
November 16, 2017 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Montgomery County Planning Board 

FROM:  John Kroll, Corporate Budget Manager 

DATE:  November 9, 2017 

SUBJECT: FY 2019 CAS Budget Requests 

Please find attached FY19 budget requests from the Department of Human Resources and Management 
(DHRM), the Finance Department, the Merit System Board, the Office of Inspector General, Legal 
Department and the CIO, as well as the proposed budgets for CAS Support Services, and the Internal 
Service Funds – Risk Management, Group Insurance, Executive Office Building, and Capital Equipment. 

Attachments: 
DHRM pages 1-6 
CAS Support Services pages 7-8 
Merit System Board pages 9-10 
Finance  pages 11-13 
Inspector General pages 14-15 
Legal pages 16-17 
CIO pages 18-36 
Internal Service Fund Summary pages 37-38 

Executive Office Building pages 39-41 
Risk Management pages 42-46 
Group Insurance pages 47-48 
Capital Equipment pages 49-52 
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November 16, 2017 

To: Montgomery County Planning Board 
 
 From: Renee Kenney, Acting Inspector General 
 
Re: FY19 Budget Request/Justification 
 
 
The Office of Inspector General (OIG) submits the following FY19 budget proposal for 
your consideration and approval: 
 

MC Admin 
Fund

PGC Admin 
Fund

DEPARTMENT 
TOTAL % Change

FY18 Adopted Budget 261,337$      365,535$     626,872$       

FY19 BASE BUDGET INCREASES

Salaries                  5,169 15,959             21,128                
Benefits                     941 2,943               3,884                  

Other Operating Changes -                          
Chargebacks (4,983)              (4,983)                 

FY18 One-time Expenses
Subtotal Increase - Base Budget Request  $         6,110  $      13,919  $         20,029 3.2%

CIO/CWIT                  5,969                 4,261                  10,230 
Subtotal Proposed Changes  $         5,969  $        4,261  $         10,230 1.6%

Total Increase FY19 Proposed Budget Request  $      273,416  $     383,715 657,131$       4.8%
4.6% 5.0% 4.8%

Office of the Inspector General

PRELIMINARY FY19 OPERATING BUDGET REQUEST 

Change to Base Between Counties from Labor Cost 
Allocation Change

PROPOSED CHANGES
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Office of Internal the Inspector General 
FY19 Budget Request/Justification 
Page 2 
 
 

The OIG proposed FY19 budget reflects an overall increase of $30,259 or 4.8% over 
FY18, resulting in a total FY19 budget of $657,131.  If approved, Montgomery County’s 
budget will increase $12,079 (4.6%).   The increase in salaries and benefits can be 
primarily attributed to FY18 approved compensation coupled with an anticipated increase 
in the Information Technology Auditor’s base salary1.  The FY19 salary estimates are not 
reflective of FY19 compensation markers. 
 
Special requests include an additional $10,230 of allocations to the Office of the Chief 
Information Officer for Commission wide IT initiatives.  
 
The Office of the Inspector General is not requesting any additional positions or funding 
for FY19. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 

                                                           
1 IT Auditor position is vacant.  FY19 Budget includes an estimated salary of $95,000, which is in the upper range of 
grade ($59,434 - $101,900).    
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Office of the General Counsel 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 

Reply To 
Office of the General Counsel 
6611 Kenilworth Avenue, Suite 200 
Riverdale, Maryland 20737 
(301) 454‐1670 ● (301) 454‐1674 fax 

DATE:    November 9, 2017 
 
TO:    Montgomery County Planning Board  

Prince George’s County Planning Board 
 
FROM:    Adrian R. Gardner 
    General Counsel 
 
RE:    Legal Department – Preliminary Budget Estimate – FY 2019 
 

 
This memorandum presents the final FY 2019 budget proposal for the Commission’s Office 
of the General Counsel (“OGC” or “Legal Department”) as follows: 
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Legal Department – Preliminary Budget Estimate – FY 2019 
November 9, 2017 
Page 2 
 
 
Base Budget Overview 
 
Before  adding  any  cost  of  living  adjustments,  merit  increases  or  increments  for  new 
initiatives, the Legal Department’s base budget request  is $2,682,272, which reflects a net 
increase of $77,292 (3%) above our FY 2018 approval that is allocable as follows: 
 

 Montgomery County Administration Fund: $1,423,274 (+1.6% increase) 

 Prince George’s County Administration Fund: $1,258,988 (+4.5% increase) 
 
These figures reflect the updated  labor allocation formula (“split”) for Montgomery/Prince 
George’s County at 49.9%/50.1% respectively 
 
Supplies  and  other  non‐personnel  items  in  the  base  budget  are  retained  at  flat  levels, 
except for increases in non‐departmental charges passed through for capital equipment and 
the CIO allocation.  Please refer to the CIO budget estimate for specific details. 
 
