landfill access
road; and (3) investment income has increased: and

WHEREAS, beginning in fiscal year 1982 the State is providing a
supgicmental police grant in an amount equal to $2.00 per capita for
each subdivision having a population density of less than 8,000 per
square mile; and

WHEREAS, Article 15A of the State code further requires the govern-
ing body of each subdivision to allocate and distribute a portion of
the supplemental police grant to qualifying municipalities on a formula
basis to be negotiated between the County and the governing body of the
qualifying municipalities; and

WHEREAS, there are several municipalities and special taxing dis-
tricts within the County which provide code enforcement services and
are not reimbursed by the County for the costs associated with these
reiponsibilities even though trey pay County property taxes for these services;
an

WHEREAS, recognizing that the above cited changes required detailed
examination, the Task Force on County-Municipality Financial Reslation-
ships was reestablished and charged with reviewing these matters and
making recommendations concerning appropriate amendments to the Municipal
Re;enue Program (see County Council Resolution 9-149Z dated October 13,1981y
an

WHEREAS, the Task Force submitted its Final Report and recommenda-

tions to the Council Council, a copy of which is attached hereto; and

WHEREAS, the Task Force has made recommendations to the Council
with respect to the following:

. the allocation of revenues from the State's Transportation
Revenue Sharing Account (TRSA);

. the exclusion of debt service charges for METRO access roads
and the landfill access road from the reimbursement calcula-
tion for street related expenditures;

. the inclusion of investment income from road and storm drain
revenues as a revenus offset to property tax duplication;
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L Resolution No. 9-1752

the inclusion of 10% of the County's expenditures for the traffic
signal, traffic sign, and traffic marking programs;

beginning in fiscal year 1982, the sharing of the State's
supplemental police aid should be based on a formula which gives
e?ual weight to two factors--population and the number of sworn
officers;

beginning in fiscal year 1983, the County should institute a
reimbursement program for code expenditures--zoning, housing,

animal control, and construction code enforcemnt. These reimburse-
ments should use a formula based upon one of two indicators--the
number of dwelling units or the number of parcels of land,whichever
is the more appropriate in each case;

beginning in fiscal year 1983, the County should institute a reimburse-
ment program for consumer affairs services in the City of Gaithersburg
and for Human Relations Commission services in the City of Rockville;

the formula calculations for any given year should be based upon
the County's and each municipality's actual audited expenditures
and revenues for the prior fiscal year;

beginning in fiscal year 1983, the County should distribute 85% of

the estimated reimbursements no later than QOctober 15; the balance
of the reimbursements based on audited expenditures and revenues,
should be made no later than February 1 of each year;

all County payments for fiscal year 1981 and previous years should
be considered as final and no adjustments should be

attempted. The only exception to this recommendaticn is that the
County should reimburse the City of Takoma Park a net amount of
$52,650 for an error made in calculating that city's eligible
mileage in fiscal years 1979, 1980, and 1981. This adjustment
should be paid in fiscal year 1983;

for other areas of possible tax duplication which involve only one
municipality or special taxing district and which are not explicitly
addressed in this report, a representative of the County Executive
should meet with the designee of any affected municipality or
special taxing district to study these areas of possible duplication
and submit recommendations for consideration by the County Council
no later than June 1, 1982; and

WHEREAS, the Task Force estimatss that the total cost to the County
of the proposed reimbursement package will be §1,390,000 for fiscal year
1982, and will approximate $1.8 million thereafter;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the County Council for Montgomery
County, Maryland that -

The report and recommendations of the Task Force on County-Municipality
Financial Relationships is accepted and the recommendations, as outlined
in the report, are accepted for funding within the Municipal Revenue
Program,;

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that -

The County Council regards this as a basic commitment of the County
to provide greater equity for County taxpayers inside and outside the
municipalities and special taxing districts, but severe fiscal constraints
may prevent 100% funding. If the County is unable to fully fund the
program in any fiscal year, appropriate notification should be provided
to the appropriate municipalities and special taxing districts.

A True Copy
ATTEST:

n .
of the County Cou
Montgomery County/, Maryland

ATTACHMENT
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SUMMARY

For the past several months, the Task Force on County-Municipality
Financial Relationships has examined the County's Municipal Revenue Program
which reimburses the municipalities and special taxing districts for those
public services which they provide, and which would otherwise be provided by
the County Govermment.

The general principles which the Task Force used are those outlined in
Chapter 30A of the Montgomery County Code. These include:

« the service 1s‘provided by the municipality or special taxing
district in lieu of being provided by the County;

. the reimbursement shall be limited to the amount the County
would expend if it were providing the service within the
municipality or special taxing district;

. the reimbursement is for property tax duplication, and is,
therefore, limited to expenses financed with property tax
revenues paid by all County taxpayers.

The work of the Task Force has focused on four areas of duplication:

1) street and road expenditures

2) code enforcement expenditures

3) sharing the State's supplemental police aid as required by
Article 15A, Section 37 of the State Code.

4) other areas of possible duplication which are of concern to
only one municipality or special taxing district.

The members of the Task Force are not in full agreement with every detail
of the following recommendations, but there is a consensus that thesge
recommendations represent a reasonable package which should be adopted by the
County Council and the County Executive.

The Task Force recommends:

1) For fiscal year 1982 and subsequent years, the formula for reimbursement
for street-related expenditures adopted in fiscal year 1979 should be modified

to:

. allocate the revenues from the State Transportation Revenue
Sharing Account equally between the mass transit and highway
programs, and provide for a direct pass-—thru of a portiom of the
highway allocation to the municipalities and special taxing
districts.

L G-s7s
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. exclude the County's debt service charges for METRO access roads
and the landfill access road from the reimbursement calculationm,
since these are determined to be a special category, of equal
benefit to all County residents, including those in the
municipalities and special taxing districts;

. incorporate investment income as a revenue offset to property
tax duplication.

. include 10% of the County's expenditures for the traffic signal,
traffic sign, and traffic marking programs since there 1s
dete;mined to be some level of tax—supported duplication.

2) Beginning in fiscal year 1982, the sharing of the State's supplemental
police aid should be based on a formula which gives equal weight to two
factors—-population and the number of sworn officers.

