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The Board of Education of Montgonery County mnet

Rockvill e, Maryl and
July 25, 1984

i n special session

at the Educational Services Center, Rockville, Maryland, on
Wednesday, July 25, 1984, at 8:10 p.m
ROLL CALL Present: Ms. Marilyn J. Praisner, President in
the Chair
M. Blair G BEw ng
Dr. Robert E. Shoenberg
Absent: Dr. Janmes E. Cronin
M ss Jacqui e Duby
Dr. Marian L. Geenblatt
Ms. Suzanne K Peyser
Ms. Odessa M Shannon
O hers Present: Dr. Wlnmer S Cody, Superintendent of
School s
Dr. Harry Pitt, Deputy Superintendent
M. Thomas S. Fess, Parlianentarian
Re:  Announcenent
M's. Praisner announced that Dr. Geenblatt and Ms. Peyser could
not attend the neeting, Ms. Shannon had a speaki ng engagenent, and

Dr. Cronin and M ss Duby were out of the country.

Re:

Staff Response to "An Eval uation
of Public and Nonpublic Speci al
Educati on Progranms used by

Mont gonmery County Public
School s"

Dr. Cody expl ained that the response provided was designed to be
constructive to facilitate a discussion anong Board nmenbers. He

intended to fornmul ate an extended form of

response to the

recomendat i ons which would | ead themto specific plans of action

Dr. H awat ha Fount ai n,

associ at e superi nt endent,

stated that in My

Dr. Jones had presented the results of his three-year study to the

Board of Educati on.

The study was to detern ne whether the mx of
public and nonpublic prograns was cost effective.

The staff thought

that some of the generalizations of the study could be questioned,

but overall they thought
issues in the forefront.

external placenents.
probl enrs and predicted that

it was a good study.
One of these included procedura
short com ngs whi ch had since been corrected.
percent age of bl ack students in special

There were sever al

Anot her issue was the
education in general and in

They had al ready been working on these
in the next two or three years there
could be sonme changes in that area. Dr.

Fountain reported that the

report concluded that school -aged students could be better served in

MCPS prograns. Dr.

Jones found that

MCPS prograns did equally well



or better and cost |less than external programs. Dr. Fountain said
that the cost figures provided by Dr. Jones had been verified by a
consul tant in California.

Ms. Judy Kenney, student placenment supervisor, indicated that the
Board shoul d be aware of elenents of their action plan that were in
pl ace now. These included inproving their procedural review
standards and increasing out of state and |local visits. Another was
to work with community providers to expand flexibility in working
with students and to return students fromout of state placenents.
For exanple, as of June 30, 1984, they had 93 students out of

state. They had worked hard with nonpublic providers to offer
services different fromthose offered in the public schools. They
had al so made an effort to bring the curriculumof the nonpublic
providers closer to that of MCPS. M. Kenney reported that costs of
residential prograns were increasing at a rate of about 10 percent
per year; however, this year they were projecting a 23 percent

i ncrease.

Dr. Shoenberg commented that the Jones study was dealing with a
snapshot of the school systemat a particular tine. He thought it
m ght be relevant for staff to discuss the differences since the
report had been prepared. For exanple, the picture would | ook
different this year fromwhat it would have appeared to be five
years ago. Ms. Kenney explained that this year they had served 117
students in residential prograns at a cost of over $2 million. Dr.
Fount ai n added that each year the state sent out a recomrended
percentage increase in the costs of these placenments, and MCPS had
had serious problens com ng close to those figures. M. Kenney
suggested that they | ook at the students they were placing. These
were the very handi capped students, and their prograns were very
expensi ve. There were few prograns providing these specialized
services. The costs were for tuition alone and did not include
nmoni toring or transportation. There were about 750 students in
nonpubl i c pl acenents and about one third of these were preschoo
youngsters. The residential portion was about 14 percent of the
school - aged popul ation. She expl ained that the Level 5 costs had
been rel atively stable over the years and had about a 9 or 10
percent increase each year. 1In addition, the MCPS enrollnent in

t hese progranms had been stable.