Proposal to Improve Legal Service Efficiencies: 
 
In addition to the base budget, I am proposing to partially fund one additional 
administrative work year that is needed to free‐up lawyer and paraprofessional time 
currently diverted to filing duties and other routine office tasks. 
 
At our current staffing levels, two paraprofessional/administrative support people support 
the nine attorneys who are responsible for our most document and process‐intensive work 
programs – litigation and transactions.  As a result, inefficiencies occur because higher‐cost 
professionals must handle routine office functions on a daily basis.  Meanwhile, more 
important work frequently often is disrupted when lawyers and other staff must attend to 
work that may be less critical, but nevertheless is more urgent.  Dedicating additional 
clerical or administrative resources to mitigate this structural deficiency will enable lawyers 
and paraprofessionals to delegate routine matters, thereby increasing productivity for their 
core operational functions.   
 
Depending on FY 18 turnover and hiring experience, as well as the employment grade 
ultimately targeted for recruitment, the partial funding level requested may require a 
delayed hire for up to six months.  The net impact above the base level budget for this 
position would be $52,217, allocable as follows: 
 

 Montgomery County Administration Fund:  $26,057 

 Prince George’s County Administration Fund:  $26,161 

cc:     John Kroll, Corporate Budget Manager 
Shawna Fachet, Departmental Administrator 
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November 1, 2017 
 
TO:  Montgomery County Planning Board 
  Prince George’s County Planning Board 
 
FROM:  Mazen Chilet, Chief Information Officer 
 
SUBJECT: FY19 Proposed Budget 
 
 
 
MISSION 

The Chief Information Officer (CIO) reports to the Executive Committee to ensure Commission-wide 
focus on technology systems.  The CIO is responsible for strategic planning for the enterprise-wide IT 
systems in collaboration with departments to meet business needs.  The CIO also functions as the 
Commission’s Chief Technology Security Officer.  The Office of the CIO (OCIO) has its own office space in 
the Executive Office Building in the suite of the Office of the Executive Director.   

Executive Overview 

Working in collaboration with the Chief Technology Officers of each department and the Information 
Technology Council the Office of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO) has submitted the FY 19 budget 
with the following highlights. 

Fiscal year 2018 (FY18) has seen continued success in identifying required policy enhancements in the 
face of increased information technology security threats and breaches. The OCIO launched Security 
Awareness Training for the all Commission staff. This initiative will help reduce IT security risks. The 
OCIO and the IT Council worked diligently to develop a comprehensive IT Governance and Vision policy 
statements. The OCIO worked closely with the Office of Internal Audit to review of our information 
technology environment and the policies that govern it, identified gaps and made recommendations. 
Our focus is to ensure that the integrity and confidentiality of Commission’s data is protected under all 
circumstances. A comprehensive security assessment has been carried out and recommendations will be 
promptly implemented to ensure that the Commission’s environment is able to face and mitigate all 
types of threats in the increasingly changing technology environment. Additionally, the OCIO will 
continue to work with the Information Technology Council to set project priorities and to ensure that 
projects are aligned with Commissions goals and objectives. 
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At the initial budget presentation that took place on Thursday, October 19, 2017, Chair Casey Anderson 
directed the CIO to further discuss the proposed budget with members of the IT Council to arrive at 
more unified recommendations. The Planning Board also directed the CIO to document individual 
members’ position and rationale for all requested line items and include them in the OCIO budget 
request.  

The Office of the Chief Information Officer submits the following FY19 budget proposal for your 
consideration.  The CIO’s budget is presented in three sections: 

- CIO ISF (internal service fund) 
- CIO – Corporate IT 
- CWIT ISF – Commission-wide IT initiatives 

 

CIO ISF 

The base CIO budget reflects an increase of 3.9%, primarily reflecting the full cost of recently filled 
positions.  New Initiatives bring that total increase up to 30.8%. 

 

 

  

% Change Positions
FY18 Adopted Budget 1,017,199$              

FY19 BASE BUDGET INCREASES

Salaries & Benefits                       64,139 
Other Operating Changes                     (24,584)

Subtotal Increase - Base Budget Request  $             39,555 3.9%

NEW INITIATIVES

Security Officer                     108,235 1.0
Consulting Services                       60,000 

Commission-wide Training                       90,000 
Office Supplies                       15,000 

Subtotal Proposed Changes  $           273,235 26.9%

Total Increase FY19 Proposed Budget Request  $           312,790 30.8% 1.0
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CIO Initiatives 

IT Security Officer (ITSO) Budget: $108,235 

• The IT Security Officer is responsible for developing and implementing an information security program, 
which includes procedures and policies designed to protect enterprise communications, systems and 
assets from both internal and external threats. The ITSO will assist in developing specification for the 
procurement of cybersecurity products and services and to manage disaster recovery and business 
continuity plans. 

