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(d) Maintenance of effort requirement relative to the county's statutory ability to raise revenues.
(3) The county has the burden of proof by a preponderance of the evidence.

(4) The State Board shall issue its written decision to the county, with a copy to the local board, within 45 days from receipt of
the written request, but no later than May 15.

http://www.dsd.state.md.us/comar/13a/13a.02.05.04.htm 1/5/2009



ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND
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Mr. James o DeGmEeme1dL Jr.
President

Maryland State Board of Educahon
200 West Baltimore Street”
Baltlmore Maryland 21201

\

Dear Mr. DeGraffenireidt:

N\ L
“Pursuant to Section 5-202(d)(7) of Maryland Code, Education Article, Montgomery
County hereby requests a waiver from the State’s Maintenance of Effort (MOE) requirement as
defined under Section 5-202(d)(1)-(6). The basis for this request is that the County’s fiscal
condition significantly impedes us from funding the MOE requirement without seriously
impairing other County services, including public safety, services to the most vulnerable

residents, post-secondary education, library and recreation services, and other vital locally
funded public programs.

As defined under the Education Article, the County’s local funding obligation for K-12
Public Education in FY 10 would be $1,529,554,447 in order to maintain per pupil spending
constant at $11,249 (as defined under the Education Article). The County Executive’s
Recommended FY10 Operating Budget includes local funding of $1,454,702,161, a difference of
$74,852,285 from the amount required under the Education Article. However, given that the
Maryland General Assembly is considering additional reductions in local aid that could be more
than $50 million for Montgomery County and could severely impact local services, we are
requesting a waiver in the amount of $94,852,285. In requesting this amount for the waiver, we
are committed to not reducing any educational programs recommended by the Montgomery
County Board of Education in its FY10 Recommended Budget.

We are also committed to appropriating local funding that, when combined with State
education aid for Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS), is no less than $1,929,265,335,

and to appropriating exclusively for public school purposes all mandated State and Federal aid,
including all grants that are received.

This is the first time that Montgomery County has requested such a waiver. With the
exception of FY92, when Maryland permitted a State-wide waiver of the MOE requirement,
Montgomery County has not only met the MOE requirement, but significantly exceeded it. In
the last ten years Montgomery County has increased its local contribution to K-12 Education by
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over $710 million to over $1.5 billion. This represents an 86.6 percent increase in local funding
— an average annual increase of 6.4 percent — which has enabled us to reduce ciass size, raise test
scores, and meet the needs of the growing number of students eligible for FARMS and ESOL
services. During the same period, student enrollment grew by only 7.8 percent. This represents
a substantial and ongoing local commitment to investing this County’s taxpayer funds in
educating our children. In addition, the County’s F'Y09-14 Approved Capital improvements
Program (CIP) budget includes over $1.2 billion in locally supported funding for school

construction, renovation, information technology, and other capital improvements in support of
K-12 public education.

In addition to the County’s local contribution to MCPS, the County Government also funds

over $37 million to operate several programs in support of the Public Schools’ mission,
including:

» School Safety: providing 177 Crossing Guards with seven Police Officer positions in
support, at a cost of $5.3 million;

» School Safety: providing 31 Police Officers as Educational Facility Officers assigned to 25
Public High Schools and two Middle Schools, at a cost of $3.8 million;

s School Health: Providing 318 positions including nurses and health room technicians, at a
cost of $19.8 million;

» Wellness: Funding for various wellness programs, including School Suspension programs;
reading, tutoring and mentoring programs; Infant and Toddlers programs; and Pre-
Kindergarten programs, at a cost of $3.5 million; and

» Linkages to Learning: providing early intervention services to students and families of
elementary and middle school communities with the highest indicators of poverty to

address non-academic issues that may interfere with a child’s success at school, at a cost of
$4.9 million.

In developing the County’s FY 10 operating budget, Montgomery County was faced with
closing a budget shortfall of nearly $600 million. The causes of this serious shortfall were the
national economic recession and the continuing international crisis in credit markets. Since May
2008, when the County Council approved the FY 09 operating budget, the County has revised its
FYO09 and FY10 revenue projections downward by over $340 million due to reductions in
income, transfer, and recordation tax revenue, investment income, and State Highway User Aid.
This revenue loss is nearly 10 percent of our total annual tax supported revenues. Attached is a
copy of the County’s latest review of economic indicators. In addition, some pertinent facts

provided below indicate how the recession has impacted Montgomery County residents and led
to this sharp decrease in revenues:

e Since December 2007, Montgomery County’s unemployment rate has increased by 84
percent to 4.6 percent in January 2009. This is the highest level of unemployment in
Montgomery County since 1990.

» Resident employment has been stagnant since calendar year 2006, with no increase in
resident employment, despite the entry of thousands of residents into the job market.
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» Home sales have declined 17.8 percent in 2008, 23.4 percent in 2007, and 20.5 percent in
2006.

» Average home sale prices have declined 11.9 percent in 2008. The most recent residential
assessments plummeted 16.3 percent.

o The value of new residential construction (~$400,000,000) in CY2008 was the lowest since
1999.

These economic factors have dramatically affected the County’s revenue collections for
income, transfer, and recordation taxes. Moreover, the Federal Reserve rate cuts have reduced
projected FY10 investment income by nearly 60 percent.

To close the budget deficit, produce a balanced budget, and fund essential services including
K-12 Education, the County Executive and the County Council have made a number of
significant budget reductions for FY09, and the County Executive has also recommended major
reductions for FY10, including the following:

» Total mid-year FY09 reductions of $48.8 million in Montgomery County Government,
Montgomery College, the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, and
MCPS;

s Total FY 10 reductions of $130.4 million across the same four agencies;

¢ The abolishment of nearly 400 positions in Montgomery County Government, with nearly
half of these positions filled;

s The elimination of all General Wage Adjustments for all employees across all agencies of
local government;

o The elimination of the planned $25 million increase in pre-funding of retiree health
insurance;

¢ A reduction of $50 million in current revenue funding to the capital budget; and

e A reduction in the County’s reserve of nearly $40 million.

If the County were required to fund the additional $94.8 million local contribution, it would
mean even deeper reductions in locally funded services, at a time when local crime rates are

rising and the need for emergency assistance for individuals and families in crisis is steeply
increasing.

Montgomery County has benefited in several ways from funding received or expected to be
received from the Federal Fiscal Stabilization Act and the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act 0of 2009. In FY10, MCPS will receive $6.1 million for Title I programs for disadvantaged
children and $15.3 million for Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) programs.
The Title I funding will be used to add three schools to receive Title I funding and add eight new
full-day Head Start classes, so that all Title I schools that have Head Start classes can offer full-
day Head Start classes. The Title I funding will also allow recipient schools to restore teacher
positions to reduce class size, support reading and mathematics intervention, and provide ESOL
support. The IDEA funding will allow for the restoration of reductions originally proposed for
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the FY 10 budget, including 20.5 special education teachers, five secondary intensive reading
teachers, and tuition for students in non-public placement, special educational instructional
materials. The IDEA funding will also allow the addition of hours based staffing at 15 additional
middle schools, technology to implement the Universal Design for Learning program, and other
program improvements. The additional funding from the Title I grants and IDEA grants,
bowever, are targeted grants for specific purposes and does not represent general aid. While a
portion of this funding will allow MCPS to restore certain positions and activities that may have
otherwise been eliminated in the FY10 budget, this aid generally did not have a positive or
negative impact on meeting the State MOE requirement. ’

In addition, on February 20, 2009, Govermor O’Malley announced more than $720 million of
funding for Maryland public education resulting from the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act. Under the Governor’s plan, every school district in Maryland will be made whole and the
Geographic Cost of Education Index (GCEI) will be funded at 100 percent for the first ime. For
Montgomery County this meant an increase of $21.6 million in funding. The Governor’s
proposal also included restoration of proposed reductions in supplemental grant and non-public
placement funding to local school systems. For Montgomery County, this meant an increase of
$4.8 million in funding. The anticipated receipt of this funding in the FY10 budget allowed the
County to limit the amount of this waiver request by approximately $26.4 million.

While we are still exploring other formula funding and competitive grant opportunities under
the ARRA, Montgomery County Government and other local public agencies expect to receive
approximately $36 million in funding for a variety of specific purposes, including transportation
projects, bus replacement, workforce training, energy projects, public safety equipment, housing,
weatherization, emergency shelter grants, Community Development Block Grants, homelessness
prevention, and Community Services Block Grants. Since this funding is targeted for specific
purposes and frequently carries standard Federal non-supplantation requirements, it cannot be

used to supplement the County’s local contribution or provide capacity for Montgomery County
to increase its local contribution for K-12 schools.

We are confident that granting this waiver request will not adversely affect the quality of our
local public schools. In fact, the County Executive’s recommended budget for FY10 would fund
nearly 99 percent of the Montgomery County Board of Education’s request. The only
recommended reductions are to additional funding increases requested for certain benefit funds,
including additional pre-funding for retiree health insurance ($12.3 million), the employee health
insurance benefit fund ($7.1 million), and the MCPS Employees’ Retirement and Pension

Systems Plan ($4.3 million). These reductions can be made without affecting the existing level
of benefits for these employees.

