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MEMORANDUM
January 29, 2009.
TO: Education Committee
FROM: Essie McGuire, Legislative Analys%mf@i
SUBJECT:  Worksession —Promethean Boards in Montgomery County Public

Schools

Today the Education Committee will discuss the Montgomery County Public
Schools (MCPS) initiative to install Promethean Boards in classrooms.

Promethean Boards are the primary whiteboard components of interactive
classroom technology systems which include other elements such as student response
units. The Council has previously discussed this technology in the context of Middle
School Reform efforts and capital funds requested by the Board of Education in the
Capital Improvements Program (CIP), Technology Modemization project. When the
Council approved the FY09 capital budget and the FY09-14 CIP, the Council included
FY09 funds totaling $698,000 to continue the pilot installation of Promethean Board
technology in select middle schools associated with the reform initiative.

During the past summer, MCPS initiated a significant expansion of the
Promethean Board initiative, acquiring 2,600 board systems and installing them in about
two-thirds of all secondary classrooms. This expansion was funded in part by Federal
funds known as e-rate funds. The total cost of the expanded initiative is projected to be
$13.3 million over four years. Given that this level of spending went well beyond the
Council’s approved funding level, Councilmembers and County res1dents raised
questions about the fundlng and scope of this initiative. .

The purpose of today’s worksession is to review the school system’s past
activities and future plans regarding the interactive technolpgy initiative and the
funding mechanisms the system used to pay for the recent expansion. The
Committee will need to consider how to account for the full cost of the initiative
going forward and how to assure appropriate disclosure and oversight of the
associated funding.



In response to questions from Board of Education members, Councilmembers,
and Council staff, MCPS provided explanatory materials regarding the initiative and
funding. Memoranda from January 2008 through January 2009 are attached to this
packet, as well as minutes of Board action to approve contracts on June 10 and 23.

OVERVIEW SUMMARY

e Inthe FY09-14 CIP, the Council approved $698,000 in FY09 for the interactive
technology initiative, explicitly for expansion associated with middle school reform.
The Board requested a total of $8 million over the six year period for the initiative;
however, the Council did not program funding beyond FY09 due to affordability
reasons. The original plan for the FY09 funds is outlined on circles 2-3 and 8-13.

¢ In June 2008, MCPS expanded the initiative to install the technology in 2,600
secondary classrooms, representing approximately two-thirds of all secondary
classrooms. This expanded initiative is anticipated to cost $13.3 million over four
years, approximately $3.3 million each year through FY12. The installations are
complete; future funds are required to pay for the equipment over time. MCPS
reports that the deal negotiated resulted in lower overall costs per unit and no finance
charges with the payment plan. This expansion is outlined on circles 3-4 and 14-16.

o The attached memoranda indicate that this plan was presented to the Board members
via memorandum on June 9, 2008 and that the Board acted to approve a $5 million
contract for the first year payment on June 10 and June 23 (circles 14-24). The Board
consent item did not describe the purpose of the contract. Council staff reviewed
both full Board and committee minutes from the last year and did not find discussion
of the initiative expansion in public meeting minutes.

¢ MCPS states in the attached materials that funding for the initiative will come from
CIP funds allocated in FY09; reprioritization of other CIP funds in the Technology
Modernization project; request for additional CIP funds in FY11 and FY12; and
Federal e-rate funding (circles 4-5, 15). ’ ‘

¢ E-rate funds are available through the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). "
This program allows school and library systems to claim Federal funds on local
dollars paid for telecommunications expenses, such as telephone and network
connections. Schools pay the total bill for covered expenses, then claim additional
funding based on FARMS enrollment and whether the district is urban or rural.
MCPS works with an entity called Funds for Learning to assist with application,
maximize funding, and assure compliance with Federal regulations. In addition to the
school system’s explanation of the program, this packet includes information from the
FCC and the Funds for Learning company (circles 4-5, 15-16, 34-40).



o A brief e-rate funding history is shown in the chart on circle 31 and shows that MCPS
received nearly $2 million in FY08 and $7.5 million total between FY04 and FY08.
In general, the eligible expenses do not fluctuate widely; Council staff understands
that they grow somewhat based on cost increases and system growth. MCPS is
eligible for Federal funding at approximately 50 percent of covered expenses because
it is an urban district with between 20-34% of its students eligible for Federal Free
and Reduced Meals (FARMS) (circle 35).

e [E-rate funds have not been specifically appropriated for MCPS since the program
started and do not appear on regular MCPS financial or transfer reports. MCPS
argues that the funds are reimbursement within its existing appropriation authority,
and so not subject to appropriation (circle 5).

