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SUBJECT 

FY21-26 Capital Improvements Program: Agricultural Land Preservation Easements 
 

EXPECTED ATTENDEES 

 Mary Beck, Office of Management and Budget 
 

FISCAL SUMMARY 

 

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS (BY PROJECT) 

• The Planning, Housing, and Economic Development (PHED) Committee requested that the 
Executive remove non-easement operating expenditures from the project and include the costs 
in the operating budget for the Office of Agriculture. The Executive did not recommend any 
amendments to the project or add resources to the Office of Agriculture in the recommended 
operating budget. 

 

OTHER ISSUES  

• None 
 

This report contains:          
Staff Report – if applicable       Pages 1-4 
Recommended FY21-26 CIP for the project     © #1 
Table of FY00-20 Agricultural Transfer Tax Collection    © #6 
PHED Committee memo to Executive      © #7 

 

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

Beyond

FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26 6-Years

FY19-24 Amended 3,262     538      540      542      545      547      550      

FY21-26 CE Rec 3,313     542      545      547      550      563      566      

change from amended ($,%) 51              1.6% -         -         -         -         -         

Committee Rec 3,313     542      545      547      550      563      566      

change from amended ($,%) 51              1.6% -         -         -         -         -         

change from CE Rec ($,%) -            0.0% -         -         -         -         -         -         -         

FY21-26 versus Amended FY19-24 Expenditures ($000s)

Six-Year Total

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


MEMORANDUM 

PHED Committee #2 
February 24, 2020 
Worksession 

February 19, 2020 

TO: Planning, Housing, and Economic Development (PHED) Committee 

FROM: Gene Smith, Legislative Analyst .~ 

SUBJECT: Recommended FY21-26 Capital Improvements Program (CIP) for Agricultural Land 
Preservation Easement Project 

PURPOSE: Review Executive's recommendation and make recommendation to the Council 

Those expected for this worksession: 
Jeremy Criss, Office of Agriculture (OAG) 
Mike Scheffel, OAG 
Jane Mukira, Office of Management and Budget 

See the Executive's recommended FY21-26 CIP for Agricultural Land Preservation Easement 
Project (the "Project") on ©1-5. The recommendation includes no significant structural changes 
compared to the approved FY19-24 CIP. The recommendation also includes the changes from the 
Executive's recommended supplemental appropriation and FYI 9-24 CIP amendment (Item #I for today) 
forFY20. 

I. Background 

The project provides funds for the purchase of agricultural and conservation easements under the 
County Agricultural Land Preservation legislation. 1 The purchasing of easements restricts certain uses 
on a property to ensure it is preserved for agricultural and rural uses for future generations. See © I for a 
listing of the easement programs utilized in the County, including programs administered by the State or 
other County agencies. Most of the acreage protected was from the Transfer Development Rights 
program. The ability to purchase easements is dependent on funding, because as noted by the Office of 
Agriculture (OAG), easements can cost between $1,600 to $9,000 per acre depending on the property's 
characteristics. 

1 Section 2B of the County Code. 



II. FY21-26 CIP Recommendation 

A. Expenditures 

The Executive recommends $3,293,000 of expenditures in the Project for FY2 l-26, an increase 
of$31,000 or 1.0% from the approved FY19-24 CIP. The increase is due to negotiated compensation 
increases for the County staff programed in the Project. Below is the Executive's proposed expenditure 
schedule for the Project. 

Recommended FY21-26 Expenditure Schedule ($000s) 
Cost Elements Total 6 Years FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26 
Plannin!!, Desi= and Suoervision 2,273 372 375 377 380 383 386 
Land 1,020 170 170 170 170 170 170 

Total 3,293 542 545 547 550 553 556 

The following are highlights for each cost element of the Project: 

Planning, Design and Supervision. This cost element is approximately 70% of the total 
expenditures scheduled for this project. The $372,000 estimated for FY21 includes: 1) $260,000 
for 2.25 FTEs; 2) $25,000 for the Deer Donation Program; 3) $15,000 for the County Weed 
Control Program; and 4) $72,000 for the Cooperative Extension Partnership. The programmed 
increase in future fiscal years is due to annualization costs for personnel. 