Dr. Shoenberg inquired about increases in costs beyond increases in
the cost of living. M. Kenney replied that in sone states there
were stated groups called rate-setting conmm ssions which established
costs for individual programs. The conm ssions set a base rate of
educational and residential services, and the I EP was the basis for
pl acenent. The school would offer their base rate plus charges for
services required by the IEP. The school system would negotiate the
cost to the extent it could. |Included in increased costs were nore
use of conputers and the trend to provide one on one services for

t he severely handi capped. The idea behind this was to provide

i ntensive services over a short period of tine so that you woul d not
have to have a student in a restrictive placenment for a |ong period
of time. Montgonery County worked with the Maryland State



Department of Education and had inplenmented criteria for what their
goals were, how they were going to get there, and how t hey woul d
nmoni tor these goal s.

Dr. Fountain recalled that in 1975 when the [ aw canme into being, the
state started nonitoring these prograns. Many prograns had to bring
their staffs into parity with the public schools and, consequently,
to maintain quality staff they had to pay nore. This resulted in
tuition increases from35 to 40 percent. It seened to Dr. Shoenberg
that they were playing salary catch-up and that many of the
argunents for increasing costs could be related to the argunents for
i ncreasing hospital costs. He noted that in a series of questions
on the advantages of private placenents, the questions inplied their
own answers in many cases. Staff seenmed to feel that the 10 percent
cost differential was not worth arguing over, and he asked whet her
they had a sense of what percentage differential would be worth
certain kinds of sacrifices. He wondered how nuch nore they could
reduce the 96 figure for residential placements. Dr. Fountain said
that they thought the 10 percent figure was not too bad. They tried
to establish prograns on a continuum and they believed the services
t hey bought did not duplicate what they had in MCPS. They did not
have a real good answer to the question of rising costs. Severa
years ago they had nmet with a group and said they woul d cooperate
with that group as long as it was fiscally feasible; however,
somewhere they mght have to say "this is too much."

In regard to the grandfather clause, Ms. Kenney explained that they
tal ked about that concept in terns of a five-year plan. For
exanpl e, 41 of the students in residential placenments were between
18 and 21, and their phil osophy was to | eave these students al one.
They had set their targets on the seriously enotionally disturbed
returning to the county when RI CA opened. They did have a little
grant for a person to work half-time on placenents and targeting
students to return. They had set goals with their second popul ation
whi ch was the devel opnental |y di sabl ed. They had been working with
communi ty providers and now had a successful experience with two
students living in a group hone. She would see people working in
the conmunity to build quality support systenms. She noted that
there woul d al ways be students needi ng residential placenents;
however, their goal was to shorten that stay.

Dr. Shoenberg stated that he would like to know their rock bottom
| evel of residential placenents, how | ow they would be able to go
and how long it would take to get themthere. He asked whet her
there was any area with enough differential between the costs of
MCPS and private placenent for themto think about their own MCPS
facility. He wanted to know what hold they could get over these
extremely | arge costs and whether it would be worthwhile to put a
staff nenber on this task. He said that the report was | ooki ng
backward, and he did not get much fromthe report about where they
wer e headed and what the budget inplications were. He inquired
about things they mght do in the short run to save thenselves in
the long run. Dr. Fountain replied that the superintendent had
asked himthe sanme question, and he thought they had been putting



out fires. However, there were only 90 students in residential
pl acenents as conpared with 250 a few years ago. He pointed out
that many of the 41 students cited by Ms. Kenney would not be in
pl acenents now i f they had been born today.

M. Ewi ng comented that the study was in a nunber of respects so
seriously flawed that he wondered whether it should be used as a
basis for decisions. He was not critical of the services provided
in Montgonmery County, and over the years he had been supportive and
had voted for providing resources. He said that the study suggested
it was a good thing to provide services close to home, in the | east
restrictive environnment, and at the | owest possible costs. He had
no quarrel with that; however, the study nade certain assertions
that he did not think had been supported effectively. For exanple,

t he evidence was not clear that the quality was better in the public
school s and that MCPS progranms were better at neeting the needs of
students. It was not clear that costs were lower in the public
school programs. He did not quarrel with the statenment that the
public schools could offer prograns of high quality and coul d neet

t he needs; however, they needed to bal ance cost and quality together
with other factors. He was bothered by their saying that a 10
percent cost increase was reasonable and a |l arger increase was