3) Beginning in fiscal year 1983, the County should institute a reimbursement
program for code expenditures—--zoning, housing, animal control, and
construction code enforcement. These reimbursements should use a formula
based upon one of two indicators——the number of dwelling units or the number
of parcels of land, whichever is the more appropriate in each case.

4). Begining in fiscal year 1983, the County should institute a
reimbursement program for consumer affairs services in the City of
Gaithersburg and for Human Relations Commission services in the City of
Rockville. d

5) The formula calculations for any given year should be based upon the
County's and each municipality's actual audited expenditures and revenues for

the prior fiscal year.

6) Beginning in fiscal year 1983, the County should distribute 85Z of the
estimated reimbursements no later than October 15; the balance of the
reimbursements, based on audited expenditures and revenues, should be made no
later than February 1 of each. year. For fiscal year 1982, the reimbursements
should be made by May 3, 1982.

7) All County payments for fiscal year 1981 and previous years should be
considered as having been made and no adjustments should be attempted. The
only exception to this recommendation 1is that the County should reimburse the
City of Takoma Park a net amount of $52,650 for an error made in calculating
that city's eligible mileage in fiscal years 1979, 1980, and 1981. This

ad justment should be paid in fiscal year 1983.
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8) For other areas of possible tax duplication which involve only ome
municipality or speclal taxing district and which are not explicitly addressed
in this report, a representative of the County Executive should meet with the
designee of any affected municipality or special taxing district to study
these areas of possible duplication and submit recommendations for
consideration by the County Council no later than June 1, 1982. A preliminary
report 1s requested by May 3, 1982 in time for possible fiscal year 1983
funding.

The total cost to the County of the recommended reimbursement package will
be $1,390,000 for fiscal year 1982; the cost in fiscal year 1983 will
approximate $1.8 million.

REIMBURSEMENT FOR STREET AND ROAD EXPENDITURES

Background. County Council Resolution 8-2222, adopted October 17, 1978,
established the present formula for reimbursing the municipalities and special
taxing districts for street and road related expenditures. Essentially, this
formula calculates the County's funding per mile from property taxes for the
operation and debt service of non—municipal County roads. This County funding
per mile is then reimbursed to each municipality and special taxing district
based on the annual certified road mileage used by the State for calculating
the sharing of gasoline and motor vehicle taxes.

The Task Force has discussed four issues at length:

. the handling of revenues received from the State through its
Transportation Revenue Sharing Account;

. debt service charges for METRO access roads and the landfill
accesg road;

. the handling of investment income as a revenue offset to
property tax duplication;

. the expenditure program of the County's Transportation
Department to ascertain those activities which benefit municipal
residents.

Transportation Revenue Sharing Account. In 1ts 1980 session, the Maryland
Legislature established a Transportation Revenue Sharing Account (TRSA) in the
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Transportation Trust Fund. Financing for this was provided from 20% of the
vehicle titling tax revenues and 22 of the State's 7% corporate income tax.
This new TRSA was one component of the Governor's transportation funding
package which included the State's participation in mass transit operating
subsidies. The County received $1.7 million from this new program in fiscal

year 1981; future year estimates are about $2.5 million per year.

The Office of Management and Budget applied this "new” TRSA revenue as an
offset to the County's transportation expenditures when calculating the
reimbursements under the Municipal Revenue Program for fiscal year 198l1. The
municipalities and special taxing districts questiomed this treatment of
revenues, and it was this issue that headlined the agenda for the present Task

Force.

The Task Force agrees that not all of the revenues received by the County
from this source should be applied to the "revenue sharing formula" even
though the County applies the entire amount to its Genmeral Fund.

The Task Force recommends the following:

- Revenues derived from the TRSA be allocated to both mass transit
and highways in proportiom to the amount of property tax
revenues collected by the County for each purpose. For example,
in fiscal year 1981, $26.7 million of property taxes were
collected for transportation programs, of which 51.2% were for
highways and 48.8% for transit; these percentage amounts would
then be used to allocate the $1.7 million received from the TRSA.

« Of the amount designated for highways, the percentages used for
the State's “pass through formula" for highways, would be used
to distribute a porticn of these revenues directly to the

municipalities and special taxing districts. The balance of the

highway's allocation is then applied as a revenue item in the
"revenue sharing formula". Appendix A provides a detailed
calculation for fiscal year 1981.

Debt Service Costs. In the course of reviewing the formula for street
expenditure reimbursement, the County Executive's representative raised the
issue of including 100X of the County's debt service in the reimbursement
calculation. The argument presented was that the greatest portion of the
County's road debt service is for artarial and METRO access roads which serve
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County-wide needs and benefit municipal and special taxing district

residents. The argument continued that it is fair to have municipal and
gpecial taxing district residents contribute to the property taxes that pay
such debt service. It was further pointed out that debt service on roads is a
significant share of the County's road program, but not so for the
municipalities and special taxing districts; the vast ma jority of roads
maintained by these governments are bullt by subdivision developers.

The Task Force recommends that the County's debt service costs for METRO
access roads and for the landfill access road be excluded from the cost
calculations for the Municipal Revenue Sharing Program. For fiscal years 1981
and 1982 this would amount to excluding 24Z of the County's debt service
costs. For the fiscal year 1984 reimbursements, this element of the formula
should be recalculated. Appendix B provides the project listing.

Investment Income. A third issue relative to the street reimbursement formula
was that the Office of Management and Budget was not including investment
{ncome as a revenue offset. These revenues are used to finance the road
program and as such reduce the level of property tax duplication and should
therefore be incorporated in the formula. .

The Task Force recommends that investment income be included in the
formula as a revenue offsget.

!
Traffic Engineering Expenses. The formula adopted in 1979 does not provide
reimbursement for the traffic signal, traffic sign, and traffic marking
programs administered by the County's Divisiom of Traffic Engineering. The
municipal representatives on the Task Force questioned this exclusion since
many, 1f not all, of them do incur costs for traffic signs and markings; the
larger municipalities also maintain some of the traffic signals located within
their jurisdictions.

