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APPROVED Rockvil l e, Maryl and
31-1991 May 2, 1991

The Board of Education of Mntgonery County net in special
session at the Carver Educational Services Center, Rockville,
Maryl and, on Thursday, May 2, 1991, at 7:40 p.m

ROLL CALL Present: M. Blair G Ew ng, President
in the Chair
Ms. Frances Brennenan
M. David Chang*
Dr. Al an Cheung
M's. Sharon D Fonzo
Ms. Carol Fanconi
Ms. Ana Sol Qutierrez
Ms. Catherine E. Hobbs

Absent : None

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

#i ndi cat es student vote does not count. Four votes are needed
for adoption.

Re:  ANNOUNCEMENT

M. BEwi ng announced that M. Chang would be late. He was
attendi ng anot her neeti ng.

Re: PUBLI C HEARI NG - FACI LI TIES
RECOMVENDATI ONS

The follow ng individuals appeared before the Board of Educati on:

Lauri Rodich, Franklin Knolls Civic Association

Neal WMeisel man, Wodnoor Civic Associ ation

Judy Scott, Pine Crest PTA

Li nda Lang, Whitman Cluster, and Carol Jarvis, Pyle PTA
Sue Borden, Meadow Hal |l PTA

Robbie M| berg, Travilah PTA

oukwhE

Re: REPORT OF THE BOARD S TASK FORCE ON
EFFI ClI ENCY

M. Ewing stated that the report was an excellent and chal |l engi ng
one which would be very helpful to the Board of Education. The
followng conmttee nenbers were present: Dr. Mchael Ri chman,
Dr. Robert Shoenberg, M. Keith Prouty, Dr. Jerry Floyd, and M.
Ron Wohl. Dr. Richman thanked Ms. Melissa Bahr, staff assistant,
for her help to the task force.
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Dr. Richman said that they had established sone clear principles
to guide themin their deliberations. The first was that "nore
efficient” nmeant nore than "l ess expensive." The efficiency
ought to produce a result at |east equal to what now exi sted.

The second was that it was sonetinmes necessary to spend sone
nmoney in the short run to spend less in the long run. The third
one was that they did not understand their charge to require that
their recommendations would result in imredi ate savings.
Substantial savings usually required sone tine to inplenent if
they were not to be disruptive.

Dr. Richman reported that the Board's charge to the task force
fell into three general areas of consideration: howto save
nmoney and reduce the cost of operation; how enpl oyees and others
t hi nk MCPS can be nore efficient; and how to continue the
assessnment of MCPS's efficiency. They nade two general
recommendations they felt were inportant to restate at this tine.
The first was "make your budget reductions and introduce
efficiencies with a clear, articulated i dea of where you want
MCPS to be in the future." Recommendations for future directions
were drawn up by the Board in the sunmer and fall of 1990. The
task force asked the Board to re-exam ne those recomendati ons as
t hey devel oped their image for the public schools of the next
decade. The second was "give a high priority to maintain class
size at the FY 91 level."

Dr. R chman said they had retained nine of the origina
recommendati ons and deleted four of them The recommendati ons
now had sonme ranking of priority. Their first recomendati on was
to return special education students to their hone schools. Ms.
Cory Moore could not attend the neeting, and she had sent a
letter of support for this recomendation, which Dr. R chman
read. The commttee was in full agreenment with her letter.

Dr. Richman |isted the foll ow ng recomendati ons:

2. Exam ne the one teacher/one cl assroom nodel that
prevails in the elenmentary school with an eye to
possi bl e efficiencies and i nproved instruction that
m ght result froma different nodel

3. Use vol unteers and paid aides to handl e cl assroom
paperwor k functi ons.

4. Until budget stringencies are eased, use certified
teachers assigned to non-classroomduties as a
"substitute bank."

5. Pl an for considerably expanded staff devel opnent
activities.

6. | f current negotiations result in an increase of the
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enpl oyee' s share of health insurance, offset this added
burden to enpl oyees by allowi ng premuns to be paid as
a deduction fromsalary before taxes.

7. Real | ocate funds to contract with staff to produce
finished curricul um devel opnent products at a fixed
fee.

8. Pl ace inconme fromall fee-bearing prograns, including

adult education prograns, into enterprise funds to
encour age sel f-support.

