APPROVED Rockvill e, Maryl and
30- 1987 June 1, 1987

The Board of Education of Montgonery County nmet in special session at
the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville, Maryland, on
Monday, June 1, 1987, at 7:45 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Ms. Marilyn J. Praisner, President
in the Chair
Dr. Janmes E. Cronin
M's. Sharon Di Fonzo
M. Blair G BEw ng
Dr. Robert E. Shoenberg

Absent: M. Bruce A ol densohn
M's. Mary Margaret Slye
M. Eric Steinberg

O hers Present: Dr. Harry Pitt, Deputy Superintendent
Acting in the Absence of the Superintendent
M. Thomas S. Fess, Parlianentarian

Re: MEETI NG W TH HOUSI NG OPPORTUNI TI ES
COW SSI ON

M's. Praisner wel comed nenbers of the Housing Opportunities
Conmi ssi on.

M. Bernie Tetreault reported that |ast year they had devel oped sone
educational initiatives and had decided to get together on the staff
| evel . They had three objectives: (1) greater parent involvenent in
t he education of youngsters, (2) work in the conputer field, and (3)
| eader shi p training.

Ms. Myrtle Brown stated that their first objective was inproving the
academ c performance of children in schools. Mst of their
activities were coordinated with Marion Bell in quarterly neetings.
These neetings were focused on procedures, progranms and resources.
One of their big events was the | eadership training nmeeting in which
25 youngsters from HOC conmunities were involved. These youngsters
were in Grades 6-9 to prepare themfor high school. Another activity
hel d on a regular basis was their interagency neeting involving staff
from HOC, MCPS and the Health Departnment and sone citizens. These
groups focused on academ c perfornmance, absenteei smand health
problenms. |In January they had held an educational focus week. In
order to become acquainted with the schools, they had contacted
principals and visited schools in their geographic areas. They had
talked with the principals and staff about their educationa
initiatives and sone youngsters having difficulty. She observed that
five of the youngsters who had attended the | eadership conference
woul d be going to Montgonery Col |l ege for the New Horizons Program
HOC staff would be follow ng these youngsters as a group

Ms. Brown said that their parent involvenent efforts included having



parents attend workshops in the county. They had made speci al
efforts to transport these parents and, as a result, nore parents had
beconme active in organizations. They had organi zed parent groups in
the conmunity to make parents nore vocal and confident. Next year
they would like to formalize this effort starting with the parents of
t he youngsters who had attended the | eadership conference.

In regard to conmputer education, Ms. Brown said they had been
approved by the Community Devel opnent Committee for a block grant for
conputer learning centers in several of their communities. This
summer they woul d be conducting their ninth Summer-in-the-Square
program whi ch was an enrichnment and readi ng programheld at Bel Pre
Square. For the third year they were sponsoring a conputer canp at
Sherwood H gh School

Ms. Bell comented that at the | eadership conference the youngsters
were taught the roles of group nenbers, conmunication skills, problem
sol ving, inmage awareness and tinme managenent. Mbst of the youngsters
thought it was a very enjoyabl e experience, and she would like to
know about these youngsters six nmonths fromnow. The high schoo
youngst ers who had taken the course previously had found thensel ves
on the honor roll for the first time and had participated nore in
school activities. |In fact, one youngster ran for the student seat
on the Board of Education

M's. Praisner asked what they might do to formalize the parent

wor kshops. Ms. Brown replied that they had not held the workshops

t hensel ves, and they would like to work on this including parenting
skills and understandi ng the school system Dr. Pitt commented that
he would like to explore sone ideas about parenting skills with Ms.
Bell. Ms. Praisner remarked that they needed to hel p every parent
understand the school system because it was a probl em shared by al
parents. She suggested that there m ght be ways M. Fess and the
Board could help. She personally would like to come to a neeting and
answer questions; however, the Board had a busy schedule. Ms. Bel
t hought that parents understood that the Board had a heavy schedul e.
She had introduced herself as a representative of the Board and the
Board was interested in hearing their concerns. She said that the
probl em was getting to | arge groups of people. She and MCPS staff
had hel d workshops about parent conferences, Child Find and ESOL
servi ces.