In addition, as you are aware, the State has recently revised downward its own revenue
estimates for FY09 and FY10 by over $1 billion. This has very troubling implications for
Montgomery County and other subdivisions across the State because of impending reductions in
local aid formulas that may be necessary to produce a balanced budget for the State. Further
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reductions 1n local aid will require Montgomery County to identify additional programmatic and
service reductions to its own residents to maintain a balanced and sustainable budget.

Montgomery County’s ability to raise further revenue from additional local taxes has two
major constraints. First, Section 305 of the Montgomery County Charter (see attached) requires
the unanimous vote of the nine members of the County Council to increase real property tax
revenue beyond the rate of inflation (less new construction and other minor categories). We do
not support such an increase in the property tax rate, since it would impose an additional burden
on families and businesses during this difficult economic time, and also given the fact that the
County exceeded the limits imposed by Section 305 of the Charter in FY09 (an increase of 13

percent). Second, Montgomery County’s income tax rate is currently at the State-allowed
maximum rate, 3.2 percent.

In closing, we want to stress that education, especially K-12 Education, is one of the most
important priorities of Montgomery County. We are very proud of the accomplishments of our
Public School system in reducing class size, significantly improving test scores, and preparing
our children to be productive, well-educated, and responsible citizens. We are committed to
investing the resources necessary to achieve these important results for our County and the State.

However, the severity and duration of the current economic recession and the consequent
reduction in revenues leave us no responsible choice except to temporarily reduce the County’s
local contribution. The Montgomery County Board of Education leadership, working
collaboratively with the County Executive and County Council, is aware of this waiver
application, and will recommend support for the waiver provided that the funds for educational
programs recommended by the Montgomery County Board of Education are not reduced. We
urge the State Board of Education to approve this request with all deliberate speed in view of the
County’s fast-approaching budget deadlines. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, .
D

Isiah Leggett ' Phil Andrews, President

Montgomery County Executive Montgomery County Council

IL/PA:jb

c: Anthony South, Executive Director, Maryland State Board of Education
Montgomery County Council
Shirley Brandman, President, Montgomery County Board of Education
Jerry D. Weast, Ed.D, Superintendent, Montgomery County Public Schools
Richard S. Madaleno, Jr., Senator, District 18
Brian J. Feldman, Delegate, District 15
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Attachments:
. Tax Supported Current Revenue FY09-FY10'
» March Revenue Update FY08-10 Reflecting County Executive Recommended Budget
+ Revenues: Excerpt from County Executive’s Recommended FY10 Operating Budget
« Section 305 of the Montgomery County Charter: Approval of the Budget; Tax Levies
o Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports (Audited) FYs 2006-2008
« County Executive’s Recommended FY10 Operating Budget
= Approved Montgomery County Operating Budget FY2009
» Supplemental Information on County Fiscal Condition for FY09 and FY'10:
- Presentation of Economic Indicators: Montgomery County Economic Indicators
(Montgomery County Department of Finance, prepared March 2009)
- FY09 Operating Budget Issues, Memo from County Executive Isiah Leggett to Council
President Michael J. Knapp, September 4, 2008
- FY09 Savings Plan, Memo from County Executive Isiah Leggett to Council President
Michael J. Knapp, November 13, 2008
- County Council Approval of FY09 Savings Plan, November 25, 2008
- Fiscal Plan Update, Memo from County Executive Isiah Leggett to Council President
Michael J. Knapp, December 1, 2008
- FY09 and FY10 Required Budget Actions, Memo from County Executive Isiah Leggett
to County Government Department Heads, December 17, 2008

! Additional information on County Revenue Streams can be found in the County Executive’s Recommended FY 10
Operating Budget pages 5-1 to 5-22 and 72-1 to 72-20.
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April 7, 2009

Mr. James H. DeGraffenreidt, Jr., President
Maryland State Board of Education

200 West Baltimore Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Dear Mr. DeGraffenreidt:

This letter 1s the Montgomery County Board of Education’s response to the Maintenance of
Effort (MOE) waiver request that was submitted to you on March 31, 2009. Pursuant to Section
5-202(d)}(7) of the Annotated Code of Maryland, Education Article, Montgomery County
Executive Isiah Leggett and Montgomery County Council President Phil Andrews have
requested a waiver from the State’s MOE requirement, as defined under Section 5-
202(d)(1)+(6). The basis for their request is that the county’s fiscal condition prevents it from
funding the MOE requirement without seriously impairing other county services. The Board has
not taken a formal position because it will not have had an opportunity to meet prior to the
April 10, 2009, deadline for submitting a response. However, we recognize that the
unprecedented economic difficulties faced by the county, state, and nation have required the
county to request this waiver.

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) has provided the state with
$26.2 million that otherwise would have been reduced from the state aid due to Montgomery
County. Compared to FY 2003, Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) expects to receive
in FY 2010 approximately $71 million in additional state aid. This is $27 million more than was
anticipated when the Board of Education adopted its FY 2010 budget request. MCPS also
expects to receive $24.2 million in state aid it was shortchanged by error in FY 2009. These
additional revenues allow the Board’s requested budget to be funded even if the MOE waiver is
approved. However, if final action on the budget by the General Assembly reduces the amount
of state aid for MCPS, the requested waiver amount must be reduced by a similar amount.

Montgomery County has informed the Board of Education that because of the serious economic
downturn, it faces a budget shortfall of almost $600 million. MCPS staff has received
information about the county economy and revenue projections, as outlined in the county’s
waiver request, and has worked closely with county staff to review economic and revenue data.

Discussions were held by MCPS staff, county executive staff, and the County Council prior

to March 31, 2009, regarding the need for the waiver and the content of the letter requesting the
waiver. Although the Board of Education was not able to take a formal position on this waiver

Phone 301-279-3617 e Fax 301-279-385( ¢ boe@mcpsrivd.org ¢ www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org

—
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request, we are recommending support of this request as long as a number of important
conditions are met. This conditional support was communicated to Mr. Leggett and Mz. Andrews.
The following conditions were shared with them, and it was made clear that our support is
contingent on these conditions being agreed to by the Maryland State Board of Education:

1. With the possible exception of pre-funding of retirees health insurance, as explained
below, the budget recommended by the County Executive on March 17, 2009, is
supported and fully funded by the County Council. This total amount of $2,128,410,168,
including $1,975,499,903 in the tax-supported Current Fund, preserves our budget and
avoids the waiver causing any further cuts to an already reduced budget.

2. The Board receives support and full funding for the plan submitted to the county
executive and County Council for use of the additional Tifle I and Individuals with
Disabilities Fducation Act (IDEA) funds that we have been allocated as part of the
federal stimulus funding.. There will be no attempt to use these funds to supplant local
funds that have been used to support these programs this year.

3. This is a one-year waiver. For FY 2011, the required level of appropration by the county
shall be based on the local appropriation for FY 2009.

The Board of Education’s budget request for next year, FY 2010, contains an increase of
only $64 million over FY 2009, excluding the additional federal stimulus funds for Title 1
and IDEA. In the county executive’s recommendations for the MCPS FY 2010 Operating
Budget, this amount was reduced by $24 million. We believe this reduction can be made
because this action would reduce our contribution to health and retiree trust funds that were
requested in anticipation of increases that will be needed in FY 2011, including the increase
in the contributions to the Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB) Fund for health
coverage for our retirees. This is not an easy decision to make. We have made progress over
the past two years in complying with GASB 45 and beginning to phase-in contributions to
pre-fund retirees’ health insurance, but these are unusual times and difficult decisions have to be
made. These reductions will not impact our educational programs. Therefore, our tax-
supported budget increase would be only 2 percent, despite the fact that we will have 2,800
more students.

We were able to accomplish this because of the extraordinary commitment and contributions of
our employees. Our.unions agreed to renegotiate their agreements with the Board of Education,
and our employees have agreed to forego their cost-of-living increases, which will save the
school system $89 million in FY 2010. In addition to these reductions, we made $30 million
of budget reductions and savings in next year’s budget. Also, we saved $20 million this year as a
result of a position freeze and comprehensive expenditure restrictions. These savings from
FY 2009 will be available to fund next year’s budget. These extraordinary contributions to
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address the current fiscal crisis are in addition to more than $50 million of reductions in the
FY 2009 Operating Budget that had to be made last spring.

Having made all of these significant reductions in our operating budget, it is not possible to make
further cuts to our educational programs or to our employees next year. If the county executive
and County Council decide to make further reductions of close to $20 million, as has been
suggested in their increase in the waiver amount to $94 million, these additional reductions
must only come from contributions to pre-fund OPEB for our retirees. Any further reductions
cannot impact educational programs or our employees because of the serious effect soch
reductions would have on the children in our schools.