unr easonabl e absent a solid nethodol ogy for exam ning costs. He did
not think the study included all the real costs of the public
schools or those of the private schools. For exanple, there were
costs of devel opi ng prograns, adm nistrative overhead, eval uation of
prograns, and building operating costs. He asked whether the MCPS
costs included all those factors. He noted that costs in the public
schools in the last ten years had been affected by student and staff
reductions; therefore, cost conparisons were difficult to make. He
poi nted out that as public schools had taken on the burden of

devel opi ng and mai ntai ni ng prograns for the handi capped they had, in
sone cases, reduced the nunber of students sent outside the schoo
system This factor was not taken into account. He did not think
the cost study was accurate which left themwith no real basis in
terns of costs of making decisions. He did not think the assertion
that MCPS coul d offer prograns nore cheaply was sustained, and he
was astoni shed that staff found no fault with the nethodol ogy

used.

M. Ewing stated that he was di smayed by the study and by the sense
that staff was relying on the cost analysis in the study as a basis
for maki ng decision. He was not unconfortable with the issue of
program qual ity and nmaking formal contracts with formal program
audits with private providers. He suggested that in many respects
they needed that formal audit with their own progranms as well. He
was concerned that they might be using an extraordinarily unreliable
i nstrument for naking decisions. He realized the difficulties Dr.
Jones faced in putting together the study, but he thought Dr. Jones
went well beyond the study in asserting their conclusions. He was
troubl ed about the analysis of cost factors and the little bit they
had on the quality of the progranms. He did not see an assessnent of
all the factors they should be | ooking for and how t hese factors
shoul d be balanced. It seened to himthat the study was not a good



tool for the Board, and he would much rather rely on the good
j udgrment of MCPS staff.

Dr. Cody asked whet her they were bringing students back from private
pl acenent before the report had been witten and what was the basis
for bringing the students back. Dr. Fountain replied that the state
had expressed a concern about bringing students back. M. Kenney
cautioned that when they | ooked at the report they tended to equate
pl acenent with costs. Placenent depended on the needs of the
children, and the costs were a secondary factor. They had to | ook
at where quality progranms could be provided for Mntgonery County
students. If there was a programin Florida, for exanple, the

| ocation of that programwould nake it difficult for parents and
staff to visit the child. This was a guiding factor in decisions.
They al so | ooked at programs so as not to penalize a student who
wanted to return to MCPS froman out-of-state program Dr. Cody
asked whet her they had increased prograns and services within the
county. M. Kenney replied that both public and private prograns
were now providing different services.

M. Ew ng asked whether staff thought the report was useful for

deci sion nmaking. Dr. Steve Frankel, director of the Departnent of
Educati onal Accountability, remarked that the qualitative data was
based on professional judgnent; however, the hard data behind the
cost nmodel was very solid. Al costs were included with the
exception of start-up costs and renovations. The cost data was
shared with a consultant who visited for a week, and the nunbers did
not change by an iota. M. Ew ng conmented that he did not see any
evi dence that they had factored in retirenment costs for additiona
teachers, for exanple. He felt they could not make a decision on
costs without conparisons. Dr. Joy Frechtling, director of the
Division of Instructional Evaluation and Testing, comnmented that Dr.
Jones had said there was not a clear cut distinction in services

of fered. However, Dr. Jones felt the matched pairs were matched on
the basis of needs of students. Dr. Frankel added that they were
not saying pull students back if the MCPS programwas 10 percent
cheaper. However, they were saying that consideration be given to

| ocal prograns if all factors are equal

M. Ew ng remarked that in Montgonery County they had taken over
services provided by some private prograns and told the private
progranms to change what they had been doi ng because the public
schools were going to offer the same thing. He thought they had to
be cl ear about the history of what had been done in Mntgomery
County. He said that if they didn't have good conpari sons of what

it would cost themto get into the same business they did not have a
basi s for nmaking those deci sions.