The Task Force recommends that, since the incidence of these costs is not
uniform for each municipality and special taxing district, 10Z of the County's
expenditures for these programs should be included in the reimbursement
formula and the remaining 907 be counsidered to benefit municipal and special
taxing district residents.
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Fiscal Impact. The Task Force's racommendations for reimbursement for street
related expenditures would total $5,496 per mile for a total impact for the
County of approximately 41,300,000 for fiscal year 1982. Appendix C provides
the detailed calculations. .

SHARING THE STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL POLICE AID

Background. Beginning this fiscal year, the State provides a supplemental
police grant in an amount equal to $2.00 per capita for each county having a
population density of less than 8,000 per square mile. Section 37 of Article
15A of the State Code requires the goverming body of each subdivision to
allocate and distribute a portion of this supplemental grant to qualifying
municipalities on a formula basis to be negotiated between the County and the
governing body of the qualifying municipalities. The revenue received in
Montgomery County is estimated at $1,174,000 in fiscal year 1982.

The State also provides a basic police aid formula through which the
municipalities and special taxing districts recelve a grant directly from the
State, based on each jurisdiction's proportion of actual police expenditures.
This concept reimburses municipalities for their contribution to total police
protection and attempts to account for different levels of service. :

Chevy Chase Village, Gaithersburg, Rockville, and Takoma Park currently
provide police services in the County. With the exception of Takoma Park,
these municipalities provide supplemental patrol services, and do not have the
full range of services provided by the County police; it 1s estimated that
about 40% of the County police budget is for patrol services.

Alternative allocations. For distributing the supplemental ald to Chevy Chase
Village, Galthersburg, Rockville, and Takoma Park, the Task Force has
discussed three alternative allocation formulae--populatiom, number of sworn
officers, and the State formula for basic police aid. The fiscal impact for
the County for any of these formulae varies by about $23,000, and the
allocation among the four municipalities is quite different. Appendix D
provides detaills.

Beginning in fiscal year 1982 the Task Force recommends the following:

. provide the $2.00 per capita supplemental grant to the City of
Takoma Park because the County does not provide police services
within the city limits.
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. for Chevy Chase Village, Gaithersburg, and Rockville use a
formula weighted equally between population and the number of
sworn officers. The reimbursement for population should be 80¢
of the $2.00 grant since these municipalities provide
essentially patrol gervice and the patrol function represents
about 40% of the County's police budget. Using the number of
gsworn officers is a measure of level of effort.

Fiscal Impact. The Task Force's recommendatiouns for sharing the supplemental
police aid will have an $82,000 fiscal impact for the County in fiscal year
1982. See Appendix D.

REIMBURSEMENT FOR CODE ENFORCEMENT EXPENDITURES

Background. Several of the municipalities and special taxing districts
exercise authority 1in the areas of planning, zoning, code enforcement, and
animal control. Since these activities are also carried out by agencies of
the County Government and financed, at least in part, by general property tax
revenues, it was deemed appropriate to ipclude these programs on the Task
Force's agenda. The recommendations of the Task Force are set forth below.

Planning and Zoning Expenditures. Four agencies of the County Govermment
provide services related to the County's planning and zoning processeéﬁ-the
Office of the Hearing Examiner, the Board of Appeals, and the Code Enforcement
Sections of the Departments of Environmental Protection and Housing &
Community Development. Seven municipalities (Barnesville, Brookeville,
Galthersbursg, Laytonsville, Poolesville, Rockville, and Washington Grove) also
have planning and zoning powers and responsibilities, and do mot avail
themselves of the County's services.

Beginning in fiscal year 1983, the Task Force recommends reimbursement to
those municipalities which exercise planning and zoning powers in accordance
with the following:

. expenditures which are financed by the County's general property tax
revenues for the County's Hearing Examiner, Board of Appeals, and
Code Enforcement Sections of the Departments of Environmental :
Protection and Housing & Community Development should be included in
the reimbursement formula.

. the County's tax-supported expenditure per parcel of land in the
County should be the unit of measure applied to the number of
parcels of land located in each of the affected municipalities.
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. the reimbursement should not exceed the amount financed by taxes for
these purposes by each of the municipal governments.

Housing—Related Items. The Task Force has determined that property
Zaintenance and landlord-tenant services constitute duplicated services and
should be reimbursed to the municipalities and special taxing districts
providing these services. Expenditures for weed control, rodent control, and
landlord-tenant services financed by the County's general property tax are
included here.

Beginning in fiscal year 1983, the Task Force recommends reimbursement
to those municipalities which provide these housing-related services in
accordance with the following:

. expenditures which are financed by the County's general property tax
revenues for weed control, rodent control, and landlord-tenant
services should be included in the reimbursement formula.

. the County's tax-supported expenditure per dwelling unit should be
_the unit of measure applied to the number of dwelling units located
in each of the affected municipalities or special taxing districts.

. the reimbursement should not exceed the amount financed by taxes for
these purposes by each of the municipalities or special taxing
districts.

Animal Control. The County's Department of Animal Control and Humane
Treatment does not provide all of its services for the cities of Rockville and
Gaithersburg; they do, however, use the County Animal Shelter and also use the
County's rabies control services.

Beginning in fiscal year 1983, the Task Force recommends reimbursement
to those municipalities which provide these animal control services in
accordance with the following:

. expenditures which are financed by the County's general property
tax revenues for animal control, excluding the cost for the
County's Animal Shelter and the rabies control services, should be
included in the reimbursement formula.

. the County's tax-supported expenditure per dwelling unit should be
the unit of measure applied to the number of dwelling units
located in each of the affected municipalities or special taxing
districts °



. the reimbursement should not exceed the amount finanéed by taxes
for this purpose by each of the municipalities or special taxing

districts.

Fiscal Impact. The estimated fiscal impact for the reimbursement for
these code enforcement expenditures totals $261,150 for fiscal year
1983-——$156,100 for planning and zoning; $39,400 for housing-related items;
$65,650 for animal control expenditures. Appendix E provides a detailled

calculation.