This cost element is mostly funded by a combination of investment income and developer 
payments/contributions. Of the 2.25 FTEs programed, less than 0.5 FTE is dedicated to the 
purchasing of easements. The remaining FTEs perform work related to the OAG's broader 
mission. The other programs included in the Project ( e.g., Deer Donation, etc.) are also unrelated 
to the purchasing of agricultural easements. 

Previously, the Council has reduced the amount of funding not related to easements to increase 
potential funding for agricultural easements. Given the scarce resources for purchasing 
easements, Council staff recommends that the Council continue this trend and presents two 
options for the committee's consideration today. 

Option # 1: Remove most expenditures not related to purchasing easements beginning in FY2 l. 
This includes all program expenses and 1.0 FTE and totals $213,329. The revised expenditure 
schedule is below based on these reductions. Removing these expenditures from the project 
immediately would produce an estimated $1.3 million for purchasing easements from 
FY21-26. 

Option #1: Revised FY21-26 Expenditure Schedule ($000s) 
Cost Elements Total 6 Years FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26 
Plannin!!, Desi1m and Suoervision 995 159 162 164 167 170 173 
Land 2,298 383 383 383 383 383 383 

Total 3,293 542 545 547 550 553 556 
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Option #2: Phase out the expenditures not related to purchasing easements from FY21-FY23. 
This would allow additional time to absorb the expenditures through the General Fund. The new 
expenditure schedule is below. Using this approach, an estimated $822,000 is generated for 
purchasing easements from FY21-26. 

Ootion #2: Revised FY21-26 Expenditure Schedule ($000s) 
Cost Elements Total 6 Years FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26 
Planning, Design and Supervision 1,269 332 263 164 167 170 173 
Land 2,024 210 282 383 383 383 383 

Total 3,293 542 545 547 550 553 556 

Choosing either option would result in an increase of General Fund expenditures because 
the current funding sources are unique to this Project. 

Land. This cost element reflects the funding programmed to purchase easements. The FY21-26 
CIP recommends no change to the six-year funding compared to the approved FY19-24 CIP. 
Given the average costs per acre and limited funding, the OAG purchases easements on a 
case-by-case basis. The timing and amount of expenditures will vary from the one programmed 
in the CIP. 

B. Funding 

The table below details the funding sources and schedule for the Project. 

Recommended FY21-26 Fundin~ Schedule $000s) 
Fundin2 Source Total 6 Years FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26 
Agricultural Transfer Tax 1,200 200 200 200 200 200 200 
Contributions 500 0 0 70 200 142 88 
Developer Pavments 1,254 150 198 277 150 211 268 
Investment Income 339 192 147 0 0 0 0 

Total 3,293 542 545 547 550 553 556 

The following are highlights for each funding source in this Project: 

Agrjcultural Transfer Tax. This tax is levied on agricultural properties that are sold or removed 
from agricultural use ( e.g., commercial or residential development). The County receives 75% 
of the agricultural transfer tax receipts for properties in the County; the funding must be used for 
agricultural land preservation. 

The amount of agricultural transfer tax programmed in FY21-26 CIP is unchanged compared to 
the approved FYI 9-24 CIP. See ©6 for a table detailing the historical collection for this tax since 
FYOO. 

Contributions. This funding represents the final $500,000 payment for the Crown Farm 
annexation agreement. The County has received $1,500,000 from this agreement. The OAG 
anticipates that the final payment will be received soon. 
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Developer Payments. This funding is from transfers from the Maryland-National Park and 
Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) from developers that were required to purchase partial 
building lot termination (BLT) easements. 

A BLT is an easement that terminates the remaining development rights on certain properties. 
Acquisition of whole or partial BL Ts is required for all optional method projects in Commercial 
Residential and Life_ Sciences zones and is an option for projects in Commercial Residential 
Town and Employment Office zones as part of the public benefit portion. 

Investment Income. This funding is from interest earned based on the principal balance for the 
other funding resources in this project. The funding has steadily decreased because it was used 
to fund personnel costs and operating expenses unrelated to the purchasing of agricultural 
easements. 

This packet contains: 
Recommended FY21-26 CIP for the Project 
Table of FY00-20 Agricultural Transfer Tax Collections 

F:\Smith\CIP\FY20\Supplementals\Ag\PHED.docx 
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@ Agricultural Land Preservation 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES 
The County'sAgrirultursl Land Preservation Capi1a1 Program is adoritrifilffld by the M, ••lg, ''Id)' Couoty Office of Agriaillure (OAG~ The program includes one ongoing capital l"liect, AgriculturiJ Land Presomm'"' &ls<menls, with the objective to JrOlecl and~ agricuJlural land fiom development and the goa1<,r relaining•signifiamtfarmmgsecllrtllrou@JioulMontgomeryCounty. 