M's. Praisner suggested that the Board have nore di scussions on this
report when nore Board nenbers could be present. She said that

whet her they had the report or not, MCPS had over the years expanded
its special education prograns and nmust have had sone criteria for

t hose decisions. She asked the staff to explain what process they
used to determ ne whether a program should be expanded and when the



Board was involved or was not involved in that decision. She asked
what the staff saw as the direction they were going in, with or with-
out this report. She wanted to know what needed to be done and what
their options were. She thought they needed to | ook at |ong-range
pl anni ng agai n and asked for a concept paper fromthe staff on
speci al education needs. In regard to the placenent of minority
students, she was not satisfied with the response. She would fee
nmore confortable if staff told her they were review ng these

pl acenents again. |In addition, she would |ike nmore information on
the Maryl and State Departnent of Education LD project. Dr. Fountain
suggested they needed to | ook at gate-keeping in the EMI. For
exanpl e, in sone areas the percentage of blacks was closer to the
percentage of blacks in the total student popul ation, but this would
t ake study.

Dr. Shoenberg thought that the resolution of issues raised seened to
depend on nonitoring which would invol ve soneone | ooking at cases,
one by one. He would like to see what kind of nonitoring they
needed to do and what it was going to take to do this nonitoring.

He felt that the report left them puzzled, and he would like to know
t he judgnment of the staff. M. Ewi ng conmented that they had been
puzzl ed about this issue for years, but at |east the current Board
wanted to do sonething about it. Ms. Praisner remarked that no one
guestioned the dedication of the staff and their sincere desire to
provi de appropriate, high quality prograns for handi capped

students. Dr. Cody commented that putting aside the question of
costs, there were reasons for decisions that related to prograns

cl oser to hone, mainstreanm ng, and the quality of the program Dr.
Fount ai n added they did have a built-in review process for al
students in special education, and he thought they had cone a | ong
way in the past few years.

Re: Draft Plan to |nplenent
Reconmendati ons fromthe Task
Force Report on the Future of
School s and Prograns for
Moder ately, Severely, and
Prof oundly Mental |y Handi capped
St udent s

M's. Praisner pointed out that the Board had never discussed the
original report and perhaps should take a few mnutes to review the
report. Dr. Thomas O Tool e, director of the Departnment of Speci al
Educati on and Rel ated Services, explained that the task force was
made up of parents, comunity, staff, and other professionals.
Among the recomendati ons of the task force were that students
shoul d be brought into the broader world and that MCPS shoul d

provi de students with a transition fromthe school world fromthe
work world. The second recomendati on was that youngsters should be
exposed to as many programoptions as feasible. The third was that
i n-service needs had increased as staff role changed. The |ast
maj or reconmendati on was that coordi nati on and cooperation was
needed with other services in the conmunity with the public schools
taking the major role.



M's. Praisner remarked that the committee had done a thorough job in
its recommendations and in the quality of the report. Dr. Cody
enphasi zed that what was before the Board was a draft plan. Since
the preparation of the draft, he had net with staff in an attenpt to
identify a whole series of recommendati ons and put themin priority
order. He explained that they now needed to make some choi ces on
the items to work on nost aggressively. At some point they would be
bringing a nore formal docunent to the Board.

M's. Praisner noted that there was a reference in the draft to a
survey of the literature and ot her school systens. She pointed out
that the Board of Education belonged to the National Federation of
Ur ban/ Subur ban School Districts. This organization could assist
MCPS in contacting other "like" school systens.

M. Ew ng remarked that the report and the response were both good
He said that the |ast recommendati on on page 5 called for the
community to take | eadership and thought that MCPS should be nore
active in this goal. Dr. O Toole agreed that the public schools did
have to take nore of a |eadership role in getting conmunity groups
to participate

Dr. Fountain said that they were optimstic that a proposal by Ms.
Margit Meissner would get federal funding. He said they were

| ooki ng at pl aces |ike Bi rm ngham and Madi son and changi ng the way
t hey were doi ng business. This year they would have a total of 80
speci al students in the regular schools. He cited the Wodward Hi gh
School program as one of the nost successful of the programs. He
hoped to begi n devel oping a curriculumthat would nove these
students fromthe four walls of the classroominto the classroom of
the world. He agreed that staff did need to be retrained to teach
these children. They expected to have these students on the job at
ages 14 to 16 and into the world of work when the child reached 21
M's. Meissner thought they they were all pulling in the same
direction, but it was a question of how well they could do this for
how many children and how fast.