COUNCIL STAFF ANALYSIS

It is certainly positive that the school system seeks and receives additional non-
County funds wherever suitable. The Committee is well aware of the priority MCPS has
placed on the Promethean Board systems and has heard much discussion of their benefits
in the classroom.

However, the timing and method of processing the e-rate funds and expanding
this initiative raise significant questions about how oversight and approval authority were
used in this case. MCPS has entered into a major muiti-year funding commitment with
no apparent public discussion in a difficult fiscal environment. It remains an open
question how this particular decision was reached and what else the funds could have
been used for. ‘

At this point, it may not be feasible to reconsider the expanded initiative and its
future funding obligation. However, it will be important to assure that proper oversight
and appropriation processes are maintained and followed going forward, particularly
given the magnitude of funds involved and the clear fiscal implications of the technology
program on the school system’s operating and capital budgets.

To that end, Council staff recommends that the Committee discuss and request
additional information in three areas: accounting for past e-rate funds; accounting for the

interactive technology initiative; and accounting for and appropriation of future e-rate
funds.

ACCOUNTING FOR PAST E-RATE FUNDS

The Federal e-rate program is just over 10 years old, approved by Congress in
1996. MCPS provided, at the Board’s request, a five-year funding history chart (circle
31). This chart shows that annual funding levels have ranged from $1.2 million in FY04
to nearly $2 million in FY08. The funds presented in this chart alone total
$7.5 million in e-rate funding in this ﬂve—year period.



Beyond a few examples, the MCPS documentation does not account for how
these funds were spent. It is also not clear when MCPS began participation in the Federal
program or began working with Funds for Learning to asstst with the application process.

Council staff recommends that the Committee request a full accounting of all
Federal e-rate funds received since MCPS began participation in the program,
including a detailed breakdown of how the funds were spent each year. Council staff
also recommends that this report include a history of the contract with Funds for Learning
and the total funds spent for this contract. Council staff recommends that the Committee
should receive this information no later than March 30, in advance of FY10 operating
budget deliberations.

ACCOUNTING FOR INTERACTIVE TECHNOLOGY INITIATIVE FUNDING

Although-the materials provided by MCPS include a general overview of the
funding required to meet the future obligations of this technology purchase, many
specific details are unclear. It will be critical to understand the school system’s
assumptions regarding each funding component in order to determine how it can
afford this obligation in the coming years.

The attached materials reference using e-rate funds, reprioritized capital funds,
and future increases in capital funds for the four-year payment plan. However, it is
unclear to Council staff what combination of these funds will be used in each year and if
they will be sufficient to cover the full amount. In addition, future appropriation requests
will be subject to the Council’s year-to-year budget process (as MCPS acknowledges on
circle 33). : ‘

Council staff recommends that the Committee request a full, detailed
breakdown of the payment required each year and what funds (operating, capital,
or e-rate) MCPS assumes will be applied toward it. This account should specify
MCPS assumptions regarding future County appropriations, Federal reimbursements, and
how much funding may need to be reprioritized, including which specific programs,
purchases, or services may be impacted under reprioritization. Again, Council staff
recommends that this information should be received no later than March 30, in advance
of budget deliberations.

ACCOUNTING FOR FUTURE E-RATE FUNDS -

As noted above, MCPS contends that e-rate funds are not subject to separate
appropriation. Council staff disagrees with this assertion and recommends that the
funds come to the Council for appropriation when they are received. At that time,
first the Board and then the Council would decide how the funds should be used.

Council staff’s conclusion is based on both State law and County budget
resolutions. :



Maryland Code, Education Article, §5-105(c) reads as follows:
“Non-local funds received by a county board after the adoption of the annual
budget by the county fiscal authority may be spent by the county board if the
county fiscal authority is notified and approves of:
(1) The source and amount of funds; and
(2) The manner of spending the funds.”

In Council staff’s view, this provision clearly requires that all e-rate funds be
approved by the Council via appropriation. :

The Council’s annual appropriation resolution for the MCPS operating budget
(Resolution #16-578, which approved the MCPS Operating Budget for FY09, is attached
at circles 41-45) allows the use of funds for “specific programs designated in a grant,
contribution, reimbursement, or other non-County. funding source” under certain
. conditions. Conditions include that “the program must not require any present or future
County funds” and also relate to the size and budgeting of the program. The intent of this
provision is to allow MCPS to use small grants afier proper notification and to continue
large, existing programs year to year.