9. Maxi m ze the extent to which special education service
costs are paid for by Medicaid.

Dr. Richman stated that the report included a sunmary of what

t hey thought the savings m ght be, the Board's reaction to the
initial report, and their reaction to the Board' s views. Dr.
Pitt remarked that in terns of Medicaid they had had a debate
with the Council. There was no question they needed to nove in
this direction, but other people trying to do this had found
there were problens connected with it. He suggested that the
Board m ght want to put this noney in sonme sort of surplus fund
to show the Council what m ght accrue. M. Ew ng stated that
about a year and a half ago he had provided the Board with a
nunmber of background papers froma consultant to other school
districts that had utilized Medicaid funds in this fashion
Therefore, there were people who could be resources to MCPS in
exploring this issue. Dr. Floyd added that M. David Tatel, a
task force nenber, had reported that a nunber of school districts
were doing this.

Dr. Richman listed the foll ow ng new recommendati ons:

10. Reduce instructional staffing in high schools (perhaps
by as much as returning to the six-period day) but
i ntroduce scheduling and curriculumrevision strategies
that all ow students exposure to the sane range of
subj ect matter.

11. Take a new | ook at how resources are allocated to
school s.

12. Gve principals greater flexibility in the use of
positions allocated to their schools.

13. Consolidate responsibilities within MCPS - nerge al
MCPS information-related activities into one unit under
the Departnent of Public Information and nerge al
units responsible for sonme aspect of mnority education
or integration objectives.
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14. Expand the duties of Chapter | specialists beyond their
current responsibilities.

15. Review the role of the pupil personnel worker.

16. Share or consolidate appropriate services and
facilities with other county agencies. These areas
i ncl uded recruitnent, procurenent, payroll,
constructi on managenent, data processing, and printing.

17. Coordi nate education and training objectives and
responsi bilities countyw de.

18. Contract for independent review of health claimforns
and bills.

19. Provide enpl oyee assistance services through an
i ndependent conpany.

20. Investigate new alternatives for providing health care.

Dr. Richman expl ained that the | ast pages summari zed their
internal workings. He indicated that the recommendati ons and
proposals set forth in their report and the recommendati ons the
Board had received fromthe superintendent's work group, while
predi cated on the current structure of MCPS, were designed to
respond to both near-termfiscal constraints as well as |onger-
range educational devel opnent. To make the nost effective use of
its resources, any continuing assessnent of MCPS efficiency nust
be founded on a vision of where MCPS was heading. |In their view,
no judgnent was nore fundanental to the responsibility and

m ssion of the Board of Education. Thus, they recommended t hat
the Board itself develop a nmeans of evaluating efficiency which
was conpatible with its objectives for public education and which
responded to its view of how best to achi eve those objectives.
They were confident that the educational conmunity and the county
as a whol e woul d support the Board's |leadership in continuing its
assessnment of efficiency.

M. Ewi ng asked whet her Board nenbers had questions about the
original recommendations. He said that the Council had expressed
its intent to expand the enterprise fund in nuch the way the task
force recoomended. Ms. Fanconi asked about the process for
doing this. Dr. Pitt replied that the Council had taken
prelimnary action to place nonies in that sort of a fund. M.
Larry Bowers, budget director, added that the Council would be
doing that as part of their final action on the operating budget.
The next steps would be for MCPS to put together the enterprise
fund, and right now they were | ooking at having an adult
education fund. Their auditors were concerned that there not be
too many enterprise funds. M. BEw ng observed that the
Department of Defense was currently consolidating its enterprise
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funds to give them consistency in operations and accounti ng.

In regard to special education students being served in their
home schools, Ms. Fanconi asked whether they had had a detail ed
di scussi on about this because she had m xed feelings about this
recommendation. Philosophically it was a good idea to bring
students back to their hone schools and putting the noney in
training rather than spending funds for busing. On the other
hand, she did not understand why the 15 percent figure had been
used. She asked whet her they were thinking of defining a
geographic area. Dr. Shoenberg replied that they could not do
this all at once, and it required a phased approach. They had
used 15 percent as an estimate of what they thought could
probably be absorbed in a year until the training was in place.
There were a variety of ways of doing this. They m ght take al
the students with a particular kind of handicap, or they m ght do
it by geographic area. Dr. R chman added that they expected this
to come about in a fixed period of tinme and not be sonething
recommended and allowed to lay fallow. Ms. More had convinced
the task force that it was nowtinme to use this as a nodel to
establish a policy.