M's. Praisner said the report suggested that teacher/pupil ratios
needed to be adjusted, but staff did not concur in that
recormmendation. Dr. O Tool e expl ai ned that adjustnments woul d have
to be nade. For exanmple, when a child was noved from a speci al
school into a regular school they tended to have a higher
staff/pupil ratio. Then, too, there was the subject of related
services. \Wen they had 135 students in one place in a special
school they could get nore nileage out of the specialists. Ms.
Prai sner stated that in past years the county executive and County
Counci| had been receptive to the special education budget. She
wonder ed whet her changes in the pupil/teacher ratio would nmake t hem
nmore vul nerable to criticismand asked whether it was worth arguing
for changes at the state level. Dr. O Toole replied that the ratios
had been discussed at the state, and the response at the state had
been that the ratios were not absolute levels. Dr. Fountain added
that staff had a letter explaining that the ratios were guidelines.



M's. Praisner noted that there was a recommendation for the Board to
reaffirmits conmtnment to education for handi capped students.

Anot her recommendati on was for the school systemto take a

| eadership role in working with the comunity. It seened to her
that there was a role for Board nenbers in working with the
conmuni ty and ot her agencies in encouragi nhg conmunity invol venent.

Dr. Shoenberg called attention to the need for nore staff
flexibility and asked what was keeping themfrom acconplishing this
goal. Dr. O Toole replied that this addressed rel ated services and
as a staff they needed to | ook at how they were doi ng, what they
were trained to do, and what they mi ght do differently. For

exanpl e, they were using the national nodel on delivering speech
services, and there mght be a nore flexible way of delivering these
services. Dr. Fountain added that when they visited Madi son they had
asked about related services following the children. They could not
duplicate services in the special schools, but in Mdison the
parents were willing to accept a little | ess hands-on service in
trade for having their children in an integrated school setting.

Dr. Shoenberg inquired about the dollar inplications of new
technol ogi cal devices. Dr. O Toole reported that some of the nore
dramati c breakt hroughs had occurred in speech pathol ogy as well as
in devices for the visually inmpaired. Wile they did not know what
was com ng down the pike, they wanted to continue eval uating the new
equi prent. Dr. Shoenberg commented that one of the things getting
attention now was finding appropriate situations for children who
wer e past school age. He wondered about the possibility of

i ncreasi ng the nunmber of residential placenents for students over
21. Dr. OToole replied that they did work very closely w th other
agenci es of government. There were staff |evel neetings in which
the various agencies were trying to come up with a total package to
fill this need. Dr. Fountain thought that this was another area
where Board nmenbers coul d get involved because when these students
turned 21 there was no place for themto go.

Dr. Cody indicated that there were several priorities comng from
the staff neetings on this report. He would provide copies of the
priorities to the Board. He agreed that they had to come back with
a plan for the priorities and specifics on howto inplenment this

pl an.

Re: Board of Education |Involvenent in
Speci al Educati on Appeal s

M's. Praisner explained that in June 1980 the Board had adopted

Cont i nuum Educati on procedures and | ater adopted a resol uti on which
shoul d have appeared in the policy. This resolution directed the
superintendent to bring to the Board for its review all cases where
there would seemto be issues of great inportance. On July 30,
1980, Dr. Fountain had sent a nmenorandum on how this Board

resol ution would be inplenented. M. Ewi ng recalled that about four
years ago the Board had di scussed this issue and the fact that the



state | aw deliberately circunvented the Board. He said that what

t he Board needed were patterns so that they coul d understand issues
and nake intelligent policy decisions. They needed to know the cost
i nplications of these decisions, and they needed to know whet her

t hese cases required policy changes. The Board left it with the
superintendent to informthe Board; however, the resolution was
never i npl ement ed.

M's. Praisner suggested that they give the resolution and Dr.
Fountain's guidelines a try. The policy as printed would have to be
nodi fied and include the procedures. She said these could be tried
and evaluated to see whether they were adequate. M. Ew ng
suggested that the superintendent also think about other ways of
inform ng the Board on these key issues.

Re:  Adj our nnent
The president adjourned the nmeeting at 10:50 p.m
Pr esi dent

Secretary
WEC: m w