• This position was approved last year for ½ year but we gave up the in support of Montgomery County 
Parks budget cuts with the intentions to request it for FY19. It is critical to the security of the 
Commission’s networks that this position to be supported.  

 CIO’s Recommendation: typically, it takes three months to recruit so we’ll reduce the request to nine months, 
with a reduced budget from $144,313 to $108,235 

IT Council Member Vote Comment 

Rose Krasnow No • Simply lowering the amount needed by 25% does not really address the bigger issue – do we need a 
security officer at all? 

• I am comfortable that we have taken the necessary steps to make sure that the Montgomery Parks and 
Planning Departments networks are secure.  Putting everything under one umbrella may actually make 
us more vulnerable.  However, if the security assessment shows that a security officer for the whole 
commission is warranted I would be amenable, although I agree that we may be able to redeploy an 
existing staff member.  In other words, I think the request is premature. 

Mitra Pedoeem No • Support for FY20 forward if needed 
• Waiting to see recommendations from security assessment 
• Implementing an enterprise security policy may not require a position since CTO’s and the CIO are the 

right resources to do this. 
• In Montgomery County, we are prepared to participate in policy development and can comply with a 

policy once developed, with existing staffing.   
• The Montgomery County network infrastructure relies heavily upon FiberNet, which is shared by other 

Montgomery County agencies and requires security standards which are evaluated quarterly by the 
County’s security team.  

Jim Cannistra No • FY18 security assessment should be completed first 
• Hire security engineer instead of security officer 

Darin Conforti Yes • Pending result of IT staffing review Commission wide. Consider re-deploying existing staff to meet the 
need 

• Centralizing IT security is the goal 
• Recommend including it in the proposed budget; if staff can be redeployed then the budget will be 

amended to remove the request prior to the final budget review. 

Bill Spencer Yes • Need policy vision; redeploy if possible. 

Joe Zimmerman Yes • Fills a critical need 
• Consider re-deploying existing staff if possible 

Mazen Chilet Yes IT Staffing evaluation as part of the IT Hybrid Model will help us determine if we can repurpose an internal 
resource or create a new position. 

IT Council Majority Support: Yes  
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Consulting Services Budget: $60,000 

This is intended to increase the funding for the consulting services to be able to conduct specific studies and 
assessment. It will also allow the flexibility for the CIO to facilitate presentations from independent consultants 
before IT Council and Department Heads. Additionally, the Implementation of the IT Governance that is 
currently underway and is at the point where expert validation and compliance to industry standards will 
require the capability of external consulting IT firms 

 CIO’s Recommendation: Yes, with a reduced budget from $120,000 to $60,000 

IT Council Member Vote Comments 

Rose Krasnow No • The CIO is fortunate to have four CTO’s who together have a tremendous amount of knowledge about 
our systems, their capabilities, and what may be needed.  This request is far too vague, and seems 
unnecessary. 

• Given that we already have consultant fees in the budget, this seems redundant. 
• If a need arises for a specific study that can only be done by an outside consultant, present it to the IT 

Council to see if we are willing to fund it.  With a good business case, I suspect that the answer would be 
yes. 

Mitra Pedoeem No • Contingency with no scope 
• Use reserve and base budget to fill this need 
• Consultant fees are already included in the base budget 

Jim Cannistra No • Prefer projects to be rolled up and funded through IT Council 
• Funds can be taken from departmental budgets for defined projects 

Darin Conforti No • Prefer projects to be rolled up and funded through IT Council 
• Funds can be taken from departmental budgets for defined projects 

Bill Spencer Yes • See a need to be able to respond to un-known challenges 

Joe Zimmerman No • See other items as higher priorities 

Mazen Chilet Yes The reduced amount is to reduce the request but the need is persistent 

IT Council Majority Support:  No 

  

21



 

 

Training Budget Budget: $90,000 

This fund will provide training to MNCPPC IT professional in Enterprise IT technology discipline that is normally 
not recognized or performed at the department level. New training in networking and security disciplines will 
arise as requirements to realize Enterprise Infrastructure strengthening.   

 CIO’s Recommendation: Yes 

IT Council Member Vote Comments 

Rose Krasnow No • Although training is essential, this cost seems very high. 
• When we have purchased new systems, we have worked to ensure that training would be provided as 

part of the contract.   

We have stepped up training in the planning department, but were presented with a very specific scope of the 
type of training to be provided before we agreed to put it in our budget. 

Mitra Pedoeem No • Want to consider a lower budget number 
• Montgomery County has allocated $21,000 for both Departments, which includes IT, GIS, and IS training.  
• Montgomery County believes that training should be at the Departmental level, where it will be cost 

effective and most relevant.  

Jim Cannistra No • Want to consider a lower budget number 

Darin Conforti Yes • It would offset costs within the departments where department don’t need to budget for enterprise IT. 
An example is the security awareness training that is being conducted under Enterprise IT. 