The resolution states that if a program does not meet the conditions it must be
funded by a separate appropriation. In Council staff’s view, use of e-rate funds is not
allowed by this provision because the Federal e-rate program does not designate a
program of specific technology purchases to be made with the funds. Even if the e-rate
funds met this condition of a specified program, they would not meet the resolution’s
" requirement that “the program must not require any present or future County funds.”

Council appropriation of the e-rate funding would be entirely consistent with
the approval of other non-County funds of this magnitude that have different
purposes year to year or initiate new activities. The provision that furids must be
appropriated separately if they require County funding is particularly relevant, as the
Council is always concerned about the potential future impact of non-County funds on
County resources.

Tabie of Contents : Circle

November 26, 2008 memorandum to Committee Chair Ervin 1
November 26, 2008 memorandum to the Board of Education,

responding to Councilmember questions 2-7
Attachment A:- January 8, 2008 memorandum to the Board of Education, '

providing technology update : 8-13
Attachment B: June 9, 2008 memorandum to the Board of Education,

regarding expansion of interactive initiative 14-16
Attachment C: Minutes of Board of Education meetings,

June 10 and Jun 23, 2008 (excerpts) 17-24
October 29, 2008 overview summary o 25-26
January 7, 2009 memorandum to the Board of Education,

responding to Board member questions about expanded initiative 27-33
Information on e-rate program, from FCC and Funds for Learning 34-40
Resolution #16-578, FY09 Approved MCPS Operating Budget Resolution 41-45

fAmcguire\2009\prom boards comm pekt 109.doc



» ®MCPSQ MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
\_/

www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org ‘ MARYLAND

| November 26, 2008

-
‘ ‘ 2 o

_ The Honorable Valerie Ervin, Chair i
Education Committee AE R
Montgomery County Council s
Stella B. Werner Council Office Building - i
100 Maryland Avenue P
Rockville, Maryland 20850 s
Dear l\@ﬂn = B

This is in response to questions asked by Councilmember Donald Praisner in his memorandum to
you on November 13, 2008, and questions from other Council members. A memorandum was

prepared to the Board of Education to share this information with them before forwarding it.to
you. A copy of the Board of Education memorandum 1s enclosed.

Mr. Sherwin Collette, chief technology officer, has provided additional information to Ms. Essie
McGuire, legislative analyst, Montgomery County Council. In addition, Mr. Collette and
Mr. Larry A. Bowers, chief operating officer, met with Ms. McGuire and Ms. ‘Sonya. Healy,
legislative aide, on November 18, 2008, to discuss 21% century interactive classrooms and to
identify any other questions of Council members. '

Please let me know if you or any other Council members have any additional questions.

Mr. Collette and Mr. Bowers are available to discuss 21 century interactive classrooms with you
or the Education Comumittee at any time. '

" Respectfully,

— y’

- ﬁ?f A
e@ . Weast, Ed.D.

Superintendent of Schools

JIDW :.sz

Office of the Superintendent of Schools

850 Hungerford Drive, Room 122 + Rockville, Maryland 20850 ¢ 301-279-3381
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MEMORANDUM

To: Members of the Board of Education I

From: Jerry D. Weast, Superintendent of S@ { T:?’/M
Subject: ! Updafe on Expanded Implementation of Ir;tﬂ;:lractive C]asérooms

As you know, the installation of the Promethean Boards has been extremely well-received by the
majority of teachers, parents, and students across the system. However, in their zeal to criticize
Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS), a small group of community activists has raised
several questions about the implementation of the technology in our schools. This group’s effort
to discredit MCPS is unfortunate given the positive impact the technology is having on teaching
and learning. 1 would like to share with you just one of the many unsolicited positive comments
we have received from teachers who are using the technology: ' '

« I find that the Promethean board has revolutionized my teaching. The effect on
students is that each day they are excited to enter the French classroom and discover what
new learning we'll accomplish in a manner that is fun to them. Iuse the ActivSlate, the
ActivExpressions, and even my old clicker that I use when showing the PowerPoint
presentations from past years using the Promethean. Everything is better with the
Promethean! Even the moming announcements, shown on the Promethean via the VCR’s
TV tuner being connected directly to the Promethean, are more appealing to students.”

