APPROVED Rockvil | e, Maryl and
40- 1980 Decenber 15, 1980

The Board of Education of Montgonery County nmet in special session
at the Educational Services Center, on Mnday, Decenber 15, 1980,
at 8:05 p. m

Rol | Call Present: Ms. Carol F. Wallace, President in the
Chai r
M. Joseph R Barse
M. Blair G Ew ng
Dr. Marian L. Greenbl att
Ms. Suzanne K. Peyser
Ms. Elizabeth W Spencer
Mss Traci WIIlians

Absent: Ms. El eanor D. Zappone

O hers Present: Dr. Edward Andrews, Superintendent of
School s
Dr. Harry Pitt, Deputy Superintendent
Dr. Robert S. Shaffner, Executive
Assi st ant

Re: Continuation of D scussion on
Cont i nuum Educati on

Ms. Wallace announced that this was a continuation of a neeting
whi ch had started on Decenber 11. She introduced Dr. Patricia
Bourexis, project director fromStanley E. Portny and Associ at es,
the consultants on the external evaluation of Continuum Educati on.
Dr. Bourexis explained that the study was an actual inplenentation
study which | ooked at procedures regardi ng special education
prograns, novenent into prograns, and progress of the children in
the prograns. She said that it was relevant for her to think in
terns of a child as he or she was taken into special education.
She indicated they tried to | ook to understandi ng what was goi ng on
as it was going on. She explained that they relied on convergent
data collection techniques which enabled them to say wth great
certainty what they had found. They |ooked at student records to
see what they could find about practice. They |et sone of that
data i nformthem about what they wanted to | ook at in case studies.
They constructed two surveys regardi ng generic service providers,
and they asked sone questions about initial placenment, services and
reeval uation. They had anot her survey for parents and students.

Dr. Bourexis stated that in all of those activities they relied on
sanpl es which were of sufficient size to state their findings.

Ms. Wallace asked whether Board nenbers had any questions
regarding the process. Dr. Steven Frankel, director of the
Departnent of Educational Accountability, explained that this was
the first denonstration of a collaborative study. M. Barse asked



whet her they ever had conflicting readings on the techni ques used,
and Dr. Bourexis replied that they did in the first substudy on
initial placenent because 15 of the 17 parents renenbered being
contacted regardi ng assessnent yet on the survey only 38 percent of
the parents renenbered being contacted. She was sure that the
majority of parents were contacted in witing, but at |east one or
nmore were not contacted which gave rise to an area of concern.

Dr. Bourexis stated that in formatting her findings and
recommendations it was presented alnost as a force field because
there were many positive findings but there were gaps in practice.
In the initial placenments, the children identified were assessed
fully prior to their placenent. |In nost cases, but not all, the
parents were contacted for their permssion, and in nost cases
parents were contacted regarding the results. There was one
exception to the process which was the invol venent of the regul ar
cl assroomteachers. She said that the law clearly stated that the
teacher nost famliar with the child should be part of the
conmttee. She indicated that they had queri ed people on what the
nmeetings were |like and nost participants found the neetings to be
open. Wen they went to the student records, they were convinced
that the dom nant factor was the articulation of the student's
speci al educational needs. They did not find a systemc bias
operating regardi ng cul tural background, race, or particul ar

handi cappi ng conditions. They found that the commttee deci sions
seened to be nmade by consensus.

Dr. Bourexis said they found the IEPs were witten for children
prior to placenent. The exceptions were energency placenents, and
the IEPs were devel oped shortly after placenent. In nost cases,
the parents were pleased wth the anple opportunity for
i nvol vemrent. On the negative side of that, parents were not always
contacted regardi ng assessnent and the classroom teachers were not
necessarily involved. She said they had delved into commttee
del i berations and had a professional bias about the kinds of things
that shoul d be discussed. There were three things that were not
al ways di scussed.

The first was alternative placenents which mght be appropriate,
and they felt there should be evidence that a nunber of prograns
were consi der ed. Secondly, they ~could not docunment that
mai nstream ng had been considered for the children. Thirdly, there
seened to be sonme problemw th the parents understanding their due
process rights. In regard to the 60-day review process, Dr.
Bourexis said they found that those reviews did not always occur
and, if they did, they were much | ess standardi zed than in the case
of the initial placenents.