Bill Spencer Yes • See the need to maintain staff knowledge  

Joe Zimmerman Yes • See the critical need 

Mazen Chilet Yes • Additional training in networking and security disciplines will arise as requirements to realize Enterprise 
Infrastructure strengthening. 

   

IT Council Majority Support:  Yes 

  

22



 

 

Office Supplies Budget: $15,000 

The OCIO Staff grew to 5 full time employees which requires additional operations related supplies 

 CIO’s Recommendation: Yes 

IT Council Member Vote Comments 

Rose Krasnow Yes It is not clear to me what this covers.  $3000.00 in supplies per person seems 
high, but I assume you will put the money to good use. 

Mitra Pedoeem Yes  

Jim Cannistra Yes  

Darin Conforti Yes  

Bill Spencer Yes  

Joe Zimmerman Yes  

Mazen Chilet Yes  

   

IT Council Majority Support: Yes  
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As the CIO ISF is funded by charges back to the supported departments, if the proposed requests are 
approved, the budgetary impact on each department is as follows: 

 

 

CIO – Corporate IT 

As part of the reorganization of the Commission’s IT function, the IT division of the Finance Department 
has been split off from Finance and will remain in the Administration Funds of both counties, but under 
the management and control of the CIO.  

The Computer refresh program replaces the old approach of using unused budget balance to address 
computer equipment needs at the end of the budget year. The new program pools the funds from CAS 
departments to provide an orderly approach to computer replacement that will be structured to provide 
timely replacement of old computers and peripherals, ensuring computer equipment is available when 
needed and reduces cost through complete asset management.    

This budget is proposed to increase by 1.5%. 

 

MC Planning                                35,602 
MC Parks                                61,204 
PGC Planning                                23,258 
PGC Parks                                73,576 
PGC Recreation                                49,051 
DHRM                                   9,164 
Finance                                10,182 
Corporate IT                                   4,684 
Legal                                   6,109 
Inspector General                                      406 

                    273,236 

Imp a ct o n De p a rtme nta l Bud g e ts  o f Pro p o se d  Re q ue sts

% Change
FY18 Adopted Budget 3,275,486$              

FY19 BASE BUDGET INCREASES

Salaries & Benefits                     (11,938)
Other Operating Changes                       64,691 

Chargebacks                   (102,995)
Subtotal Increase - Base Budget Request  $           (50,242) -1.5%

NEW INITIATIVES

Computer Refresh Cycle                     100,000 
Subtotal Proposed Changes  $           100,000 3.1%

Total Increase FY19 Proposed Budget Request  $             49,758 1.5%
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Funding for this portion of the CIO’s budget is through each of the Administration Funds. 

 

 
CWIT ISF 

The request for Commission-wide IT Initiatives is presented in two sections: ongoing software license 
fees, and new initiatives. 

Ongoing projects are proposed at $1,220,000, which is $40,000 less than FY18. 

 

  

Ongoing:
Microsoft Licenses 900,000       
Kronos Cloud Services 120,000       
Adobe Cloud 140,000       
Website 60,000          

1,220,000    

New Intiatives:
Website Upgrade 60,000          
Security Assessment 135,000       
ERP Enhancements 150,000       
Intranet Upgrade 150,000       
ECM Feasibility 150,000       
Enterprise Service Bus (ESB) Architecture Study 150,000       

795,000       
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Commission Wide IT (CWIT) Initiatives 

ERP Enhancements Budget: $150,000 

Transformative automation, business Value Dashboards, and integrations with other systems. The CIO is 
preauthorized to use towards incremental enhancements and additional features. Additional Modules, 
upgrades or major enhancements will need to get approved and funded by IT Council. 

CIO’s Recommendation: Yes 

The Version 10 upgrade will conclude by Dec 2018, leaving the OCIO six months without ERP funds. New and 
improved business processes will be part of the V10 upgrade; however, it doesn’t mean much if our 
employees aren’t executing the new processes. Even the best designed software in the world won’t matter if 
users are still reverting back to their Excel spreadsheets and manual workarounds. For this reason, 
organizational change management, communications and training is critical to ensuring that we realize more 
efficient business processes 

Business process reengineering shouldn’t be a one-time activity. Instead, it is an activity that should continue 
beyond go-live. This helps ensure that operations stay aligned with ERP system (and vice versa), which will 
ultimately lead to MNCPPC getting more mileage out of our ERP investment. 

The ERP Infor V10 upgrade project has a contingency, if the contingency is not spent then it can be used to 
cover the remainder of FY19. ERP improvements as an ongoing effort is a recognized best practice in the 
industry. 

  With that, I recommend reducing the budget request from $300,000 to $150,000 

 

IT Council Member Vote Comments 

Rose Krasnow No • This sounds like an FY ’20 need.  The upgrade will be a significant enhancement that should last us for at 
least a while. 