M's. Fanconi noted that Ms. More's letter had suggested a

col | aborati on between general and special education. This was an
excel l ent way of using skilled teachers in working with behavi or
managenent and teaching strategies for different kinds of
students. M. Cutierrez asked for a clarification of where they
were with this recommendation. Dr. Pitt replied that staff
needed to give the Board information on what they were doing at
t he nonent because they were noving in this direction. In many
cases, they had noved young people into their home schools. He
supported integration and the concept of total integration.
Anytime they could nove young peopl e who had sone ki nd of

handi cap into their home school they did a service to that hone
school and to that youngster. However, he was worried about one
thing. He did not think they ought to use the concept of
efficiency as the reason for doing this. The reason was that it
was norally correct and it was the best educational support for
young people. He was concerned about the idea that sonehow t hey
were going to save a |l ot of noney doing this. He worried about
peopl e thinking they were going to save a | ot of noney.

Dr. Richman expl ained that they had nodified the | anguage of the
recomendation to suggest a potential for saving several mllion
dollars. Their final report did not say $14 million. Dr.
Shoenberg commented that many of them had argued on grounds ot her
than efficiency that several of the things that were recomended
ought to be done. This was one recommendation that tried to nake
a virtue of necessity. Dr. Pitt thought they m ght be sending a
fal se nessage to people. Wiile they should | ook at efficiencies,
t hey shoul d nove toward doing this for other reasons.
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Ms. Fanconi explained that she was not tal king about saving $14
mllion. She had just pointed out that they currently spent $14
mllion on special education transportation, but this did not
educate the children. She did not want to have a | ot of savings
here. She wanted to be nore efficient and do things better;
therefore, she would want that noney to go back into staff
training or aides.

M. Prouty stated that he wanted to make cl ear how they construed
efficiency. They construed it as not necessarily sinply saving
nmoney but essentially in providing education better and nore
effectively. This recommendation fit that notion because this
woul d make the educational m ssion nore effective.

*M. Chang joined the neeting at this point.

In regard to the recommendati on on health insurance, M. Ew ng

t hought they ought to try to offset the burden to enpl oyees of
their current share of insurance by allow ng those premuns to be
paid as a deduction of salary before taxes. He said they should
do this regardl ess of negotiations on this issue. M. Whl
comented that all three enpl oyee organi zati ons had concurred in
this recoomendation. Dr. Pitt believed that this could be done
legally. It was a question of how quickly it could be done. M.
CQutierrez felt that this should be done as soon as possi bl e.

Ms. Qutierrez asked for sonme explanation on the recomrendati on
regardi ng high school scheduling. Dr. Shoenberg replied that
this was worded so that they did not get into a situation of
seven- versus six-period day. He suggested there were ways in
which the integration of subjects in the high school curricul um
could be handl ed. There were also ways in which teachers and
students could interact wwth each other. The day could be
schedul ed and broken up. Al of these options would permt sone
reduction in the nunber of high school teachers to deliver
service of the sanme quality, maybe even inproved quality. The
recomendati on was not for a six-period day.

M's. Brenneman asked whet her they were tal king about
interdisciplinary teaching and conbining disciplines. Dr.
Shoenberg replied that all classes net five days a week now, but
they did not have to. They could neet four days a week. He

poi nted out that the state was interested in getting away from
Carnegie units. Ms. Hobbs knew that they had sone students
currently doing i ndependent study, and she would |ike to know how
many students, what schools, and whether they had intentions of
expanding that. Dr. Pitt replied that they all owed schools
flexibility, and it would take sonme time to get that information.

Ms. Brenneman asked about interdisciplinary teaching done now in
addition to md-level teans. Dr. Pitt replied that Blair High
School had such a programin the md-1060's, and there had been
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others. He thought that Dr. Shoenberg was tal king about
sonet hi ng beyond that. This went to providing a | ot of
flexibility in the curriculumso that a variety of things could
occur. He felt that there probably was some variation at the

| ocal school |evel which was probably nore than they realized,
but it was not typical. M. Ewmng recalled that Ei nstein Hi gh
School had tried to integrate English and social studies into a
humani ti es course, but this had been abandoned.

Dr. Cheung asked whet her they conpared or evaluated staffing
patterns when they tried out new prograns such as Einstein's.