The Montgomery Board of Education took swift action to approve a plan for use of the federal
stimulus funds for Title T and IDEA. Within a2 week of President Obama’s signing into law the
ARRA, we approved the use of these additional funds to address the needs of some of our
students who are most impacted by poverty and our special education population. Included in
this action was the restoration of $5 million of reductions that previously had been proposed
for FY 2010. Itis essential that these additional federal funds be used to help those students that
ARRA was intended to support. This is a critical condition for our support of the waiver. This is
an opportunity that we cannot lose because the county may want to use these funds for other
purposes.

Finally, it is critical that this waiver be for one year only and that the base budget for the
purposes of calculating maintenance of effort for FY 2011 is not the FY 2010 amount. MCPS,
like other school systems in Maryland, has made tremendous progress during the past six years
as a result of the additional state aid provided through Bridge to Excellence funding. Although
we are fally aware of the difficult financial situation we face as a result of the economic
downturn in the country, we cannot agree to Iose the progress that has been made. Seven years
ago, the debate was not whether the Thornton recommendations were the right thing to do for the
students m Maryland, but rather what amount of funding was needed to help our schools
succeed. This is why our support is contingent on this waiver being for one year only and
the level of appropriation by the county for 2011 must be based on the local FY 2009
appropriation.

The one unanswered question remaining to be addressed has to do with the amount of the waiver
being requested and the assurance that we will not lose any funds for our educational programs
or our employees. We need to make certain that we all have the same understanding when the
State Board of Education makes its decision.

It should be emphasized that our agreement with the MOE waiver request for this year should
not be viewed as a precedent for future waivers. The cutrent economic crisis and the resulting
federal stimulus funds represent a unique combination of events that are unlikely to recur. The
Board of Education believes that the MOE requirement is an important foundation for local
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support for education. We are pleased that county leaders have reaffirmed the high priority of
education for Montgomery County.

Understanding that our Board of Education has not had time to discuss and take a position on
this request, we would recommend support of the county’s request for the MOE waiver so long
as the conditions descnibed above are included in thé action of the Maryland State Board of
Education. On behalf of the Board of Education of Montgomery County, we reserve the right to
sapplement these comments following any additional consideration by the local Board. Please
let us know if you have questions or need additional information.

Singgrely,

Shigley Bran dr{ Presldcnt
Montgomery County Board of Education

?gﬁmm@ OVt t

Patricia O’Neill, Vice President
Montgomery County Board of Education

~ Weast, EA.D., Superintendent of Schools
Secretary, Montgomery County Board of Education

SB:vnb

Copy to:
Mr. Leggent
Mr. Andrews
Members of the Montgomery County Council
Members of the Board of Education
Members of the Montgomery County Legislative Delegation
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8.0
Office of the Superintendent of Schools
MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Rockville, Maryland '

February 23, 2009

MEMORANDUM
To: Members of the Board of Education
Z
From: Jerry D. Weast, Superintendent of @D’ Dleatart—

Subject: FY 2010 Oper;-uin g Budget Amendments

Executive Summary

On February 9, 2009, the Board of Education adopted its FY 2010 Operating Budget Request
totaling $2,130,659,836. On February 17, 2009, President Barack Obama signed the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009. This bill will provide significant federal aid
to Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) in addition to the amount anticipated in the
Board of Education’s FY 2010 Operating Budget Request. The additional revenue for MCPS
will include $6.1 million in FY 2010 for Title I and $15.3 million for the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) grant. Amendments to the operating budget are required to
reflect the additional grant funding in the new law. The amendments include additional support
for the Title I program for disadvantaged students and for the IDEA program for special
education students. A brief description of each amendment follows. In addition, Attachment A
includes the specific amendments that are being recommended. The Board’s adoption of the
operating budget amendments is recommended.

Federal Stimulus Package

Although the potential revenue from the federal stimulus package for MCPS is not yet fully
known, the United States Congress has now issued specific estimates for additional support
included in the ARRA law for Title T and IDEA. MCPS is estimated to receive an additional
$6,100,000 for both FY 2010 and FY 2011 for Title I and $15,343,500 for each year for IDEA.
This i3 a total of $21,443,500 in grant revenue in FY 2010 in addition to the preliminary
estimates for these programs included in the Board’s budget request. The budget amendments
recognize this additional revenue, but more federal aid is likely to become available later this
year from other aspects of the ARRA provisions.

Title I
The law provides a total of $13.0 billion for Title I pi'ograms nationwide for disadvantaged

children, which is expected to increase the MCPS allocation by approximately $12.2 million
over two years, MCPS 1s estimated to receive $6,100,000 in FY 2010. The use of this funding
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must comply with existing Title I requirements.  All current Title I schools will continve to
receive foderal funding, including Rosemont Elementary School, which otherwisc might be
removed from Title I. T rccommend that two new schools be added because of the high level of
poverty at those schools: Brown Station and Watkins Mill elementary schools. This will cost
$1.7 million. A total of $553,000 will permit the addition of eight new full-day Head Start
classes so that all Title I schools that have Head Start classes can offer full-day Head Start
services. I also recommend increasing the per-pupil allocation for all 30 Title I schools from
$1,943.11 per student to $2,372.05 per student at a cost of $3.8 million. Schools will be able to
restore teacher positions to reduce class size, support reading and mathematics intervention, and
provide ESOL support. They also will be able to restore paraeducator positions to support the
instructional prograrn. Finally, $61,000 will be set aside as rcquired by law for family
involvement programs at all Titlc I schools.

IDEA

The law provides $11.8 billion to increase funding of the Individuals with Disabilities Bducation
Act (IDEA) for special education nationwide, which will increase the MCPS allocation by $30.6
million over two years. MCPS is expected to receive half this amount in FY 2010, The federal
government has long fallen short of its original commitment to fund 40 percent of the excess
costs of special education. Tt now provides only about half of this amount. MCPS currently
receives only 10 percent of its instructional special education expenditures from IDEA. This
additional aid also includes the current requirement that 15 percent of the IDEA grant be devoted
to the prevention of disproportionate identification of students for special education services
based on race and ethnicity. MCPS uses this part of its IDEA grant to fund a vanety of
programs, including early childhood programs, professional development, and diversity training.
This provision applies to the new funding, requiring a set aside of $2.3 million for early
intervention services to reduce disproportionality. I recommend that this funding should be used
for expansion of the Positive Behavior and Intervention Support (PBIS) program ($148,000) and
for funding prekindergarten services currently funded with tax-supported resources (§$2.1
million). The latter makes available $2.1 million to restore tax-supported operating budget
reductions that were made in the Board’s budget request and remain in compliance with federal
grant requirements.

Other additional IDEA support will restore reductions made in the FY 2010 Operating Budget
for the Home School Model, including 20.5 special education teacher positions ($1.4 million),
5.0 secondary intensive reading teachers ($337,000), tuition for students in non-public placement
($1.0 million), and special education instructional materials ($150,000) and wilt add hours-based
staffing at 15 additional middle schools ($4.5 million), greenhouses at Stephen Knolls and Rock
Terrace centers ($80,000), mini-grants to schools for co-teaching planming ($300,000),
equipment for students who are deaf and hard of hearing or have visual impainments ($73,700),
psychological assessment materials ($117,000), additional professional development in
differentiated instruction and co-teaching ($539,000), curriculum assessment modification
($620,000), reading and mathematics interventions (3300,000), assistive playground equipment
at three schools with large numbers of preschool special education students ($240,000), funds for
substitute' teachers for Individualized Education Program (IEP) annual: reviews ($150,000),
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technology to implement the Universal Design for Leaming (UDL) program ($2.5 million) and a
technical adjustment to add IDEA-related cmployee benefits because of higher contribution rates
for the Maryland State retirement program and other benefits cost increases ($700,000).