• I still find this to be a vague request.  Not at all sure what my money would be going toward. 
• I know we will soon have to upgrade to Version 11, so I don’t want to sink any more money than necessary 

into Version 10. 

Mitra Pedoeem No • Do not see a need following the upgrade project 
• Best practices in software implementation is not to make any enhancement during an upgrade. 
• Do not recommend Improvements during an upgrade; it could work against the upgrade. 

Jim Cannistra No • Generally, agree, but the $2,000,000 project has a contingency 

Darin Conforti Yes • IT Council will approve any money used 
• Steady investment best practice for ERP 

Bill Spencer Yes • Not funding this item could be risky for HR’s ability to properly function 

Joe Zimmerman Yes • IT Council will approve any money used 

Steady investment best practice for ERP 

Mazen Chilet Yes  
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IT Council Majority Support: Yes 

 

 

Enterprise Asset Management (EAM) Enhancements Budget: $0.0 

Transformative automation, business Value Dashboards, and integrations with other systems. The CIO is 
preauthorized to use towards incremental enhancements and additional features. Additional Modules, 
upgrades or major enhancements will need to get approved and funded by IT Council. 

 

CIO’s Recommendation: No 

The ERP ongoing effort to improve business processes and the ESB Service bus architecture (ESB study is 
proposed for FY19) would pave the way for a well-structured forthcoming EAM enhancements. Budget 
requested is reduced from $200,000 to $0.0 

IT Council Member Vote Comments 

Rose Krasnow No  

Mitra Pedoeem No Funds are available at the department level 

Jim Cannistra No  

Darin Conforti No Funds are available at the department level 

Bill Spencer No  

Joe Zimmerman No  

Mazen Chilet No Pending the ESB Project needs assessment 

IT Council Majority Support:  No 
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Commission website upgrade Budget: $60,000 

enhancements to Commission’s external websites. Includes:  

• Content Management System (CMS) maintenance  

• Development, Design and Marketing  

• Integration with additional systems (I.E Active Directory) 

• Advanced analytics to monitor advertising and conversion rates 

 CIO’s Recommendation: Yes 

IT Council Members Vote Comments 

Rose Krasnow Yes Does anyone know how many people actually look at the Commission’s website?  I know we are always 
directly people to our own Parks and Planning websites.  Nevertheless, since the Commission’s website may 
be everyone’s first look at what we do, it is important to keep it looking good and up to date. 

Mitra Pedoeem Yes  

Jim Cannistra Yes  

Darin Conforti Yes  

Bill Spencer Yes  

Joe Zimmerman Yes  

Mazen Chilet Yes  

IT Council Majority Support: Yes  
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Commission Intranet upgrade Budget: $150,000 

• Upgrade of existing Intranet (InSite) to a new supported platform. Plans to move to a supported 
platform. Additionally, the upgrade will allow access to content outside of our network in a secure 
manner. The addition of features such as Tutorials and step by step guides, Commission News, and 
employee profiles; and extend it all out to through external access as an Extranet. 

 CIO’s Recommendation: Yes 

IT Council Member Vote Comments 

Rose Krasnow Yes • I actually use our Intranet from time to time, particularly to look up employee phone numbers and to 
find Commission policies.  Tutorials are also a good idea. 

Mitra Pedoeem Yes • There are new technologies to replace InSite, including SharePoint, which is already commonly in use 
in many agencies; we already own SharePoint and should use it to replace InSite in future. I recommend 
this as a future project to be assigned to PMO office. 

Jim Cannistra Yes  

Darin Conforti Yes  

Bill Spencer Yes  

Joe Zimmerman Yes  

Mazen Chilet Yes  

IT Council Majority Support: Yes  
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Annual Commission Wide IT Security Assessment Budget: $0.0 

Annual penetration testing and vulnerability risk assessment by external vendor. This Includes verifying fixes 
to vulnerabilities resulting from previous assessments and identify any new threats or vulnerabilities. 

Benefits:  

• Continuous improvement of the Commission’s security posture. 

• Minimize risk of hacking threats and vulnerabilities  

 However, considering the progress of the current assessment, the new recommendation is to delay the 
request to FY20, the request will be reduced from $135,000 to $0 

 CIO’s Recommendation: No 

 

IT Council Member Vote Comments 

Rose Krasnow No Yes, I agree with the new recommendation of delaying this request to FY20, therefore reducing the request 
to $0. 

Mitra Pedoeem No  

Jim Cannistra No  

Darin Conforti No  

Bill Spencer No  

Joe Zimmerman No  

Mazen Chilet No  

IT Council Majority Support: No 
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Enterprise Service Bus (ESB) Architecture Budget: $150,000 

Enterprise Service Bus infrastructure (ESB) addresses several corresponding needs for robust, cost efficient 
information management solutions: 

• ESB provides a streamlined data integration and transformation solution between Commission 
applications. Current application total is 264, MC side has 106, PG side has 52, and CAS has 106 
applications 

 CIO’s Recommendation: Yes 

 The a MNCPPC ESB, we will immensely improve our ability to manage all data exchange between Commission 
applications. Moving to an ESB, will reduce the number of Commission interfaces by shifting application-
specific data parsing to the ESB and associated cost of building single interfaces for each application we 
integrate. The ability to integrate Commission’s systems and applications is a sure way to be able to leverage 
the data collected by the various systems.  

