APPROVED Rockvil l e, Maryl and
5- 1990 January 16, 1990

The Board of Education of Mntgonery County nmet in special
session at the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville,
Maryl and, on Tuesday, January 16, 1990, at 8:10 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: Dr. Robert E. Shoenberg, President
in the Chair
Dr. Janes E. Cronin
Ms. Sharon D Fonzo
M. Blair G Ew ng
M. Bruce A ol densohn
Ms. Catherine E. Hobbs
Ms. Marilyn J. Praisner

Absent : Ms. Alison Serino

O hers Present: Dr. Paul L. Vance, Deputy Superintendent
M. Thomas S. Fess, Parlianmentarian

Re: REPORT OF THE TASK FORCE TO EXAM NE
FUTURE BUDGET NEEDS

Dr. Shoenberg wel comed the nenbers of the task force. Menbers
present included: WIIiam Hussmann, chairman; Janes Cul p; D anne
Sm th; John Short; Arthur Spengler; Robert Kendal; and Dw ght
Anmbach.

M. Hussmann stated that the commttee had been appointed on July
25 and had reported to the County Council on Decenber 8. During
their deliberations they had nmet with 29 community | eaders and
based on their input had divided the group into three

subconm ttees on program needs, revenue, and enpl oyee issues.
Their report was in two volunes, with the second being the data
bases from which they extracted their information.

The Council had charged themto | ook at the county's expenditure
priorities for projects and services to maintain the county's
quality of life and the revenue sources that would be needed to
finance them They were to |ook at infrastructure requirenents,
costs of services, nethods of increasing revenue, and the
measures necessary to live within the revenue generated by

exi sting taxes without an increase in real per capital property
t axes.

M. Hussmann reported that the task force had | ook ed at several
scenari os and had concl uded that the county needed a "catch-up"
budget because of needed program i nprovenents and the funds
required to handl e | ast year's capital budget and future capital
budgets. Their recommendati ons did not cover nore than two years
because of the uncertainty of help fromthe state and federal
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government. In regard to revenue, they were recommendi ng a 10
percent increase in total revenue, and their catch-up budget
would fit within that 10 percent increase. |n exam ning revenue

sources, they focused on user fees as an area of inconme. They
proposed a $10 million increase which could be plowed back into
property tax reductions.

The task force had discussed its expenditure priorities. They
agreed that additional resources should be devoted to prograns
for the honel ess, the working poor, the elderly, the disabled,
immgrants, victinms of abuse, AIDS patients, and the indigent.
They were recommendi ng the county spend about $6-7 million in
these efforts. Their second priority was to inprove the crim nal
justice systemand to spend about $4-5 mllion here. Their
third priority was for energency nedical services with an
expenditure of about $1 million here. M. Hussmann indicated
that they had not ignored the needs of the school system but
t hey recogni zed that MCPS had had a decade of significant

i nprovenents in educational standards, staffing, and salaries.

In regard to the capital budget, the task force had accepted the
priorities which had shifted fromroads to schools. They had

t hought about raising the debt ceiling of $800 million which
assured the county's AAA bond rating, and they had concl uded t hat
this was a prudent policy and $800 mllion was a reasonabl e
nunber. They had uncovered serious problens with the capital
budget because past costs had been underesti mated. The budget
shoul d be increased by 15 percent in FY 1991 and 10 percent
thereafter for roads and 8 percent for schools. The county
should raise its inplenmentation rate for conpleting projects form
85 to 90 percent. In addition, there were needed projects which
had not been included in the budget and which woul d anmount to
about $100 million.

In regard to roads, M. Hussmann reported that the Planning Board
staff had | ooked at this and estimted the county woul d need
between $4.5 and $7.3 billion over the next 30 years for
transportation. The task force concluded that transportation
financing was the county's nost severe unnet problem This was
conplicated by the pipeline of previously approved subdivi sions
whi ch consi sted of about 42,000 units and 110,000 plus jobs. He
said that the comnmttee had di scussed how they had gotten into
the situation regarding transportation, and he called attention
to maps show ng plans for the county from 1966, 1972, 1977, and
1983 whi ch denonstrated how the pl anned road structure had been
cut back.