Restoration of Reductions

The addition of federal grant revenue also offers an opportunity to restore some of the budget
reductions with the greatest classroom impact without any increase in the total tax-supported
budget. This is consistent with the goal of the federal Jaw to permit restoration of program
reductions. I recommend that a total of 32.1 million m grant revenue that is available by
increasing the amount of IDEA disproportionality funds for prekindergarten services be used to
restore some of the budgel reductions previously made by the Board of Education. The
restorations mclude: :

e 3.0 coordinator positions in the Middle School Magnet Consortium ($92,000)

» 18.0 academic intcrvention teachers, including positions for the Middle School Magnet
Consortium schools ($1.271 million)

® 5.5 staff development or reading teacher positions at elementary schools with less than
350 students ($346,000)

e 2.0 counselor positions ($150,000)

* Supplies and materials funding ($131,698)

e Supporting services employee training ($156,000)

Recommended Resolution

WHEREAS, The Board of Education adopted the FY 2010 Operating Budget Request of
$2,130,659,836 on February 9, 2009; and

WHEREAS, President Barack Obama signed the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of
2009 on February 17, 2009, which will provide significant federal aid to Montgomery County
Public Schools in addition to the amount anticipated in the Board of Education’s FY 2010
Operating Budget Request; and

WHEREAS, The additional revenue for MCPS will include $6.1 million in FY 2010 for Title I
and $15.3 million for the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act grant for special education;
and

WHEREAS, The additional revenue can provide for the expansion of Title I services for low-
income students and Individuals with Disabilities Education Act services for special education
students, and restore budget reductions with significant classroom impact without an increase in
the tax-supported budget; now therefore be it

Resolved, That the Board of Education approve amendments to the FY 2010 Operating Budget
Request for Title I, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, and to restore budget reductions
by a total of $21,443,500; and be it further
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Resolved, That the Board of Education adopt the FY 2010 Operating Budget as amended totaling

$2,152,103,336, as follows:

Board of
Education Amended
Category Adopted Budget
Operating Budget  Amendments Request

1 Administration $41,809,677 $41,809,677
2 Mid-level Administration 135,191,093 135,191,093
3 Tnstructional Salaries 249,721,014 $6,530,420 856,251,434
4 Textbooks and Instructional Supplies 31,631,123 - 399,422 32,030,545
5 Other Instructional Costs 115,032,681 47,900 15,080,581
6 Special Education 270,554,584 9,784,690 280,339,274
7 Student Personnel Services 11,153,748 11,153,748
8 Health Services 41,002 41,002
9 Student Transportation 92,752,198 13,800 92,765,998
10 Operation of Plant and Equipment 118,534,406 54,698 118,589,104
11 Maintenance of Plant 34,961,236 34,961,236
12 Fixed Charges 472,925,088 4,612,570 477,537,658
14 Community Services 208,495 208,495
37 Instructional Television Fund 1,581,608 1,581,608
51 Real Estate Fund 2,651,095 2,651,095
61 Food Services Fund 47,821,972 47,821,972
71 Field Trip Fund 2,314,716 2,314,716
81 Entrepreneurial Activities Fund 1,774,100 1,774,100

Total $2,130,659,836 $21,443,500 $2,152,103,336
IDW:LAB:MCS:jp
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Attachment A
FY 2010 OPERATING BUDGET AMENDMENT - February 23, 2009
Ttem Positions Amount
Title I Additional Revenne:
Increasc Number of Title 1 Schools from 27 to 30 18.475 V15,777
Increasc Full-Day Head Start Classes From 13 to 21 5.400 553,466
Family Involvement - 30 Schools (1% Set Aside) 1.125 61,000
40.825 3,769,757
I TRl e JOG000
TDEA Additional Revenue:

* [Hours Based Staffing - 15 Additional Middle Schools 82.423 4,503,867
Home School Model - Restare Teacher Positions 20.500 1,415,220
Restore Secondary Intensive Reading Teachers 5.000 336,911
Restore Reduction for Tuition for Students in Nonpublic Placements 1,000,000
Fmployee Benefits for IDEA Positions - Technical Adjustment 700,000
Ciresnhouses for Stephen Knolls and Rock Terrace 80,000
Mini-Cirants to Schools for Co-Teaching Planning 300,000
Equipment for Students - Deaf and Hard of Hearing & Visual Impairments 73,700
Psychological Assessment/Scoring Equipment and Matenials 117,110
Modify Curriculum Assessments 620,000
Reading and Math Interventions 300,000
Playground Equipment for Preschool Age Students 240,000
Restore Special Education Materials 150,000
Substitutes for JEP Annual Reviews 150,000.
Technology to Support Universal Design for Learning 2,522292
Professional Development - Differentiated Instruction/Co-Teaching 539,400
PRIS Training - Barly Intervening Services 147,624
Early Childhood Services - Early Inlervening Services 24.000 2,147 376

Restore Reductions:

Academic Intervention Teachers, Including Positions for MGMC 18.000 1,271,376
MSMC Coordinators 92,035
Staff Development and Reading Teachers in 11 $mallest Elementary Schools 5.500 346,467
Supplies and Materials 131,608
Supporting Services Training 155,800
Counsclo 2.000

150,000

b

Reduction of Tax-Support Budget Jtems:

Early Childhood Services - Early Intervening Services

(24.000)

=
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Office of the Superintendent of Schools
MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Rockville, Maryland

April 1, 2009
MEMORANDUM
To: Members of the Board of Education P »
From: Jerry D. Weast, Superintendent of W "
Subject: Federal Stimulus Revenue for Montgomery Count blic Schools

On Febrnary 17, 2009, President Barack Obama signed the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA). This economic stimulus measure will provide significant
federal aid to Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS). On February 23, 2009, the Board of
Education adopted its FY 2010 Operating Budget Request, including federal grants anticipated
from the ARRA law—3$6.1 million for Title I and $15.3 million for Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA). This memorandum provides an update on the status of the new law as it
applies to MCPS.

Background

In addition to new revenue, estimated to include $12.2 million over two years (FY:2010 and FY

2011) for Title I and $30.7 million for the IDEA grant for special education, ther¢ are many:

provisions that may apply to MCPS or offer opportunities for obtaining other federal - grants.
Staff is exploring these provisions in cooperation with other county agencies. A summary of
potential federal aid for education, as issued by the Maryland State Department of Education
(MSDE), is attached.

At this time, the federal government and the state of Maryland have yet to release complete
detail or formulate guidance for the administration of many of the grant programs included in the
new legislation. As this information is released, MCPS will have a better idea of the amount of
potential additional revenue and the timetable for grant applications. MCPS is working
cooperatively with other county agencies and departments through the Interagency Steering
Committee to prepare for prompt responses to funding opportunities as they become known.
Most of these opportunities are for additional funding for existing grants and will be made
available through current procedures. This simplifies the process, because most of the rules and
criteria are already well known. However, because there may be short application deadlines once
grant procedures are announced, it is important to be ready to act quickly and have program
plans ready to move forward once grant awards are made.

)
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Members of the Board of Education 2 April 1, 2009

In addition, we have been informed that the reporting and accountability requirements for
programs funded by the federal stimulus will be significantly greater than those for previous
federal grants. The county has established a committee to interpret and respond to these
requirements. Following is a brief description of the current status of federal stimulus programs
that may affect MCPS, '

Title X

The law provides a total of $13.0 billion for Title I programs for disadvantaged children, which
is expected to increase the MCPS allocation by approximately $12.2 million over two years. The
budget amendments adopted by the Board expand the number of Title I elementary schools from
27 to 30, including Rosemont, Watkins Mill, and Brown Station elementary schools. An
amendment also expands the full-day Head Start program to eight new classes and increases the
per-pupil allocation in all Title I schools to $2,372, an increase of approximately $429 per
student, pending final allocation of the base grant for FY 2010. This new funding will largely
follow existing Title I requirements.

1IDEA

The law provides $11.8 billion to increase funding of IDEA programs (special education). The

federal government has fallen short of its original commitment to fund 40 percent of special
education costs. It now provides only about half of this amount. MCPS currently receives only
10 percent of its instructional special education expenditures from IDEA. The new law would
increase federal aid to MCPS by $30.7 million (60 percent). This additional aid also includes the
- current provision that requires 15 percent of the IDEA grant to be devoted to the prevention of

disproportionate -identification of students for special education services, based on race and.

ethnicity. MCPS uses this part of its IDEA grant to fund .a variety of programs, including early
childhood programs and diversity training, to reduce disproportionality. This provision applies
to the new funding.

State Fiscal Stabilization Fund

Maryland is expected to receive about $900 million over two years for fiscal stabilization. The
purpose of the fiscal stabilization aid is to avoid reductions in state and local spending and to
restore cuts made as a result of the recession. The funds are allocated directly to states.
Govemor Martin O’Malley has proposed to use these funds to avoid reductions in education
formula (Thomton) aid to local school districts and to maintain state contributions to teacher
retirement. At this time, it appears that MCPS will not receive any of this aid directly. However,
this approach helps Montgomery County, because MCPS is scheduled to get the bulk of state
education aid formula increases in FY 2010.
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Technology—Title I1-D, Technology Grants

The Jaw includes $650 million for Title II-D, Technology grants. Maryland is expected to
receive $8.5 million. MCPS currently receives $183,000 annually for this program. We would
expect a significant increase as a result of the new law. Funds will be distributed according to
existing formulas. This program provides curriculum development and professional development
to support student and teacher technology literacy.

Infants and Toddlers

The law includes $500 million for the IDEA Infants and Toddlers grant. MCPS receives
$875,000 annually for this grant through the Montgomery County Department of Health and
Human Services. Maryland’s allocation of additional funds is estimated at $7.5 million. Initial
distribution will be made following the issuance of guidelines.

Head Start

The law appropriates an additional $1.0 billion for Head Start and $1.1 billion for Early Head
Start programs. The Head Start funding will add to the existing program. MCPS receives Head
Start funding as a contractor through the Montgomery County Department of Health and Human
Services, the official grantee for Montgomery County. Because funding for this program has

been level for several years, it has not kept up with increasing costs of the program. Hopefully, -

the. additicnal funding can help relicve this shortfall Prov1510ns related to Early Head Start;. 4
- xcompetmve grant ‘are not yet clear. - : -

Medlcald

The new law increases the proportion of federal reimbursement for state Medicaid expenditures.
It also extends until July 1, 2009, the existing moratorium on changes in federal rules governing
Medicaid reimbursement. This is important to MCPS because it maintains the existing
reimbursement for case management services for MCPS students receiving special education
services. It will be necessary to track this provision to make sure that before July 1, 2009, the
rules are revised to assure equal treatment of special education students benefiting from
Medicaid.