During FY09, the County acbiewd the goal of prou,cting 70,000 acres of agricuJlural land tbrougb easertHEIS As of June 30, 2019, the County ha• pa ""'""'t!y presemd 71,262 acres fur agriculwral me. Mwtgoi-, Couoty leads the Slate ofMalyland in the IIIIDlher of acres pm,erved and has the highest pera:o111ge of fimnland under agricullund land presorwtion .,,,tmm r.f any oouoty in thenatim. W"llhin this -r, 48,516 acres are~ byTnmsfirableilevelopnmt Rights (1DR) '"""" which allow fur densities as high as one unit per twenty.five acres. It will b., impollaul fur the County to cxmlinue to pursue higher levels of proleclioofurtheso JXOll01UOS to reduce the polallial fur future developmeutin the Agricultural Reserve. The impkn-> dalionofthe BuildingLot Tennination (BL1) Program will be inlegml to this eflbrt. The IIIIDlher oftofal acres is aqjusled to reflect the land presemd 1hrough BLT tbal were placed ova- IDR. 
Qurmlly, presorwtion of agriculwral land is aooxnplishcri under six sepan,IP. agria1h11m land pn,seMllioo pogram.s: the M, Nllg, • I Id)' County Agricullura1 F.asemem Prognm, (AEP);1he Maeyland Agricuhunil Land l'laleMli<n Foundatioo (MALPF); Mi••lg,••ay<'Allllly's local Translaable Developna,tRighls (1DR); the Maryland Enviranneolal Trust (MEl); the Montgom,,y Couoty Rural Legacy Program (RLP) and the Building Lot Tl2D!inatioo Program (BL1). The acres preserved under each program ire displayed in the chart below, and each program is described in the namdive that fullows. 

PET B.T .RLP 

Plutecled thru June FY2019 4,748 [8,753 2,086 2,286 4,875 

Nace: The IIIIDlheroftofal acres is aqjusled to reflect the land preserved 1hrough BLT diatwore placed owr1DR. 

TOR 

48,516 

Tclal 

71,2112 

ThrousJ, theAgii<:ullullli &-..rt Pr,:,s,:am(AEP~ the Couoty?l!cliases •"--, fimnJand u,mgAgricullural Tnmsfir Tax colleclicos to meet acreage acquisition tagets. Agricu1tural easetnms acquired 1hrough the AEP may 11111ge in value fium $1,600 to $9,000per ...,., dcpffllting.., location, land quality, and amount of the road li'oolage. The County has prorected 8,753 acres 1hrough theAEP . . 
ThrousJ, MaeylandAgricu1tural LaodPreservstion Foundation (MALPF), the State purchases development risf,ls e 111m dU!'Ctly from landownm to pro1ect agricultural landfiumdevelopmmt. Since 1980, 4,746acreshave beenpm,cled. · 

MoulgomerJ, County's local Ttm'llinble Developmelll Righls (1DR) program, -i,Jisbed by the fuoaioosl Maslir Pim furthePm..vatim of Agriculture and Rural Open Space, aa:ouols fur amaj<r por1i<lo of the County's preserved land (48,516 acres). The prognlff\, adomismd bytheMmyland Nalional Capi1al Park and Phlminl; Coomtission (M-NCPPC), allows Upcounty landownors to tramli,c developm,mrisf,ls fium the 93,IJOO.a<:reAgricullural Reserve, in the-and D<Jdbem por1i<los of11,e County, atthe-of ooe 'IDRper five ares, to developols with p,'!ieds in areas that can accq,t the higher deveJopmept density, designmed as "II>Rm:eiving areas." Lands prolloc:led by IDR "" onms "'8o rqx"8elll addi1iooal ~ fur the Couoty ID fut1hrpm,ct agricuJlural lands 1hrough ,,..., by reducing tbe allowable housing density that is reserved oo 1hose lands. . . 
The M81ylandF.nviromna>ml Toa(ME1)program-landownels lo-.., eesernmt~ tbeirprop<rtyloprolectsomic opmareas, incblliing1imn and furest land. wildliJ!, habilals, wat,mmt. unique or nae areas, mxl hisloric sires. This program is --with theMaiyland Depuboeot ufNIIDlnll Resources and requires no mooetacy pmticipatiw by the County. Mc Hllgmw, Couoty has prolecb!d2,086 acres 1hrough the METJll'C)8nm. 
The Rnn,J Legacy Program (RLP) was etlllClod in 1997 as pat of the Go>ancrs Smart Growth and Neigbbod,ood C<mervalion initiative ID pro1ec1 natural """""""'Toe Jl"'l!r8lll is dosigJ10d to pro1ec1 areas rich in nru1tiple agti<ultutal, furestiy, natura1 and cu1tura1 resoun:es in oro1orto pm,ctteSOIJlt>e-bise oconcxnic development, prolect green areas, mxlmaiminroral li1i,. M, Mllg, 'Iha) Couoty m:15 as a conduit fur these funds, and OODXIDdar), participlliu,, is reqliired of the County. The Couoty has prolloc:led 4,875 acres 1hrough RLP. 