They recommended i npl enenti ng standardi zed procedures and sone

st andar di zati on regardi ng case nmanagenent. She said that they were
di sappointed with what they found in the student record files. She
indicated that federal and state statutes required an LEA to
evaluate its inplementation of the law. If they were to strengthen
the systematic nonitoring of placenents, the gaps woul d di sappear.



Ms. Wallace stated that the next area was programdelivery. Dr.
Bourexis reported that MCPS as nobst school districts did not have
as specifically designed procedures for delivery of services as
t hey shoul d have. The guiding question was whether children's | EPs
were inplemented fully. 1n 20 percent of the cases, they were not.

I n some cases special education or a related service was not being
provi ded. She explained that their work was exploratory, and the
Board m ght want to consider going in the direction of a |long-term
eval uation. They found sone reasons for failure to inplenent an
|EP. In some cases they were told that the specialist to deliver
the service was not available. In sone instances they found an
absence of curriculumand materials for use in the classroomby the
regul ar teacher. There was confusion anong service providers as to
whet her special education or regul ar education should provide the
service. |In some settings there was unavailability of the nost
appropriate service. There were instances where a regular
education classroom was not available and mainstreamng was not
carried out.

At the secondary |evel, they found instances where children were
listed as needing services of a technical nature which were not
avai l able. Because not all prograns were avail able, tradeoffs were
bei ng made and the child s programwas not being inpl enent ed.

Dr. Bourexis comented that the nonitoring rested alnost entirely
with the special education teacher. The regular teachers did not
participate in the nonitoring, did not participate in neetings, and
were not infornmed of the results of these neetings. |In many cases
people told themthere was insufficient coordination of the |EP
delivery across service providers. They inquired about in-service
training and found that fromthe perspective of staff that nost

i n-service was fragnented.

Dr. Bourexis recommended that they inplenent children's | EPs
conpletely. There was a need for the county to continue and
intensify its efforts to devel op nore special need prograns to neet
the specialized needs of its popul ation. She felt that the need
was there, and that it was real and continued. She recomrended
they nonitor program delivery because it was not sufficient to
nmonitor just placenent. She said there were at |least three
different procedures relating to reeval uating. The first was an
annual review of every child s program and progress. The second
was a nore conplete re-evaluation every three years, and the third
was an unscheduled review mdyear when a child was not mnaking
pr ogr ess.

In regard to case managenent, Dr Bourexis said they had to insure
ongoi ng comuni cation regarding the child s placenent and a
transition of the child into a new pl acenent; however, that was the
poi nt when communi cation did break down. She said that sonetines
the I EPs were changed w thout going back to the commttee
structure. They needed to carefully consider reeval uation needs in
all three cases and whether there mght be a way to nore
effectively organize this. The other item was public versus



private placenent. They had hoped they would be able to | ook very
closely at this, but they realized they could not and suggested
that this be the next study. Dr. Frankel added that they were
anticipating an RFP for the second year of the study which would
concentrate on the private providers.

Ms. Spencer commented that Dr. Bourexis has spoken of the need to

i nprove delivery of prograns. In some situations there were not

t he personnel available to carry out the IEP. On the other hand,
they were faced with difficult fiscal circunstances. She wondered
whet her they had any suggestions regardi ng i nprovenent of the
delivery of services. Dr. Bourexis replied that they had an
absence of a procedures nonitoring system She also felt they
m ght have a resources gap wth people being underutilized. Dr.
Frankel pointed out that there was now a split responsibility for
students in Levels 1 through 3. He suggested that the way to
resolve this was to nake decisions as to who was responsible for
what .

In regard to the role of the regular teacher, M. Barse said their
findings were that they did not serve on placenent commttees. He
wondered whether they could shed sonme light on why they had not
been participating enough. Dr. Bourexis replied that a lot of it
was just tine and access. She said that all of their personnel
were stretched thinly and were teaching all day. It was hard to
support release tinme for teachers to serve on conmmttees. She
reported that in Boston they were able to get people in before and
after school

M. Barse asked whether they had an idea of the magnitude of the
resources required. Dr. Bourexis replied that there was a Stanford
Uni versity study which got at this issue which she would recomend
for Board review.

The superintendent renmarked that as they | ooked at nore systematic
procedures, they did not have a nore systematic use of the staff
they had now Ms. WAllace commented that in a five-year period
they had a 33 percent total increase, but in special education it
was a 94 percent increase. She said they had to | ook at what in
regul ar educati on had been inpacted by the special education

i ncrease. She asked about the costs of additional state
regulations. Dr. Joy Frechtling, director of the D vision of
Program Monitoring, replied that there was a financial inpact at
the | ower age |evels.