Béckground :

The 21% century interactive classrooms were implemented in FY 2008 as a component of the
‘Middle School Reform initiative. During this first year of the initiative, 18 classrooms in 14
middle schools were furnished with interactive whiteboards, projectors, student response
systems, and other integrated audiovisual technologies. The schools included the five Phase I
~ Middle School Reform schools (Benjamin Banneker, Roberto Clemente, Montgomery Village,
Sligo, and Earle B. Wood) the eight FY 2008 Technology Modemization middle schools
(Eastern, Forest Oak, Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., Kingsview, Col. E. Brooke Lee, John Poole,
Julius West, and Westland), and Parkland Middle School, which returned to its modernized
building. Several other schools have purchased interactive whiteboards through capital projects
 and grant funds. . e T . B

During FY 2008, I communicated with the Board of Education several times about this initiative.
.. During the January 8, 2008, technology update to the Board of Education, staff demonstrated the
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technology and engaged the Board in a dialogue about the potential impact of the new
technology on teaching and learning (Attachment A). Plans to expand the integration of the 21
century interactive classroom technologies in our schools were shared with the Board at this
meeting. Also, on May 27, 2008, I provided the Board of Education with an update on Middle
School Reform and specific actions being implemented in selected middle schools. One of the ;
recommended actions was for additional schools to utilize these innovative technologies through
the Technology Modernization program for FY 2009. On June 9, 2008, I provided the Board of
Education with the attached memorandum (Attachment B) outlining the scope, costs, and

- timeline for the 21 century interactive classroom expansion. This increased the expansion of
the initiative into all middle schools and high schools. The Board authorized acquisition of the
interactive classroom technologies for FY 2009 -at its meetings on June 10 and 23, 2008
{Attachment C). ‘ -

Expansion of Initiative

The FY 200914 Capital Improvements Program (CIP) request submitted to the County Council
by the Board of Education included an expansion of the 21* century interactive classroom .
initiative to all middle schools, beginning with Phase 2 Middle School Reform schools and the
2008-09 Technology Modemization middle schools. The funds requested for this initiative in
the Technology Modernization project in the CIP totaled $8.6 million—3.7 million in FY 2009,
$1.4 million in FY 2010, and $6.5 million in FY 2011 to 2014. When the County Council
funded the FY 2009 Capital Budget and approved the FY 2009 to 2014 CIP, it approved only the
FY 2009 funds for this initiative. The reason for this expansion to all middle schools is to ensure
greater consistency of curriculum implementation and accelerate the reform initiatives to all our
schools, teachers, and students. Moving this initiative into high schools ensures continuity of
student-centered instruction. ' S : '

During the spring of 2008, Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) staff began negotiating '
prices with Dell, the national reseller for Promethean Incorporated, which is the manufacturer of
the equipment being purchased for the 21* century interactive classrooms. These Promethean
technologies are available for purchase by Maryland school systems through the University
System of Maryland and the Maryland Education Enterprise Consortium (MEEC) state contract
that result from Request for Proposal #USM-2007-12. MCPS staff was able not only to
negotiate very favorable prices that are approximately 17 percent below previous pricing, but
- also was able to arrange payments for the equipment over a four-year period with no finance
charges. In June 2008, MCPS staff presented to the Board a plan to accelerate the installation of
21% century interactive classroom technologies in 2,600 secondary classrooms (approximately 65
percent of all secondary classrooms) for the 2008-2009 school year. The plan presented to the
_Board costs $3.3 million per year for four years, or $13.3 million from FY 2009 through

FY 2012. In 2012, the equipment will belong to MCPS at a cost 0f §1. The school-system began -

installation of these classrooms on June 30 and completed.thé installations on October 31, 2008.
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Pricing for the 21% century interactive classtoom components ranges from approximately $1,000.
for a 78-inch board to $5,400 for the adjustable 78-inch board, along with the integrated
classroom sound systems, slates, student response systems, wand to assist students with
additional learning needs, and the required installation components. Properly maintained, the
interactive whiteboard can last indefinitely as there are no moving parts. Furthermore, MCPS has
a five-year warranty with Promethean for replacing defective boards. Other than the $3.3 million
annual lease payment, there are no ongoing costs. Ongoing maintenance and servicing will be
completed by MCPS staff.