Dr. Cronin suggested they needed a special outreach to the Hispanic
and Asian conmunities, and he thought the Literacy Council m ght be
hel pful in helping with that outreach. He asked about efforts to
reach the mnority foreign | anguage comunity. M. Brown replied
that they had a bilingual person who hel ped themon their education
conmittee, but she agreed that this probably was not enough. They
had a staff person who understood sone of the Asian | anguages, but
she was not able to provide translations of materials.

M. James Brodsky asked about groups in their housing that the

Conmi ssion was trying to reach. M. Pat Scissors replied that their
forei gn speaki ng popul ati on was growi ng, particularly in the
down-county area. People with housing vouchers were scattered around
the county, and the Conm ssion was unable to get to these



individuals. It was easier to reach youngsters and parents in HOC
housi ng.

M. Ewi ng remarked that the HOC s efforts to involve parents were
extraordinarily inportant. There was good solid research that
sustai ned the inpact of that on student academ c achi evenent. Vicki
Bowers of the MCPS staff worked with parental involvenent,
particularly in the basic skills area. The Board had saved t hat
position by taking dollars out of its own budget to fund that
program He hoped they would be able to call on that resource.

Ms. Brown reported that |ast week they had met with Vicki Rafel of
MCCPTA. They were | ooking forward to working with her and the new
presi dent of MCCPTA. Dr. Pitt suggested that if they were interested
in being briefed about certain areas of the school system they
shoul d contact Ms. Bell and he would work with her to provide staff
nmenbers and i nformation.

Dr. Cronin was glad they had nmentioned they were working with the
PTA, because when he was with the Human Rel ati ons Conmi ssi on t hey
only heard what other agencies were doing occasionally. He suggested
that M. Tetreault, MCPS, and other agencies m ght want to set up
quarterly meetings. They could channel the resources of the various
agencies to do a concerted effort on problens they wanted to resol ve.
Dr. Shoenberg stated that given the turnover rate in the schools he
had the sense that many of the nei ghborhoods they worked with had
rapi dly changi ng popul ati ons. He was curious about the continuity
wi t hi n those nei ghborhoods with which they made contact. Ms. Joyce
Seigel replied that they had found a | ot of turnover in |ow incone
communi ties but not in those getting assistance fromHOC. People
tended to stay in their housing for enough tine to feel part of that
community. The HOC turnover was about 10-12 percent of their 2,000
units. Most of their fam |y housing was scattered site housing.

They could identify certain conmunities |ike Emory G ove and

M ddl ebr ook, but they had an equal nunber of scattered units around
pl us about 2300 Section VIIIl househol ds whi ch were not owned by HOC
but were supported by housing assi stance. She would guess that nore
than 50 percent of the Section VIII househol ds had chil dren

M's. Praisner asked about the nunber of units they planned to

i ncrease each year. M. Brodsky replied that there was no nore
public housing. They were struggling to maintain the quality of the
housing they had in the face of federal cutbacks. M. Kathy Bernard
expl ai ned that they were working on 84 units in Tinberlawn which
woul d be for famlies, on the Kensington Junior H gh School project
for the elderly, and Elizabeth Il in downtown Silver Spring which

m ght be for the elderly or for famlies. At present they were not
in the building market. M. Tetreault added that this was the first
time they had no new public housing under construction; however, they
did have an application in for 50 units. Fromtheir experiences in
the I ast eight or nine years, they had | earned that economically

m xed devel opnents worked. He thought there needed to be a greater
federal role in assisted housing, but they were in a very dry period.
The need had not changed, and recent statistics showed that 36
percent of the popul ation was bel ow the | evel of inconme required for



an average priced unit.

M. Mark Wnston commented that an additional factor was the growth
policy issue. Devel opnment was going to occur at a nore expensive
level. He hoped that in the next few weeks as the Council addressed
the Annual G owth Policy that they woul d take account of adjustnents
to deal with affordable housing. He would not dimnish the inpact of
housi ng on transportation and education, but the AGP shoul d consi der
the need for affordable housing. He reported that the conbi ned

i npact of the loss of federal funds, changes in tax | aws regarding
incentives for the private center to build this housing, and
l[imtations on | and use was a stranglehold. Dr. Cronin added that
the ultimate cruelty would be to build and not to provide space for

t hese students who needed advantages. They wanted to maintain the

I i nkage and make sure that students were going to school in a
relatively close area and that they would not be noved from school to
school. Ms. Praisner agreed that if they provided the housing and
not adequate schools they would not have a marriage of needs.