 Considering the ESB complexity the roll out will be done over multiple years. I recommend that we fund a 
project to carry out a detailed study of how an Enterprise ESB will be deployed within the Commission.  

 The IT Council agreed that it will task the CTO group to assess and provide recommendations. If ESB found to 
be of value for the Commission then the study fund request stays; if not of value to the Commission then the 
Project and its funding will be pulled out prior to the final budget confirmation (April May 2018) 

 The budget request will be reduced from $600,000 to $150,000 to complete the study 

IT Council Member Vote Comments 

Rose Krasnow No • Still not sure that our applications need to talk to one another.  The Planning data collected in Prince 
George’s is not of any value to those of us in Montgomery County.   

• Would love to better understand this request.  The $ amount is huge, even with the reduced amount 
being requested. 

Mitra Pedoeem No • Need more information on ESB specifics and a business case and need explanation  
• Concerned that current resource levels cannot support this effort 
• Montgomery County recommends that CTOs and CIO do more research, identify the use, strategy, and 

report back to the IT Council and leadership.  
• We strongly recommend that the study is not warranted now.  

Jim Cannistra No • Need more information 
• Consider using existing PMO staff to work with CTO to flush out details 

Darin Conforti Yes • Need more information 
• Consider using existing PMO staff to work with CTO to flush out details 
• Possibly pull out pending CTO consideration 
• Possibly use operating budgets to fund for FY19 

Bill Spencer Yes • Need ability to exchange information between systems 

Joe Zimmerman Yes • Need ability to exchange information between systems 

Mazen Chilet Yes The CTO group will assess and provide recommendations. If ESB found to be not of value to the Commission 
then the Project and its funding will be pulled out prior to the final budget confirmation (April May 2018) 
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IT Council Majority Support: Yes  
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Enterprise Content Management (ECM) 
Feasibility & Requirements Study 

Budget: $150,000 

An Enterprise Content Management (ECM) solution will help the Commission to organize, manage and 
distribute documents, images, departmental specific information. The project involves conducting a thorough 
needs assessment and for the Project team to establish a comprehensive inventory of requirements and 
identify a solution that will store, track, edit, and collaborate on content creation and other information 
related projects, while maintaining appropriate security levels. The solution will also streamline the life-cycle 
of information and automates various business processes using embedded workflows. ECM Key Features: 
Regulatory Compliance, Access Controls, Document Capture, Archiving & Retention, Document and Content 
Management, Document Security, Business Process Automation, E-Forms, Electronic Signature, Disaster 
Recovery. 

 CIO’s Recommendation: Yes 

IT Council Member Vote Comments 

Rose Krasnow No • Not clear to me that content management makes sense across the commission.  We are already taking 
care of what we need in Montgomery Planning and have been for a long time. 

• Let’s get ERP working well before tackling a huge produce like this. 

Mitra Pedoeem No • Too many current projects to pursue now 
• ECM study can be implemented by in-house resources, after completion of the current ongoing projects.  

Jim Cannistra Yes  

Darin Conforti Yes  

Bill Spencer Yes  

Joe Zimmerman Yes  

Mazen Chilet Yes  

IT Council Majority Support: Yes  

 

  

33



 

As the CWIT ISF is funded by charges back to the supported departments, if the proposed requests are 
approved, the budgetary impact on each department is as follows: 

 

 

In addition, the CWIT budget includes debt service of $195,500 for the Alliance access and security 
system replacement, whose project was budgeted in FY17. 

 

 

Following are two charts of the departmental impacts by requested CIO initiative and CWIT initiative. 

 
 

MC Planning 52,100                 

MC Parks 231,900               

PGC Planning 72,900                 

PGC Parks 175,900               

PGC Recreation 175,900               

DHRM 26,600                 

Finance 14,400                 

Corporate IT 14,600                 

Legal 16,200                 

Inspector General 11,400                 

CIO 3,000                   

794,900         

Imp a ct o n De p a rtme nta l Bud g e ts  o f Pro p o se d  CWIT  Re q ue sts
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IT Security 
Officer