Competitive Grant Opportunities

The new legislation includes considerable funding for competitive grants which will provide
opportunities to MCPS. Some are tied to our educational mission, and others would affect our
operations. It is expected that application deadlines will occur very soon, so it is important to
begin preparatory work promptly. In education, competitive grant opportunities include Title
VII-B, McKinney-Vento Assistance for Homeless Students ($70 million); Teacher Incentive
Fund ($200 million); grants for state and local educational innovation ($650 million); state

=
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incentive grants to reward states for closing the achievement gap ($4.3 billion); and a variety of
other grants discussed below.

In addition to competitive grants in education, funding in other parts of the law may potentially
be available for some MCPS activities, either singly or in collaboration with other county
agencies. Opportunities may include energy efficiency and renewable energy, homeland security
planning, workforce development, transportation, and environmental protection. Information on
these opportunities and how they may be accessed is being gathered.

Incentive Grants—‘Race to the Top”

The law includes $4.3 billion in competitive incentive grants to encourage education reform
efforts in school districts having difficulty meeting the requirements of the No Child Left Behind
Act (NCLB). The first phase of these grants will be distributed in December 2009 to states. The
criteria for these grants include the encouragement of efforts to improve the distribution of
highly qualified teachers, improve the collection and use of longitudinal data on student
performance, improve standards and assessment tools, and generally help schools struggling to
meet NCLB requirements. Half of these funds will be distributed to local school districts and the
other half may be awarded to non-profit organizations. Because MCPS has had great success in
meeting state achievement standards, it appears less likely that MCPS will qualify for a Jarge
share of these funds, but this determination will await the issuance of specific guidance. Grant

application procedures were posted on March 9, 2009 but no-deadline for apphcatmns has been -+ - -

set ‘Initial awards are expected in December 2009. - o N

Innovation Grants—‘-‘lnvest in What Works”

The law includes $650 million in competitive innovation grants for local school districts or -

consortia of school districts. The grants are to be awarded to districts that have shown evidence
of closing the achievement gap or that can serve as models for other districts to close
achievement gaps. MCPS would appear to have a good opportunity to receive a significant share
of these funds, depending on the specific criteria to be issued. No deadline for these grants has
been announced.

State School Improvement Grants
There is $3 billion for new State School Improvement Grants to be awarded to schools in need of

extra support to reach Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) goals under NCLB. MCPS will be
competing for its share of these grants.
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McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance

The law includes $70 million to expand the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance grant. This
program provides tutoring and other academic support for homeless students. MCPS currently
receives $75,000 annvally for this program. It is awarded competitively to local school districts
based on the number of homeless students enrolled. This funding should provide additional
support for the program, although the growth of homelessness statewide has reduced the amounts
received by MCPS in previous years.

Impact Aid Construction

The law provides formula and competitive grants for districts receiving federal impact aid for
modemization and energy efficiency projects at schools. Based on income criteria, Montgomery
County will not be eligible for any competitive grants, but it may receive some support from
formula grants.

YouthBuild

The law includes an additional $50 million for YouthBuild, a program that serves youth who
have dropped out of school and reenrolled in an alternative school program. It is a competitive
grant. MCPS has not previously received a YouthBuild grant, but there may be an opportunity to
submit an application in partnership with-Montgomery College and non-profit organizations.

Teacher Incentive Fund

The law includes $200 million for the Teacher Incentive Fund. This competitive grant program .

provides grants to local school districts to encourage innovative compensation programs to
recruit and retain teachers. Funds are expected to be awarded in the fall of 2009. MCPS staff
plans to apply for this grant through a partnership with the Montgomery County Education
Association, Montgomery County Association of Administrative and Supervisory Personnel, and
SEIU Local 500.

School Lunch Equipment Assistance

The law includes $100 million for National School Lunch Program Equipment Assistance to buy
cafeteria equipment in schools with high levels of students on free and reduced-price meals.
Maryland is expected to receive $1.3 million, and MCPS should qualify for approximately
$100,000, depending on the criteria. This will help fund the purchase of needed replacement
equipment in schools.
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School Construction Financing

The law excludes funding for school construction projects; however, it does include some
measures that may expand locally funded capital projects. The bill has a variety of tax provisions
aimed at reducing debt service costs for state and local governments, which may allow them to
borrow more in the private market or borrow at lower rates. For example, the law provides tax
credit bonds that allow financing of school construction and may reduce interest rates on debt.
Governments also may receive direct federal payments of tax credits in lieu of issuing tax
exempt bonds. These provisions will require considerable analysis and review. The Montgomery

County Department of Finance is taking the lead on this program with MCPS staff participation. .

Supplantation and Maintenance of Effort

As the new law is reviewed, there will be extensive discussion of supplantation or maintenance
of state and local effort. In some respects, the new law continues the existing practice that bars
supplantation. Other provisions are new to this law and may require detailed interpretation.
Considerable interpretive latitude is left to the United States Secretary of Education.

Additional support for existing programs, such as Title I and IDEA, follows the current
supplantation provisions in those laws. In general, federal supplantation rules prohibit states or
school districts from using federal funds to provide educational services for qualifying students
or -schools that are provided. generally to other students or schools with local resources. - The
federal aid must be used for extra services. This is different from state supplantation rules that
prevent local districts from using state resources for services previously provided with local
resources. : '

. The new .law assumes that in the absence of additional federal support, states “that have
experienced a precipitous decline in financial resources” because of the economic situation
would reduce aid to education or other services. The state fiscal stabilization aid is meant mainly
to restore or avoid reductions rather than to add new services. This is a significant change from
prior law. Therefore, the law empowers the United States Secretary of Education to waive
requirements for maintaining local effort. However, Section 14012 (c) provides that “the
Secretary shall not grant a waiver or modification under this section unless the Secretary
determines that the State or local educational agency receiving such waiver or modification will
not provide for elementary and secondary education, for the fiscal year under consideration, a
smaller percentage of the total revenues available to the State or local educational agency than
the amount provided for such purpose in the previous fiscal year.” This is designed to protect
local districts from having the additional federal funds transferred for noneducational uses.
However, it will take considerable interpretation to understand and enforce this provision.

[ aYs)
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The law also allows local districts to treat additional funds as if they were local funds in meeting
state maintenance of effort requirements, including for IDEA. Thus, if a local district must
reduce its spending and violate state maintenance of effort formulas, the federal aid can backstop
local money to meet state requirements.

Next Steps

The county government has established a collaborative process for assessing the impact of the
new law and coordinating grant applications to maximize Montgomery County’s opportunities
for funding. The Interagency Steering Committee meets weekly and includes representatives of
all county agencies. MCPS also is included in relevant interagency work groups to pursue
competitive grants. The governor’s office has held technical support meetings to make agencies
aware of required procedures and deadlines.

I will continue to keep you informed of further developments as the provisions of the federal
stimulus are more completely understood. If you have any questions, please call Mr, Larry A.
Bowers, chief operating officer, at 301-279-3626 or Dr. Marshall Spatz, director, Department of
Management, Budget, and Planning, at 301-279-3547.

JDW:vnb
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Tltle I-A Grants to V

Maryland State Department of Education

Preliminary Analysis: American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA)

$10 Billion

136,436,011

0% available

No new apphcmon

i 1
Avmlable for

$5 bon lhrough ta:ged grams (Sec

States late March required for first 50%; | obligation 1125); $5 billion through incentive grants
2009, To receive remainder, | until 9/30/11 | (Sec. 1125a). To states and LEAs by
Remainder State must submit, for formula. Each LEA will be required to file
available USDE review and with the SEA a school-by-school listing of
Sept/Oct 2009 | approval, an per-pupil educational expenditures from
amendment to its State and local sources during the 2008-2009
Consolidated academic year, no later than December 1,
Application that 200S. Each SEA will report that information
addresses how it will to USDE by March 31, 2010.
meet the Congressional intent that 40% be directed to
recordkeeping and middle and high schools. Secretary has
reporting requirements indicated a preference for extended time in
of the ARRA. school (extended day, Saturday, extended
year, efc.).
Title I-A School $3 Billion $40,652,000° | Beginning in Conditioned upon To states by formula; Competitive to LEAs.
Improvement Grants Fall 2009 receipt of further
information that will
be outlined in future
guidance
IDEA (Part B); $11.3 Billion $200,241,302° | 50% available No new application Must be To states and LEAs by formula; Amount
Section 611; late March required for first 50%; | obligated by | awarded to states in March should be made
Grants to States 2009; 9/30/11 available to LEAs by 4/30/09.
Remainder
available
Sept/Oct 2009
IDEA (Part B); $400 Million $6,922,121* | 50% available | No new application Must be Amount awarded to states in March should
Section 619; late March required for first 50%; | obligated by | be made available to LEAs by 4/30/09.
Preschool 2009; 9/30/11
Remainder
available
Sept/Oct 2009
IDEA (Part C); $500 Million $7,505,513" | A minimum of Must be
Infants and Toddlers 50% available obligated by
by end of 9/30/11