The Building Lot Tenninalion Program (BL1) was approved by the County Council tbrQugh Council BiD 39-07 in December of 2008. This program provides IIIIOlher lqol ID 1n111S1aidyprolecl agticu1tural lands, especially\\li<re development~ is achievablelhrough the approval of oo-sile wasle disposal syst,;ms. In 2009, five million dollars was approved by the Couoty Council 1hrough a supp1emental 8PJll1llXiatio□ ID this JIO.ject to fund the BLT progmm. Since FY12, 1,257 acres ofagricuJ!ural landand30BLTshave been acquired 1hrough Couoty BLT ,as .te1115m,da,, addilioaal 1,029 acres and31 BLTshave been acquired tbrQughprivalr/dowlopc,r pin:hasecl BL~ m mnls, tolaling 2,286 acres. 

PROGRAM CONTACTS 
Coolact Jenmy ems of the Office of Agriculture 301.5902830 or Jane Mukira of the Office of'Managemeot ond Budget at 240.n7.2754 fir more infuonation regarding this c:api1al budget . 
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CAPITAL PROGRAM·REVIEW 
The Executive~ recommended FY21-26 program oxpmditure 1olal is $3.293 million. Total six year program fimding includes Agricultural Tran,<li:r Tax, 
con1n'buti- M-NCPPC conlnouliom (listed as Developer Payments) and investment income. An FY20 supplememal appropriation was approve to recognize the 
availability of additiooal FYl9 Agricultural Transter Tax 1'IMIIUO.'I ($744,000) and an FY20 Rmal Legacy Stale f!18Dl ($2,704,500). 
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Ag Land Pres Easements 
(PJ8811'11) 

category 
SulJCategary 
Plannlng-

Conselvalion ol Natural Resoun:os 
Agl.andl'resorvatlon 

~ 

EXPENDITURI! SCHEDULE "8INlal 
Plarvinl!,Deoign,andSupeMSlon 4,184 1,312 8lll ~ mi 
Lrd 10,830 5,800 4,002 1,020 170 
Other :r, :r, 

TOTAL EXPl!NDITURES 15,311. 7,217 4,841 3,293 IIG' 

FUNDING SCHEDULE ($000s) 
,AgriaAnl T-Tax 3,'121 i f!S7 1,254' 1;!00' 200' 
Ccnlributions fill: fill: .r 
09\1_:pa_~ 6,423 4,734 435 1,254: 15)_( 
F-Ald !I'll 479 43 
G.O.Bonds :m: 3111 . I ~- m; Ill 380 339 182' -Aid ~390/ 661 2,729 

TOTAL FUNDING SOURCU 15,3111 7,217 4,841 ~-: ~: 

375 m 
170 170 - 1147 

200: 200: 
·! 70 

1913: zn, 
.! ., 

.! . 
147' 

-· -· APPROPRIATION AND EXPl!NDITURE DATA (SIIOD8) Aw...- I FY 21 R<lquost 
Awq.,_, FY 22 R<lquost 
Cunuatlv,, >wop,lalloi 1 