Training 
Budget 

Increase

Consultin
g 

Services 
Increase

Office 
Supply 

Increase
Prince George's:
Planning 9,213       7,661     5,107      1,277     
Parks 29,145     24,235   16,157    4,039     
Recreation 19,430     16,157   10,771    2,693     
DHRM 1,507       1,254     836         209        
Finance 1,675       1,393     929         232        
Corporate IT 771          641        427         107        
Legal 1,005       836        557         139        
Internal Audit 67            56           37           9             
  62,813     52,233   34,821    8,705     
Montgomery:
Planning 14,103     11,727   7,818      1,954     
Parks 24,244     20,160   13,440    3,360     
DHRM 2,122       1,765     1,177      294        
Finance 2,358       1,961     1,307      327        
Corporate IT 1,085       902        601         150        
Legal 1,415       1,177     784         196        
Internal Audit 94            78           52           13           

45,421     37,770   25,179    6,294     

108,234  90,003   60,000    14,999   

CIO Initiatives
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Montgomery County Capital Equipment Internal Service Fund 
 
 
EXECUTIVE OVERVIEW 
 
The Commission's Capital Equipment Internal Service Fund (CEISF) was set up to establish an 
economical method of handling large equipment purchases.  The fund spreads the cost of an asset 
over its useful life instead of burdening any one fiscal year with the expense.  Considerable savings 
are realized over the life of the equipment through the use of the CEISF. 
 
Departments use the CEISF to finance the purchase of equipment having a useful life of at least six 
(6) years.  All revenue and costs associated with the financing of such equipment are recorded in 
the Internal Service Fund.  All equipment is financed on a tax exempt basis, resulting in 
considerable interest savings.  The participating departments are charged an annual rental 
payment based on the life of the equipment. 
 
 
HIGHLIGHTS AND MAJOR CHANGES IN FY19 PROPOSED BUDGET 
 
The financing authority of the CEISF may be carried over from year to year.  This means that if the 
total authorized amount of financing is not utilized during a particular fiscal year any remaining 
funding may be carried over to succeeding fiscal years.  Approval of the budget gives the 
Commission’s Secretary-Treasurer and other officers authority to carry out financing for this fund 
at such time and on such terms as is believed to be advantageous to the Commission without 
additional action by the Commission or a Planning Board. 
 
For FY19, the Commission proposes the purchase and financing of $2,650,000 in capital outlay 
expenses in the CEISF.  This consists of: 

o Planning Department - $250,000  (Total cost $500,000, split 50/50 with Parks – to 
continue to build up data center for the Wheaton Headquarters.) 

o Department of Parks - $2,400,000  
 $250,000 (total cost is $500,000 which will be split with the Planning 

Department) for opening a new data center for the planned Wheaton 
Headquarters move.  

 $380,000 to purchase a milling machine for the asphalt program which will 
significantly reduce costs associated with repair and replacement of asphalt. 

 $50,000 for a vehicle for the playground repair crew included in the Program 
Enhancements.  

 $1,720,000 for replacement of older vehicles and equipment that have 
exceeded their useful life cycle. 
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Montgomery County Capital Equipment Internal Service Fund 
 
 

FY17 FY18 FY19 %
Actual Adopted Proposed Change

Operating Revenues:
Charges to Departments

- Planning $ -                         $ 95,000              $ 140,600           48.0%
- Parks 3,676,500        2,498,500        1,814,500        -27.4%
- Finance/OCIO 80,150              113,000           149,150           32.0%

Miscellaneous (Sale of Equipment, etc.) -                         -                         -                         -     
Total Operating Revenues 3,756,650        2,706,500        2,104,250        -22.3%

Operating Expenses:
Personnel Services -                         -                         -                         -     
Supplies and Materials 240,938           -                         -                         -     
Other Services and Charges: -                         -                         -                         -     
Debt Service: -     

Debt Service Principal -                         1,517,350        1,499,250        -1.2%
Debt Service Interest -                         391,850           387,250           -1.2%

Depreciation Expense 1,976,537        -                         -                         -     
Other Financing Uses -                         -                         -                         -     
Capital Outlay -                         6,150,000        2,650,000        -56.9%
Other Classifications -                         -                         -                         -     
Chargebacks 40,675              40,951              42,000              2.6%

Total Operating Expenses 2,258,150        8,100,151        4,578,500        -43.5%

Operating Income (Loss) 1,498,501        (5,393,651)       (2,474,250)       -54.1%

Nonoperating Revenue (Expenses):
Debt Proceeds -                         6,150,000        2,650,000        -56.9%
Interest Income 7,712                3,000                4,000                33.3%
Interest Expense, Net of Amortization -                         -                         -                         -     
Loss on Sale/Disposal Assets 1,917                -                         -                         -     

Total Operating Expenses 9,629                6,153,000        2,654,000        -56.9%

Income (Loss) Before Operating Transfers 1,508,129        759,349           179,750           -76.3%

Operating Transfers In (Out):
Transfer in  - from CIO/CWIT Fund -                         -                         -                         -     
Transfer (Out) - to Park Fund -                         -                         -                         -     

Net Operating Transfer -                         -                         -                         -     

Change in Net Position 1,508,129        759,349           179,750           -76.3%