Dr. Bourexis stated that they had sone critical problens there that
woul d not go away, but they were solvable. Many of these could be

solved through a reallocation of resources. M. BEwng renarked
that he was not altogether clear about what they were inplying
about case nmanagenent. Dr. Bourexis explained that they were
tal king about case nmanagers for students. Adequat e case docunent
woul d be one outcone. She would like each child to have an
adequat e process, well docunented, and in the tine |ines allowed.
She would like to insure that parents had been conmmunicated with



adequately. Wien the child changed placenents, she would like to
insure the transition was orderly and that witten information was
avai | abl e and communi cati on was adequat e. It seenmed to M. BEw ng
that this managerial problem m ght be one anenable to applications
of concepts devel oped in other areas such as human services. He
t hought there mght be plans that could be examned. Dr. Bourexis
felt that a ot of issues could be aneliorated through better case
managenent, but that was not all of the problens. They had sone
practices that had not been solved by case managenent. She said
that one of the first things she would go to was the nodel of case
managenent used in human services areas. She agreed that there
were nodels worth investigating. She pointed out that Dr.
Fountain, Dr. Frankel, and Dr. Frechtling were nationally known
experts who could help the Board in this area.

M's. Spencer inquired about the Boston nodel. Dr. Bourexis

expl ained that in Boston a person with no teaching responsibility
was assigned to a building. In Alaska the resource room personnel
taught half tine and did admnistrative work for the rest of the
day. In regard to due process rights for parents and the
participation of parents on placenent conmttees, M. Barse asked
what their recommendati ons mght be. Dr. Bourexis replied that an
expl anation was provided but it was alnost one of a laundry |ist of
t hi ngs being taken up. Part of this was jammng a lot of things
into one neeting wwth parents. She said that parents had to decide
whet her the placenent was appropriate and whether they wanted to
start due process. For that reason, they were recommendi ng that

alternatives be considered. She said that the process could be
intimdating and the parents reluctant to say they did not
understand what was happeni ng. She felt they needed a

conpr ehensi ve explanation of the prograns in MCPS and sone people
or places parents could turn to.

I n sone school systens they had hotlines, parent advocacy groups,
and a person simlar to an onbudsman. She said they did have a
handbook, but many parents were not famliar with it.

Ms. Spencer said nention had been nade that parents' rights were
being violated. She wondered about what rights parents did have to
nodify their child s placenent or conversely how does the system
protect itself when parents nove agai nst the recommendation. Dr.
Bourexis did not agree that parents' rights were violated. Ms.
Spencer remarked that if they rigorously did the 60-day follow up
they would unearth nore of these. Dr. Bourexis replied that if
they carried this through they would have the parents at the table
again and l|ooking at real performances. She reported that 90
percent of the parents had been to the school for at |east one
meeting regarding their child. She said 45 percent initiated the
meeting and 35 percent were contacted by the school; therefore,
parent invol vement was there.

Ms. Wallace renmarked that the ARDs and CARDs have a specified |ist
of people that have to be in attendance. She wondered how t hey
could avoid intimdating the parents. Dr. Bourexis said she had



seen a difference in the level of intimdation when soneone had
taken the tinme to neet previously wth those parents. Ms. \Wallace
asked whet her involving the regul ar classroomteacher woul d hel p.
Dr. Bourexis agreed that it would. She said that parents would
feel nore confortable if they knew there was one MCPS person to
whom they had previously related who would be attendance. She
indicated that this was where the case nanager cane in. She
reported she had seen the continuum educati on handbook given to
parents after the neeting.

M. BEw ng inquired about next steps regarding the findings and
recommendati ons. The superintendent replied that they had had the
report for only a week or so. He hoped that their next steps would
be taken before final action on the budget because they had not hi ng
built into the budget request to address these additional
recommendations. He agreed that they would prepare a general
reacti on before budget adoption and woul d have a paper by

m d- January.

Ms. Wallace said they had touched on duplication in the initial

pl acenent. Dr. Bourexis explained that it existed particularly in
t he docunents and forns. Ms. Wallace asked whether it was in the
procedures and whet her they could see streamining the ARDs, SARDs,
and CARDs. Dr. Bourexis said they had streaniined sone of the
docunentation but they still had sone duplication out there because
peopl e were being asked to fill out the sane information nore than
once. Wien they got to reevaluation, people said there were not
any reevaluation procedures and did the sanme things they had done
inthe initial placenent proceedings.