The task force had concluded the county was in trouble with the
capital budget and did not have the revenues to inplenment the

si x-year plan. The commttee did not recommend the continued use
of the property tax as a principal basis for financing grow h.
They had | ooked at how they had gotten into this predi canent.
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M. Hussmann pointed out the decline in federal and state aid
over the years. The future |ooked bl eak because of the
expiration of the federal highway act and the fact that the state
needed all its road funds for mai ntenance next year. The Linowes
Comm ssion had raised issues threatening the well being of

Mont gonery County including an equalization formula for the

pi ggyback incone tax revenues and a proposal to limt the state's
responsi bility for pension plans and social security for

t eachers.

M. Hussmann pointed out that Montgonery County had 27 to 37
percent of the growh in the state but did not get that kind of
support fromthe state in |like neasure. Another source of

probl ens was the result of decisions nade at the |ocal |evel.
During the 1980's the county only built half the roads needed and
had limted the size of county government. During this tinme MCPS
i ncrease 17 percent while the size of the county governnent
decreased by alnost 2 percent. During this sane period public
expenditures as a percent of personal inconme went from9.8
percent in 1978 to 8.1 percent in 1990.

The task force recommended that the County Council seek
authorization fromthe state for gasoline and auto registration
pi ggyback taxes. If this was not possible, a |ocal parking tax
was needed to finance transportation progranms. They had al so
recommended a tool road and devel oper contributions through
speci al devel opnent districts. They did not see any way to

fi nance school construction other than through bonds, and for
that reason they focused on transportation. M. Hussmann pointed
out that the nunber of cars per household was increasing, and
180, 000 people were using their road systemand |iving el sewhere.
A county transportation trust fund would be used for |ocal

hi ghways and streets, public transportation, and pedestrian
facilities. They had been advised by the Del egation that there
was no chance for approval of a piggyback tax and, therefore,
they were reconmmendi ng a tax on non-residential parking spaces
which mght raise $54 mllion annually. This fund would provide
better managenent of the capital budget for schools and ot her
government needs. They also believed that a toll on the

i ntercounty connector could generate $13 mllion a year, and that
requiring developers to pay for the infrastructure would generate
funds and become a planning tool to allow for orderly

devel opnent .

M. Hussmann commented that the task force had started with the
assunption that there would be no down turn in the | ocal econony;
however, at present there was uncertainty about the econony.

They were recommendi ng that the Council should initiate a

| egi slative spending affordability conmttee simlar to that
undertaken by the state. They suggested that the county no

| onger maintain separate thinking about the capital and operating
budgets. They urged the Council to get involved with the state
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and federal government regarding transportation funding. They
supported M. Hanna's housing initiatives. They believed that
the county did not have a conprehensive growh policy and shoul d
formul ate such a program They also urged greater efficiency and
productivity in governnent.

Dr. Shoenberg noted that the report had made certain assunptions
about growh in enpl oyee benefits; however, the school system had
seen enornous growth in the cost of health insurance, and there
was tal k about a reduction in social security contributions by
the state. He asked how the commttee's figures squared with the
reality. M. Hussmann replied that they had allowed a total wage
adj ustnment of 6.5 percent which included the full anount for
salary increnents, 75 percent of the cost of living, and an 8.5
percent increase in benefits. Anything over that would require
additional funding to their recomendati ons.

M's. Praisner inquired about opportunities for the public to

di scuss the report and understand the debate behind the

del i berations of the task force. She understood that the only
opportunity was a norning session. M. Hussmann replied that he
was presenting the report to two or three organizations per week.
M. Culp agreed that it was a m stake to have only the one
session and to schedul e that during the day. M. Spengler

t hought that people could coment on the report during the public
hearings on the capital and operating budget.