Total Net Position - Beginning 9,173,151        9,981,676        11,440,629      14.6%
Total Net Position - Ending $ 10,681,280      $ 10,741,025      $ 11,620,379      8.2%

Note: Future Financing Plans

Capital equipment financed for Planning $ 500,000           $ 250,000           

Capital equipment financed for Parks 5,400,000        2,400,000        

Capital equipment financed for Finance 250,000           -                         

MONT GOMERY COUNT Y CAPIT AL EQUIPMENT  INT ERNAL SERVICE FUND
Summa ry  o f Re ve nue s, Exp e nse s, a nd  Cha ng e s in Fund  Ne t Po s itio n

PROPOSED BUDGET  FISCAL YEAR 2019
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Prince George’s County Capital Equipment Internal Service Fund 
 
 
EXECUTIVE OVERVIEW 
 
The Commission's Capital Equipment Internal Service Fund (CEISF) was set up to establish an 
economical method of handling large equipment purchases.  The fund spreads the cost of an asset 
over its useful life instead of burdening any one fiscal year with the expense.  Considerable savings 
are realized over the life of the equipment through the use of the CEISF. 
 
Departments use the CEISF to finance the purchase of equipment having a useful life of at least six 
(6) years.  All revenue and costs associated with the financing of such equipment are recorded in 
the Internal Service Fund.  All equipment is financed on a tax exempt basis, resulting in 
considerable interest savings.  The participating departments are charged an annual rental 
payment based on the life of the equipment. 
 
 
HIGHLIGHTS AND MAJOR CHANGES IN FY19 PROPOSED BUDGET 
 
The financing authority of the CEISF may be carried over from year to year.  This means that if the 
total authorized amount of financing is not utilized during a particular fiscal year any remaining 
funding may be carried over to succeeding fiscal years.  Approval of the budget gives the 
Commission’s Secretary-Treasurer and other officers authority to carry out financing for this fund 
at such time and on such terms as is believed to be advantageous to the Commission without 
additional action by the Commission or a Planning Board. 
 
For FY19, the Commission is not proposing any new purchases for the Prince George’s 
departments.  
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Prince George’s County Capital Equipment Internal Service Fund 
 
 

 

 

 

FY 17 FY 18 FY 19 %
Actual Adopted Proposed Change

Operating Revenues:
Charges to Departments/Funds
- Parks & Recreation - Park Fund $ 1,533,300     $ 1,824,627     $ 1,824,627     0.0%
- Finance/OCIO 80,150          113,000        149,150        32.0%
Miscellaneous (Sale of Equipment, etc.) -                      -                      -                      -     

Total Operating Revenues 1,613,450     1,937,627     1,973,777     1.9%

Operating Expenses:
Personnel Services -                      -                      -                      -     
Supplies and Materials -                      -                      -                      -     
Other Services and Charges: -                      -                      -                      -     
Debt Service: -     

Debt Service Principal -                      515,450        45,150          -91.2%
Debt Service Interest -                      133,150        11,650          -91.3%

Depreciation & Amortization Expense 1,082,950     -                      -                      -     
Other Financing Uses -                      -                      -                      -     
Capital Outlay -                      1,783,300     -                      -100.0%
Other Classifications -                      -                      -                      -     
Chargebacks 4,881             31,942          44,000          37.7%

Total Operating Expenses 1,087,831     2,463,842     100,800        -95.9%

Operating Income (Loss) 525,620        (526,215)       1,872,977     -455.9%

Nonoperating Revenue (Expenses):
Debt Proceeds -                      1,783,300     -                      -100.0%
Interest Income 5,279             3,000             3,000             0.0%
Interest Expense, Net of Amortization -                      -                      -                      -     
Loss on Sale/Disposal Assets -                      -                      -                      -     
Total Nonoperating Revenue (Expenses): 5,279             1,786,300     3,000             -99.8%

Income (Loss) Before Operating Transfers 530,898        1,260,085     1,875,977     48.9%

Operating Transfers In (Out):
Transfer In -                      -                      -                      -     
Transfer (Out) -                      -                      -                      -     

Net Operating Transfer -                      -                      -                      -     
-     

Change in Net Position 530,898        1,260,085     1,875,977     48.9%

Total Net Position - Beginning 5,648,102     6,405,121     7,439,085     16.1%
Total Net Position - Ending $ 6,179,000     $ 7,665,206     $ 9,315,062     21.5%

Note: Future Financing Plans
Capital equipment financed for Parks & Rec $ 1,533,300     $ -                      
Capital equipment financed for Finance 250,000        -                      

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNT Y CAPIT AL EQUIPMENT  INT ERNAL SERVICE FUND
Summa ry  o f Re ve nue s, Exp e nse s, a nd  Cha ng e s in Fund  Ne t Po s itio n

PROPOSED BUDGET  FISCAL YEAR 2019
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