" REIMBURSEMENT FOR OTHER TAX DUPLICATION SERVICES

During the Task Force's deliberations concerning tax duplication, the
representatives of the municipalities and special tax districts identified a
number of services which they feel are provided by the County and one
municipality, but not by all municipalities and special taxing districts.
Examples include: consumer affairs services in Gaithersburg; human relations
services in Rockville; transporation for the elderly to nutrition sites in
Rockville; METRO access roads in Rockville; police protection, parks
maintenance and development, and library services in Takoma Park. The Task
Force has taken note of the statement of the County Executive in his proposed
fiscal year 1983 operating budget that "...police service in Takoma Park is a
component of the current analysis of the County's Municipal Sharing Program
and adjustments to the current formula may be recommended in FY 83.7

The Task Force has had only limited discussions on these matters and
recommends the following:

. beginning in fiscal year 1983, reimburse the City of Gaithersburg
for its consumer affalrs services limited to the amount the County
would expend if it were providing the service. The reimbursement
should not exceed the City's actual expenditures for this service.

. beginning in fiscal year 1983, reimburse the City of Rockville for
its Human Rights Commission expenditures limited to the amount the
County would expend 1f it were providing the service. The
reimbursement should not exceed the City's actual expenditure for
this purpose.

. a representative of the County Executive should meet with
representatives of the City of Takoma Park and any other

municipality or special taxing district to study any potential tax
duplication issue not explicitly addressed in this report. The
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County Executive is requested to prepare recommendations on each
issue for consideration by the County Council. Of particular
urgency is the review of funding for police protection, parks
maintenance and development, and library services provided in the
Montgomery County portion of Takoma Park.

a recommendation on all issues should be available for Council
consideration prior to June 1, 1982. A preliminary report is
requested by May 3, 1982 in time for possible fiscal year 1983

funding.



APPENDIX A

FY 1981 Actual
General Fund Property Taxes to Support

Highway Operations $7,909,843
Debt Service for Roads & Storm Drains 6,346,054
Special Assessments (-588,734)
Total General Fund Taxes for Highway Program 13,667,163 (51.2%)
Mass Transit Property Taxes 13,023,658 (48.8%)
TOTAL TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM PROPERTY TAXES $26,690,820 (100.0%)

———————————————

The County collected §1,704,756 in FY 1981 from the State's
Transportation Revemre—STaring Account (TRSA)

48.8% or $831,926 is allocated to transit
51.2% or $872,830 is allocated to highways

$1,704,756

Of the $872,830 allocated to highways, $109,100 is passed-thru directly
to the municipalities in accordance with the State's formula for
highways. The balance of $763,730 is applied to the ''revenue sharing
formula" as shown in Appendix C.



. ArrcNULA B

Landfill and METRO Access Roads: FY 1973 thru FY 1982

County Bond Expenditure§

Actual thru FY 81 FY 82 Estimated

Fieldcrest Road (Landfill Access) $2,266,000 $100,000
Silver Spring METRO Access 2,880,000 20=

Redland Fields Road 2,291,000 ; 445,000
Eastern Arterial 641,000 190,000
Executive Boulevard Extension 1,403,000 298,000
Marinelli Road 1,333,000 263,000
Twinbrook Parkway Widening 198,000 182,000
Woodmont Avenue 421,000 20,000
Woodmont Avenue Extended 51,000 -0-

Woodmont-Avenue-Edgemoor Lane 1,074,000 340,000
Crabbs Branch Way 142,000 431,000
Montgomery Lane 1,127,000 154,000

$15,827,000 $2,423,000 ($16,250;0(

s

3**&****3****************#******

Bond Sales: FY 1973 thru FY 1982

Millions $§

March 1981 §18.0
June 1980 7.0
May 1979 3.0
June 1978 7.0
April 1977 540
July 1976 3.5
January 1975 12.0
April 1973 7.5
June 1972 5.0

$68.0
——
*******ﬂ**************

penditures for Access Roads _$16.3 |
.oad § Strom Drain Bond Sales 368.0 %éé
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1 Salaries & Wages
Operating Expenses
Capital OQutlay
Fringe Benefits
Utility Costs NDA

11  Less Charges to:
Suburban District
Capital Projects
Mass Transit
Parking Districts

Subtotal

III Less Revenue Sources

-Vehicle § Fuel Taxes
-Race Track Receipts
-Signal Maint. Reimb.
-Engineer Fees
-Planning Grant
-Qther
-Storm Drain Tax

* -Investment Income

Subtotal

# TV  Debt Service & 76%
Less Special Assessments

Subtotal

# V Less Transportation Revenue
Sharing @ 45%

Subtotal

VI Less Activities Considered
to Benefit Mmicipalities
-Office of Director
-50% Administration Svcs.
-50% Transp. Engineering
-Transp. Plamning
* -90% Traffic Engineering

VII Net General Fund Tax Support

# Miles
Support per mile

Actual
FY 1981
$87,767,489
5,790,935

52,790
2,562,315
2,878,693

210,120

1,733,160

18,720
20

$18,090,222

$7,223,709
282,406
237,792
431,341
99,000
23,333
654,306
1,228,492

$7,909,843

E————eea.

$4,823,001
447,438

$12,285,406

—————

§763,730
§11,521,676

178,686
$1,802,727
$8,527,384

1,693
$5,057

237.88 miles x $5,037 = $1,198,200
TRSA Direct ($459/mile) = 51093130

M—-

TOTAL ($5,496/mile)= §1,307,300

Items discussed by the Task Force



14 - APPENDIX D

Distributinn Formula
Supplemental Police Aild

Based on estimated Montgecmery County supplemental
grant of §1,174,000

Per Capita

The affected municipalitics agreed that Takoma Park should receive
§2.00 per capita for supplemental police aid because Montgomery County
does not provide police services within the City limits.

Municipality Montgomery County Population Funding
Takoma Park 11,331 $22,662

Chevy Chase Village, Gaithersburg and Rockville agreed that population
should be the basis for half of the distributien formula. Because thesc
jurisdictions provide primarily patrol services, it was agreed that $0.82
per capita was a fair distribution, representing 40% of the $2.00 per capita
received by Montgomery County.