Expendllln / ~ -­
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

542 

546 
12,058 

7;259 
4,799 

380 383 
170 170 - 1113 

llXJ, 200 
llXJ 142 
1~: 211 

- 1113 

01A'.l4/20 
Agnc:utture 
Ongoing 

•! 
170 

-· 
200 
Ill 

2118 

-
FY89 
10,793 

This project provides funds furlhe purcl,ase of agricuhural and 0CJllSeMllim ·-•mdorlhe County Agricultmal LandPreservation Jegislatioo, efli,ctiw November 25, 2008, fiJr local pat1icipalion inMa,ylands Agricullural and Coosc:rvation )XujjllliDS a.Jd 1broughExecutive Rrgulatioo J.-09 AM, adopted July 27, 2010. The County AgriculturalF.a9ement Progam (AEP) enables lhe Coonly topurcl,ase~ ,i:smcrts no limnland in lhe agricultural zones and in olher zones approved bylhe Couoly Council to preserve fimnlandnot amrely prot,,aed by Tnmfilmble Developolflll Rights (IDR) ••Ids er Stale agncul!uml land presorvlllion_ ner!ls The MlilylandAgricuburalLaod Proservmi Foomdation (MA1.PF) enables lhe S1ale to pun:l,ase p-esmati1r m =::ts '"1 limnland jointly bylhe County and S1ale. The Rural Legacy Program (RLP) emables lhe Stale to purcl,ase cooservation e •-to pr,save lqe oontignoos tracts of . agrioullmalland. The sale of de,olopmmtrigf1s '' s , ......... ~ volunblrily bylhe fiamland-. The p,:,jectieceiw, filodingfrom lhe Agricullural Tom.me Tax, which is levied when fivm1and is IIOkl and removed lmin agricultural-. Mt 111gl 11ay County is a S1ae--Certified Couotyunda-11ie provisiaos of Smte legislalioo, which emables lhe County to retain 75 pera,nt of lhe ta,a,s fur local ,_ The County uses a pation oflm share oflhelax to provide Dl8ldring funds fur Stare easements Ti, FYIO, 1he Building Lot Terminalion (BLl)progmm was initiared. This prog,-au,1qxesws .m cmhana,dmrmland ~on program tool to fildberpror,:ctland wh:re dt.o!opmmtrlgbrs have bemrelained in lheAgticultural Reserve-ARzme. This JX08l'IIOI utilim, a variety of revenue sources 1bat include: Agricu11ura1 Tmmfi:c Tax revenues, Contributions, Developer l'aymeols, ~IDC<me, and S1DII: Aid. 

COST CHANGE ____ _____________ ........... ··--·-·--- _ ... --·-----· ..... _. 
Coslll fur FY25 andFY26have been added to the project, as ""11 a,, FY20 funds relalm to a $2,705,000Rurall.epcyProgram S1DII: grantandFYl9 Agricultural Traosla: Taxn,ceipls ~ e,a:ess oflhe approved FYl9 budget 

l'_ROJECT JU&nFICA110N 
Annotded Code ofMlilylandAgricullure Article 2-501 to 2-515, MaiylandAgriculturaf Laod Preservatim Fouodalioo; AmJOlalEd Code ofMaryland Tax-l'mpelty Article 13-301 to 13-308, AgricultmalLaod 'fr8'1sii,rTax; andMootgome.yCounly Code, Oiapl,r 2B, AgriculturalLandPreserva!ioo; andEKecutive Regulalioo 3--09AM 

01MER" 
FY21 esrirnall'd Plmming. Design and Supervision expenditun,s are $3'n,OOO. with $30,000 oflhese annual coots fuoood by Agriadtuml Tnmsli,r Tax revmues as aulhori,ied by Stale law. The amount includes funding fur 1.0 FIE Busineas Developmem Specialist; 1.25 FIE~ staff; $25,000 fur 1he Deer Dooatioo Program; $15,000 furlheMc11tg, Mlri)' Weed Coolrol Pmgmm; and$72,000 furlhe CooperaliveF.x!rnsion~. Appropriatims are based upon a ircijeclioo ofMootganety County's pation of the tom! amwnt of Agricullural Tiansffr Tax which has become available since 1he last approJ:riation and Stale Rural Legacy Program grant funding. Approprialiona to 1his projectrepese,,t a commitmml of Agricultural Tnmsli,rTax funds and S1all: Aid to purcl,ase agriculturP1 ersm:::ils, 
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contnbutions from the Crown FannAnnexaticmAgreemem, and partial BLT paymeots made by developeis fur additional demity in BLT n:ceiving areas. The 
Agricultural Transfer Taxes are deposired into an~ income fund, the in1frest from which is used lo fund direct adminislrative expenses,_ 1he purchase of 
easemenm, and olhcr agricultural initiatives carried out by 1he oilice of Agriculture. The program pem,i1s 1he County lo lake title lo 1he IDRs. These IDRs·are an 
asset that 1he County may sell in 1he future, generating revOIIUfS1br1he Agricu1tu,al Land Preservation Fund. The County can use unexpended appropriations fur 

