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

Beyond
Six-Year Total 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 fromamended ($,%) " 51 1.6% - - - - |
Committee Rec 3,313 542 545 547 550 563 566
change fromamended ($,%) 51 1.6% - - - - |
change from CE Rec ($,%) - 0.0%

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS (BY PROJECT)

e 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

e 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 tothe ADA Compliance Manager. The ADA
Compliance Manager can also be reached at 240-777-6197 (TTY 240-777-6196) or at
adacompliance@montgomerycountymd.gov



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

PHED Committee #2
February 24, 2020
Worksession

MEMORANDUM
February 19, 2020
TO: Planning, Housing, and Economic Development (PHED) Committec
FROM: Gene Smith, Legislative Analyst ;15;

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 FY19-24 CIP amendment (Item #1 for today)

for FY20.

I. Background

The project provides funds for the purchase of agricultural and conservation easements under the
County Agricultural Land Preservation legislation." The purchasing of easements restricts certain uses
on a property to ensure it is preserved for agricultural and rural uses for future generations. See ©1 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,

! Section 2B of the County Code.



IL. FY21-26 CIP Recommendation

A. Expenditures

The Executive recommends $3,293,000 of expenditures in the Project for FY21-26, 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

Planning, Design and Supervision 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
mgcrease 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 FY?21.
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 | Y21 | FY22 | FY23 | FY24 | FY25 | FY26
Planning, Design and Supervision 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




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.

Option #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 3293 | 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 Funding Schedule ($000s)

Funding 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 Payments 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:

Agricultura] Transfer Tax. This tax is levied on agricuitural 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 FY19-24 CIP. See ©6 for a table detailing the historical collection for this tax since

FYO00.

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 BLTs 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: Circle #
Recommended FY21-26 CIP for the Project 1
6

Table of FY00-20 Agricultural Transfer Tax Collections

FASmith\CIP\FY 2("SupplementalstAg\ PHED.docx



Agricultural Land Preservation

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES o o
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PROGRAM CONTACTS

Countact Jeremy Criss of the Oﬂioeongtiaﬂu'e301.5902830m'JmeM:ﬂdmofﬂ160ﬂice
regarding this capital budget. .

of Management and Budget at 240.777.2754 for more information
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CAPITAL PROGRAM REVIEW |

The Executive's recommended FY21-26 program expenditure total is $3.293 million. Totalsixyearpo@mnﬁmdhginchﬂwAgﬁmlﬁnélegferTwc,
omm'bmims,M-NCPPComm'bmimn(listedasDevdeaymmB)mdhvmmmmmomlmmmlWaﬁmwmwemmgﬁm&w
availability of additional FY19 Agricultural Transfer Ta revennes ($744,000).and an FY20 Rural Legacy State grant ($2,704,500).
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y Ag Land Pres Easements
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easements, and other agricultural initiatives carried out by the Office of Agriculture. The program pestnits the County to take title to the TDRs. These TDRs are an
asset that the County may sell in the future, generating revenues for the Agricultural Land Preservation Fund. The County can use unexpended appropriations for

 this project to pay its share (40 percent) of the cost of easements purchased by the State. Since FY99, the County has received State RLP grant fimds to purchase
easements for the State through the County. The State allows County reimbursement of three percent for direct administrative costs such as appraisals, title searches,
surveys, and legal fees, The traditional finding sources for this project are no longer sustainable. Easement acquisition opportunities will be considered on a

case-by-case approach while aliernative fimding sources are identified.
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COORDINATION :
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Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, and Landowners.
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FY00-FY20 Agricultural Transfer Tax Revenue — County portion

Fiscal Year Amount
FYO00 $2,846,000
FYOl $1,605,000
FY02 $2,132,000
FYO01 $1,605,000
FY02 $2,132,000
FYO03 $2,431,000
FY04 $1,937,000
FYO05 $1,775,000
FYO06 $7,434,000
FY(7 $303,011
FY0S8 $626,402
FY(9 $57,398
FY10 $517,310
FY11 $339,968
FY12 $75,847
FY13 $157.580
FY14 $231,042
FY15 $13,691
FYi6 $736,000
FY17 $88,324
FY18 $61,358
FY19 $943,732
FY20 (to date) $33,937




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

e $101,300 for 1.0 FTE for an administrator

e $15,000 for the County Weed Control Program

e $72,000 for the Cooperative Extension Partnership
e $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.

(M
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