It seemed to M. Ewing that if indeed the AGP had the inpact they
wer e suggesting as creating incentives for the construction of nore
expensi ve hones and if the national adm nistration did not change its
role in providing support for public housing, he saw a reinforcenent
of the concentration of |low incone residents in limted segnents of
the county which frustrated the Board' s efforts to achi eve a higher
degree of racial and soci oeconom c balance. M. Wnston replied that
HOC was trying to help in that regard, and this went back to the
county's policy on scattered housing under the MPDU | aw. Ms. Bernard
added that they had financed about 7,000 to 8,000 rmulti-famly units
in the Route 29 corridor, Gaithersburg and Germantown. They had
built in Takoma Park and Silver Spring. Therefore, these units had
spread out the mnority popul ation. However, the federal changes and
the tax |l aw i ncentives had changed that through no fault of

Mont gonmery County. The APFO and the AGP were making it nore
difficult to spread out |ow cost housing.

M. Brodsky reported that they were seeking formal exceptions to the
growm h policy fornmula for |owinconme housing. The needs of the
popul ati on they served were driving them because the study on the
unnet need for noderate and | ow i ncone housing in the county was
startling. He said that he would share their study with the Board as
wel | as their AGP proposal

Dr. Pitt remarked that the concept of scattered housing was bei ng
pushed by a | ot of people around the country with the idea that they
did concentrate a |l arge nunber of mnority or |ow soci oeconom c
people in one area. Therefore, they would have a better diversity in
the schools. For exanple, in Dallas they were getting rid of a large
housi ng devel opnent and novi ng people into rental apartnments. He
asked if HOC had a continued ability to subsidize housing. For
exanpl e, he understood that builders had to put aside a certain
percentage of their construction for |owincome people. M. Bernard
replied that it used to be a 15 percent density requirenment, but four
years ago that was lowered to 12.5 percent for any devel opnent over
49 units. Therefore, sone devel opers were building in 48-unit



increnents to be exenpt fromthe MPDU requirement. At 49 units,

buil ders received a 12.5 percent density bonus for building MPDU s
because the theory was that the MPDU had zero | and cost. There was
di sagreenent anong county officials as to the price of these units.
Most of these are in townhouse devel opments and were supposed to | ook
the sane as the other townhouses. |Inside these units mght not have
di shwashers and other amenities. The theory was that they were
spreadi ng these units and econom c diversity; however, sone buil ders
did not like the program because it added to their costs because they
needed different designs and different anenities within the sane
devel opnent. HOC was now havi ng problens in buying these units and
had floated a bond issue for 59 units. HOC was all owed to buy
one-third of the 12.5 percent of the units. [If HOC did not buy these
units, they were held for 10 years and sold at market rates. She
expl ai ned that they were always going to hear about one or two
tenants who were causing problens as renters of these units.

M. Tetreault reported that they had no intention of reverting to a
concentration of | owincone housing because of the federal cutback or
the county's Annual Gowmh Policy. HOC had a conmitnent to
scatterization. However, they were concerned that fewer of these
houses were being built and those tended to be nore expensive because
of the profit margin. M. Wnston hoped that when the Board dealt
with the AGP they would reflect on this problemfrom HCOC s
perspective. Ms. Praisner explained that it was not the Board's
viewto restrict growmh but to insure that facilities were there and
that the Council should nmake a commitnent to provide roads, schools,
and libraries to go along with growmh. M. Wnston stated that they
felt that housing for people with | owinconme was itself a public
"facility.” Dr. Pitt observed that their concern was to get the
schools built and not have a | ot of portables or have to transport
students long distances. M. Brodsky suggested that the Board m ght
want to take a position on their views regarding the AGP. Ms.

Prai sner reported that the Board had al ready taken positions on
various proposals for the AGP and woul d be discussing this later this
evening. The Council would be discussing this on June 2.

It seemed to Dr. Shoenberg that if growmh was a good thing, it should
produce wealth for the county. |If the prosperity was going to be
there, he thought it should be there in such a way to support schools
and | owincone housing as it went along rather than public facilities
al ways | aggi ng behind. M. Wnston conmented that the county had a
lack of willingness to incur debt for capital prograns.