Municipality Population $0.80 per capita 50% formula (x.5)
Chevy Chase Village 2,107 § 1,686 § B43
Gaithelsburg 26,400 21,120 _ 10,560
Rockville 43,811 35,048 17,524

Per Sqorn Officer

The affected municipalities also agreed that the number of swory officrrs
represented a level of effort of providing police services and shouli. be
the other half of the distribution formula.

Municipalicy # Sworn Officers % of Total* $0% of formula (x.5)
Chevy Chase Village 8 .00937 $ 5,500
Gaithersburg 7 .00820 4,814
Rockville 28 .03280 19,254

#lontgomery County has 789 sworn officer positions and Takoma Park has the
equivalent of 21.6 officers serving the Montgomery County portion of the
City, for a total of 853.6 sworn officers for the County and its municipalities.

Total Allocation

The following table shows the nat result of this proposed formula:

Municipality Per Capita Per Sworn Qfficer Total
Chevy Chase Village $ B4l $ 5,500 $ 6,343
Gaithersburg 10,560 4,814 15,374
Rockville 17,524 19,254 36,778
Takoma Park 22,662 == 22,662

$81,157
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Appendix N

Resolution No.:_13-650

Introduced: Sept. 10, 1996
Adopted: Sept. 10, 1996

COUNTY COUNCIL
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: County Council

Subject:

I Chapter 30A of the Montgomery County Code (1994) provides for a program which
reimburses municipalities and special taxing districts for those publiz services provided
- by the municipalities which would otherwise be previded by the County,

2. Reimbursements under Chapter 30A have bzen made pursuant to a procedure Iestab}ished
under Resolution 8-2222, dated October 17, 1978, which was revised and supplemented
by Resolution 9-1752, dated .@pril 27, 1982. :

3. In March 1995 County Executive Douglas M. Duncan appointed County-and municipal
representatives to serve on the Montgomery County Task Force to Study the Municipal
Tax Duplication Reimbursement Program. This Task Force was charged with reviewing
the procedures and formulas used to determine the amount of the reimbursements and
with making recommendations to improve these procedures and formulas.

4. The Task Force submitted its Final Report and recommendations, a coi:y of which is
attached, to County Executive Douglas M. Duncan, on June 5, 1996.

5, The goals of the Task Force were to determine:
a. Whether the complex formulas used to calculate the reimbursements could be
simplified;
Be Whether reimbursements could be made in a way that would provide greater
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6.

Resolution No. 13-650

predictabilify to each municipality in planning the following year’s budget;
& Whether a single reimbursement could be made.

The Task Force recommends that the following formulas be used to determine the
reimbursements for the following services provided by the municipalities:

a Transportation. Reimbursements shall be a percentage of the County’s actual,
audited per mile or per item expenditure, multiplied by the number of miles or
items in each municipality. The percentage reflects the percentage of the County
expenditures that are paid for with property tax revenues.

b. Park Maintenance. Reimbursements will be based upon the same formula
currently used.

c. 'Code Enforcement. Reimbursements will be based upon the net -Cdurllty propéi‘ty
tax supported code enforcement expenditures per dwelling or per parcel.

d. Other services. Reimbursements will be based upon the net County property tax
supported expenditures.

Action

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, approves the following

resolution:

L.

The Final Report of the Task Force to Study the Municipal Tax Duplication
Reimbursement Program is accepted and the recommendations, as outlined in the report,
are accepted for funding within the Municipal Revenue Program

The recommendations contained in the Report will be implemented beginning in Fiscal
Year 1997.

Reimbursement payments to municipaliti es will be made orfce a year, by October 1.
Reimbursements for Fiscal Year 1997 will be based upon Fiscal Year 1995 actual,
audited expenditures from the County’s comprehensive annual financial report.
Thereafter annual reimbursements will continue to be based upon the actual audited

expenditures using a similar two year interval.

Municipalities will not be required to submit their expenditures but will be required to
provide annual certification of eligible services

The Task Force will meet annually to review the municipal revenue program.
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7 To the extent that the County Council is required to meet annually and discuss with each
municipality the rate for assessments or the tax reimbursement program, the Council
delegates this duty to the County Executive or his delegate, who should then report back
to the County Council.

This is a correct copy of Council action.

/8/

Mary A. Edgar, CMC
Secretary of the Council

APPROVED:

/s8/
Douglas M. Duncan
County Executive
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850

Douglas M. Duncan

County Executive o
L
009640 <
MEMORANDUM ME
July 1, 1996 e e
_I i + )L
_,--""'-‘—_‘.-—_‘
TO: Gail H. Ewing, President, Montgomery County Council
FROM: Douglas M. Duncan, County Executive

SUBJECT:  Municipal Tax Duplication Reimbursement Task Force
Final Report and Resolution

I am pleased to share with you and the members of the County Council the
enclosed Final Report of the Municipal Tax Duplication Reimbursement Task Force.
I appointed this Task Force last year for the purpose of reviewing, and recommending changes to
the process used by the County to calculate and reimburse expenditures to municipalities for
those property tax based services provided by municipalities that would otherwise have to be
provided by the County. The current process was established by Resolution in 1978.

I commend the members of this Task Force for their many months of dedicated
work and their ability to develop recommendations that, when adopted, will well serve all of our
residents. The proposed formula should also contribute to improved efficiency in budgeting and
planning functions for the County as well as for our municipalities. I recommend that the
County Council approve the Resolution included as part of this report.

DMD/rm

Enclosure
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Tax Duplication Task Force
Final Report

June 5, 1996
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The Montgomery County Tax Duplication Task Force recommends the
following:

o In FY96 the Montgomery County municipalities will receive tax duplication
reimbursements calculated according to the tax duplication formulas
currently in place. FY95 base data is used to make these calculations.

e In FY97 the tax duplication reimbursements will be based on the formulas
recommended by the Task Force. These formulas are based on FY95 actual
expenditures.

e The recommended formulas are based on the County’s actual, net, property
tax supported expenditures for service (i.e. total expenditures less
applicable off-setting non-tax revenues), not on the amount spent by the
municipalities.