Beginning over the summer of 2008, initial staff training, at a cost of $368,134, was provided for
secondary school staff. Ongoing professional development is being provided in an integrated,
job-imbedded model at no additional cost.

Funﬂing

This earlier than anticipated expansion of interactive technology can be accomplished by
reprioritizing technology funding in the capital budget and through- the technology rebate
program. When the plan was presented to the Board of Education in June 2008, half of the
funding was to come from the CIP and the other half would be funded by reduectmg existing
telecornmunications expendlture rebates which are available through the federal e—Rate program.

In recognition of the current fiscal outlock, the Board of Education is not requestmg the §1.4
million Technology Modernization increase requested for FY 2010 in the FY 2009-2014 CIP.
Instead, all of the funding for the second year lease payment of $3.3 million will come from
either e-Rate funds or from within the approved Technology Modernization project. .
Nonetheless, this will require the Board of Education to request $2. 9 million of funding for

fiscal years 2011 and 2012 in the CIP. ‘

e-Rate is the comnmonly used title of the Federal Communication Commission’s Schools and
Libraries Program that provides rebates on Internet and telecommunications service costs to
school systems. These rebates apply to expendlmre costs the district’ incurs. for Internet,
telephone (land lines and wireless) services, and network connections. Additional rebates have
been received for the implementation of building-wide wireless connectivity in high poverty
schools such as Broad Acres and Oak View elementary schools. Since the program began tén
years ago, MCPS has used its cost rebates to improve student access to technology in our schools
by purchasing technology hardware, primarily computers.

The Universal Service Administration Company (USAC) administers the Universal Service Fund
(USF) program (of the Federal Communications Commission) that provides discounts to schools.

—T6 éhsuie comipliancé with &-Rate progiait fegulations and to obtain"discourits oniall eligible™ ™"~ ™ S

services, MCPS works with Funds for Learning, the nation’s leading e-Rate funding compliance -
services company. Funds for Learning is a’third-party consulting firm that the district has
engaged to ensure that MCPS fully leverages the program 1n compliance with all regulations.
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The e-Rate program defines payments made from the USF fund as reimbursements made to
vendors. The funding process has been modified since inception of the program. Initially, MCPS
paid vendors a “discounted” cost for the products being purchased and vendors received the
remainder from the USF. MCPS did not receive any of the USF funds. As a result of concerns
from vendors about the timeliness of payments from and issues about the management of the
program by USAC, MCPS and USAC decided to deposit the rebates into MCPS project
accounts. MCPS now pays vendors the full cost of products and services from these accounts.

A question has been asked about why the Board of Education does not request the County
Council to appropriate these rebate funds. The Council appropriates the funding for the
communication services for which rebates are received (about 50 percent of the $3.2 million
annual expenditures for these services). This is necessary in order to pay for these services and
because we do not know the amount of the rebates until much later. If we also received
appropriation authority for the rebate, we would be accounting for these dollars twice.. As was
indicated earlier, when the program began, the money went directly to the vendors from which
we purchased goods and services. When we did this, we acquired the goods and services but did
not record the expenditures because they were paid directly to the vendor. This practice was not
changed when the USAC began to remit the funds directly to MCPS.

Instructional Impact and Professional Development Supports

Integration of the 21% century interactive classroom technologies is part of the school system’s

“broader plan to create a technology-enhanced collaborative learning community. This learning

community will integrate these interactive classroom technologies with online curriculum,
teaching and learning resources, and parent/student outreach technologies. These technologies
allow teachers to conduct lessons integrating online, multi-media instructional resources that are
aligned with standards-based curricula. :

As teachers engage in collaborative planning and sharing lessons, they are able to leverage each
other’s skills, talents, and perspectives. Through the lesson sharing and co-creation process,
teachers increase their access to professional development resources that foster their growth. -
Increased engagement with professional peers facilitates teachers’ development of differentiated
lessons that more effectively engage students and put them at the center of the learning. Through
the use of these interactive teaching and learning resources, teachers are discovering new and
engaging strategies, and are able to augment their feedback to parents about student progress.

On-going, job-embedded professional development is being provided throughout the school year.
Teacher professional development allows staff to practice and apply new skills, strategies, and

knowledge - to. the.curriculum- they.-teach. . . Training- modules . also- have..been-developed-for-—.« = -

principals to provide them with the knowledge and tools necessary to support their staff and

~ monitor implementation of these interactive tools.