quBUYOBLY




March as soon

as guidelines
are issued;
Remainder
available
Sept/Oct 2009
State Data Systems $250 Million Competitive | 50% June/July For States to develop Longitudinal Data
(IES Grants) 2009; 50% Systems that include postsecondary and
Sept/Oct 2009 workforce information.; Competitive;
Guidelines will be posted shortly.
Education $650 Million $8,527,644" | 50% June/July | Conditioned upon Y% allocated to LEAs based on Title 1
Technology State 2009; 50% receipt of further formuls; ¥2 allocated as competitive grants.
Grants Sept/Oct 2009 information that will
be outlined in future
guidance
Homeless $70 Million 862,000° 100% Available McKinney-Vento Homeless Act. To each
Children/Youth by end of State in proportion to the number of
March 2009 homeless students identified by the State
during the 2007-2008 school year relative to
the number of such children identified
nationally during that school year. SEAs
shall subgrant to LEAs on a competitive
basis or according to a formula based on the
number of homeless students identified by
the LEAS in the State.
Teacher Incentive $200 Million Competitive | Beginning in Competitive; To LEAs for innovative compensation
Fund Fall 2009 Guidelines will be programs to recruit and retain teachers.
posted shortly. These funds shall be expended as directed in

the fifth, sixth, and seventh provisos under
the heading "Innovation and Improvement"
in the Department of Education
Appropriations Act, 2008. A portion of the
funds shall alsc be used for a rigorous
national evaluation by the Institute of
Education Sciences, utilizing randomized
controlled methodology to the extent
feasible, that assesses the impact of
performance-based teacher and principal
compensation systems supportod by the
funds provided in this Act on teacher and
principal recruitment and retention in high-.
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SRR A
need schools and subjects to teach in low-
performing schools

State Fiscal
Stabilization Fund
(SFSF):
1. State Fiscal
Stabilization
Fund -
Education
2. State Fiscal
Stabilization
Fund - Flex

$53.6 Billicn

$39.5 Billicn

$8.8 Billion

$879,800,714°

$719,676,984
(81.8%)

$160,123,730
(18.2%)

Phase 1: 67%
Available end
of March 2009
~will be
distributed
within 2 weeks
of receipt of an
approvable
SESF
application;
Phase 2:
Sept/Oct 2009

Phase 1 Application
will be wser friendly
and must include: (a)
Assurances in 4 areas;
(b) Baseline Data on
cuorent status in the 4
areas; (c) Basic
Information on how
funds will be used.
Phase 2 Application:
State Plan detailing
strategies for
addressing the
education reforms in
the Assurances; Must
also describe how the
state is implementing
the record-keeping and
reporting requirements
under ARRA; further
guidance forthcoming
in near future.

Assurances. (1) Maintenance of effort. (A)
Elementary and secon education. The
State will, in each of fiscal years 2009, 2010,
and 2011, maintain State support for
elementary and secondary education at least
at the level of such support i fiscal year
2006. (2) Achieving equity in teacher
distribution The State will take actions to
improve teacher effectiveness and address
inequities in the distribution of highly
qualified teachers between high- and low-
poverty schools, (3) Improving collection
and use of data. The State will establish a
longitudinal data system that includes the
elements described in the America
COMPETES Act. (4) Standards and
assessments. The State: (A) will enhance the
quality of the academic assessments it
administers, (B) will comply with ESEA
requirements related to the inclusion of
children with disabilities and limited English
proficient students in State assessments, the
development of valid and reliable
assessments for those students, and the
provision of accommodations that enable
their participation in State assessments; and
{C) will take steps to improve State academic
content standards and student academic
achievement standards consistent with the
America COMPETES Act. (5) Supporting
struggling schools. The State will ensure
compliance with ESEA requirements with
respect to schools in improvement.




$4.35 Billion
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“Race to the Top™ funds; To oonsor‘a of

State F lscal
Stabilization Dec. 2009 states for education reform (50% must be
Fund — (30%); sub-granted to LEAS)
Incentive 2" Round —
Grants Spring 2010
(70%)
4. State Fiscal 3650 Million Competitive “Invest in What Works™; $650 million
Stabilization Competitive to LEAs and non-profits for
Fund — Innovation;
Innovation
Grants
Child Care $2 Billion $24,040,000°
Development Block (Of which
Grant $1.987 Million
is targeted for
Quality
Expansion and
$1.15 Million
for Infants and
Toddlers).
Head Start/Early $2.1 Billion $ 7,897,0007
Head Start
National School $100 Million $1,299,000¢ By formula to state; competitive to LEAs
Lunch Program
Equipment
Assistance
Vocational $540 Million $6,879,192" | 50% available
Rehebilitation State by end of
Grants March as soon
as guidelines
are issued; 50%
available
Sept/Oct 2009
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A Centers for

Programs Centers for Ind. | Ind. Living- distributed by
Living- $87.5 $1,300,000°* | formula by end
Million Older Blind of March;
Older Blind Ind. Living - 62.5% by
Ind.- $34.3 $629,924° competitive
Million State Grants grants at a later
State Grants for | for Ind. date;
Ind. Living= Living-
$18.2 Million $249,474*
*Funding goes
directly from
USDE to
Centers for
Ind. Living
School Construction; $22 billion Federal government pays interest through tax
School credits = $9.9 billion. May be used for new
Modernization Tax construction, repairs, modernization. Funds
Credit: must be spent within 3 years of issuance of
bond, $22 Gillion ($11 billion for each of
2009 and 2010). 60% allocated to States
based on share of Titie I funding. 40%
allocated directly to “large” LEAS. (100
LEAs with largest number of children from
families in poverty). Up to additional 25
LEAs selected by Secretary of Education.
School Construction; | $ 1.4 billion $1.4 billion for 2009 (current amount {s $400
Qualified Zone million}. $1.4 billion for 2010. Federal cost =
Acadenry Bonds $1 billion.
{QZABs).

a. Source: USDE charts posted 2/18/09
b. Source: CRS charts, 2/13/09
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Enroliment Change from 2007-08 to 2008—09, and Projected 2009-10

Official

Official One-year Projected One-year
2007-08 Enrolliment 2008-09 Enroliment Change 2009-10 Enroliment Change

K . 9,524 10,030 506 10,025 -5

1 9,377 9,989 612 10,421 432

2 9,516 9,510 -6 10,088 578

3 9,305 9,685 380 9,557 -128

4 9,327 9,376 49 9,691 315

5 9,383 9,490 107 9,482 -8

6 9,569 9,291 -278 9,347 56

7 9,423 9,550 127 9,239 -311

8 9,537 9,635 a8 9,596 -39

9 10,664 10,776 112 | 10,760 -16
10 10,392 10,307 -85 10,341 34
11 10,112 10,342 230 10,107 -235
12 10,331 10,265 -66 10,216 -49
K-5 56,432 58,080 1,648 59,264 1,184
6-8 28,529 28,476 -53 28,182 -294
9-12 41,499 41,690 191 41,424 -266
K-12 126,460 128,246 1,786 128,870 624
H.S./PreK 2,432 2,496 64 2,623 27
Spec.Ed. 8,853 8,534 -319 9,107 573
TOTAL 137,745 139,276 1,531 140,500 1,224

11,000

MCPS Grade Enroliment Profile: Actual 2008-09 and Projected 2009-10
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Montgomery County Public Schools Enrollment
Annual Change for Grade Groups

* As the impact of lower births in the 1990s aged through, K-5 enrollment declined. This decline has moved
through elementary grades and is reaching secondary school enroliment. Higher births since 2000, and
completion of the phase-in of the new K-entry age, are now resulting in increases in K-5 enroliment.

* After a brief dip in 2006 and 2007, total MCPS enroliment increased dramatically in 2008.

Annual Change in K-5 Enrollment: 1990 - 2008

2,155
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-1,000
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Annual Change in 6-8 Enrollment: 1990 - 2008
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County Births and Kindergarten Enrollment

* Kindergarten enroliment each year roughly parallels births five years prior. However, a number of intervening
factors can alter this relationship. In most years variations in the amount of net migration affects the birth to
enrollment relationship. :

* From 2003 fé-;2006 the phase-in of new kindergarten entry age lowered kindergarten enrollment. In 2007 this
phase-in was complete and kindergarten enrollment is now increasing again.

* County births in 2007 reached an all-time record of 13,843. As higher birth cohorts enter MCPS, elementary
| school enroliment is projected to increase substantially.

Montgomery County Resident Births
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Natural Increase in Enroliment
Difference Between Kindergarten and Grade 12

* Enroliment change is partly a function of tH’e_size of grades aging through the system.