TRANSPORTATION

o 61.7% of the County's FY95 actual, audlted per mile or per item
expenditure multiplied by the number of road miles or items in each
municipality.

o In FY97 each municipality will receive a reimbursement payment for
transportation that is no less than the amount received in FY96.

¢ The Task Force will meet prior to next year's meet and confer to review
the impact of changes in State Highway User Revenue program and any
other changes in non-tax .

PoLice

o Since the County does not currently use the presence of Gaithersburg,
Rockville and Village of Chevy Chase police forces in determining their
resource and beat allocation formulas no duplication reimbursement is
recommended.

PARK MAINTENANCE

o In FY97 the park maintenance reimbursement will be based on the
current formula.

o The Task Force will review problems with the current system and
recommend a new formula for FY98 if necessary.

Cope ENFORCEMENT
o The reimbursement will be based on the County’s net per dwelling or
per parcel cost rather than on the municipality’s net cost.

o The Task Force recommends that the municipalities will not be required to
submit details of their expenditures but will be required to provide annual
certification of eligible services and workload data for selected services.

o Any negotiations related to other Takoma Park consolidation will be
separate from the tax duplication issues.
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BACKGROUND

In March, 1995 County Executive Douglas M. Duncan appointed County and
municipal representatives to serve on the Montgomery County Task Force to
study the Municipal Tax Duplication Reimbursement Program. The municipal
representatives recommended by the Maryland Municipal League Montgomery
County Executive Board are: Beverly Habada, Administrator, City of Takoma
Park, David Humpton, Manager, City of Gaithersburg, Rick Kuckkahn, Manager,
City of Rockville, Susan Robinson, Manager, Town of Chevy Chase, Lib Tolbert,
Mayor, Barnesville. The County representatives are: Mike Coveyou, Department
of Finance, Betty Ferber, Office of the County Attorney, George Griffin, Office
of the County Executive, Susan Hoffmann, Intergovernmental Relations Office,
Bryan Hunt, Office of Management & Budget, and Chuck Sherer, County
Council Staff. Barbara Hawk, Director, Institute for Governmental Service has
served as facilitator of the group. Andi Silverstone, Town of Chevy Chase,
served as secretary to the Task Force. Paulette Bowles, Office of Management &
Budget, has provided technical assistance and staff support. The group began
meeting in April, 1995 and met through May, 1996.

TASK FORCE GOALS

The Task Force was directed to look into issues surrounding the current tax
duplication formula and to recommend improvements to the program. Early
in the process the group decided that its primary goal was to improve and
simplify the current system, rather than to create a new system. A second goal
was to resolve policy and administrative problems associated with the current
program. An important objective of the Task Force was to assure that neither
the County nor the municipalities receive a “windfall” from new formulas, and
conversely, that no jurisdiction suffer a large revenue loss. The Task Force was
directed to report their recommendations to the County Executive for his
review and action.

Several problems associated with the current system were identified, and the
Task Force focused on resolving those issues. The Task Force determined that
there were both administrative problems and policy issues to be resolved. The
group agreed that the police and transportation (road maintenance) formulas
were the most significant areas of concern. These issues were also the most
complex and difficult for the Task Force to resolve. Determination of the level
of service provided by the County and estimating what the portion of those
expenditures are supported by property tax revenues is complicated and time-
consuming. However, the group reached consensus on the following issues:
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. The reimbursement program should be equitable, efficient to administer,
and easily understood by the public.

. The basis for the reimbursement program should be the amount the
County would spend to provide a duplicated service rather than the amount
spent by a municipality to provide the service. Therefore, the rebate to the
municipalities should be based on the County's actual, net, property tax
funded expenditures for a given service. The reimbursement formula
should not include services provided by a municipality but not provided by
the County.

. The reimbursement program should be as predictable and stable as possible
and should require as little paperwork as possible by both the County and
the municipalities. '

. In order to minimize the potential budgetary impact of the new formulas
on either the County or the municipalities, any changes should be phased
in if possible.

. There should be provisions for annual re-evaluation of the reimbursement
program.

ADMINISTRATIVE/PROCEDURAL ISSUES

. The formula for reimbursements should be based on the actual, net,
County property tax supported expenditures for service. (i.e. total
expenditures less applicable off-setting non-tax revenues).

. The reimbursement for transportation should be based on a cost per mile
or per unit figure, less off-setting revenues such as fees and charges and

Highway User Revenues.

. The police services reimbursement should more accurately reflect the
number of first responses by County and municipal police officers or use
some other measure that accounts for the net County per capita police
expenditures.

. Reimbursement payments to municipalities should be made once a year, by
October 1, instead of twice a year as is current practice. To accomplish this,
the Task Force recommends using audited expenditure figures from the

County’s comprehensive annual financial report (CAFR). For instance, FY97
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payments would be based on the audited FY95 actual figures which are
available in late December, 1995. This assures that both the County and the
municipalities have firm numbers before their respective budget cycles
begin.

5. The recommendations, if adopted, should be implemented in FY97.
Therefore, reimbursements will be based on FY95 actual, audited
expenditures. (It should be noted that this requires using FY95 actuals for
two years' reimbursements; FY96 reimbursements using the old formula,
and FY97 reimbursements using the new formula.)

6. An annual review of the program will be conducted by the municipalities
and the County. The Task Force will remain as constituted and may meet
throughout the year to discuss issues that affect the reimbursement
formula. The group will also meet prior to the annual meet and confer
sessions with the County Executive and the County Council.

RECOMMENDED REIMBURSEMENT FORMULAS

Table 1 summarizes the reimbursements for each municipality for duplicated
services proposed for FY97 using the new formula. Table 2 compares current
and recommended reimbursements. All recommended totals use FY95 actual
figures.