M. Brodsky said they were concerned that prograns representing good
progress not be cancell ed because of the budget situation. He hoped
that they would not | ose the nomentum and Dr. Shoenberg assured him
that the Board had determined it would not elimnate prograns for

di sadvant aged students. Ms. Praisner explained that this was Dr.
Pitt's recommendation for sunmmer school, and Dr. Pitt reported that

t hey had kept summer prograns for basic skills and di sadvant aged
students. They were also trying to provide a programfor J/1/Mleve
students who had fail ed basic subjects.



M's. Praisner observed that they would soon be in the process of
buil di ng a budget for next year. She thought they had nmade a good
start in increasing conmunication with the HOC and hoped that they
woul d be kept informed through another neeting or staff neetings.

She thought it would be useful for the county executive and County
Council to know the progress they were maki ng and where they woul d
like to increase their efforts. Dr. Pitt conmented that they needed
support to get extended year enploynent days back in the budget so
that they would offer these prograns. M. Brodsky said that they had
common goal s and should work together as effectively as they coul d.

M. Robert Bell stated that he was nost appreciative that the sumer
progranms woul d be held. He knew that there would have to be

econom es, but he urged the Board to keep prograns targeted for
youngsters in their devel opments. M. BEwing reported that as the
Council cut inprovenents, the Board was unable to keep pace with the
growm h in the nunber of students requiring extra help. They had
proposed expandi ng Chapter 1 services to three nore school s which
meant that now they would be serving a smaller proportion of the
children in need. He thought that this was an i ssue where they could
col  aborate with HOC

M's. Praisner said they enjoyed the opportunity to nmeet with the
Housi ng Qpportunities Comm ssion. She thought they should continue
to share informati on and get together. Ms. Brown reported that this
was their first year of working together. She said they had 58
graduating seniors fromtheir devel opnents, and they were very

pl eased. She invited the nenbers of the Board to a reception for

t hese students on June 17.

Re:  MEETI NG W TH | NTERAGENCY COCRDI NATI NG
BOARD

M's. Praisner thanked the nenbers of the ICB for supplying the Board
wi t h background information and their priorities fromthe 1CB
retreat.

Dr. Robert Parilla, ICB chairperson, reported that |egislation was
passed in the late 1970's and beginning in 1979-80 the | CB began

Two menbers were appoi nted by the Board of Education and two were
appoi nted by the county executive. 1In addition, others served on the
ICB by virtue of the position they held in the county. These were

t he superintendent of schools, the president of Mntgonmery Coll ege,
the staff director of the County Council, the chief admnistrative

of ficer and a nenber of the Park and Pl anning Conm ssion. Dr. Gail
Ayers had been the executive director of the 1CB fromthe very

begi nning. He thought that the Interagency Coordinating Board worked
wel | despite the varied interests of its menbership.

M's. Linda Burgin stated that she felt honored to be part of the I1CB
board. Nothing she had been involved with had been nore effective
than the 1CB and its inpact on the county, students and conmunity.
She recogni zed the support the Board had given to the 1CB. She said



that the citizens advisory comittee had worked for two years to try
to determ ne the actual cost of comunity use of school facilities.
They had done an outstanding job of determ ning direct costs which

i ncluded supplies, utilities and staff costs and indirect costs which
i ncl uded mai nt enance rei nbursenent. A second subcommi ttee had
recommended the adoption of new criteria for the distribution of

equi prent repl acenent funds. The third subcomittee had devel oped a
nmet hodol ogy to recogni ze MCPS supporting staff who provided services
to comunity groups above and beyond the call of duty.

Ms. Burgin reported that a major thrust of the 1CB this year had
been to focus on the needs of the ol der school -aged child who did not
go to day care and had nowhere to go except hone to an enpty house.
This was the latchkey initiative which began in Septenber 1986 with
three goals: (1) to develop and operate a pilot afterschool program
(2) to stinulate the interest of private agencies to design and
operate innovative prograns and (3) to pronote the concept of
services and activities for all school -age children not just

| at chkey. She reported that the I CB was becom ng involved in the

i ssue of the use of shared space. As a result of the need for day
care providers to use the buildings, it has resulted in the concept
of shared space. The ICB worked with the schools and the comunity
to determ ne how that woul d work out best, and she thought the ICB
had been effective in trying to anticipate needs. She expl ained that
t he conmunity school coordi nator positions had been restructured and
consol idated, and they felt these should be full-tine professiona
posi tions.