Dr. Pitt indicated that evaluative prograns were set up in such a
way that they reinforced the present scheduling in the high
school. He noted that at Blair H gh School now they had a real
rel ati onshi p between science and mat hematics, but students were
eval uated in individual subjects. M. CQutierrez commented that
there were schools in Maryland that were already packagi ng the
curriculumin nore periods a day but fewer courses. She pointed
out that they were already doing this by offering concentrated
courses in sumer school. Dr. Pitt remarked that these ideas had
been around for a long tine and nost educators argued that they
made sense. Part of the problemwas that coll ege entrance

requi renents did not pronote that kind of program M. CQutierrez
t hought that the new subject matter content testing did
accommodat e this new approach

Dr. Pitt thought that the commttee should | ook at Dr. Vance's
staffing data. They were not staffing like they did in the
1950's. M. BEwing said that the Board did have a docunent
showi ng how the schools were staffed. There were ratios for al
schools with adjustnents based on program factors. He thought
t hat taking another | ook at that was a good idea because their
el enentary schools had changed dramatically in ternms of average
si ze.

In regard to the twelfth recommendati on, Ms. Fanconi asked how
flexible staffing worked in other school districts. Dr. Floyd
replied that a school would get an allocation of nunbers of
peopl e, and at the school building I evel the principal and the
staff woul d deci de on who these people would be. Ms. Fancon
asked staff to get data from other school systens on how this
worked. Dr. Floyd commented that this was a decentralization
trend toward school - based managenent. For exanple, in Kentucky
every school systemdid this by |aw

M. Ew ng asked Board nenbers if they had questions about No. 13,
consolidating responsibilities in MCPS. He said that the Board
was noving in this direction in response to the Gordon report.
Last year the Board was concerned that the Departnent of Human
Rel ations had responsibilities that extended beyond mnority
education or integration objectives. Wile this raised a
question, it did not invalidate the recommendation. M.
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GQutierrez conmmented that these were two very good and cl ear
suggesti ons.

M's. Hobbs asked whether they had a Chapter | speciali st
participating in the discussion of Recormmendation 14 and a pupi
per sonnel worker on Recommendation 15. Dr. Richman replied that
they did not. Dr. Floyd pointed out that they had an experienced
former adm nistrator on the task force. Dr. R chman said that
they were trying to see whether there was a different nodel in
Recomendati on 14. The delivery nodel had not been eval uated or
exam ned in many years. For exanple, could they find a different
way to serve the schools that were eligible and not receiving
services. It seenmed to M. Ewing that they were tal king about a
Head Start nodel for Chapter |I. Ms. Fanconi commented that a

| ot of Head Start parents were di smayed when their children got
to first grade and did not receive that kind of support. Dr.
Shoenberg pointed out that they had a staffing ratio of one
specialist to work with three or four schools, but there m ght be
a better way of using their expertise. They were not suggesting
that the position be elimnated.

In regard to the recommendati on on PPWs, M. Whl comrented that
this was suggested to themduring their talks with other

organi zati ons. The suggestion was nmade that perhaps el enentary
counselors could do the work of the PPWs. R ght now they had
two different functions. They should | ook at the requirenents to
be a PPWversus the needs of the position. It mght be possible
to reassign parts of their jobs. Dr. Pitt was surprised that

t hey had not | ooked at this in the larger context of providing
soci al support services. Dr. Shoenberg replied that this had
been a very late entry. M. Whl hoped that this would be a
stimulus to | ook at other roles. Ms. Hobbs commented that this
was the only recommendati on where they inplied that a position be
elimnated. She found it hard to believe that this had not been
t horoughly di scussed before being suggested. Dr. Richman said
that this was not their intention.

M's. Fanconi recalled that she had been told these were highly
pai d people and sone of their functions m ght be handl ed by |ess
highly paid staff. For exanple, they had to fill out a |ot of
forms. M. Whl agreed that the | anguage was not clear because
this had been discussed rather quickly at their |ast neeting.
Dr. Floyd explained that they were not suggesting the Board
shoul d ignore services to children in trouble. They were asking
whet her this was the nost efficacious way of providing services.
They could not answer that question until they | ooked at it.