Trahspon‘atibn

A primary goal of the Task Force was to develop a simpler, equitable
reimbursement formula for transportation expenditures. The proposed
formula has two components. The first is the cost of road maintenance
provided by the County Department of Public Works and Transportation
(Divisions of Highway Services and Traffic and Parking Services). Roadway
maintenance, bridge maintenance, storm damage, roadway resurfacing (CIP
projects), traffic signs & pavement markings, and street light maintenance
costs were calculated on a per road mile basis. The maintenance costs of
bridges and traffic signals were calculated on a per item basis. (Table 3) The
second component is the percentage of the County expenditures that could be,
and therefore theoretically are, paid for with property tax revenues. State
Highway User Revenues (HUR) and miscellaneous fees and charges are also
used to fund County road maintenance costs. The Task Force determined that
in FY95 Highway User Revenues and miscellaneous sources accounted for
approximately 38.3% of the total eligible expenditures (Table 4). Therefore, the
net County property tax funded cost is 61.7% of total expenditures in FY95.
This percentage will change annually depending on the amount of Highway
User Revenues received , the amount of other miscellaneous fees and charges
and the size of the County road maintenance budget.
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Based on this rationale, the Task Force recommends that the transportation
property tax reimbursement for FY97 be set at 61.7% of the actual, audited
County per mile or per item FY95 road maintenance expenditures, multiplied
by the number of road miles or items in each municipality. All municipalities
will be guaranteed the dollar amount of the FY96 payment in FY97. Table 5
compares the current transportation formula with the recommended formula
by maintenance category. Table 6 summarizes the anticipated impact of the
recommended formula on each municipality.

The Task Force agreed to meet in one year to adjust the transportation
formula. The Task Force further recommends that a group of transportation
professionals meet to discuss and make recommendations regarding the
difference in maintenance costs of urban (or highly traveled) roads, rural and
residential roads. They will also look at whether there are any special road
costs experienced by Rockville as the center of County government.

If the recommendations cannot be implemented beginning in FY97 the Task
Force recommends that they be implemented in FY98 and based on actual,
audited FY96 data. FY96 data (using either the current or the proposed
formulas) will result in significantly higher payments due to the snow storm
costs. The Task Force agreed that if the recommendation is not implemented
until FY98, FY96 data will be used for that year also, except that a four year
average will be used for the storm damage factor in the formula. (See Table 7
for a summary of historic maintenance cost data)

PoLICE

Calculation of a police services reimbursement formula is complicated by the
fact that the County is required, by law, to provide the same level of service to
municipal residents and non-municipal residents except in the case of Takoma
Park. Under a 1949 agreement the City of Takoma Park has responsibility for
all calls for police assistance and dispatches its own officers. The City has a
mutual aid agreement with the County. The police reimbursement issue is
further complicated by the fact that each of the other jurisdictions which offer
police services (Rockville, Gaithersburg and the Village of Chevy Chase) has a
different arrangement with the County for responding to calls.

The City of Rockville has its own central dispatch operation which handles
telephone and walk-in complaints. They also monitor the County system and
dispatch their officers to complaints/incidents in Rockville. The County can
dispatch Rockville officers as a first response but generally does not. All
~addresses in Chevy Chase Village are coded in the County's dispatch system.
When a call for service from a Village address is received a code appears on the
dispatcher’ s screen and a Village police officer is then dispatched to the call.

Village unit is available. The" Clty of” Galrher%burg has concurrent JllI‘lSdlLthIl
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with Montgomery County police and officers are dispatched directly by the
County. assninininismeniomms.. omanmiiaisomianii. |l Ky

Originally, the Task Force recommended a formula based in part on the
current formula used to calculate the Takoma Park reimbursement which
assumes a ratio of seven police officers for every 6,000 calls. The ratio of total
service calls to municipality first responses is factored in and the police State
aid paid to municipalities is subtracted. However, members of the Task Force
met with County police officials to discuss the County’s internal review of
police services, beat realignments, restructuring of district boundaries and
reallocation of resources. The Task Force found that the County does not use
the number of first response calls made by municipal officers as a factor in
their beat allocation decisions. The Montgomeéry County police are required to
provide the same level of service to all residents whether or not they reside in
a municipality. The County asserts that if the municipalities did not provide
police services, the result would be an increase in response time countywide.
Their logic is that while the presence of the municipal police allows the County
police to respond faster or to more complaints, the absence of municipal police
would not significantly change the beat allocation now in effect.

The Task Force agreed that the basis for the reimbursement program should
be the amount the County would spend to provide a duplicated service rather
than the amount spent by a municipality to provide a service. None of the
municipalities provide all or primary police services within their boundaries.
The County reasons that if the municipalities no longer provided police
services to their residents, the County would expend the same dollar amount
now expended countywide and provide a somewhat lower level of service
countywide. That is, the County police would not necessarily provide the same
level of service that either municipal or other County residents receive today.
Using this reasoning the municipal police services is a supplemental rather
than a duplicated service. Therefore, we recommend no duplication
reimbursement be made at this time. However, it is clear that there is a
threshold point, below which the level of service would not be acceptable to
residents. It can be assumed that at that point the County police might need
to provide additional resources (officers, vehicles, etc.) or change their beat
allocation to include first responses by municipal police. The Task Force will
continue to monitor this issue and will propose changes if necessary.

CODE ENFORCEMENT

The recommended code enforcement reimbursement formula is based on the
net County property tax supported code enforcement expenditures per
dwelling or per parcel. Table 5 includes the anticipated reimbursement to each
jurisdiction. Due to a recently adopted change in County policy placing most
code enforcement activities in an enterprise system, no reimbursement is
anticipated after the FY98.
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PARK MAINTENANCE

The park maintenance formula was originally based on a cost accounting
system (labor retrieval system) used by the Maryland-National Capitol Park and
Planning Commission (M-NCPPC). In FY88 the M-NCPPC stopped using the
system. The County has subsequently used the 1988 figure plus an inflator
(CPI-U for the Washington area) each year to calculate the cost of maintaining
various types of urban parks. Additional data will be required to develop a
more accurate cost reimbursement formula. There are also questions related
to which parks operated by municipalities are eligible for reimbursement.
Several problems with the current system have been identified.

1. The inflated figures may not be a true reflection of the cost of
maintaining the parks today.

2. The formula accounts only for expenditures and not for offsetting
revenues.

3. The criteria for determining which municipal park maintenance
expenditures are reimbursable appears to be unclear and somewhat
inconsistent.