* In the 1990's the,diff"é}énce between Kindergarten and Grade 12 was at its' greatest. As a result this was the period
when total enroliment increased the most as larger entering grades replaced smaller exiting grades.

* Since 2003, enroliment in Grade 12 has exceeded Kindergarten enroliment. This contributed to a brief dip in enrollment, in 2006 and 2007.

* Beginning in 2007, the phase-in of the new entry age for Kindergarten was completed. Larger Kindergarten enroliments are now
entering the school system. In 2008, Kindergarten enrollment topped 10,000 for the first time.

* Beginning in 2010, Kindergarten is projected to be larger than Grade 12. This will be a major factor in future MCPS enrollment increases.

Enrollment in Kindergarten and Grade 12
1990 to 2008

11,000 -
10,000 -
EK E12th
9,000

oo

1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008




-

»

»

*

Migration's Impact on Enrollment
Net Movement into or out of MCPS by Grade Level

Net migration into and out of MCPS can be seen in the transition between grade enroliments.
The greatest increases in migration occur into Grades 1 and 9, points at which nonpublic students enter MCPS.
Retentions in Grade 9 and 10 contribute to the negative numbers seen between Grade 9 and 10, and 10 and 11.

Net migration ff6m 2007 to 2008 was much higher than in previous years. More entries from private schools, and fewer
withdrawals of MCPS students, caused this large amount of increase.

Net Change in Enroliment from One Grade to the Next
2006-07 to 2007-08
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MCPS and County Nonpublic Enroliment Trends
* MCPS enroliment dipped in 2006 and 2007, but is now increasing again. By 2014, 5,656 more students are projected.
* County nonpublic enroliment peaked in 2003-04, and since then has decreased substantially— by 8,520 through 2008-09.
* Most of the decreaggf,in"honpublic énrollmeﬁt has been in kindergarten and elementary school enrollinents.

7

* The share of students enrolled in public schools in Montgomery County, compared to students enrolled in nonpublic
schools, has increased in the past four years, from 81.4% in 2004 to 85.5% in 2008.

MCPS and Montgomery County Nonpublic Enroilment
Exciudes Pre-kindergarten

150,000 136,902 136,911
125.838 131,981 ' ' 135,386
130,000 demmmmmee e e o e 120,440 T
115,199
108,431 128,790
110,000 +-102.393___ -~ - 118,388 123122 :
111,668 1 )
i 105,671 ;
! 90,000
: MCPS enroliment,
70.000 & - - ... excludingPre-K ) }
‘ County nonpublic enroliment,
: 50,000 {- =ov « o em e excluding Pre-KL Lo - !
? 27,687 27,482 '
30,000 —- e —
23,481 25,609 26,726
10,000 ' L T T T i T T T T 3 = T T T
: - o m < T} (o] N~ © o)) o - o ™M < Te) © ™~ © o)} i
® o 9 <9 92 o 2 9 9 9 9 9Q © 9 9 9 9 9 Q3 :
o — [aY) [3p] < LD ©O ~ @ D o - A o < To] © ~ 20 i
D D D (@)} [¢)] (=] )] (o2} D ()] o (@] o o o o o o o 3
[¢)] (e} » D (o>} (=] (o] (e} [¢)] (o)) o o o o o o o o o |'
— — — - — -— — — — — N N ol o [aY] Y] o (Y] o !
- - -
Percent of County Enrollment in MCPS Public Schools ?
87.0% :
85.0% - =
|

I 83.0%

0,
81.4% 81'A 81.3% 81.4%

81.0%

79.0%

77.0%

75.0%

1990-91
1991-92 38
1992-93
1993-94
1994-95
1995-96
199607 1
1997-98
1998-99
1999-00

2003-04 Xanuna
2004-05 U8

g N wm
C,) (? o
o — o
o o (=)
(=) o (=
N o N

Note: Enrollment reports for nenpublic schools rely on these schaols completing surveys from the Maryland State Dept. of Education.
In 2008 more nonpublic schools than before did not return surveys. This couid mean they are no longer operating, or they
simply chose not to report their enroliment to MSDE. {n 2007, 25 nonpublic schools in Montgomery County did not report
enroliment information to MSDE. In 2008, 132 Montgomery County nonpublic schools did not report enrotiment to MSDE.

2005-06
2006-07  [KXRaan
2007-08

2008-09 B

L]



Trends in Entries and Withdrawals to MCPS from County Private Schools
* Since 2000 MCPS has had a net gain in the number of students enrolling from county private schools.

* In recent years, __abbut 2,000 students entered MCPS from county private schools and about 1,500 left MCPS to
attend county ptivate schools. In 2007-08 net gains from private schools hit an all time high of 919.

* Higher enroliment than projected in 2008 is partly atiributed to even higher numbers of students entering
MCPS from county private schools. 2008-09 data is preliminary, only covering the period through Dec. 2608.

Net Losses or Gains in MCPS Enrollment
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MCPS Grade Level Enrollments:
Actual 1990-2008 and Projected 2009-14
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MCPS Race/ Ethnic Trends

* Since 19’8/3, when MCPS enrollment reached a low point of 91,030, total enroliment has grown by 48,000.
All of this enrollment growth is due to increases in African American, Asian American and Hispanic students.

* Between 1970 and 2008 MCPS enroliment has changed from a predominantly White, NonHispanic population
to a very diverse population where White, NonHispanic enroliment is only 39.1% of the total.
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* Between 1990 and 2008 white enroliment decreased by nearly 10,000 while African American enrollment increased
by 14,500, Asian American enrollment increased by 9,000, and Hispanic enroliment increased by 21,500.

* White enroliment has been décreasing' since 1995, and African American has been decreasing slightly since 2006.
Increases in AsianAmerican, and especially Hispanic enrollment, have been occurring since 1980.

* Looked at as a percent of 1990 level, Hispanic enrollment growth far exceeds other groups.

* Since 1990 Hispanic enroliment has increased by over 300% (more than tripled.) African American and Asian
American enroliments have increased by 175%. White enrollment has decreased to 86% of the 1990 level.

MCPS Race/ Ethnic Trends
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FARMs and ESOL Enrollment Trends
* In 2008, 71% of FARMS enroliment receives free meals. In 2008, 54% of ESOL enrollment was born in the U.S..
* Compared to 1990 levels, ESOL and FARMS enrollments have grown at a faster rate than total MCPS enrollment.
* ESOL enroliment has incres:—zd by 300% (tripled), as a percent of the 1990 level.
* FARMS enroliment has increased by 225% (more than doubled), as a percent of the 1990 level.

* Total MCPS enroliment has increased by 133% (a third more students), as a percent of the 1990 level.

Free and Reduced-price Meals Program Enrollment
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TABLE 5
ALLOCATION OF STAFFING
APPROVED CURRENT
BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET  FY2009-2010

POSITION FY 2009 FY 2009 FY 2010 CHANGE
Executive 19,000 19.000 18.000 (1.000)
Administrative 88,500 94.500 90.500 (4.000)
Cther Professional 381.700 375.700 339.700 (36.000)
Principal/Assistant Principal | 484.000 484,000 485.000 1.000
Classroom Teachers 10,219.800 10,218.800 10,393.000 174.200
Special Ed Specialists 456.500 456.500 473.900 17.400
Media Specialists 203,500 203,500 201.500 (2.000)
Counselors 468.000 468.000 467.000 (1.000)
Psychologists 98.800 98.800 97.300 (1.500)
Social Workers 13.500 13.500 13.900 0.400
Pupil Personne! Workers 47.000 47.000 47,000
Aides/assistants 2525814 2,526.114 2,617.079 90.965
Technical 345 575 347,950 344.750 (3.200)
Clerical/Office Support 1,063,187 1,064.687 1,043.112 (21.575)
Security 230.500 230.500 230.000 (0.500)
Cafeteria 542.660 542.660 542.660

Plant Operations 1,298.200 1.294.700 1,290.200 (4.500)
Maintenance 358.000 358.000 351.000 (7.000)
Supply 80.000 79.000 79.000
Transpertation 1,732.750 1,732.750 1,730.750 (2.000)
Business Personnel 102.500> 103.500 105.500 2.000
Technology/Data Processing 6.000 4.000 4.000

Research Parsonnel 4.000 5.750 4750 (1.000)
Total 20,769,486 20,768.911 20,969.601 200.690




Change in positions, enrollment, and operating budget 1998-present
Position FY1998 FY2003 FY2008 FY2009 F%‘g;‘ieg 1;:;36152 Fﬁ%a;g;() o