Dr. Frankel reported that in about 50 percent of the cases the
paperwork records were not conplete. Dr. Bourexis said they were
al so concerned that the children's records were not foll ow ng them
pronptly and being conpleted. She felt that the eval uation and

meeting summaries needed to be pulled together. In nmost school s
the records were stored in various places, but they should be able
to pull information together and get a Gestalt on a student so that

it could be passed al ong.

M. BEwing asked when they would get to the question which this
study was not designed to address which was how effective were the

services that they were providing. Dr. Frechtling replied that
they were doing this in pieces regarding studies that were |ooking
at particular prograns. They were looking at Mark Twain and
Phoenix in small very tailored studies. M. BEw ng pointed out that
in the end these would have to be integrated. Dr. Frechtling
replied that they were trying to get sone broader policy studies to
i nprove the whole system and also to | ook at individual prograns.
M. BEw ng thought it was inportant for themto think about the need
to communicate publicly annually on what and how well they were
doing. The problemw th individual studies was that the public was
not able to pull them together. Dr. Frankel commented that
i ndividual case studies run $1,000 to $5,000 per case, and he
agreed that they had a long way to go in | ooking at managenent and



policy issues. It seemed to M. Ewing that they were not going to
get public understanding unless they were able to report to the
public in sinple English about what it was they were doing.

Ms. Wallace indicated that she would like to have information
about specific prograns before they got into the budget sessions.
Dr. Bourexis commented that she was struck by the absence of
evi dence of a systemm de evaluation and a collection of data about
what was happening out there. She encouraged the Board to explore
sonme nechanism to get +the data to nake decisions. The
superintendent reported that they used to have annual reports. He
was recomrendi ng that each departnent prepare a two- or three-page
docunent about problens and successes. These would be instituted
in the summer of 1981. He felt that it was good to have a broader
view, and he said that by and |arge the report before the Board was
saying that Continuum Education was doing a pretty good job. He
thanked Dr. Bourexis for her look at Continuum Educati on. O
behal f of the Board, Ms. Willace extended thanks for the work done
by Dr. Bourexis.

Re: FY 1982 Capital I|nprovenents
Pr ogr am

Ms. Willace reported that the superintendent, Dr. Rohr, M.
Wl der, Dr. Fisher, M. Fess, Ms. Spencer and she had attended the
nmeeting in the norning with the County Council. The superintendent
said the Board had approved four projects in priority order. The
Council's original notion was to approve all projects as submtted;
however, this was anmended to delete the Wodward auditorium
Therefore, they now had a difference between the Board and the
Council regarding the projects, and | AC procedures called for the
Board and Council to agree to a package to be submtted to the
state by January 1.

M's. Spencer wondered whet her they could cone back with an

addi tional request if they went along with the three projects. M.
W/l der indicated that followi ng the conpletion of the master plan
they could ask the state for additional planning funds or ask for a
suppl enental appropriation fromthe county. Ms. Spencer indicated

they could go with four and see what happened at the Council, go
with three with a cover letter, or just go with three and indicate
they would be back for a supplenental. Ms. Willace pointed out

that they could go back and include Wodward and let the Council
know where they stood.

Ms. Peyser asked whether the Council had del eted Wodward because
of the master plan. The superintendent replied that there would be
no state funding beyond the $10 nmllion. Ms. Wallace added that
one Council nenber had said why should it be included, and she had
replied why not. M. Barse recalled that |ast year it was not
included in the request to the state. Dr. Rohr indicated that
|ater they requested funds from the Council and the project was
deferred to 1983. M. Barse felt that they should follow the sane
pattern again. He thought that by May they mght be able to say



they had nmade the fundamental decisions regarding the master plan.

He felt they should put the request in for FY 1982 |ocal funding
and accede to the Council's request not to transmt Wodward to the
state. He asked whether they coul d make sone fundanental deci sions
about high schools by May 15. The superintendent replied that it
was possible, but they really expected to nake decisions in the
fall. Ms. Willace said they could request local funding with the
caveat that funds would not be rel eased until decisions on closures
had been nade.

The superintendent explained that the Board could adopt a
resolution regarding submssion to the state but | eave Wodward in
the local request. Ms. Willace suggested that this item be put on
the Board' s agenda for Decenber 22.
Re: Adj our nnent
The president adjourned the neeting at 10:25 p. m
Pr esi dent

Secretary
EA m