Dr. Pitt thought that the | ong-term approach had to be | ooking at
all the services available to young people in and outside of
school in a nore conprehensive way. It was his perception that
they were not reflecting on the work of the person as nuch as the
concept of whether or not there was a better way to do sone of
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this. He agreed they should | ook at this, and he pointed out
that the problemwas they did not have enough people to do al
the things that were requested of themto do.

It seened to M. Ewing that the Board needed to keep in mnd that
al nost any person working for al nbst any governnent was busy
doing work that was inportant. Sone people were very overworked,
but that didn't nean that all the work that people did was of the
sanme priority or that it had to be done by them G tizens could
not di stinguish between the work of the PPWs, counselors,
psychol ogi sts, and social workers. He thought that this was a
red flag to the Board that they needed to nmake sure they had the
ri ght people doing the right work at the highest |evel of
priority in a tinme of short resources. Ms. Fanconi remarked
that nuch of what the PPWs did were actually social services

t hat shoul d be done by the county.

Dr. Vance asked whether there was any thought to efficiencies and
cost savings as they related to the average and hi gh achievi ng
students in MCPS. For exanple, in the eighth grade about 27
percent of their youngsters were studying al gebra, and by the
time they graduated about 55 percent had conpleted trigononetry
and higher levels of mathematics. This was not only remarkable
for Maryland, it was remarkable for the world. He asked whet her
t hey had di scussed these students because it appeared they had
been di scussing students at risk. M. Whl replied that they had
not. Dr. Floyd said they had this in m nd when they were talking
about high school configurations. Dr. Shoenberg pointed out that
they did not reconmend reducing services for gifted students

al t hough they had di scussed this.

M. Ewi ng asked if there were questions about Recommendation 16
Sonme of these issues were issues that the County's Conm ssion on
Efficiency would be addressing. M. Whl explained that these
wer e managenent issues, and the potential savings needed to be
investigated vis-a-vis simlar services countywi de. For exanpl e,
it mght be nore efficient to have one place for recruitnent for
MCPS and county governnent. The sane thing was true of training
of supporting service enployees. Dr. Pitt comented that those
savings woul d generally be those of the county governnent because
MCPS was the larger entity. They did sone services for the
county governnent and saved them noney. For exanple, they haul ed
fuel for everyone. M. Whl suggested that they investigate
chargi ng back these services. They could | ook at electronic
filing to elimnate paper which eventually ended up as trash for
MCPS to haul. Dr. Pitt remarked that the incentive for doing
this was greater if they could get sone credit for these
econom es.

M's. Fanconi thought that a lot of these were probably very good
i deas. They already did sone procurenent for the county
government. There were sone areas that concerned her because
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they had to maintain their efficiency. For exanple, in
construction they had a nmuch higher rate of on-tinme conpletion
than the county. M. Whl explained that construction nmanagenent
was a systematic process. He thought that the individuals
responsi bl e for delivering these services mght go en nmasse to
this super agency, and in turn their efficiencies would be spread
across the county.

M. EwW ng said there were many ways to approach this. One was to
ask the question of whether these were useful to consolidate.

The second point was how they should do this if they agreed to
consolidate. One way was to give one agency the job of being
executive agent for everyone and do billable work. For exanple,
the Navy did printing for the entire Departnent of Defense.
Everyone was charged a reasonable rate based on a unit cost

anal ysis of what it cost to produce the service. Dr. Pitt said
they were noving in this direction, but the key was getting the
pay back

In regard to the final recomendati ons, Dr. Shoenberg said they
woul d have an opportunity to test out providing enpl oyee

assi stance services through an i ndependent conpany if they w shed
to do that. M. Whl stated that one of the problens in |ooking
at health care per se was how to keep the costs down. Health
care cost managenent did not work when enployees did it. There
were conpanies that did this well and did it for a percentage of
t he savings. These conpani es knew they woul d not get a penny

unl ess they showed savi ngs year after year. For exanple, there
was the concept of the HMO where the enpl oyee nmade the deci sion
about how nmuch they wanted to pay for sonething. The nore
privatized the service, the higher the cost to the enpl oyee.
Those systens produced the highest degree of savings to the

enpl oyer and produced a healthier enployee. The task force

al ready |l ooking into this should exam ne the idea of a countyw de
health care system

M. Ewi ng expressed the Board' s appreciation to the task force
for their excellent report. The Board | ooked forward to making
speci fic decisions on these issues.

Re: ADJOURNMENT

The president adjourned the neeting at 10:30 p. m
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