M's. Praisner asked if they were tal ki ng about classroons as shared
space. Dr. Ayers replied that generally they were tal ki ng about

al | -purpose roons. In sone schools there was a need for day care,

but space was not available. For exanple, they had made arrangenents
to share space at Damascus and Jones Lane. However, this was not an
i deal situation.

Dr. Cronin inquired about data for FY 86 or 87, and Dr. Ayers replied
that they would do that when they had data on hours of use, which
probably woul d be in August or Septenber. Dr. Cronin noted that the
total cost and actual reinbursements were based on FY 1984 data with
inflation running at 5 to 10 percent per year. Dr. Ayers explai ned
that this was done by the advisory conmttee using the nost current
data which was FY 1984. However, they planned to update this. Ms.
Burgi n praised Herman Lipford, director of the Division of Plant
Qperations, for his help and cooperation. He knew which school s
needed supplies because of heavy use. Dr. Cronin thought that once
this was on the conmputer it could be updated every year. Dr. Ayers
replied that this was the plan. Actually what was in front of the
Board was a fornula which woul d be updat ed.

Dr. Cronin asked about the difference between the cost of form
processing and the current reinbursenent level. Dr. Ayers replied
that they had a group of principals who sent a survey to school staff
aski ng them how rmuch time was spent on paperwork. A discussion was
hel d on in-kind contributions the county governnent woul d make to



support this operation. She had recomended centralized scheduling
whi ch was not supported by the Interagency Coordinati ng Board. They
felt this was an interagency function and shoul d have a connecti on
bet ween the school staff and the comunity. Therefore, this was
viewed as an MCPS in-kind contribution. Ms. Burgin added that there
was a strong feeling that if this were centralized they would | ose
flexibility. There was also a feeling that the tine spent on this
depended on how the school office was organi zed, and principal s asked
about training to streamine activities.

Dr. Cronin recalled that the Council had put funds in the |1 CB budget
for MCPS enpl oyees and had taken out funds fromthe MCPS. This
wrecked the concept of in-kind. Dr. Ayers reported that the Counci
had wanted to charge the ICB for a 14.5 percent increase and had to
be rem nded that this was an in-kind contribution fromthe Board of
Educat i on.

M's. Praisner asked for an update on conmunity schools. Dr. Ayers
reported they had had the sane community schools for a while.

Ri chard Mont gonery was changed, and Ri dgevi ew had been added because
of the growth in the Darnestown corridor. There had been a request
to add one at Banneker; however, because of the growth in that area,
the principal had asked that not be a conmunity school. There was
al so interest in nmaking Pyle a conmmunity school and providi ng
afterschool services.

In regard to the issue of payback, Dr. Ayers pointed out that MCPS
staff nenbers were very active on the advisory commttees. The study
was done with the cooperation of MCPS staff. She said that the nost
critical problemthey were facing was the need to have good
afterschool activities for |atchkey children. As nore and nore of
their space in the all-purpose roonms went to day care, there was |ess
space for |latchkey activities. She thought there was a crisis
situation regarding the G ade 3-and-up children who did not want to
participate in day care.

Dr. Pitt reported that the Council had cut funds for activity buses
and had said they would provide R de-on. He said that $100, 000 of
those funds were directly involved in the elenentary schools, and in
terns of providing afterschool opportunities for children, it would
be nmore limted next year. M. Ewing commented that there was not
under st andi ng and financi al support by the executive and Council of
their joint efforts here. Cuts had been made in funds for activity
buses and buil ding service workers. He felt that this was going to
be a real problem He did not think they could say they would do
more for children if the Council was going to say no buses and no
care for the buildings.

M's. Praisner noted that they had the added issue of space. They
were hit with the issue of elenmentary gyns when they tried to
renovate el enentary schools. Now they had to have a line itemto add
el ementary gynms but not necessarily for every single school. This
woul d provi de additional space for those 9-11 year ol ds because they
could only divide up an all-purpose roomin so many ways.



M's. Praisner recalled that in the Board' s day care policy they had
i ndi cated the Board's support for day care to the Council but also
encour aged the Council and county executive to build space
exclusively for day care when schools were constructed. This would
mean that this space would be exclusively for comunity use and woul d
never be in jeopardy. However, they had not gotten any takers on
that issue. She thought they should rem nd people and | ook at

whet her it was cheaper to build an extra two or four roons for the
community than to find additional |eased space. Dr. Ayers pointed
out that it cost about $200, 000 to purchase and site a portable

cl assroom She thought that the 1CB could talk with the County
Counci| and county executive about these issues.