Ms. Praisner said she was interested in know ng whether the task
force had di scussed ot her scenarios before comng up with the
three proposals. M. Hussnmann replied that their first vote was
to support the | ower nunber to be suppl enented by additional
funding. By the tine they had focused on additional needs, they
were at 10 percent. However, JimCulp had filed a mnority
reporting on spending this year.

Ms. Praisner said the unmet needs did not include those of the
school system and she wondered about the extent to which they
were influenced by the perception that the school system had not
suffered to the extent other departnents of governnent had. M.
Hussmann replied that their conclusions were based upon
presentati ons made by responsi ble community and county officials
regardi ng problens in the conmmunity at the present tinme. This
was not based on increases in staffing or budget but rather on
unmet needs in the human services area. Ms. Smth added that
needs did inpact the school system and should be net before the
student got to the school system

M. Ewing stated that it was possible to read the report and
concl ude that education would not have as high a rank henceforth.
He was bothered by the section in the report on human services
needs because it failed to take account of the fact that the
school systemwas already faced with the necessity to cone to



5 January 16, 1990

grips with the problens the child brought to school. For
exanpl e, they had nore students who were seriously enotionally
di sturbed and nore foreign students who were illiterate in their
own | anguage, and they had not solve the problemin being
successful in educating mnority students. Schools had to
continue to address these problens, and it would continue to be
expensive to address these issues. M. Hussmann replied that
they were not discounting what M. Ewing had said. Wile they
were recomrendi ng additional funding in this area, they were not
recomendi ng whi ch agency shoul d provi de these servi ces.

Ms. Smth suggested that they needed to inprove the
infrastructure regarding service delivery to people. The school
system shoul d not be working on these problens in isolation, and
ot her governnent agenci es should conplenent their work. She said
t hat governnment agencies had to be nore efficient. For exanple,
there was no incentive for agencies to save noney because the
noney went back to the general fund and not to the agency saving
the funds. M. Ew ng suggested that the incentive should be for
the agency to have pride in being efficient. He did not think
the notion of giving people back noney to spend on things that
were no priorities was a m st ake.

M. Culp thought that one of the barriers that both County
Council and the Board of Education would face was confidence
anong the voters. A lot of nechanisns in their report were
intended to provide sone neasure of assurances that funds raised
woul d be used in a particular way. This reassured citizens that
the dollars they were paying in taxes were being well spent.

Dr. Cronin shared Ms. Praisner's concern about the |ack of
public exposure of the task force report. He thought that what
was causing the problemthis year with the taxpayer was the
l[ifting of the 15 percent cap and the Council's decisions to keep
the property tax bill constant by reducing the rate when
assessnments went up. He asked if they had exam ned the anount of
| ost revenue fromthat decision-making process. M. Hussnmann
replied that they had shown that the percentage of personal

i ncome going into the county budgets had gone down. In |ooking
at conparable jurisdictions, they found that Mntgonery had
simlar trends. They did not point out if the tax rate had not
been reduce, the county woul d have had X-nunber of dollars nore.

Ms. Smth said they had recomended a 10 percent increase and
had to be responsible in their approach to revenues. Part of
their charge was to conme up with scenari os about generating
revenue to pay for what they had suggested. Dr. Cronin asked how
they defined existing |l evels of services. M. Spengler replied
that it was the current budget adjusted for growh and inflation.
Dr. Cronin said that one argunent goi ng back and forth was

whet her salary increases were existing benefits or inprovenents.
M. Hussmann reported that there was a serious conflict with
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| abor over whether or not there should even be a report. _
I ncreases in the past decade had gone into enpl oyee conpensation
as opposed to program i nprovenents.