. 1his Jn!jectlopayils share (40 pero,ot) of1he coot of.eas ,-,,11s purchased by1he S1ate. SinceFY99, 1he County ha,ireceived S1ate RLP grant funds lopun:hase 
easemen1s fur 1he S1llle through 1he County. The State allows County reimbursement of three peramt fur direct adminis1rative costs such as appraisals, title searches, 
surveys, and legi,I ti,es. The traditional fimding sources fur 1his Jn!iect are no longer sustainable. &semeot acquisition opponunities will be considered on a 
case-by-<:ase approach -.w,ile altemative funding sources are idelllifiod. 

FISCAi.NOTE 

Land cost, are furlhe p,n:basing of 1euls An FY20 supplemm1al approprialim was approved lo recogni,.e 1he availability of additional FYl9 Agricultural 
TransrerTaxnM:llll0($744,000)andanFY20Rural1-S1ategrant($2,705,000). 

• 
DISCLOSURES 

Expmditures will continue indefinitely. The County Executive llSSOl1a that 1his praject canfurms 1o' 1he i:equirement of relevant local plans, as required by the 
Maryland F.conomic Growth, Resource Prorectioo and PlanningAct 

COORDINATION 

Mtt1fgt.m<iy County Office of Agriculture, S1ate of Maryland Agricultural Land Presetwtion Foundatioo, S1ate ofMaryland Dqm1ment ofNatural Resout,:.es, 
Mmyland-Natiooal Capi1a1 Pmk and Planning Commissioll, and Landowners. 
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FY00-FY20 Agricultural Transfer Tax Revenue - County portion 

Fiscal Year Amount 
FYOO $2,846,000 
FYOI $1,605,000 
FY02 $2,132,000 
FYOI $1,605,000 
FY02 $2,132,000 
FY03 $2,431,000 
FY04 $1,937,000 
FY05 $1,775,000 
FY06 $7,434,000 
FY07 $303,011 
FY08 $626,402 
FY09 $57,398 
FYIO $517,310 
FYI I $339,968 
FY12 $75,847 
FY13 $157,580 
FY14 $231,042 
FY15 $13,691 
FY16 $736,000 
FY17 $88,324 
FY18 $61,358 
FY19 $943,732 

FY20 (to date) $33,937 
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 

April 19, 2020 

TO: Marc Elrich, County Executive 

FROM: Planning, Housing, and Economic Development (PHED) Committee 
Hans Riemer, Chair 
Andrew Friedson, Councilmember 
Will Jawando, Councilmember 

SUBJECT: FY21-26 Capital Improvements Program (CIP) – Ag Land Preservation Project 

The PHED Committee requests that you shift expenditures out of the Ag Land Preservation CIP 
project (the “Project”) to the Office of Agriculture FY21 operating budget. Currently, Council and 
Executive staff have identified approximately $213,300 of annual expenditures in the Project that does 
not support the acquisition of easements which is the purpose of the Project. Those expenditures are 
listed below for your reference. Shifting these resources in FY21 will provide approximately $1.3 million 
in additional resources for purchasing easements during FY21-26. 

Expenditures Unrelated to Easement Acquisition in the CIP 

 $101,300 for 1.0 FTE for an administrator
 $15,000 for the County Weed Control Program
 $72,000 for the Cooperative Extension Partnership
 $25,000 for the Deer Donation Program

The committee respects the prior decisions to shift the expenditures unrelated to the Project into
the Project during the recession almost ten years ago. In the following years, however, the Council and 
Executive have partnered to return these operating expenditures back to the operating budget. There are 
only a few items that remain, and given the average growth in revenues to the County’s operating budget 
for the last ten years, the PHED Committee believes there will be enough resources to accommodate this 
small, but meaningful, shift. 

The PHED Committee urges you to consider our request as you review and recommend the FY21 
Operating Budget. We thank you for your attention to this important matter. 
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