M's. Praisner reported that in talking with nenbers of the Housing
Qopportunities Conm ssion the Board heard they had done some surveyi ng
on the need for adequate housing. She knew that several years ago
Park and Pl anni ng had done a survey of recreational space, and she
knew t here was a survey of day care space. She wondered whet her any
one had pulled together all of that information. Ms. Ann Yeamans
reported that the Community Action Committee was interested in
getting people together to work on all of these issues. Ms. Burgin
added that part of the education of the comunity and Council was to
understand that education was not just 9 to 3 anynore. They needed
to provide for these children because sone parents were unable to do
so. Ms. Praisner enphasized that they wanted to be a partner in
that effort, but they did not want to find out that the

responsi bility became the school system s because their primry
responsibilities must be that 9 to 3 education

Dr. Shoenberg stated that the probl em had been the pay for weekend
buil di ng services. He suspected that had kept the Board and the |1CB
fromcom ng together at budget time to tal k about nutual concerns.
He suggested that they did need to do sonething together next year
In regard to the capital budget, he remarked that as |ong as they
were consistently behind in space needs for students that woul d nmean
that there wasn't space for other kinds of activities.

Dr. Cronin commented that it was often left to the day care providers
to find the space and to individual parents to find the day care

pl acenent they needed. He wondered if they could expand the
partnership to include the business comunity. Dr. Ayers replied

t hat Chuck Short was trying to do this by working with the Chanber of
Commerce. She said that the I1CB staff had been very active in

hel ping principals. The ICB advertised for day care providers to
provi de services in a specific area because the schools did not have
time to do this and 1 CB had connections with other agencies. In
addition, they were hol ding breakfasts for principals to tal k about
day care prograns. Dr. Cronin noted that the I CB had a Counci

nmenber on it who had al so been a nenber of the Board of Trustees of
Mont gonmery Col | ege and t he Chanber of Commerce. He wondered whet her
this individual could take a | eadership role in this area.

Dr. Alan Cheung stated that on a recent trip to China he had found
that maj or businesses were operating their own day care. |If
conpani es hel ped the children of their workers, it would be a fringe



benefit and a good managenent techni que. He suggested they go to the
Chanber of Commerce with this issue. Dr. Ayers indicated that she
woul d nmeet with Chuck Short and send the Board a letter

M's. Yeamans reported that several weeks ago the I1CB had held a
retreat to discuss areas of concern to address in the com ng year

In regard to afterschool services, they felt it was real significant
for the I1CB staff to continue to determ ne what were the needs of the
community, to reevaluate the programcontent, and to seek greater
private sector involvenent and support. A second concern was

geogr aphi ¢ boundaries for community schools, and as a Board they were
asking the question of how they determ ned what was a conmunity.

Were comunities MCPS clusters? Shoul d geography determ ne the
communi ty's assignment to the comunity school? Should they | ook at
redesi gnating community schools? Ms. Praisner asked if they were
tal ki ng about taking away community school coordinators fromcertain
school s and nmovi ng them or addi ng nore coordi nators. Ms. Yeanans
replied that they needed to educate the conmmunity as to what it neant
to be a community school including the services of the coordi nator
the hours, the prograns, the funds available, etc. They felt it was
time to go forward on conmunity education. She said another priority
was publicity because public awareness was essential to support
conmuni ty education and prograns. For exanple, in sonme places there
was a nasty view of the 1CB as the people who collected rent for
bui | di ng use.

Ms. Burgin reported that with some of the interest noney in their
fund they had devel oped the concept of seed noney to get prograns
going in comunities that could then becone self-perpetuating. In
one case, they used the funds to hold a fund raiser for seed noney.
Anot her school received funds to publish a newsletter about their
communi ty prograns. They hoped to get people to support the

newsl etter by advertising in it.

M's. Yeamans reported that another priority was the concern that
there was an increasing need to share building space. In regard to
cl osed schools, they felt there needed to be an affirmation of I1CB s
role in the utilization of closed schools. This was critical if
services to conmunities were to be continued.