The Task Force recommends that until another formula can be developed
the Park Maintenance reimbursement formula should remain as it is.
During the next several months the Task Force will look into this issue
and recommend a new formula for park maintenance reimbursement.

OTHER

All other services will continue to be based on the net County property tax
supported expenditures. Municipalities will not be required to submit their
expenditures, but will be required to provide annual certification of eligible
service and workload data necessary for reimbursement for selected services
such as elderly shopping service, senior transportation and crossing guards.

The Task Force also recommends that any negotiations related to the Takoma
Park consolidation be kept separate from other Tax Duplication Task Force

issues.
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Table 1
Summary of Proposal

Proposed _5roposed Proposed Prop/Cur Prop/Cur
Road Maint Code Police Metro Other
Reimb. Enforce- Access  ltems*

Municipality Miles ment Roads TOTAL

Barnesville 0.00 0 0
Brookeville 0.46 3,699 3,699
Chevy Chase, Sec. ll| 2.23 17,931 17,931
Chevy Chase, Sec. V 1.60 12,866 12,866
Chevy Chase View 3.40 27,339 27,339
Chevy Chase Viillage 8.27 66,499 8,262 74,761
Town of Chevy Chase 9.92 78,766 11,891 7,291 98,948
Drummond 0.38 3,056 3,056
Friendship Heights 0.83 6,674 59,181 65,855
Gaithersburg 7012 571,483 154,371 725,854
Garrett Park 3.92 31,521 31,521
Glen Echo 1.71 13,750 13,750
Kensington 8.17 65,695 15,527 28,440 109,662
Laytonsville 1.07 8,604 8,604
Martin's Addition 2.21 17,771 17,771
North Chevy Chase 1.897 15,841 15,841
Oakmont 0.27 2,171 2171
Poolesville 15.28 122,866 29,270 152,136
Rockville 133.88 1,126,604 170,339 155230 110,253 1,562,426
Somerset 424 34,094 34,094
Takoma Park 18.24 154,754 14,259 23,178 781,181 973,372
Washington Grove 2.92 23,480 23,480
TOTAL 291.09 2,406,462 374,649 23,178 155,230 1,015,616 3,975,135

* Source of Data

State Highway Administration of Maryland

FY 84 Recapitulation of Urban and Rural Mileage
* Other ltems as calculated include: Police Crossing Guards, Senior Transportation,
Elderly Shopping, Park Maintenance, and a Human Relations Commission.
Police Pass Thru not shown on this table.
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Table 3

Municipal Tax Duplication
Road Maintenance Calculation
FY 95 County Maintenance Cost Factors

Roadway and Related Maintenance $ 6,494 per mile
Storm Damage $ 1,083 per mile
Roadway Resurfacing (CIP Projects) $ 2,242 per mile

Main Roads (Asphalt)

Residential Roads (Slurry)

Curb and Gutter, Sidewalk
Traffic Signs and Pavement Markings $ 822 permile
Traffic Light Maintenance $ 103 permile
Street Light Maintenance $ 2,280 per mile

TOTAL $ 13,024 per mile
PLUS

Traffic Signal Maintenance $ 2,000 persignal
Bridge Maintenance $ 3,098 perbridge
Pedestrian Bridge $ 713 per pedestrian bridge




Table 4
Municipal Tax Duplication

Transportation HUR and Revenue Offset

Calculation and Formula

MC DPWT Tax Supported Operating Expenditures (1)
Debt Service (2)

MC DPTW Eligible Expenditures

Subtract: Other Rev Sources (grants, fees, and charges)(3)
Equals: Total HUR Eligible DPTW Expenditures

State Highway User Revenue (HUR) Received (4)

Ratio of HUR to total expenditures (HUR Ratio)

1 Page 42-5 FY 97 Operating Budget
2 Page 13 FY 97 Recommended Operating Budget

$ 24,021,040
$ 37,380,590

$ 61,401,630

$ (6,286,361)
$ 55,115,269

$ 21,086,402

38.26

3 Charges to Suburban District, DOT CIP projects, minus current revenue funding,

and charges to mass transit, and parking/urban district
Calculated by Bryan Hunt, OMB 4-96
4 Page 42-5 FY 97 Operating Budget
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Table 6

Source of Data

State Highway Administration of Maryland

FY 94 Recapitulation of Urban and Rural Mileage

Transportation
By Municipality
A B C E G

Estimated Estimated

FY97 Payment FY397 Payment

with current  with proposed Change
Municipality Miles formula tormula C-E
Bamesville 0.00 0 0 0
Brookeville 0.46 3,384 3,699 315
Chevy Chase, Sec. lil 2.23 16,407 17,931 1,524
Chevy Chase, Sec. V 1.60 11,772 12,866 1,094
Chevy Chase View 3.40 25,015 27,339 2,324
Chevy Chase Village 8.27 60,845 66,499 5,654
Town of Chevy Chase 9.92 72,984 79,766 6,782
Drummond 0.38 2,796 3,056 260
Friendship Heights 0.83 6,107 6,674 567
Gaithersburg 70.12 515,892 571,483 55,591
Garret Park 3.92 28,841 31,521 2,680
Glen Echo. 1.71 12,581 13.750 1,169
Kensington 8.17 60,109 65,685 5,586
Laytonsville 1.07 7,872 8,604 732
Martins Addition 2.21 16,260 17,771 1,511
North Chevy Chase 1.97 14,494 15,841 1,347
Oakmont 0.27 1,986 2,171 185
Poolesville 15.28 112,419 122,866 10,447
Rockville 133.88 984,992 1,126,604 141,612
Somerset 4.24 31,195 34,094 2,899
Takoma Park 18.24 134,197 154,754 20,557
Washington Grove 2.92 21,483 23.480 1,897
TOTAL 291.09 2,141,631 2,406,462 264,831

* Other items" as calculated include Police Crossing Guards, Senior Transportation, Elderly Shopping. Park Mamtenance

and a Human Relations Commission

* Estimate made using current budget estimates and adding for the estimated total cost of snow removal and storm damag
Current estimate for HUR funds also used
** Proposed Formula Uses FYS5 Actual audited data, the two year lag provides

time to budget the amount and time for the municipalities to plan for the payment
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