Executive 8.00 15.00 18.00 19.00 1.00 18.00 -1.00
Administrative 44.00 81.00 95.50 88.50 -7.00 90.50 2.00
Other Professional 235.50| 445.70 412.70 381.70 -31.00 339.70 -42.00
Principal/Asst Principal 336.00 408.00 494.00 484.00 -10.00 485.00 1.00
Classroom Teachers 7,334.10 9,618.40 10,261.40 10,219.80 -41.60 10,393.00 173.20
Special Ed Specialists 290.80 357.80 462.20 456.50 -5.70 473.90 17.40
Media Specialists 183.50 192.00 203.50 203.50 0.00 201.50 -2.00
Counselors 343.20 408.10 468.00 468.00 0.00 467.00 -1.00
Psychologists 68.50 93.70 102.84 98.80 -4.04 97.30 -1.50
Social Workers 6.10 8.10 14.50 13.50 -1.00 13.90 0.40
Pupil Personnel Workers 31.00 45.00 47.00 47.00 0.00 47.00 0.00
Aides/Assistants 1,912.50 2,320.10 2,531.87 2,525.81 -6.06 2,617.08 91.27
Technical 147.40 169.10 348.95 345.58 -3.38 344.75 -0.82
Clerical/Office Support 895.00 989.50 1,079.94 1,063.19 -16.75 1,043.11 -20.07
Security 145.50 183.00 228.50 230.50 2.00 230.00 -0.50
Cafeteria 394.00 491.00 539.66 542.66 3.00 542.66 0.00
Plant Operations 1,020.60 1,170.70 1,290.20 1,298.20 8.00 1,290.20 -8.00
Maintenance 327.00 341.00 354.00 358.00 4.00 351.00 -7.00
Supply 54.50 72.00 77.00 80.00 3.00 79.00 -1.00
Transportation 1,297.90 1,514.80 1,742.57 1,732.75 -9.82 1,730.75 -2.00
Business Personnel 94.70 91.20 99.50 102.50 3.00 105.50 3.00
Technology/Data Processin n/a n/a 0.00 6.00 6.00 4.00 -2.00
Research Personnel n/a n/a 3.00 4.00 1.00 4.75 0.75
Total 15,169.80 19,015.10 20,874.83 20,769.49 -105.34 20,969.60 200.11

0.00
Actual Enrollment 125,035.00 138,891.00 137,745.00 139,276.00 1,531.00 140,500.00 1,224.00
Total Operating Budget 058,416,196| 1,412,161,822| 1,985,017,619| 2,066,683,294| 81,665,675 2,152,103,336] 85,420,042.00
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Proportion of total positions

Position FY1998 | FY2003 | FY2008 | FY2009 | FY2010
Executive 0.05%| 0.08%| 0.09%]| 0.09%| 0.09%
Administrative 0.30%| 0.43%| 0.46%]| 0.43%| 0.43%
Other Professional 1.60%| 2.34%| 1.98%| 1.84%| 1.62%
Principal/Asst Principal 220%| 2.15%| 237%| 2.33%| 2.31%
Classroom Teachers 48.00%| 50.58%| 49.16%| 49.21%| 49.56%
Special Ed Specialists 1.90%| 1.88%| 2.21%| 2.20%| 2.26%
Media Specialists 1.20%| 1.01%| 097%]| 0.98%| 0.96%
Counselors 2.30%| 2.15%| 2.24%| 225%| 2.23%
Psychologists 0.45%| 0.49%| 0.49%| 0.48%| 0.46%
Social Workers 0.04%]| 0.04%| 0.07%] 0.06%]| 0.07%
Pupil Personnel Workers| 0.20%| 0.24%| 0.23%| 0.23%| 0.22%
Aides/Assistants 12.60%| 12.20%| 12.13%| 12.16%| 12.48%
Technical 0.97%| 0.89%| 1.67%| 1.66%| 1.64%
Clerical/Office Support 5.90%| 5.20%| 5.17%| 5.12%| 4.97%
Security 0.96%| 0.96%| 1.09%]| 1.11%| 1.10%
Cafeteria 2.60%| 2.58%| 2.59%| 2.61%| 2.59%
Plant Operations 6.70%| 6.16%| 6.18%| 6.25%| 6.15%
Maintenance 220%| 1.79%| 1.70%| 1.72%| 1.67%
Supply 0.36%| 0.38%| 037%| 0.39%| 0.38%
Transportation 8.60%| 7.97%| 835%| 8.34%| 8.25%
Business Personnel 0.62%| 0.48%| 0.48%| 0.49%| 0.50%
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MCPS Positions per 1000 students

Positions FY1998 | FY2003 | FY2008 | FY2009 | FY2010
Executive 0.06 0.11 0.13 0.14 0.13
Administrative 0.35 0.58 0.69 0.64 0.64
Other Professional 1.88 3.21 3.00 2.74 2.42
Principal/Asst Principal 2.69 2.94 3.59 3.48 3.45
Classroom Teachers 58.66 69.25 74.50 73.38 73.97
Special Ed Specialists 2.33 2.58 3.36 3.28 3.37
Media Specialists 1.47 1.38 1.48 1.46 1.43
Counselors 2.74 2.94 3.40 3.36 3.32
Psychologists 0.55 0.67 0.75 0.71 0.69
Social Workers 0.05 0.06 0.11 0.10 0.10
Pupil Personnel Worker 0.25 0.32 0.34 0.34 0.33
Aides/Assistants 15.30 16.70 18.38 18.14 18.63
Technical 1.18 1.22 2.53 2.48 2.45
Clerical/Office Support 7.16 7.12 7.84 7.63 7.42
Security 1.16 1.32 1.66 1.65 1.64
Cafeteria 3.15 3.54 3.92 3.90 3.86
Plant Operations 8.16 8.43 9.37 9.32 9.18
Maintenance 2.62 2.46 2.57 2.57 2.50
Supply 0.44 0.52 0.56 0.57 0.56
Transportation 10.38 10.91 12.65 12.44 12.32
Business Personnel 0.76 0.66 0.72 0.74 0.75
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Overview of the State Budget Categories

The table below summarizes the major expenses included in each State budget category, as set

forth in the Maryland State Department of Education’s Financial Reporting Manual for
Maryland Public Schools.

Table 10: State Budget Category Definitions

1 | Administration

Salaries and operating expenses for:

» General Support Services (e.g. Board of Education and Executive
Administration)

» Business Support Services (e.g. Fiscal Services, Purchasing Services;
Printing, Publishing, and Duplicating Services)

» Centralized Support Services (e.g. Planning, Research, Development, and
Evaluation Studies; Information Services, Human Resources Services; and
Data Processing Services)

2 | Mid-level
Administration

Salaries and operating expenses associated with Instructional Programs (see
Category 3) including:

« Salaries for principals, assistant principals, secretaries and other school-based
administrative staff in the Office of the Principal

« Instructional Administration and Supervision, such as curriculum
development and audiovisual services

3 | Instructional
Salaries

Salaries of teachers, instructors, aides, librarians, guidance counselors, school
psychologists, and others who work in Instructional Programs such as:

« Regular Programs (e.g. art, driver education and safety, mathematics, and
science)

o Special Programs (e.g. Gifted and Talented Programs and ESOL)

o Career and Technology Programs
o Staff Development

4 | Textbooks and
Instructional
Supplies

Textbooks and sﬁpplies for all Instructional Programs that are not Special
Education related

5 | Other Instructional
Costs

Contracted services, travel, equipment, and fund transfers associated with
Instructional Programs

6 | Special Education

Salaries and operating expenses directly associated with special education
including: :

« Public, state, and non-public school instructional programs

« Staff development, school-based administration (e.g. principals, assistant
principals, clerical staff), and curriculum development
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; Cate

gory A — Revenues and Expditures '

Personnel
Services

Salaries and operating expenses for school social workers and pupil personnel

workers, whose activities include improving student attendance and providing
casework services

Health Services

Salaries and operating expenses for school-based physical and mental health

service providers. (In Montgomery County, the Department of Health and Human
Services funds the majority of Health Services expenses.)

Student
Transportation

Salaries and operating expenses (e.g. vehicle maintenance and fuel) to provide
transportation for general and special education students, as well as student
transportation for activities such as field trips, sports, and summer programs

10

Operation of
Plant

Salaries and operating expenses for:

« Warehousing and Distributing Services (e.g. storing and distributing supplies,
furniture, equipment, and mail)

» Operating Services (e.g. utilities and insurance)
» Supervision of Operation and Plant Services

» Care and Upkeep of Grounds and Buildings (e.g. landscaping, maintenance of
movable equipment, and custodial services)

» Security Services (e.g. police services, traffic control)

11

Maintenance of
Plant

Salaries and operating expenses for:
« Supervision of Maintenance of Plant Services (e.g. salaries)

» Upkeep of Grounds, Buildings, and Fixed Equipment (e.g. equipment
maintenance and repair and meeting code requirements)

« Vehicle Maintenance Services (only vehicles not used for student
transportation)

i2

Fixed Charges

Costs “not readily allocable to other expenditure categories” including:

» Health insurance and benefits for active and retired employees
» Loan interest

o Tuition reimbursement for staff

14

Community
Services

Salaries and operating expenses for:

e Regular Community Services (e.g. community recreation, child care)
» Non-Public, Non-Disabled, Student Transportation Services

o Community Transportation Services
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