Anot her priority was the fee exception schedule. Ms. Yeamans said
that 1CB wanted children to continue to receive services regardl ess
of their econom c status which led to another priority which was the
subsidy for afterschool services. Another concern was ball field
mai nt enance and fees. They also wanted to | ook at comunity school s
as a focus for conmmunity education. |In the title establishing |ICB
it was for community educational services rather than comunity
"use. "

Dr. Cronin asked for information on the day care afterschool program
Dr. Ayers explained that they had piloted | atchkey projects at

Ri dgevi ew, Takonma Park, and New Hanpshire/Rolling Terrace. |In Takonma
Park they ran into the situation of the children paying for the
program out of their own all owances because parents had stopped



t hi nki ng of these prograns as day care and t hought of them as
recreational. The I1CB staff would go back and | ook into this. They
had | ost nmoney on this programand were limted by |law not to spend
nore than they nade. She commented that they needed all the help
they could get on the | atchkey project.

Dr. Shoenberg recalled a letter having to do with discontinuing the
program at Key. Dr. Ayers explained that these prograns were not

br eaki ng even. Wen they | ooked at the incones of the parents of the
children, the incomes would not have net the subsidy standards for
the state day care supplenment to parents with | ow i ncomes.

Therefore, the 1 CB programwas subsidi zing day care which was not an
approved policy. Therefore, they | ooked at the possibility of
advertising the space and letting a nonprofit organization provide
the program but the community did not accept these fees. Now they
were working with the Recreation Departnent to put a programthere so
that the fees would not be as high. The nonprofit provider would
charge about $120 a nonth for afterschool care, and the Recreation
Department charged $16. However, that created the question of
subsi di zi ng day care through the Recreation Departnent. She said
that it mght be the decision of the policy makers, but they should
not do this until the decision was nade.

Dr. Shoenberg asked if Chuck Short was working on a day care policy.
Dr. Ayers recalled that when Odessa Shannon worked for M. G chri st
they had an active comittee. However, the committee would be
meeting in a few weeks and she would bring up this issue. She did
not think the 1CB should be subsidizing day care unless they had a
clear indication that this was to be their role. For exanple, they
were devel oping the | atchkey programw th the goal of making it self
supporting. Ms. Burgin added that one of the problens they ran into
wi th the Takoma Park community was that because of incone |evels they
could not find a way to make the program sel f-supporting. |If the ICB
subsi di zed this program it would not have funds for other schools.
M's. Praisner commented that there was no county policy that said
there woul d be sonme public support for day care. Dr. Cronin asked if
they could initiate a countyw de di al ogue on this particular issue.
Dr. Pitt remarked that he was interested in discussing a | onger day
program at New Hanpshire Estates which was not day care. Dr. Ayers
added that they did have state funds for sone prograns at New
Hanpshire Estates including tutoring.

M's. Praisner thought this was an area where they could find comon
goal s and work together. She thought they now had a better
under st andi ng of what the problenms were. Dr. Shoenberg suggested
that this had to go beyond the Board of Education and the |ICB because
they were getting into duplication of effort and totally different
policies on day care. Ms. Yeamans reported that she had testified
bef ore the Congressional Select Committee on Day Care. VWile
Northern Virginia had private sector involvenent, Mntgonmery County
did not. Therefore, they had to raise this issue with their
Congresspersons. Ms. Praisner thought that the first thing they had
to do was identify the issues and resolve sonme of the differences in
policies. Dr. Ayers conmented that the nore extended day prograns



done by the school system the happier the ICB staff. They did not
see the | atchkey project as being in conpletion with extended day
because extended day was an educational program They saw their role
as providing the supervisor who made sure that the children got to

t hese afterschool activities.

M's. Praisner thanked the nmenbers of the ICB for their overvi ew and
di scussi on.

Re: ANNUAL GROMH PQLI CY

Board nmenbers di scussed the different proposals that woul d be before
the County Council on the Annual Growh Policy and how t hose
proposal s affected education in Mntgonmery County. They tal ked about
different strategies that m ght be used by the Board at the Council
meeting on June 2. After an extended discussion, Ms. Praisner
stated that the Board's bottomline was that they were not in the
busi ness of restricting growh in the county, but they were there to
argue for educational and facilities needs, to provide an educati onal
program and to assure community stability. Ms. Praisner thanked
Board and staff for their guidance to the president and vice
president for the Council neeting on the AGP.

Re:  ADJOURNMENT

The president adjourned the neeting at 11: 05 p. m
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