Dr. Cronin pointed out that the state was paying for two stadi uns
in Baltinore which could fund a |ot of services in Mntgonery
County. Throughout the report there were statenents that the

Del egation should get noney fromthe state. The Montgonery
County del egation was continually rebuffed in its attenpts. More
and nore Montgonery County noney was goi ng out of the county, nd
he wondered if the task force had suggestions about getting the
money back. M. Hussmann said that one suggestion was no nore
county spending on state prograns. Another suggestion was to pay
for prograns and put |ess pressure on Annapolis. The state was
not funding schools or roads. In Prince George's county they did
only what the state paid for in health and social services.
However, Montgonery County had found it prudent to take care of
its own needs.

Ms. Smth stated that the Commttee for Montgonery County had
been established to pull the county together in a unified force
to have sone inpact on Annapolis. The task force knew that no
matter how successful they were, that it would take two years to
get additional funds. Therefore, the task force tried to come up
with sonething that woul d generate noney in Montgonery County.
Ms. Praisner pointed out that one of those recommendations was a
toll road which was not likely to be built in the next two or
even six years. M. Hussmann explained that there were very few
roads of sufficient length to justify tolls. Ms. Smth
expl ai ned that they were really focusing on parking fees rather
than toll roads. She comented that even thought they had hone
rule, they had very few places to generate revenue.

Ms. Praisner said it was inportant for the community to get a
sense of the thinking of the task force. They should have an
airing of these countyw de issues. She wondered how feasible
their alternatives were and asked about the debate they m ght
have had on the parking tax, the toll road, and the charges to
devel opers. M. Hussmann agreed to provide Ms. Praisner with
background materials on the devel opnent districts.

Dr. Shoenberg asked if they had had an opportunity to exam ne
whet her devel opnent actually paid for itself and whet her sone of
their problens were due to the fact that devel opnent had not
generated the revenues to pay for the services that it demanded.
M. Hussmann thought that as a conmunity they had reached the

| evel of standards that they m ght not be able to afford. For
exanple, the state and federal governnent could not keep up with
transportati on needs, particularly when suburbs had becone

enpl oynent centers.
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M. Anmbach reported that they had al so | ooked at user fees as a
source of revenue. He noted that the school system had assuned a
nunber of tasks that used to be handled by the famly. He asked
whet her they had considered user fees in these areas. M. Ew ng
replied that the very services they were providing were services
that went to people who could not afford them Dr. Cronin
expl ai ned that they were nmandated to provide a free public
education. He asked whether the task force thought they should
charge a counseling fee or a health services fee. He thought
that all of those would be challenged as a violation of free
public educati on.

M's. Praisner asked whether they had | ooked at the infrastructure
necessary to establish user fees and nmaintain and operate the fee
schedul e. She asked what fees they could collect that woul d not
put a burden on the infrastructure to collect. M. Hussmann said
that one fee suggested was tuition costs for Montgonery Coll ege.
Ms. Smth thought that perhaps sonme suppl enmentary prograns in
MCPS could be tuition prograns. M. ol densohn said there was
very little in the entire school systemto | ook at for user fees.
For exanple, the food service programwas designed to operate at
a break-even system The athletic and theatre prograns received
very little tax support.

Dr. Shoenberg reported that the major problens they grappled with
tended to be for students that were down on the soci oecononic
scale. They were also the kinds of prograns where they did not
want to institute a neans test in order to know whet her people
had to pay for these prograns.

Ms. Hobbs asked about the conposition of the task force and

whet her they had any voting nenbers representing the mnority
community. M. Culp replied that they all represented the
mnority community fromtheir experiences; however, no one on the
task force was a mnority. Ms. Hobbs asked about the positions
or titles of the nenberships, and M. Hussmann agreed to share a
list of the task force which showed the affiliation of its
menbers.

Dr. Shoenberg thanked the task force for sharing their report
with the Board. He expressed his appreciation for the vol unteer
effort involved in producing such an interesting conpilation of
mat eri al s.

Re:  ADJOURNMENT

The president adjourned the neeting at 10:20 p. m

PRESI DENT
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